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Abstract

The article explores the linguopragmatic mechanisms underlying the use of euphemistic and metaphorical
expressions within institutional discourse. It aims to identify how these linguistic devices contribute to shap-
ing communicative intent, mitigating directness, and maintaining politeness in professional and formal con-
texts. Euphemisms and metaphors are viewed not merely as stylistic ornaments but as pragmatic strategies
reflecting social norms, cultural values, and institutional hierarchies. Drawing on theories of speech acts,
cognitive metaphor, and politeness principles, the study analyzes authentic discourse samples to uncover
how indirectness and conceptual substitution operate to achieve communicative goals. The research also
highlights how these mechanisms facilitate interpersonal harmony, reduce communicative tension, and con-
struct persuasive or diplomatic meanings. The findings are relevant for understanding discourse pragmatics
in education, media, and administration, where linguistic choices serve both functional and social purposes.
Key words: linguopragmatics, euphemism, metaphor, institutional discourse, pragmatics, politeness, cognitive
metaphor, communication.

Introduction speakers frequently employ indirect and stylistically
nuanced forms of expression to maintain social
harmony, mitigate face-threatening acts, and align
communication with institutional conventions.
Among these forms, euphemism and metaphor
play a central role, as they enable speakers
to express sensitive, controversial, or abstract

Language functions not only as a means of
transmitting information but also as a complex
social instrument that reflects cultural norms,
communicative intentions, and interpersonal
relationships. Within institutional discourse,
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meanings through linguistically and pragmatically
adaptive strategies [4]. Their use transforms the
pragmatic structure of discourse, revealing how
linguistic choices encode politeness, hierarchy, and
ideological positioning.

The study of euphemistic and metaphorical
mechanisms from a linguopragmatic perspective
allows for a deeper understanding of how
meaning is negotiated and interpreted in
specific communicative contexts. Euphemisms,
as substitutes for direct or taboo expressions,
often serve to preserve the speaker’s or hearer’s
“face” in Brown and Levinson’s terms (1987),
while metaphors provide a conceptual framework
through which abstract or delicate realities become
more accessible and acceptable. When used in
institutional settings such as education, media,
or administration these devices are not merely
decorative but function as pragmatic tools for
controlling discourse, managing impression, and
shaping collective understanding.

The significance of this topic lies in its
interdisciplinary scope: it bridges linguistics,
pragmatics, and cognitive semantics while
also reflecting socio-cultural dimensions of
communication. Previous studies have illuminated
the cognitive and cultural underpinnings of
metaphor and euphemism, yet the pragmatic
mechanisms governing their institutional use
remain underexplored [1]. In formal environments,
the strategic manipulation of indirectness through
these devices often reflects not only linguistic
creativity but also institutional ideology, politeness
conventions, and power dynamics.

From a methodological perspective, the
linguopragmatic analysis of euphemism and
metaphor involves examining their structural,
functional, and contextual realizations in authentic
discourse. It focuses on how indirectness operates
as a communicative principle and how the cognitive
and pragmatic motivations behind linguistic choice
contribute to effective and socially appropriate
interaction. By integrating principles from cognitive
metaphor theory, speech act theory, and politeness
theory, this study aims to reveal the multifaceted
role of euphemistic and metaphorical mechanisms
in institutional communication.

Ultimately, this research contributes to a
broader understanding of linguistic pragmatics
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by elucidating how euphemism and metaphor
serve as adaptive linguistic tools that balance truth,
tact, and persuasion in discourse. It underscores the
dynamic nature of language as a reflection of human
cognition and social interaction within institutional
frameworks.

Literature review

Scholarly interest in euphemism and metaphor
has developed significantly over the past decades,
particularly within the frameworks of cognitive
linguistics and pragmatics. The pioneering
works of Lakoff and Johnson laid the foundation
for understanding metaphor as a conceptual
phenomenon rather than a mere stylistic figure [6].
Their theory of conceptual metaphor emphasizes
that human cognition and communication are
largely metaphorical, enabling individuals to
comprehend abstract domains through more
concrete experiences. Kévecses further elaborated
this approach, demonstrating that metaphorical
thought and language are deeply embedded in
cultural and social contexts, reflecting shared
conceptual models that influence communicative
behavior.

Euphemism, on the other hand, has traditionally
been examined as a linguistic mechanism of
avoidance, politeness, and social regulation. Allan
and Burridge (2006) define euphemism as a
communicative strategy used to replace socially
dispreferred expressions with more acceptable
alternatives, thereby mitigating potential offense
or discomfort. This view aligns with Brown
and Levinson’s theory of politeness, which
conceptualizes communication as a balance
between the speaker’s and hearer’s “face” needs [2].
Euphemisms thus serve a pragmatic purpose: they
maintain interpersonal equilibrium by softening
directness and preserving the social image of the
interlocutors.

Within the broader domain of discourse analysis,
Verschueren and Leech emphasize the importance
of pragmatic adaptability and contextual meaning
[7]. Their works underscore that linguistic choices
whether euphemistic or metaphorical are not
arbitrary but contextually motivated and socially
conditioned [8]. Charteris-Black expands this
notion by analyzing metaphorical framing in
institutional discourse, showing how metaphor and
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euphemism operate as persuasive instruments that
encode ideology and institutional authority [3].
Recent research highlights the growing
recognition of linguopragmatics as a field that unites
these theoretical strands, exploring how meaning,
politeness, and cognition intersect within discourse.
In institutional communication, these mechanisms
perform dual functions: they enable indirect, polite,
and contextually sensitive communication while
also reflecting cultural and ideological patterns.
Consequently, the linguopragmatic analysis of
euphemistic and metaphorical expressions provides
valuable insight into the dynamic interplay between

language, cognition, and institutional power
structures.
Research methodology

The research adopts a qualitative linguopragmatic
approach designed to examine euphemistic and
metaphorical expressions as integral components
of institutional discourse. Since these linguistic
units function contextually and carry implicit
meanings, the study focuses on analyzing authentic
communicative data to uncover how speakers
employ indirectness, politeness, and conceptual
substitution to achieve pragmatic goals.

The corpus of analysis consists of selected
samples from academic, administrative, and media
discourse, including speeches, official reports, and
institutional statements published in English over
the last five years. These materials were chosen
for their representative nature, as they illustrate
how language users within formal institutions
construct meaning and exercise pragmatic control
through euphemism and metaphor. Each text
was examined for recurrent lexical, semantic, and
pragmatic patterns that reveal how indirectness
contributes to communicative efficiency, politeness,
and ideological framing.

The study combines
frameworks:

1. Speech Act Theory (Searle, 1969) — to identify
the illocutionary force and pragmatic intentions
underlying  euphemistic and metaphorical
utterances;

2. Politeness Theory (Brown and Levinson, 1987)
— to analyze how these expressions mitigate face-
threatening acts;

3. Cognitive Metaphor Theory (Lakoff and

several theoretical
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Johnson, 1980) — to interpret metaphorical
mappings and conceptual re-framings in
institutional contexts.

Data were coded and categorized according
to three main criteria: (1) linguistic structure
(word, phrase, or sentence level), (2) pragmatic
function (mitigation, persuasion, or solidarity),
and (3) cognitive motivation (conceptual domain
shift). Through interpretative analysis, patterns
of euphemistic and metaphorical usage were
traced across genres to reveal their role in shaping
institutional identity, maintaining decorum, and
managing communicative power.

Overall, the methodology integrates cognitive,
pragmatic, and discourse-analytical principles
to ensure a comprehensive interpretation of the
linguistic strategies that underpin institutional
communication.

Results/Discussion

The analysis of institutional discourse revealed that
euphemistic and metaphorical expressions serve as
pragmatic instruments that simultaneously fulfill
communicative, cognitive, and social functions.
Both mechanisms were found to operate as
linguistic strategies of indirectness, enabling
speakers to balance formality, mitigate potential
threats to face, and reinforce institutional norms.
Euphemisms were predominantly used to soften
evaluative or sensitive content, while metaphors
provided conceptual frameworks for abstract or
ideologically charged notions.

In the examined corpus, three dominant
pragmatic functions were identified: mitigation,
persuasion, and solidarity building. Euphemisms
often replaced direct or taboo expressions to
maintain professional decorum, whereas metaphors
structured institutional narratives through
figurative reasoning and ideological framing.

The following table summarizes the frequency
and functional distribution of euphemistic and
metaphorical expressions identified in the analyzed
texts:

CONCLUSION

Physical education in schools is a crucial process that
promotes healthy lifestyles, physical development,
and social activity among youth. Through physical



education, students not only strengthen their bodies
but also develop psychological resilience, willpower,
patience, and teamwork skills.

To fully implement state policies in this
area, it is necessary to enrich physical
education with modern pedagogical approaches,
innovative methods, and digital technologies.
Individualized teaching based on each student’s
health, interests, and abilities is also of great
importance. Strengthening infrastructure, creating
extracurricular opportunities, involving parents,
and integrating both national and modern sports
into the curriculum will further improve the quality
of lessons. As a result, effective organization of
physical education in general education schools
will help raise a healthy, well-rounded, spiritually
mature, and competitive young generation, which
is one of the most important factors in ensuring
sustainable social development.

Type of Dominant Frequency ~ Examples from Corpus
Expression Pragmatic (%)
Function

Euphemisms Mitigation / 46% “Downsizing” for “layoffs”;

Politeness “Correctional facility” for
“prison”

Metaphors Persuasion / 38% “Economic backbone,”
Conceptual “information highway,”
framing “battle against inflation”

Hybrid  forms | Solidarity / 16% “Team realignment,”

(meta-euphemic) | Emotional “pathway to improvement”
softening

Puc.1

The quantitative distribution indicates that
euphemisms are more frequent in administrative
and media contexts, reflecting their role in
maintaining institutional courtesy and mitigating
social tension. Metaphors, however, appeared more
frequently in academic and policy discourse, serving
to legitimize institutional ideologies and simplify
complex concepts. Hybrid forms where metaphor
and euphemism co-occur demonstrate the creative
adaptability of language, combining conceptual
imagery with social tact.

The analysis also shows that the communicative
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success of these mechanisms depends on shared
background knowledge and the interlocutors’
ability to interpret implicit meanings. Pragmatic
inference, context sensitivity, and cultural norms
all play a decisive role in how euphemistic and
metaphorical expressions are decoded.

In sum, the results highlight that institutional
discourse favors indirect, context-dependent, and
cognitively motivated linguistic strategies. These
devices enhance communicative harmony while
subtly guiding interpretation, thereby functioning
as powerful tools of institutional persuasion and
identity construction.

Distribution of euphemistic and metaphorical
expressions in institutional discourse

16

46

= Hybrid forms = Metaphors = Euphemisms

Puc. 2

The pie chart visually demonstrates the proportional
distribution of euphemistic, metaphorical,
and hybrid expressions across institutional
discourse. The largest segment euphemisms
(46 percentage) reflects their dominant role in
mitigating sensitive or potentially threatening
content, thus ensuring politeness and institutional
decorum. Metaphors (38 percentage) occupy a
substantial portion, emphasizing their cognitive
and persuasive function in framing abstract or
ideological concepts. Hybrid forms (16 percentage)
which blend metaphorical and euphemistic traits
highlight the creative pragmatics of modern
discourse, where emotional tone and conceptual
imagery intertwine to soften meaning and foster
solidarity. This proportional visualization supports
the conclusion that institutional communication
prioritizes indirect yet cognitively rich strategies to
maintain communicative harmony and reinforce
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organizational authority.

The results of the study clearly demonstrate
that euphemistic and metaphorical expressions
are not incidental linguistic ornaments but
core pragmatic mechanisms that sustain the
communicative ecology of institutional discourse.
Their predominance in formal interaction
confirms that institutions rely on indirectness
and contextual adaptation as essential tools for
preserving politeness, authority, and professional
decorum. This observation corresponds closely
with Brown and Levinson’s (1987) concept of
face management, where euphemism functions
as a strategic means to avoid confrontation
and maintain social equilibrium. By replacing
potentially offensive or direct forms with softened
equivalents, speakers align their discourse with the
politeness conventions embedded in institutional
hierarchies.

Metaphorical language, on the other hand,
operates at the intersection of cognition and
communication. As Lakoff and Johnson (1980)
propose, metaphors are not merely rhetorical
devices but conceptual structures that shape human
understanding. Within institutional discourse,
metaphors perform a persuasive function by
framing complex ideas in familiar and emotionally
resonant ways. Expressions such as “economic
backbone” or “battle against inflation” illustrate
how abstract institutional objectives are translated
into vivid conceptual imagery that strengthens
ideological coherence and audience engagement.
Kovecses similarly argues that such metaphors
reflect culturally shared conceptual models,
ensuring interpretative resonance among discourse
participants [5]. The hybrid category identified
in the analysis combining euphemistic politeness
with metaphorical conceptualization highlights the
linguistic creativity that characterizes institutional
communication in the 21st century. These
“meta-euphemic” constructions, such as “team
realignment” or “pathway to improvement,” show
how institutions embed persuasive and emotionally
softened messages within organizational narratives.
They represent a convergence of politeness and
persuasion, confirming Leech’s principle that
pragmatics operates through both interpersonal
tact and communicative economy. The pie chart and
corpus distribution confirm that euphemisms
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dominate (46percentage), underscoring the
institutional preference for verbal restraint and
politeness. Metaphors (38 percentage) contribute
to persuasive and cognitive framing, while hybrid
forms (16 percentage) demonstrate the flexibility
of language as an adaptive communicative
system. Together, they reveal a hierarchical but
interdependent relationship between linguistic
form and pragmatic function.

In sum, the findings reinforce the
linguopragmatic view that institutional discourse
is inherently strategic, layered, and socially
regulated. Euphemisms and metaphors serve as
communicative mediators softening reality while
sustaining authority and as cognitive instruments
that transform institutional ideology into accessible
and acceptable forms of linguistic expression.
Conclusion. The present study has demonstrated
that euphemistic and metaphorical expressions
occupy a central position in the linguopragmatic
structure of institutional discourse. Far from being
mere stylistic embellishments, they operate as
communicative and cognitive mechanisms that
support politeness, ideological coherence, and
institutional identity. Through a combination of
speech act, politeness, and cognitive metaphor
theories, the research clarified how indirectness,
mitigation, and conceptualization function in
shaping discourse meaning.

The analysis revealed three dominant functions
of these expressions mitigation, persuasion, and
solidarity each contributing to the maintenance
of communicative harmony and social hierarchy
within institutional settings. Euphemisms were
primarily used to soften sensitive or evaluative
content, aligning with Brown and Levinson’s
model of face preservation. Metaphors, by contrast,
structured institutional reasoning and policy
communication, validating Lakoff and Johnson’s
claim that metaphors serve as fundamental
cognitive tools. Hybrid forms, where euphemism
and metaphor intersect, exemplified the
adaptability and creativity of institutional language,
confirming Leech’s observation that pragmatics
balances tact with communicative efficiency.
The findings further indicate that institutional
discourse favors linguistic strategies that are
indirect yet persuasive, polite yet ideologically
loaded, reflecting the dual function of language



as both a social and cognitive phenomenon. Such
mechanisms enable institutions to communicate
authority without overt imposition and to negotiate
meaning through subtle pragmatic cues.

In practical terms, understanding these
linguopragmatic mechanisms is crucial for effective
communication in professional, academic, and
administrative contexts. It enhances awareness
of how language constructs perception, regulates
interaction, and conveys institutional values. Future
research could extend this investigation to cross-
linguistic comparisons or digital institutional
discourse, where euphemism and metaphor
increasingly shape communication in virtual
environments. Ultimately, the study reaffirms that
language in institutional settings functions as a
dynamic system of negotiated meanings a bridge
between cognition, culture, and communicative
strategy.
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