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Abstract: This study investigates the representation of the concept of loyalty in political discourse through a
corpus-assisted contrastive analysis of English and Uzbek presidential speeches delivered between 2020 and 2025.
The dataset consists of a purpose-built mini-corpus of approximately 85,000 words, including speeches by U.S.
Presidents Donald Trump and Joe Biden and Uzbek President Shavkat Mirziyoyev.

The study integrates Critical Discourse Analysis and corpus-assisted methods to examine lexical patterns,
collocations, metaphorical constructions, and pragmatic functions associated with loyalty-related expressions.
The findings reveal significant cross-cultural differences: in English political discourse, loyalty is predominantly
framed as institutional commitment and is subject to evaluative and critical interpretation, whereas in Uzbek
discourse, it is constructed as a stable moral value closely linked to patriotism, collective identity, and social duty.

The study demonstrates that loyalty functions as a key ideological and persuasive resource in both contexts,
contributing to the construction of national identity and the legitimation of political authority. By providing a
systematic cross-linguistic analysis, the research contributes to discourse studies and highlights the importance
of culturally grounded interpretations of political values.

Keywords: Political discourse; loyalty; corpus-assisted analysis; critical discourse analysis; cross-cultural analysis;
collocation; ideology.

Introduction: Political discourse plays a central role in  Political actors to mobilize public support and construct

collective belonging. Among these, loyalty occupies a
operates

shaping national identity, constructing ideological

particularly complex position, as it

narratives, and legitimizing power within society.

Recent developments in corpus-assisted discourse
studies have further demonstrated the importance of
integrating quantitative and qualitative approaches in
analyzing ideological language use (Partington et al.,
2023; Baker et al., 2021). As critical discourse scholars
have demonstrated, political language is not a neutral
medium of communication but a strategic instrument
through which social realities are framed, negotiated,
and contested (Fairclough, 1995; van Dijk, 1998; van
Dijk 2011).
concepts such as patriotism, identity, and loyalty

Within this framework, value-laden

function as powerful discursive resources that enable
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simultaneously as a moral virtue and as a mechanism
of ideological alignment and control.

In political rhetoric, loyalty is not merely expressed but

actively constructed, evaluated, and strategically
deployed as part of broader discursive practices
(Fairclough, 1995). It may be framed as commitment to
democratic principles, allegiance to the nation, or
devotion to leadership, depending on the socio-
political context. As Teun A. van Dijk (2006) argues,
ideological discourse relies on the polarization of “us”
versus “them,” where loyalty becomes a key criterion

for inclusion or exclusion within the imagined national
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Ruth  Wodak (2015)
demonstrates that national identity is discursively

community.  Similarly,
constructed through narratives of belonging that
frequently mobilize loyalty as a marker of collective
identity. Contemporary research also highlights the
increasing role of discourse in the normalization and
reproduction of political ideologies across different
sociocultural contexts (Wodak, 2021). Previous studies
have further emphasized that political discourse not
only reflects but also shapes ideological structures by
framing values such as loyalty in ways that legitimize
particular power relations (Chilton, 2014; Chilton,
2017).

Crucially, the meaning and evaluative dimension of
loyalty vary significantly across political systems and
cultural traditions. In Western democratic contexts,
particularly in English-language political discourse,
loyalty is often framed as adherence to constitutional
principles, institutional trust, and civic responsibility
(Chilton, 2004; Charteris-Black, 2011). At the same
time, it may carry a critical dimension, as reflected in
which signal

expressions such as blind loyalty,

resistance to excessive personal allegiance and
reinforce the primacy of democratic norms over
individual authority. In contrast, in post-Soviet and
Central Asian contexts, including Uzbekistan, loyalty is
typically constructed as a stable and positively
evaluated concept closely associated with devotion to
the motherland (Vatan), collective identity, and moral
duty (Wodak, 2015). In such contexts, loyalty functions
less as a contested value and more as a normative
and cultural

expectation embedded in political

discourse.

Despite the extensive body of research on political
discourse, nationalism, and identity construction (Billig,
1995; Anderson, 2006; Wodak, 2015), the concept of
loyalty remains under-theorized as an independent
analytical category, particularly in cross-cultural and
corpus-assisted frameworks. Existing scholarship has
tended to treat loyalty as a peripheral or implicit
element within broader discussions of patriotism and
ideological alignment, rather than as a central
discursive construct in its own right. Furthermore,
comparative research has predominantly focused on
Western political discourse, leaving non-European and
contexts—particularly

underrepresented linguistic

Central Asian political discourse—largely absent from
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international academic debate. As a result, there
remains a significant gap in understanding how loyalty
is linguistically constructed, semantically structured,
and pragmatically mobilized across different cultural
and political environments.

This gap is particularly important because loyalty does
not function solely as a unifying moral value; it also
operates as a discursive mechanism of ideological
control (van Dijk, 1998; Fairclough, 1995). Political
actors may strategically invoke loyalty to legitimize
authority, reinforce dominant narratives, and
delegitimize dissent by framing opposition as disloyal
or unpatriotic (van Dijk, 2006). In this sense, loyalty
becomes a boundary-making device that distinguishes
between legitimate and illegitimate members of the
national community. At the same time, in democratic
contexts, loyalty may be reinterpreted as critical
engagement and commitment to shared principles
than These

contrasting interpretations highlight the need for a

rather unquestioned obedience.
systematic, cross-cultural analysis of loyalty as a

dynamic and context-dependent discursive construct.

The present study addresses this gap by offering a
contrastive analysis of the representation of loyalty in
English and Uzbek political discourse. Focusing on
political speeches delivered between 2020 and 2025 by
U.S. Presidents Donald Trump and Joe Biden, and
the study
investigates how loyalty is linguistically constructed,

Uzbek President Shavkat Mirziyoyev,

semantically framed, and pragmatically employed in
two distinct political and cultural contexts. The analysis
draws on qualitative discourse-analytical methods to
examine lexical choices, collocational patterns,
metaphorical representations, and rhetorical strategies

associated with loyalty.

The main contribution of this study lies in its explicit
theorization of loyalty as a central discursive and
ideological category in political communication. By
integrating semantic, pragmatic, and cross-cultural
perspectives, the research moves beyond existing
approaches that treat loyalty as a secondary concept
and instead positions it as a key mechanism through
which national identity and ideological alignment are
constructed. Moreover, by incorporating data from
Uzbek political discourse, the study expands the
geographical and linguistic scope of discourse analysis
and contributes to a more inclusive understanding of
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global political communication (Wodak & Meyer,
2016).

The paper is structured as follows. The next section
outlines the theoretical background, focusing on
political discourse, national identity, and the concept of
loyalty. This is followed by a detailed description of the
methodology, including data selection and analytical
procedures. The results section presents the findings
from English and Uzbek political speeches, which are
then discussed in a comparative perspective. The final
section summarizes the key findings and outlines
directions for future research.

This study addresses the following research questions:

(1) How is the concept of loyalty linguistically
constructed in English and Uzbek political discourse?
(2) What
characterize

collocational and semantic patterns

loyalty-related expressions in both
corpora?
(3) How does loyalty function as an ideological and

discursive resource across the two political contexts?
METHODOLOGY
1. Research Design

This study adopts a qualitative discourse-analytical
by
techniques, to investigate the representation of loyalty

approach, complemented corpus-assisted
in political discourse. This combined methodological
approach enhances both interpretive depth and
empirical reliability. The research is designed as a
contrastive (comparative) study, focusing on English
and Uzbek political speeches, with the aim of
identifying both linguistic patterns and culturally

specific ideological constructions of loyalty.

The framework three
complementary approaches: Critical Discourse Analysis
(CDA) (Fairclough, 1995; van Dijk, 1998), the Discourse-
Historical Approach (DHA) (Wodak, 2015), and corpus-

assisted discourse studies (Partington et al., 2013). This

analytical integrates

multi-method integration enables the study to examine

loyalty not only as a lexical-semantic unit but also as a

discursive, pragmatic, and ideological construct
embedded in socio-political contexts. This approach is
consistent with recent developments in corpus-
assisted discourse studies, which emphasize the
combined use of computational tools and qualitative
interpretation for robust linguistic analysis (Partington

et al., 2023).

While the study is primarily qualitative, corpus-assisted

methods are employed to enhance analytical
transparency and empirical grounding (Baker et al.,
2008; McEnery & Hardie, 2012). In particular, the
software tool AntConc (version 4.2.0) was employed
using specific functions such as concordance analysis,
collocate extraction, and cluster identification to
identify recurring lexical patterns and contextual usage
of loyalty-related expressions (Anthony, 2022). These
tools enabled the systematic examination of lexical
distribution and co-occurrence patterns across the
corpus. Manual analysis was subsequently conducted
to interpret contextual meanings and discursive
functions, ensuring a balance between computational

support and interpretive depth (Baker, 2006).
2. Data Selection and Corpus Compilation

The dataset consists of a purposefully compiled mini-
corpus of political speeches delivered between 2020
and 2025. The composition of the corpus is
summarized in Table 1. The corpus includes speeches
by U.S. Presidents Donald Trump and Joe Biden, and
Uzbek President Shavkat Mirziyoyev. The speeches
were selected using a purposive sampling strategy,
aimed at ensuring the inclusion of texts that are
thematically relevant and representative of key
political discourse contexts (Palinkas et al., 2015). The
sampling criteria of

strategy was guided by

representativeness, relevance, and comparability,
ensuring analytical consistency across both corpora

(Baker, 2006).

Table 1. Corpus Composition

Language Political Figures Number of Speeches | Total Words
English Donald Trump, Joe Biden 20 speeches ~45,000 words
Uzbek Shavkat Mirziyoyev 20 speeches ~40,000 words
Total — 40 speeches ~85,000 words
American Journal Of Philological Sciences 151 https://theusajournals.com/index.php/ajps
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The speeches were selected according to the following
criteria:

o official public speeches (e.g., inaugural addresses,
national speeches, policy statements)

o thematic relevance to national identity, unity,
governance, and statehood

e availability from reliable official sources

(government websites, verified transcripts)
e temporal distribution across the selected period
To address potential concerns of selection bias
(Krippendorff, 2018; Wodak & Meyer, 2016), the
dataset was designed to include speeches representing

different
persuasive,

communicative contexts (ceremonial,
policy-oriented) and varying audience
orientations. This ensures that the corpus reflects a
representative range of political discourse functions,

rather than a single rhetorical genre.

The corpus was constructed to ensure:

e comparability (similar speech genres across
languages)

e balance (comparable corpus size)

e authenticity (naturally occurring  political

discourse)

Although English political discourse benefits from well-
established corpora (e.g.,, COCA, BNC), the Uzbek
dataset was self-compiled due to the absence of large,
publicly available, balanced political corpora. This
approach is methodologically justified, as the compiled
corpus is based on authentic, official discourse and
systematically selected according to clear criteria,
ensuring reliability and representativeness (McEnery &
Hardie, 2012).

3. Analytical Procedures

The analysis was conducted in three interconnected
stages, combining corpus-assisted techniques with
qualitative discourse analysis.

Stage 1: Identification of Loyalty-Related Lexical Units

A set of core lexical units representing the concept of
loyalty was established based on dictionary definitions,
thesauri, and previous studies on semantic fields
(Lyons, 1977; Cruse, 2000).

e English: loyalty, loyal, allegiance, devotion,

commitment
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o Uzbek: sadogat, sodiglik, sodiq, fidoyilik, vafo
Using AntConc, concordance lines were generated to
identify occurrences of these lexical items across the

corpus. Manual verification was then conducted to
ensure contextual relevance.

(Baker,
lexemes

2006)
occur

A preliminary frequency analysis
that
approximately more frequently in the Uzbek corpus as

indicates loyalty-related

indicated by preliminary frequency analysis, whereas
the English corpus demonstrates a greater degree of
lexical variations, particularly in evaluative contexts
(e.g., loyalty to institutions, blind loyalty).

Stage 2: Collocational and Contextual Analysis
The identified lexical items were analyzed in terms of:

e collocational patterns (Sinclair, 1991; Baker, 2006)
(e.g., loyalty to the nation, Vatanga sadoqat)

e syntactic structures
e semantic associations

Collocation analysis was supported by AntConc’s
the
identification of recurring lexical patterns. This stage

concordance and cluster tools, enabling

revealed dominant thematic associations, including:
e institutional loyalty (English)
e patriotic and moral loyalty (Uzbek)

The analysis also identified evaluative distinctions,
particularly the presence of critical or cautionary uses
of loyalty in English discourse, contrasted with
predominantly positive and normative uses in Uzbek

discourse.
Stage 3: Discursive and Pragmatic Analysis

A qualitative discourse analysis was conducted to
examine:

e metaphorical constructions of loyalty

e rhetorical persuasion,

(e.g.,
legitimization, mobilization) (Chilton, 2004)

strategies

e ideological framing (van Dijk, 1998)

Particular attention was given to:

e the construction of “us vs. them” distinctions

e the role of loyalty in legitimizing authority

e the use of loyalty in national identity construction

This stage demonstrates that loyalty functions as a
discursive resource for both inclusion and exclusion,
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as well as a mechanism for shaping ideological
narratives.

4. Analytical Framework

The analysis is guided by a multi-dimensional
(Wodak & Meyer, 2016). The key
dimensions and their analytical focus are summarized
in Table 2.

framework

Table 2. Analytical Framework

Dimension Focus

Semantic

Conceptual meaning of loyalty

Pragmatic

Communicative function

Discursive

Ideological construction

Cultural

Context-specific interpretation

This
integrated analysis, ensuring that linguistic patterns are

framework enables a comprehensive and

interpreted within their broader socio-cultural and
ideological contexts.

5. Reliability and Validity

To ensure methodological rigor, several measures were
implemented:

e triangulation (Denzin, 1978) (lexical, discursive,
and cultural analysis)

e corpus-assisted validation using AntConc
¢ manual cross-checking of data
e consistent analytical criteria across both corpora

e selection of examples based on frequency and
representativeness

Although the study is primarily qualitative, the
integration of corpus tools enhances the empirical
reliability, and

transparency, replicability of the

analysis.
6. Limitations of the Study
The study acknowledges several limitations:

e the corpus is limited in size (mini-corpus)

e the analysis focuses on a selected group of political
leaders

e the study relies

interpretation

primarily on qualitative

However, these limitations are mitigated by:
e systematic corpus design

e depth of discourse analysis

e cross-cultural comparison

Future research may expand the corpus and

incorporate larger datasets and quantitative methods.
RESULTS

1. Frequency and Distribution of Loyalty-Related
Lexical Units

The corpus analysis confirms that lexical units
associated with the concept of loyalty constitute a
salient and recurrent feature in both English and Uzbek
political discourse. However, significant cross-linguistic
differences emerge in terms of frequency, lexical

diversity, and contextual distribution.

A quantitative overview of the data is presented below:

Table 3. Frequency of Loyalty-Related Lexemes (Raw and Normalized)

Lexical Category | English Corpus (=45,000 words) | Uzbek Corpus (=40,000 words)
loyalty / loyal 112 —

Allegiance 36 —

Devotion 41 —

commitment 58 —

Sadoqat - 126

sodiglik / sodiq — 89
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As shown in Table 3, the frequency distribution of
loyalty-related lexical units demonstrates clear cross-
linguistic differences between the English and Uzbek
corpora. To ensure comparability between corpora of
different sizes, frequencies were normalized per 1,000
words. The normalized results suggest that loyalty-
related lexemes occur more frequently in the Uzbek
corpus, within the scope of the analyzed dataset.

These findings indicate that loyalty occupies a more
central and ideologically foregrounded position within
this corpus of Uzbek political discourse, although this
tendency should be interpreted in relation to corpus
composition and genre constraints.

At the same time, the English corpus demonstrates a
higher degree of lexical variation, reflected in the use
of multiple semantically related lexemes such as
allegiance, commitment, and devotion. These forms
are commonly observed in the corpus and recurrent
across multiple speeches, particularly in institutional
and policy-oriented contexts.

For instance, variations of the following pattern appear
repeatedly in the English corpus:

“We must remain loyal to the Constitution and the

Fidoyilik — 47
Vafo — 28
Total (raw) 247 290
Per 1,000 words 5.49 7.25
democratic values that define our nation.”

(observed across multiple presidential addresses in
institutional contexts)

In contrast, Uzbek political discourse shows a tendency
toward lexical concentration, with core lexemes such
as sadoqgat and sodiqglik occurring frequently and
consistently across speeches, particularly in ceremonial
and nation-building contexts:

“Vatanga sadogat — har bir fugaroning muqgaddas
burchidir.”

(a recurrent formulation observed across a majority of
official national addresses)

Thus, the findings suggest that Uzbek discourse is

characterized by frequency and  semantic
centralization, whereas English discourse exhibits

lexical dispersion and contextual diversification.
2. Collocational Patterns and Semantic Associations

The dominant collocational patterns presented in Table
4 reveal systematic differences in the semantic
associations of loyalty across the two languages. A
closer examination of these patterns demonstrates
how loyalty is conceptualized differently in English and
Uzbek political discourse.

Table 4. Dominant Collocations of Loyalty

Language | Frequent Collocations Semantic
Orientation
English loyalty to the Constitution; loyalty to democratic values; blind loyalty; institutional /
loyalty to the nation; unwavering loyalty evaluative
Uzbek Vatanga sadoqat; xalgga sodiqglik; sadoqgat bilan xizmat qilish; yurtga patriotic / moral
sadogat; sodiq farzand

These collocations represent frequently attested and
recurrent patterns across the corpus, observed across
multiple speeches and discourse contexts rather than
isolated instances.

In the English corpus, loyalty is predominantly
associated with abstract institutional referents, such as

the Constitution, democratic values, and the nation-
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This that
conceptualized as a principle-based and institutionally

state. pattern suggests loyalty s

oriented commitment.

For example, structurally similar formulations appear
across multiple speeches:

“Our loyalty must always be to the Constitution, not to

any individual leader.”
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(recurrent pattern across multiple presidential
speeches, particularly in institutional accountability

contexts)

“We remain committed to the democratic values that
define us.”
(commonly observed across policy-oriented and public

addresses)

Additionally, English discourse includes evaluative and
critical collocations, such as:

“Blind
democratic

loyalty to political figures undermines
accountability.”
(observed in argumentative and critical discourse

segments)

These patterns indicate that loyalty may function as a
contested and evaluative concept in English political
discourse.

In contrast, Uzbek political discourse demonstrates a
strong preference for emotionally and culturally

embedded collocations, particularly those linked to

Vatan and (people). These

constructions occur consistently across speeches and

(motherland) xalq
reflect a conceptualization of loyalty as a moral and
collective obligation:

“Biz xalgimizga sodiqlik bilan xizmat qilishimiz kerak.”
(frequently attested across speeches addressing

governance and public service)

“Vatanga sadogat har birimizning burchimizdir.”

(recurrent across ceremonial and nation-building

discourse)

Notably, negative or critical collocations of loyalty are
not attested in the analyzed Uzbek corpus, suggesting
a predominantly positive semantic prosody.

3. Discursive and Pragmatic Functions of Loyalty

in Table 5
illustrate how loyalty operates as a multifunctional

The discursive functions summarized

ideological and pragmatic resource. Further analysis
shows that these functions differ in their distribution
and relative prominence across the two corpora.

Table 5. Discursive Functions of Loyalty

Function

English Discourse

Uzbek Discourse

Legitimation of authority
specific

medium frequency / context-

high frequency / recurrent

Construction of national identity

high frequency

very high frequency

Mobilization of public support

high frequency

high frequency

Ideological boundary-making (“us vs
them”)

explicit and recurrent

implicit and context-

dependent

These categories are based on relative frequency
patterns and distribution across discourse segments
observed in the corpus, including recurrence across
speeches, density within specific rhetorical contexts,
and functional prominence within discourse structures.

In the English corpus, loyalty frequently functions as a
regulative and evaluative concept, shaping distinctions
between legitimate and illegitimate political behavior:

“True loyalty means holding our leaders accountable tQ
democratic principles.”

(recurrent evaluative framing across speeches)

This suggests that loyalty operates within a framework
of critical engagement and ideological negotiation.

In contrast, Uzbek discourse uses loyalty primarily as a
unifying and stabilizing concept, reinforcing collective

American Journal Of Philological Sciences

identity and national cohesion:

“Vatanga sadogat bizni birlashtiradigan eng muhim
gadriyatlardan biridir.”
(frequently observed in nation-building narratives)

Here, loyalty is not contested, but rather affirmed as a
shared and normative value.

The construction of ingroup—outgroup distinctions also
differs:

English discourse - explicit and strategically

articulated

Uzbek discourse = implicit and embedded within unity
narratives

4. Metaphorical and Ideological Representation of
Loyalty
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The metaphorical analysis reveals systematic and
recurrent patterns in the conceptualization of loyalty
across the two corpora, reflecting broader ideological
orientations embedded in political discourse. This
analysis is informed by conceptual metaphor theory,
which posits that abstract concepts are understood
through mappings from more concrete source domains
(Lakoff & Johnson, 1980; Semino, 2008).

Metaphorical expressions were identified through
corpus-assisted analysis (using concordance and
with

semantic structures,

collocation patterns) combined manual

interpretation of recurrent
allowing for the identification of dominant conceptual

metaphors across the dataset.
Loyalty in English Political Discourse

In the English corpus, loyalty is predominantly
conceptualized through metaphors of duty, obligation,
and principled commitment. These patterns are
attested speeches,
particularly in and policy-oriented

contexts. This tendency can be captured through the

frequently across multiple

institutional

conceptual metaphor:
LOYALTY AS DUTY / OBLIGATION

This metaphor is reflected in recurrent formulations
such as:

“We must defend our commitment to democratic
values.”

(recurrent across policy-oriented speeches)

“Our duty is to uphold the Constitution and the
principles it represents.”

(recurrent across presidential addresses)

These expressions draw on a source domain of
obligation and institutional responsibility, mapping
abstract political values onto concrete notions of duty,
accountability, and rule-based commitment. The verbs
defend, uphold, and commit indicate that loyalty is
constructed as an active and evaluable stance, subject
to normative judgment and institutional regulation.

Importantly, the English corpus also includes critical
and evaluative constructions, such as:

“Blind
democratic accountability.”

loyalty to political figures undermines

(recurrently observed in evaluative and argumentative
discourse segments)

American Journal Of Philological Sciences

This pattern suggests that loyalty in English political
discourse functions as a potentially contested and
ideologically negotiated construct, rather than an
unquestioned value. Loyalty is therefore not only
invoked but also problematized, reflecting a discursive
environment in which political commitment is subject
to scrutiny and debate.

Loyalty in Uzbek Political Discourse

In contrast, the Uzbek corpus demonstrates a
consistent and recurrent pattern in which loyalty is
conceptualized through metaphors of service,
devotion, and moral commitment. These patterns are
consistently observed across a wide range of speeches,
particularly in ceremonial, nation-building, and public-
address contexts. This tendency can be captured

through the conceptual metaphor:
LOYALTY AS MORAL DEVOTION / SERVICE

This metaphor is reflected in recurrent expressions
such as:

“Yurtga sadoqgat bilan xizmat qilish har birimizning
burchimizdir.”

frequently attested across official speeches and public
addresses)

“Vatanga sadoqat insonning eng yuksak fazilatidir.”
(recurrent evaluative formulation in national discourse)
“Biz xalgimizga sidqgidildan xizmat qilishimiz kerak.”

(observed across multiple speeches emphasizing

collective responsibility)

These constructions draw on a source domain of ethical
obligation and moral virtue, presenting loyalty as a
deeply internalized and culturally reinforced value.
Unlike the English examples, where loyalty is linked to

abstract institutional entities, Uzbek discourse
associates loyalty with emotionally salient and
culturally embedded referents such as Vatan

(motherland) and xalq (people).

These patterns further indicate that loyalty is not
typically subject to critical evaluation within this
corpus, but rather framed as a normative, stable, and
positively valorized concept embedded in collective
identity and moral discourse.

From a comparative perspective, these metaphorical
patterns suggest that loyalty function differently across
the two discourse traditions within the analyzed
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corpus:
e In English political discourse, loyalty functions as a
principle-based
grounded in institutional legitimacy and open to

and evaluative  construct,

critical interpretation.

e In Uzbek political discourse, loyalty functions as a
stable, morally charged, and culturally reinforced
ideal, embedded within narratives of collective
identity and national unity.

This contrast may also reflect broader differences in

political culture and discourse traditions, where
political values are either negotiated through
institutional frameworks or naturalized through

culturally embedded narratives (Wodak, 2015; van Dijk,
2006).

Overall, the metaphorical analysis demonstrates that
loyalty operates not merely as a lexical or semantic
category, but as a conceptual and ideological construct
shaped by culturally specific metaphorical mappings,
which influence how political commitment, identity,
and authority are understood and communicated.

5. Summary of Key Findings

The analysis demonstrates that loyalty functions as a
central discursive concept in both English and Uzbek
political discourse, while exhibiting significant cross-
linguistic variation.

The key findings can be summarized as follows:

e loyalty-related lexemes occur more frequently in
the Uzbek corpus (approximately 7.25 per 1,000
words)

e English discourse demonstrates greater lexical
diversity and variation

e Uzbek discourse shows semantic centralization
around core lexemes (sadogat, sodiqlik)

e English discourse includes evaluative and critical
constructions of loyalty

e Uzbek discourse emphasizes moral obligation,
patriotism, and collective identity

e loyalty functions as a key persuasive and

ideological resource in both contexts
Overall, the results suggest that loyalty is not merely a
lexical category but a culturally and ideologically
embedded discursive construct, whose meaning and

function are shaped by broader socio-political contexts.

American Journal Of Philological Sciences

DISCUSSION

The findings of this study indicate that the concept of
loyalty is discursively salient in both English and Uzbek
political speech; however, it is constructed through
distinct semantic, pragmatic, and ideological patterns.
These differences extend beyond purely lexical
variation and may reflect broader distinctions in
the
discursive construction of national identity (Wodak,
2015; Chilton, 2004). In line with the assumptions of

critical discourse studies, the results suggest that

political culture, rhetorical traditions, and

political language does not merely reflect social values
but actively participates in their construction and
legitimation (Fairclough, 1995; van Dijk, 1998; Wodak,
2015).

A key contrast emerging from the analysis concerns the
relationship between lexical diversity in the English
corpus and semantic centralization in the Uzbek
corpus, as evidenced in the collocational and frequency
patterns identified in the Results section. In English
political discourse, loyalty is articulated through a
field,
allegiance, devotion, and commitment. As indicated by

relatively broad lexical including loyalty,
the corpus data, this lexical variation suggests that
loyalty is not framed as a fixed or monolithic ideological
construct (Fairclough, 1995), but rather as a concept
distributed across multiple semantic and pragmatic
domains (van Dijk, 2006), such as institutional trust,
democratic responsibility, and civic accountability. This
tendency may be interpreted as reflecting the
discursive logic of democratic political culture, in which
values are frequently negotiated and subject to
evaluative framing rather than presented as stable
absolutes (Chilton, 2004). From a discourse-analytical
perspective, this observation aligns with van Dijk’s
(2006) argument that ideological discourse often
organizes value-laden concepts through contextual

positioning and strategic differentiation.

By contrast, the Uzbek corpus demonstrates a more
stabilized
representation of loyalty, particularly through the

concentrated and culturally lexical
recurrent use of sadogat and sodiglik, as reflected in
both frequency distribution and collocational patterns.
As evidenced in multiple speeches within the corpus,
these lexemes consistently co-occur with culturally
salient referents such as Vatan (motherland) and xalq
(people), as well as with expressions of service and
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collective responsibility. This pattern suggests that
loyalty in Uzbek political discourse tends to be
constructed not primarily as a negotiable political
stance, but rather as a culturally embedded moral
value (Wodak, 2015). In Wodak’s (2015) terms, such
usage may be interpreted as part of the discursive
construction of national identity through narratives of
continuity, belonging, and shared obligation. Within
this framework, loyalty appears to function less as a site
of explicit ideological contestation and more as a
symbolic resource for reinforcing collective cohesion.

The normalized frequency data presented in the
Results section further support this interpretation. As
indicated by the higher normalized frequency of
loyalty-related lexemes in the Uzbek corpus, loyalty
occupies a more prominent discursive position in the
articulation of political values within this dataset.
However, this prominence should not be understood
solely in quantitative terms. Rather, it may reflect the
greater ideological visibility and positive valuation of
loyalty in Uzbek political discourse. In contrast, the
English corpus, while demonstrating a lower
normalized frequency, exhibits greater lexical diversity
flexibility,

differentiated conceptualization. This contrast points

and evaluative suggesting a more
to two distinct modes of value construction: one in
which loyalty is foregrounded as a culturally affirmed
norm, and another in which it is distributed across a
broader ideological vocabulary and subjected to critical
and contextual evaluation (van Dijk, 2006; Fairclough,

1995).

The collocational patterns identified in the analysis
provide further evidence for these differences. In the
English corpus, loyalty is frequently associated with
institutional and constitutional referents, such as the
Constitution, democratic values, and the nation. As
illustrated by recurrent formulations in the corpus, this
pattern suggests that loyalty is framed as adherence to
abstract principles rather than to personal authority.
Such framing is consistent with a discourse tradition in
which political legitimacy is grounded in institutions,
legal norms, and civic ideals (Chilton, 2004). Moreover,
the presence of expressions such as blind loyalty,
observed across several speeches, indicates that loyalty
is not only invoked but also critically evaluated. From a
critical discourse perspective, this suggests that loyalty
in English political discourse functions as a regulative
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that delineate and

unacceptable forms of allegiance.

concept helps acceptable

In the Uzbek corpus, collocations such as Vatanga
sadogat, xalgga sodiglik, and sadogat bilan xizmat
repeatedly observed
speeches, construct loyalty in moral, affective, and

gilish, as across multiple
collectivist terms. Here, loyalty appears to be less
frequently associated with abstract institutional
frameworks and more strongly linked to culturally and
emotionally salient entities. This pattern supports the
interpretation that loyalty is conceptualized not only as
political alignment but also as an expression of ethical
devotion and social responsibility (Wodak, 2015). From
a discourse-historical perspective, this may reflect the
persistence of culturally embedded narratives of duty,
service, and attachment to the nation, which continue
to shape contemporary political rhetoric. In this sense,
loyalty appears to function as a discursive bridge

between political authority and moral legitimacy.

The pragmatic analysis also reveals notable differences
in the functional deployment of loyalty across the two
corpora. In both contexts, loyalty contributes to the
construction of national identity and the mobilization
the mode of this
mobilization appears to differ. In English political

of public support. However,
discourse, loyalty often functions as a regulative and
evaluative concept, helping to define the boundaries of
legitimate democratic conduct. As evidenced in corpus
examples contrasting loyalty to constitutional
principles with loyalty to individual leaders, loyalty is
used to structure ideological distinctions within the
national community (van Dijk, 2006). This observation
is consistent with van Dijk’'s model of ideological
polarization, in which discourse organizes social
cognition through the positive representation of “in-
group” values and the critical evaluation of alternative

positions.

In Uzbek political discourse, by contrast, loyalty

functions more prominently as a unifying and

stabilizing concept, as reflected in recurrent
expressions emphasizing collective responsibility and
shared national values (Wodak, 2015). Rather than
primarily operating through explicit critique, loyalty is
cohesion and affirm

invoked to reinforce social

common ideological commitments. While elements of
ideological boundary-making are present, they tend to
be less explicitly articulated and more often embedded
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within narratives of unity and collective purpose. In
Wodak’s framework, this may be interpreted as a
discourse of belonging, in which political values are
naturalized through repetition and symbolic consensus
rather than through overt antagonistic positioning.

The metaphorical patterns identified in the Results
section further deepen this interpretation and can be
understood within the framework of conceptual
metaphor theory, which explains how abstract political
concepts are structured through mappings from
concrete experiential domains (Lakoff & Johnson,
1980; Semino, 2008). In the English corpus, loyalty is
frequently conceptualized through metaphors of duty,
obligation, and defense, as evidenced in expressions
such as upholding principles and defending democratic
values. These patterns suggest an underlying
conceptual metaphor of LOYALTY AS PRINCIPLED
DUTY, in which loyalty is framed as an active but
conditional commitment aligned with institutional
legitimacy. Such metaphorical structuring reinforces
the rationalized and norm-regulated nature of political
loyalty within this discourse.

In the Uzbek corpus, metaphorical expressions
centered on xizmat qilish (to serve), burch (duty), and
devotion to Vatan, as repeatedly observed across
speeches, suggest a different conceptual pattern,
which may be described as LOYALTY AS MORAL
DEVOTION. In this framework, loyalty is constructed as
a deeply internalized ethical disposition rather than as
a position subject to critical evaluation. This contrast in
metaphorical structuring reflects broader differences
in the ideological imagination of politics: in one case,
political legitimacy is tied to institutional principles; in
the other, it is closely linked to moral values and
collective identity.

Taken together, these findings suggest that loyalty
functions as a discursively constructed key concept in
both corpora, but with differing degrees of semantic
stability, evaluative flexibility, and ideological
centrality. In the English corpus, loyalty appears as a
pluralized and context-dependent construct, mediated
by institutional frameworks and subject to evaluative
scrutiny. In the Uzbek corpus, it appears as a
semantically concentrated and culturally stabilized
value, strongly associated with moral discourse and

collective identity.
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From a theoretical perspective, this study contributes
to discourse analysis by highlighting loyalty as an
analytically significant category that mediates the
relationship between identity, ideology, and political
legitimacy. While previous research has often
subsumed loyalty under broader categories such as
patriotism or nationalism, the present findings suggest
that it operates as an independent and multifunctional
concept within political discourse (Fairclough, 1995;
van Dijk, 2006). Its ability to unify, regulate, legitimize,
and, in some contexts, problematize political relations
underscores its importance for cross-cultural discourse

studies.

Furthermore, the study contributes to comparative
linguistics by demonstrating that seemingly equivalent
political concepts may exhibit substantial variation in
their semantic structure and pragmatic function across
languages and cultural contexts (Wierzbicka, 1997). As
evidenced in the comparison between English and
Uzbek political discourse, loyalty is not only language-
specific in its lexical realization but also culture-specific
in its ideological load and rhetorical deployment.

At the same time, several limitations should be
acknowledged. As noted in the Methodology section,
the analysis is based on a relatively limited corpus of
speeches from a small number of political figures.
Therefore, the findings should be interpreted as
indicative of tendencies within the analyzed dataset
rather than as universally generalizable patterns.
Nevertheless, the consistency of the observed patterns
across multiple speeches suggests that the results are
analytically robust and provide a valuable foundation
for further research.

Overall, the findings suggest that loyalty operates as a
strategically mobilized and culturally mediated concept
in political discourse. Its representation in English and
Uzbek contexts reveals not only different rhetorical
strategies but also different ideological frameworks of
belonging, obligation, and authority. In this regard,
loyalty emerges as a productive analytical lens for
examining the complex interplay between language,
power, and national identity.

CONCLUSION

This study has examined the representation of the
concept of loyalty in English and Uzbek political
contrastive

discourse through a corpus-assisted
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analysis of speeches delivered between 2020 and 2025.
The findings demonstrate that loyalty functions as a
salient and strategically mobilized concept in both
contexts; however, its semantic structuring, pragmatic
deployment, and ideological significance differ in
systematic and consequential ways.

At the lexical and semantic levels, the analysis reveals a
clear contrast between lexical diversification in English
political discourse and semantic centralization in Uzbek
discourse. While English political speech draws on a
wider range of lexical resources—such as loyalty,
allegiance, devotion, and commitment—to articulate
related meanings, Uzbek discourse relies more
consistently on a concentrated set of lexemes,
particularly sadogat and sodiglik. This distinction
indicates that loyalty in English operates as a
distributed and context-sensitive category, whereas in
Uzbek it appears as a more stable and culturally

entrenched value.

From a pragmatic and discursive perspective, loyalty

performs  divergent yet equally significant
communicative functions. In English political discourse,
loyalty tends to operate as a regulative and evaluative
mechanism, shaping the boundaries of legitimate
democratic conduct and distinguishing between
acceptable and problematic forms of allegiance. In
Uzbek political discourse, by contrast, loyalty functions
more prominently as a unifying and normatively
reinforced principle, contributing to the consolidation
of collective identity, social cohesion, and shared
national values. These findings suggest that loyalty is
not merely a rhetorical resource, but a discursive tool
through which political actors actively construct and

stabilize ideological alignment.

The metaphorical analysis further underscores these
that
conceptualized through distinct underlying schemas. In

differences by demonstrating loyalty s
the English corpus, loyalty is predominantly framed
through metaphors of duty, obligation, and principled
commitment, reflecting a model of political legitimacy
grounded in institutional norms and critical evaluation.
In the Uzbek corpus, loyalty is primarily conceptualized
through metaphors of service, devotion, and moral
responsibility, emphasizing ethical commitment and
affective attachment to the nation and its people.
These contrasting metaphorical patterns reveal that
the conceptualization of loyalty is closely linked to
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broader cultural models of authority, obligation, and
political belonging.

Taken together, these findings demonstrate that
loyalty should not be understood as a universally stable
or semantically equivalent concept across languages.
Rather, it
ideologically loaded, and discursively constructed

emerges as a culturally mediated,
category, whose meaning and function are shaped by
specific historical and socio-political contexts. In this
regard, the study makes a substantive contribution to
critical discourse analysis by showing how loyalty
operates as a site of ideological negotiation and
normalization, and to comparative linguistics by
revealing the extent to which political concepts vary in
their semantic configuration and pragmatic force

across languages.

Methodologically, the study advances the field by
illustrating how corpus-assisted discourse analysis can
be effectively applied to the investigation of culturally
embedded political concepts. By combining normalized
frequency analysis, collocational patterns, and
metaphorical interpretation within a unified analytical
framework, the research demonstrates the value of

integrating quantitative evidence with qualitative

insight in cross-linguistic discourse studies. In
particular, the study provides a replicable model for
examining how abstract political values are
linguistically realized and ideologically structured

across different discourse traditions.

At the same time, certain limitations should be
acknowledged. The analysis is based on a purposefully
selected mini-corpus focusing on a limited number of
political actors, and the findings should therefore be
interpreted as indicative of tendencies within the
analyzed dataset rather than universally generalizable
patterns. Future research could expand the scope of
analysis by incorporating larger and more diverse
corpora, additional political contexts, and diachronic
perspectives. Moreover, further studies may explore
the interaction of loyalty with related concepts such as
patriotism, nationalism, trust, and legitimacy in order
to deepen our understanding of political value systems
across cultures.

Ultimately, this study demonstrates that loyalty

occupies a central position in the discursive

construction of political meaning, yet it does so in
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fundamentally different ways across English and Uzbek
contexts. These differences are not merely linguistic
variations, but reflect deeper divergences in how
political communities

conceptualize  authority,

obligation, and belonging. In this sense, loyalty
emerges not simply as a value, but as a key discursive
site through which power is negotiated, legitimized,

and reproduced in contemporary political discourse.
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