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The dynamics of conflictogeme perception in intercultural communication: examples
from English-language, Russian-language, and Kazakh-language media

This article examines the linguistic and cultural encoding of conflictogemes in media discourse based on ma-
terials from three linguistic spheres: English-speaking, Russian-speaking and Kazakh-speaking media. The
relevance of the study is due to the intensification of conflictogemes in both global and local information
space, which contributes to the growing polarization of public consciousness. The primary focus is on the
characterization of conflictogems — lexical units capable of provoking conflict and possessing semantic and
pragmatic potential to shape public perception of socially significant events. The study substantiates the need
for a comparative analysis of media texts in a multilingual and culturally diverse environment. The
methodology of research combines critical discourse analysis, component analysis, pragmatic linguistics, and
contrastive methods. The empirical database consists of a corpus of 300 media texts (100 in each language)
selected according to thematic and regional criteria and published between 2020 and 2024. As a result of the
analysis, five key semantic domains of conflictogems were identified: threat, enemy, chaos, security, and
provocation. Their dominant stylistic markers (metaphor, hyperbole, euphemism, binary oppositions) and
communicative functions (polarization, demonization, mobilization, fear activation, consolidation) were also
identified. The results of the study show that each media culture uses different rhetorical strategies: English-
language media emphasize universal values and mobilizing frames; Russian-language sources highlight
internal opposition and ideological antagonism; and Kazakh-language discourse focuses on rhetorical
stabilization and normative order. Conflictogems function not only as indicators of the political context but
also as tools of cultural encoding, reflecting sociocultural values and editorial policy. The study concludes
that cross-linguistic analysis of conflict rhetoric makes it possible to identify the underlying cognitive and
pragmatic mechanisms of audience influence. The results obtained have practical significance for media lin-
guistics, sociolinguistics, political discourse analysis, and intercultural communication.

Keywords: media discourse, conflictogeme, pragmatic functions, cultural-linguistic analysis, stylistic devices.

Introduction

The modern media landscape functions in conditions of increased conflict and ideological polarization,
increasing scientific interest in linguistic mechanisms that create hostile images, contribute to the division
and escalation of social tension. Global factors such as the COVID-19 pandemic, regional armed conflicts,
migration crises and protest movements have contributed to an increase in verbal aggression in the
information space, highlighting the relevance of analyzing speech strategies that fuel public confrontation. In
this context, special attention is paid to the concept of a conflictogeme — a language unit characterized by its
conflictogenic potential, capable of activating destructive meanings, increasing tension and forming
oppositional identities.

The scientific study of conflict discourse developed within the framework of critical discourse analysis.
Then van Dijk argued that the media not only reflect, but also construct social contradictions through
ideologically charged linguistic structures, especially in the context of racism, xenophobia and political
divisions [1]. Building on this foundation, Ruth Wodak and Martin Reisigl developed a discursive-historical
approach that emphasizes institutional and national frameworks in representing conflict [2].

Frame analysis, originally proposed by Erving Goffman [3] and later expanded by Robert Entman [4],
considers media texts as the result of perspective-based selection — highlighting certain facts, emphasizing
threats, and constructing enemy/victim frames that shape audience perception. Especially significant is the
contribution of George Lakoff and Mark Johnson, who demonstrated the cognitive power of metaphor in
structuring political and social reality [5]. Their conception of metaphor as a mode of thought is directly
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applicable to the study of conflictogemes, given the prevalence of metaphorical constructions as markers of
hostility and ideological division.

The “spiral of silence” theory proposed by Elizabeth Noelle-Neumann [6] further explains how
dominant media narratives suppress alternative viewpoints, reinforcing perceptions of the “silent majority”
and contributing to the institutionalization of conflict. A valuable methodological tool for cross-cultural
comparison is Gert Hofstede’s model of cultural dimensions [7], which helps to identify differences in
conflict tolerance, individualism, power distance, and uncertainty avoidance in different cultural contexts.

Within Russian-language scholarship, A.P. Chudinov [8] has extensively explored metaphorical models
of conflict in political discourse, identifying stable figurative constructions that shape perceptions of
confrontation (e.g., “the enemy at the gates”, “information war”, “the fifth column”). Similarly, S.G. Kara-
Murza [9] has examined the manipulative role of media campaigns in shaping public consciousness through
the repeated activation of conflict-inducing metaphors and ideological clichés.

In Kazakh humanitarian studies, E.D. Suleimenova [10] and Zh. Smagulova [11] emphasize the role of
language policy in the formation of ethnopolitical discourse, in which conflictogemes are used not only as
instruments of identity protection, but also as instruments of mobilization. Studies by B. Dave [12] and
S.K. Zharkynbekova [13] show that the Kazakh-language media actively create an image of an “external
threat”, especially during periods of internal political crisis.

Modern studies of conflict media discourse are actively developing within the framework of media
linguistics. J.E. Richardson [14] identifies rhetorical strategies in print journalism, where oppositional
representations are formed using dichotomies and implicative constructions. K. O'Halloran and P. Ledin [15]
emphasize the multimodality of conflict discourse, arguing that visual and textual components jointly
enhance conflict messages. D. Machin and A. Mayr [16] developed the concept of critical visual discursive
analysis, which explores the hidden ideological structures embedded in the news presentation.

A significant contribution to the study of conflict vocabulary can be found in the work of J. Charteris-
Black [17], who systematically explores the metaphors of threat, power and authority as tools of persuasion
in political discourse. His concept allows us to classify conflict factors according to the types of metaphors
and their cognitive significance. Equally important is the work of J. Blommaert [18], who explores unequal
access to symbolic resources in the media environment and demonstrates how structural linguistic elements
reinforce dominant ideologies by suppressing alternative discourses.

In the Kazakh context, B. Sagyndykov [19] analyzes conflictogemes in the Kazakh-language media
during episodes of social unrest, noting the appearance of symbolic mobilization and conservative calls for
collective identity even in official narratives. A.K. Seitova [20] offers a detailed study of the stylistic and
pragmatic features of destructive texts rhetoric in the post-Soviet media.

Despite the vastness of the existing literature, there remains a gap in the comparative cultural and
linguistic analysis of conflict situations in various language groups. In particular, a small number of studies
have systematically studied the frequency, stylistic representation and audience perception of these units in
English-speaking, Russian-speaking and Kazakh-speaking media within a single methodological framework
that combines both quantitative and qualitative aspects.

The relevance of this study lies in the need for a systematic, comparative approach to the analysis of
conflicting linguistic units operating in a multilingual media environment. Of particular value is the
identification of both universal and culturally specific models of conflict representation, as well as the
pragmatic functions of conflict systems aimed at mobilization, intimidation or consolidation.

The purpose of this study is to provide a comprehensive understanding of conflictogemes in English-
speaking, Russian-speaking and Kazakh-speaking media texts through quantitative, qualitative and
pragmatic analysis, as well as to identify cross-cultural differences in the strategies used.

To achieve this goal, the following tasks have been set:

1. Create a representative corpus of media texts in three languages (2020-2024);

2. Identify and classify conflictogemes by semantic field, stylistic implementation, and pragmatic
function;

3. Compare the frequency and typology of conflictogemes in different language groups;

4. Analyze the audience’s reaction to conflicting vocabulary in media texts.

The hypothesis of the study is that the variability of the frequency, form, and functions of conflict
situations is determined not only by universal strategies of verbal aggression, but also by cultural codes,
political context, and editorial standards specific to each language environment.
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This article is structured as follows: the section ‘“Materials and methods” outlines the content and
methodology of the study; the section “Results and discussion” presents quantitative data and interpretative
analysis; in conclusion, key results are summarized and directions for further research are outlined.

Materials and methods

The methodological basis of this research is based on an integrated approach to the analysis of media
discourse, combining both quantitative and qualitative methods aimed at identifying the semantic, pragmatic
and functional characteristics of conflictogemes in a multilingual information environment. The research
uses tools from corpus linguistics, critical discourse analysis (CDA), content analysis, and contrasting
cultural and linguistic methodology. This interdisciplinary approach makes it possible to interpret conflict-
oriented media discourse not only from the point of view of textual structure, but also from the point of view
of ideological and cultural labeling of linguistic units.

Case design

The empirical basis of the research is a specially created corpus of media texts published between 2020
and 2024, covering sources in English, Russian and Kazakh. The final corpus includes a total of 300 texts,
100 texts from each language group. The selection process was based on the following criteria:

* Linguistic criterion: balanced representation of three languages (English, Russian, Kazakh);

* Geographical criterion: inclusion of both international and national sources;

* Thematic criterion: focus on publications that reflect signs of conflictogemes, polarization,
confrontation, threats to national security, or ethnopolitical instability.

The corpus includes a wide range of genres such as news articles, analytical reports, feature stories,
opinion columns, and interviews. The English-language segment consists of texts from BBC News, CNN,
The New York Times, Reuters, Al Jazeera, The Guardian, The Diplomat, Eurasianet, Times of Central Asia
and The Astana Times. The Russian-language segment includes materials from RBC, RIA Novosti, TASS,
Kommersant, Lenta.ru, Medusa, Vedomosti, Forbes Russia, as well as Informburo and Tengrinews. The
Kazakh-language segment includes texts published in Egemen Kazakhstan, Aikyn, Kazym, Qazaq uni, Zhas
Alash, BAQ.kz and Turkestan.

All texts have been digitized and integrated into a single database. The corpus has passed the pre-
filtering stage to eliminate duplicates and exclude publications that do not meet the thematic criteria of the
study. The final data set provided representativeness, genre diversity, and balance, which allowed for a
reliable comparative analysis of conflictogemes in three linguistic and cultural contexts.

The identification of conflictogemes was based on the following working definition: a conflictogeme is
a lexical or phraseological unit with a negative evaluative connotation capable of initiating, aggravating or
legitimizing conflict in public discourse. The identification process was carried out in two stages.

At the first stage, automated analysis was carried out using corpus linguistics tools, in particular the
Sketch Engine platform and frequency analysis modules, to extract high-frequency blocks showing conflict
potential.

At the second stage, the results were checked manually. The lexical elements were considered in
context to eliminate false positive results.

Quantitative and qualitative methods of analysis

The quantitative analysis included:

* Calculation of the total number of conflictogemes in each language segment;

* Calculation of the average density of conflictogemes per text;

* Distribution by year (2020-2024);

* Identification of cross-lingual differences in frequency and usage.

The qualitative analysis was based on the principles of content analysis and discourse analysis and
included:

* Interpretation of conflictogemes in their socio-cultural contexts;

Identification of stylistic devices (e.g. hyperbole, metaphor, euphemism, binary oppositions);

* Classification of pragmatic functions (e.g., polarization, demonization, mobilization, intimidation,
consolidation);

* Analysis of interaction with cultural codes (for example, traditional symbols, motifs of unity, national
archetypes).

In addition, an analysis of audience perception was conducted based on the study of readers’ comments
posted in media publications. This included an expert assessment of the emotional tone with response levels
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ranging from neutral to hostile. The data obtained allowed us to establish a correlation between specific types
of conflictogemes and the emotional reactions they caused, helping to identify direct or indirect links
between linguistic choice and levels of discursive polarization.

This comprehensive methodology provided both the empirical rigor and the depth of interpretation
necessary to conduct a culturally detailed analysis of conflictogemes in English-speaking, Russian-speaking
and Kazakh-speaking media environments.

Results and discussion

1. Rationale and structure of the results presentation

The analysis of media discourse through intercultural and cognitive-linguistic lenses requires a system-
atic, multi-level examination of language units that carry conflict-generating potential. In accordance with
the objectives of the study and the characteristics of the compiled corpus, data processing followed a sequen-
tial structure, transitioning from quantitative measurements to qualitative interpretation. This approach en-
sured both statistical reliability and in-depth insight into the semantic, stylistic, and pragmatic patterns of
conflictogeme usage across different linguistic environments.

The rationale for a two-tiered analytical approach draws on an interdisciplinary model that combines
corpus linguistics, critical discourse analysis (CDA), pragmalinguistics, and contrastive cultural-linguistic
analysis. The quantitative level allows for the measurement of frequency and density of conflict-related
units, tracking their dynamics during a period of political and social turbulence (2020-2024), and identifying
lexical saturation patterns across Russian-, English-, and Kazakh-language media. This statistical foundation
supports the interpretative layer of analysis.

The qualitative component focuses on identifying semantic fields, recurrent themes, and dominant sty-
listic strategies that shape the pragmatic impact of conflictogemes within each media culture. This level goes
beyond frequency data, interpreting media language as a tool of ideological and cultural influence, adapted to
the communicative goals of each linguistic segment. To maintain scholarly rigor and internal coherence, the
results are presented across the following analytical sections:

— Quantitative Analysis of Conflictogemes — includes absolute and relative frequencies, interlingual
comparisons, and temporal distribution patterns, allowing for the identification of general trends, peak peri-
ods of lexical aggression, and discourse-specific saturation levels.

— Typological and Semantic Analysis — classifies conflictogemes by thematic domains (e.g., threat,
opposition, destabilization, security), revealing the rhetorical focus of each linguistic media group.

— Stylistic and Pragmatic Analysis — investigates rhetorical intensification strategies (e.g., hyperbole,
metaphor, euphemism), discursive constructions of ideological opposition, and pragmatic functions (e.g.,
demonization, mobilization, polarization).

— Comparative Cultural-Linguistic Analysis — relates the use of conflictogemes to cultural codes,
communicative norms, and editorial policies, identifying both universal and culturally specific features.

— Audience Perception Assessment — analyzes reader reactions in the comment sections of media
texts, tracing correlations between linguistic choices and public emotional responses.

This structure reflects the logic of the empirical material and fulfills the academic requirement for
transparency and reproducibility. It ensures interpretive coherence, argumentative consistency, and align-
ment with the methodological objectives.

2. Quantitative analysis of conflictogemes

Quantitative analysis constitutes the initial stage of interpretation, offering an objective account of lexi-
cal aggression levels, their temporal variation, and differences in frequency across linguistic and cultural
media contexts. The data presented here are drawn from the annotated corpus compiled according to the pre-
viously described selection criteria. The analysis covers the period from 2020 to 2024 and includes 100 texts
per language group — English, Russian, and Kazakh.

To enhance interpretive value, results were structured according to semantic types of conflictogemes
that reflect dominant conceptual clusters in the discourse: threat/attack, enemy figure, chaos/instability, state
security, and internal opposition. This classification enables both frequency-based measurement and identifi-
cation of prevalent thematic vectors in conflict-producing rhetorical strategies across different media cul-
tures (Table 1).
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Table 1

Total Frequency of Conflictogemes by Semantic Type in English-, Russian-, and Kazakh-Language Media Texts
(2020-2024)

Type of Conflictogeme English-language Media  |Russian-language Media  |Kazakh-language Media
Threat / Attack 390 460 270
Enemy Figure 310 420 295
Instability / Chaos 280 380 235
State Security 250 285 250
Opposition / Internal Enemy 250 280 200

The largest number of units was recorded in the Russian-language media, especially in the categories of
“threat” (460 units) and “enemy image” (420 units), which indicates the predominance of confrontational
and hostile rhetoric. English-language media show moderate performance, especially in the categories of
“threat” (390) and “enemy image” (310), reflecting the specifics of the global geopolitical narrative. In the
Kazakh-speaking segment, there is a relative predominance of topics related to security (250) and the inter-
nal opposition (200), which correlates with the nationally oriented agenda and domestic political challenges
of recent years (Table 2).

Table 2
Average density of conflictogemes topics per text (by semantic types)
Type of Conflictogeme English-language Media  |Russian-language Media  |Kazakh-language Media
Threat / Attack 3.90 4.60 2.70
Enemy Figure 3.10 4.20 2.95
Instability / Chaos 2.80 3.80 2.35
State Security 2.50 2.85 2.50
Opposition / Internal Enemy 2.50 2.80 2.00

To visualize the overall dynamics of changes, a linear graph was used to illustrate the annual fluctua-
tions in the total number of conflict situations. The absolute peak in all language groups fell on 2022, which
is directly related to the growth of international tensions, mass protests in Kazakhstan and the beginning of a
full-scale armed conflict in Eastern Europe. Particularly noteworthy is the sharp increase in conflict-related
vocabulary in Russian-language sources, reaching 480 units, which indicates an increase in ideologized dis-
course. The English-speaking segment also reached its highest level in 2022 (395 units), while Kazakh-
language media showed the most significant year-on-year growth in the same period (from 220 in 2021 to
355 in 2022), which is likely due to domestic political events in January 2022 (Qantar) (Fig. 1).
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Figure 1. Dynamics of Conflictogeme Usage in English-, Russian-, and Kazakh-Language Media (2020-2024)

In the post-crisis period of 2023-2024, all three media environments demonstrate a moderate decline in
the intensity of conflict-related vocabulary. This trend may reflect editorial efforts to stabilize the informa-
tional landscape, as well as shifting priorities in media policy and agenda setting.
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The quantitative analysis thus reveals clearly defined differences between the three linguistic media cul-
tures. Russian-language sources are characterized by a higher density of conflict-laden content. English-
language media exhibit a moderate level of stylistic aggression, largely shaped by global political discourse.
Kazakh-language texts, by contrast, display a relatively lower concentration of conflictogemes, suggesting a
tendency toward informational restraint and ideological moderation.

These findings establish a robust foundation for the subsequent stages of qualitative analysis, which ex-
amine the semantic domains, stylistic strategies, and cultural-pragmatic functions of conflictogemes across
the three language systems.

3. Typological and semantic analysis of conflictogemes

This stage of the analysis focuses on classifying conflictogemes according to semantic criteria and iden-
tifying the dominant conceptual frames around which conflict discourse is structured in English-, Russian-,
and Kazakh-language media. This approach enables an interpretation not only of frequency patterns, but also
of the thematic orientation of conflict rhetoric — what fears, values, ideas, and images are activated within
each linguistic context, and how they shape public perceptions of ongoing events.

Within the present study, conflictogemes were grouped into five core semantic domains, each reflecting
a dominant meaning frame within the media discourse:

— Threat / Attack — representing the perception of external pressure, aggression, or invasion;

— Enemy / Opposition — encompassing lexical units that label the “other” or political adversaries;

— Chaos / Instability — referring to the breakdown of order, crisis, and unpredictability;

— Security and Sovereignty — associated with defense, protection, and national control;

Provocation / Incitement — involving actions that initiate conflict, protest, or destabilization (Ta-

Table 3
Semantic Classification of Conflictogemes by Language Group (Most Frequent Examples)
Semantic English-language Media Russian-language Media Kazakh-language Media
Domain
Threat / Attack |invasion, assault, nuclear HaTaJieHHe, arpeccusi, BOCHHOE ralybIl, Kayil, 30pIIBIK, COFBIC
threat, aggression BMEIIATENbCTBO, HATHUCK KayTi

Enemy / enemy, rebel forces, rogue |Bpar, paguKanbl, ”HOAT€HTHI, IIATasT  |’Kay, OMIIO3UIIHSL, Tepic KYIITep,
Opposition regime, terrorist group KOJIOHHA KapChl Taparl
Chaos / unrest, collapse, disruption, |GecrnopsiIKy, KPU3UC, Xa0C, YIUUHOE |OYIIiK, TOPTINCI3IIK, TYPAKChI3-
Instability turmoil HACHUJIUE JIbIK, TOJIKY
Security / national security, sovereign- |06€301aCHOCTb, CYBEPEHUTET, OXpaHa |YJITTBIK KayiICi3IiK, ereMeH Ik,
Sovereignty ty, defense, control TrpaHuI], KOHTPOJIb IIeKapa Kyseri, Oakpliay
Provocation / provocation, incitement, MPOBOKAIIMs, MOJICTPEKATENLCTBO,  |apaHIaTy, UTepMeliey, bIK
Incitement agitation, manipulation MaHHITYJISALNS, TABICHUE

The analysis of the table allows us to make several key observations. In English-language media, se-
mantics related to external geopolitical threats prevail, while lexical units such as invasion, nuclear threat,
and terrorist group presuppose a global interpretation of events and the projection of conflict to the outside.
On the contrary, Russian-language discourse is characterized by a focus on internal ideological conflict,
which is reflected in the frequent use of terms such as fifth column (“foreign agents”) and radicals (“radi-
cals”). Here, the conflict is seen as the result of internal subversion and threats from within.

Kazakh-language media, on the other hand, focus on stability and national security. Opposition is more
often expressed in euphemistic or neutral terms, such as arsi tarap (“the opposite side”) and teris kter (“nega-
tive forces”), rather than openly hostile formulations. This trend may reflect both the influence of political
censorship and the rhetorical tradition of moderation in Kazakh-language journalism. The prevalence of
terms such as egendik (“sovereignty”), ulttykhauipsizdik (“national security”) and bakhylau (“control”) indi-
cates that the discourses of protection dominate the narrative of the Kazakh media.

The theme of chaos and instability is present in all three language environments, but formulated in dif-
ferent ways. In English-language texts, this is often metaphorically conveyed through references to natural
disasters (collapse, riots), while in Russian and Kazakh media it is usually associated with street violence and
mass protests, often based on local contexts — in particular, on the events of Qantar 2022 in Kazakhstan.
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Thus, the typological analysis shows that lexical choices are directly shaped by editorial policies, cul-
tural codes, and the prevailing political environment. While English-language media tend to emphasize the
concept of global threat, Russian media construct the narrative of the “enemy within”, and Kazakh media
foreground defense and control. These differences are not only linguistic in nature, but also ideological:
through conflictogemes, media reinforce value-laden oppositions such as order/chaos, us/them, and
threat/security, which reflect both societal worldviews and strategies of discursive influence.

4. Stylistic and pragmatic analysis of conflictogemes

The stylistic and pragmatic dimensions of media discourse play a pivotal role in shaping the perception
of conflict and in transmitting ideologically charged meanings. Conflictogemes do not function in isolation;
their impact is amplified when embedded within broader rhetorical structures where expressive means serve
not only descriptive but persuasive functions. Based on the collected corpus, several dominant stylistic
markers were identified as consistently accompanying conflict-related lexicon. These include hyperbole,
metaphor, euphemism, binary oppositions, and the repetitive use of frame-based constructions. The intensity
and combination of these devices vary across English-, Russian-, and Kazakh-language media contexts.

The analysis revealed that English-language media frequently employ hyperbole (a devastating threat,
unprecedented danger) and cognitive metaphors (a ticking time bomb, a storm of violence) that construct
images of uncontrollable threats. Russian-language sources tend to emphasize demonization through expres-
sions such as Bupyc antupoccuiickoii ucrepun (“virus of anti-Russian hysteria”) or B3psiBoomacHas oocra-
HOBKa (“explosive situation), and also make use of euphemisms (mpeBeHTHBHAs Mepa — “preventive meas-
ure”, ycTpaHeHue yrpo3sl — ‘“neutralization of threat™) that obscure the repressive nature of certain actions.

Kazakh-language texts demonstrate lower levels of explicit aggression but nonetheless deploy conven-
tional rhetorical patterns, including euphemisms (angsiH any opekeTi — “preventive action”, peTTey TeTiri
— “regulatory mechanism”), national symbolism (YITTBIK KYHABUIBIKTApBI KOpray — “protection of na-
tional values™), and binary oppositions such as 6i3 — omap (“us vs. them”). These elements point to a ritual-
ized pragmatic model that is culturally embedded (Table 4).

Table 4
Stylistic Markers of Conflictogemes in Media Discourse (by Language Group)

Stylistic Device |English-language Russian-language Media Kazakh-language Media
Media
Hyperbole a devastating threat, |ToTanpHOE pa3pylieHue, Hen30eKHas opacaH 30p Kayin (enormous
unprecedented danger |[katactpoda threat), KalTBIMCBI3 XKaFmai (irre-
versible crisis)
Metaphor a ticking time bomb, [Bupyc nporecra (virus of protest), B3pbI- |KoFamIbIK kapbuibic (public explo-
storm of violence BoomnacHast o0cTaHOBKa (explosive situa- |sion), Karep:i gaysut (dangerous
tion) storm)
Euphemism strategic elimination, |mpeBeHTHUBHas Mepa (preventive meas-  |aJIBIH ally opeKeTi (preventive
controlled response  |ure), HeHTpanU3anus UCTOYHUKA YTPO3HI |action), peTTey TeTiri (regulatory
(neutralization of threat source) mechanism)
“Us vs. Them” |us vs them, defenders |marproTs! mpoTuB mpemateneit (patriots (613 — omap (us — them), oTaHIIBIT
Oppositions vs attackers vs traitors), Bpar Hapona (enemy of the | — apannmaTyms! kymrep (patriots
people) — provocative forces)
Framing threat to democracy, |yrpo3a rocymapctBy (threat to the state), |em Gipairi (national unity), YITTBIK
Ritualization defend our values cuIa cIou€HHOro Hapona (strength of  |kayimcizzmik (national security),
the united people) kazak pyxslI (Kazakh spirit)

The comparative analysis reveals that stylistic choices in media discourse serve distinct pragmatic func-
tions and reflect broader communicative strategies. First, polarization involves dividing social reality into
“us” and “them”, with each side assigned a fixed set of moral and ideological attributes. Second, demoniza-
tion portrays the enemy not merely as an opponent, but as an existential threat, often described in apocalyptic
terms (e.g., virus of protest, terrorist cell, apangaryms! kymrep — “provocative forces”). Third, mobilization
entails calls to action, encouraging collective organization and defense of cultural or political boundaries —
typically articulated through ritualistic phrases such as defend the country or resist the threat to Kazakh spir-
it.

Fourth, fear activation functions as a mechanism for managing public attention and legitimizing restric-
tive measures (e.g., inevitable catastrophe, uncontrolled destabilization). Finally, consolidation refers to lin-

32 BecTHuk KaparaHgmHckoro yHusepcuTeTa



The dynamics of conflictogeme perception...

guistic strategies aimed at constructing an image of unity, cohesion, and national resilience (en Oipmiri —
“national unity”, the people as one).

These communicative functions are closely aligned with the cultural codes and information strategies
specific to each media environment. In English-language discourse, the emphasis falls on defending ideolog-
ical values and universalist principles such as democracy. Russian-language media, in contrast, foreground
rhetoric of defense, aggression, and mobilizing pressure. Kazakh-language sources tend to emphasize order,
national identity, and the prevention of chaos.

Thus, the stylistic and pragmatic analysis demonstrates that conflictogemes function as ideological
markers that shape emotional perception, audience response, and social behavior. Through language, the me-
dia convey not only images but also normative frameworks that delineate the boundaries between what is
considered legitimate and illegitimate, safe and threatening, acceptable and forbidden.

The findings further indicate that the pragmatic effectiveness of conflictogemes is not solely determined
by lexical choices or stylistic techniques, but also by the overarching communicative strategy prevailing
within each linguistic media context. To illustrate these differences, a comparative schematic was developed
to reflect the intensity of five key pragmatic functions — polarization, demonization, mobilization, fear acti-
vation, and consolidation — across English-, Russian-, and Kazakh-language media. The schematic is based
on corpus generalizations and quantifies the relative salience of each function within the analyzed materi-
al (Fig. 2).
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Figure 2. Intensity of pragmatic functions of conflictogemes in English-, Russian-, and Kazakh-Language media dis-
course (evaluated on a 1-5 scale based on corpus analysis)

The values presented in the figure confirm the previously observed stylistic and pragmatic distribution
patterns. In Russian-language media, demonization and polarization emerge as the most active strategies.
These functions work in tandem with metaphorical and hyperbolic stylistic devices that legitimize mobiliza-
tion-oriented and repressive discourse. In the English-language segment, the emphasis falls on mobilization
and value-based consolidation, while demonization functions are realized to a moderate extent — typically
within the framework of diplomatic confrontation.

Kazakh-language texts, by contrast, are characterized by the predominance of fear activation and con-
solidation. This reflects a stabilizing narrative and a tendency toward political restraint in domestic media
rhetoric. The visualized schema thus not only corroborates the findings from earlier tables and stylistic anal-
ysis, but also outlines the pragmatic profile of each media discourse, highlighting the balance between ex-
plicit and implicit forms of linguistic influence.

5. Comparative cultural-linguistic analysis of conflictogemes

The comparative analysis of conflictogemes in the media discourse of three linguistic and cultural
groups — English, Russian, and Kazakh — reveals not only lexical and pragmatic distinctions, but also
deeper foundations rooted in cultural codes, communicative strategies, and value orientations. This level of
analysis is grounded in an interdisciplinary framework that incorporates Geert Hofstede’s cultural dimen-
sions, Teun van Dijk’s principles of critical discourse analysis, and George Lakoft’s theory of conceptual
metaphor.
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Together, these approaches enable the interpretation of differences in conflict discourse not merely as
linguistic variation, but as reflections of the sociopolitical and ideological orders within each media envi-
ronment. The way conflict is framed — whether through threat metaphors, polarization, or appeals to nation-
al unity — serves as an indicator of culturally specific patterns of public persuasion and editorial
control (Table 5).

Table 5
Comparative Overview of Conflict Discourse Across Linguistic and Cultural Parameters
Analytical English-Language Media|Russian-Language Media |Kazakh-Language Media
Parameter
Frequency of Moderately high (focus |Very high (external +in- |Low (emphasis on stability)
Conflictogemes on external threats) ternal opposition)
Dominant Style Rational-dramatized, Emotional-polemical, Restrained, euphemistic, consensus-
hyperbolic aggressively ritualized oriented
Key Pragmatic Mobilization, value Polarization, demonization,|Consolidation, fear activation, normative
Functions defense mobilization legitimization
Typical “Enemy”  |External (terrorist, Internal (traitor, “foreign  |Implicit, softened (forces of social instabil-
Figure aggressor, dictator) agent”, “fifth column”) ity — KOFaMIarbl TYPaKChI3ABIKTHIH KYIIIi)
Cultural Codes Individualism, freedom, |Collectivism, ideology, National unity, order, sovereignty
universal rights internal threat

The analysis shows that English-language media, especially those operating according to the Western
model (BBC, NYT, The Guardian), tend to rely on rhetoric based on universalist values such as the protec-
tion of democracy, human rights and allied cooperation. The prevailing conflict frame is focused on external
factors, with opponents portrayed as deviations from global norms (for example, rogue states, terrorist
threats). Hyperbole and emotionally charged metaphors are used to mobilize public opinion in defense of
shared values. This model corresponds to a cultural profile characterized by a low distance from power and a
high level of individualism (Hofstede), which emphasizes personal position and responsibility to society.

Russian-language sources (for example, RIA Novosti, TASS, RT) focus on internal conflict, in which
the enemy is often portrayed as “one of us who turned his back on us”. Conflictogens are used here to desig-
nate the opposition, protest movements, and pro-Western orientations as destructive forces. The rhetorical
model is ideologically saturated, built on binary oppositions (we are against them), ritualized formulas (ene-
my of the people, threat to the state) and mobilizing narratives (strength in unity, time to unite). This strategy
reflects a power-distancing collectivist culture with strong vertical power structures. From Van Dyck’s point
of view, it is a discourse of domination, where language serves the ideological interests of the hegemon.

Kazakh-language media (Egemen Qazagstan, Aiqyn, BAQ.kz). They adhere to the rhetoric of careful
distancing from open confrontation. Conflict topics are often reinterpreted from the point of view of security,
stability and national integrity, reflecting the need to consolidate society after the events in Kvantara and
amid ongoing tensions in the region. Euphemisms and ambiguous expressions hide the rigidity of positions,
creating a discourse of symbolic control. This reflects a cultural code of respect for State institutions, a pref-
erence for unity and harmony, as well as a high level of uncertainty avoidance when assessing conflicts. The
predominance of indirect descriptions of conflicts and the absence of explicit demonization indicate a strate-
gy aimed at maintaining an image of controlled stability and institutional trust. These characteristics corre-
spond to the culture of high-context communication described in the works of Edward Hall and Mildred
Gudikunst.

The comparative analysis confirms the hypothesis outlined in the introduction: conflictogens are not
universal in form or meaning, but are embedded in culturally specific language models. This language choice
reflects dominant sociocultural norms, media strategies, and political priorities. While English-language me-
dia tend to portray conflict within the framework of globalized binary concepts of good and evil, Russian-
language media are formed as a result of internal ideological struggle, and Kazakh-language media promote
the idea of national unity and prevailing stability.

Thus, the linguocultural specificity of conflictogemes reflects deep-seated mechanisms of conflict rep-
resentation and serves as a discursive tool for socialization, control, and the construction of collective identi-
ty within the media space.
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Additionally, reader responses to selected texts from the corpus were analyzed to assess the emotional
reception of conflict-related language. Comments posted under publications in English-, Russian-, and Ka-
zakh-language media reveal distinct emotional patterns. In the English-language segment, responses more
frequently express solidarity and support; in Russian-language contexts, aggression and polarization domi-
nate; and in Kazakh-language media, anxiety prevails, accompanied by expressions of support for stabiliza-
tion-oriented narratives. These differences correlate with the identified pragmatic strategies and reinforce the
conclusion that audience emotions are closely shaped by editorial discourse and the broader cultural-
linguistic context.

Conclusion

This study provided a comprehensive account of the functioning of conflictogemes in the media
discourse of three linguistic environments — English, Russian, and Kazakh — using an interdisciplinary
approach that combined critical discursive analysis, component semantics, and pragmatic linguistics. The
results obtained demonstrate that conflictogemes function not only as lexical markers of tension, but also as
culturally anchored tools for the ideological construction of social reality.

The main conclusions can be summarized as follows:

Firstly, the frequency and intensity of conflict situations vary in different media environments: Russian-
language sources demonstrate the greatest intensity and aggressiveness, English-language media demonstrate
a moderate level, and Kazakh-language texts contain the least explicit conflict-related vocabulary.

Secondly, the dominant semantic fields differ depending on the language and reflect different concepts
of conflict: English-language media focus on external threats and protection of democratic values; Russian-
language sources emphasize internal polarization and mobilization rhetoric; Kazakh-language discourse
focuses on order, precaution and national unity.

Thirdly, stylistic and pragmatic analysis has shown that the use of conflictogemes is constantly
accompanied by hyperbole, metaphors, euphemisms and binary oppositions. These techniques perform
important functions: they demonize opponents, mobilize the audience, cause fear, and promote
consolidation. The pragmatic functions of conflictogemes were differentiated and compared in different
languages, which made it possible to identify the prevailing communication strategies in each media culture.

Fourth, comparative cultural and linguistic analysis has confirmed that the implementation of
conflictogemes is determined by dominant cultural codes. Based on the concepts of Hofstede, van Dyck and
Lakoff, the study showed that English-language discourse promotes a universalist narrative, Russian-
language discourse is ideologically antagonistic, and Kazakh-language discourse harmonizes and focuses on
stabilization. Thus, conflict themes not only reflect the current agenda, but also serve as discursive
mechanisms for constructing group identity.

Finally, the inclusion of an analysis of readers’ comments provided an insight into the emotional
perception of media discourse and confirmed the pragmatic effectiveness of the identified strategies. The
Russian-speaking audience showed a high level of aggression and polarization; English-speaking readers, as
a rule, expressed support and mobilization; and the Kazakh-speaking audience showed increased anxiety
along with constant solidarity with the official narratives.

In conclusion, this study confirmed the hypothesis that conflictogemes is shaped by linguistic and
cultural frameworks, and demonstrated the value of integrating quantitative, qualitative, and pragmatic
methods in media discourse research. The results obtained can be applied in the development of media
communication models, sociolinguistic studies of public consciousness, and in practical areas such as media
literacy, linguistic security, and value transfer in multilingual societies.
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A.C. Aby, P.)X. CaypbaeB

MaaenunerapajiblK KOMMYHHKANUSAAFBI KOHPJINKTOreMa Ka0bli1aybIHbIH
AUHAMMKACBHI: aFbLIIIBIH, OPbIC 3JHe Ka3ak Tuiai BAK mbicanbinaa

Makasnaza yiur TULAIK CaaHbIH, SIFHU: aFbUTIIBIH, OPBIC JKOHE Ka3akK TUIIl OyKapalibIK aKmapar KypalJapblHbIH
MeJIMa-AUCKYPCHIHIAFbl KAKTHIFBICTHIH JIMHIBUCTHKAIIBIK )KOHE MOACHU KOATATYbI 3epTTenreH. JKYMBICTBIH
©3CKTUIIN KOFaM/IbIK CAaHAHBIH OCIN Kele JKaTKaH MOJIPU3AlMsIChIHA BIKMANl eTeTiH jkKahaHIbIK JKoHE
JKEPTUTIKTI aKMapaTTHIK KEHICTIKTEri >KamXKalIbl PUTOPHKAHBIH KylIeloiHe OaimanbicTel. Herisri Hazap
KaKTHIFBICTAPABl TYABIPYBl MYMKIH JKOHE OJEYMETTIK MaHbI3[bl OKHUFanapIbsl KOFaMIbIK KaObLIIayabl
KaJIBIIITACTHIPY YIIIH CEMAHTHKAIBIK JKOHE MPArMaTHKAIIBIK JICYETKE He aHKaJl — JICKCHKAIBIK OipikTepai
cunarrayra OarpITTanfaH. Kem Tinai »oHE MOACHH Op TYPJi OpTaJarbl MEAMATEKCTEPJi CalbICTBIPMAIIBI
Tanjay KaXeTTUIir Heri3AenreH. 3epTTey oIicTeMeci ChIHM AUCKYPCThI TaJAaybl, KOMIIOHEHTTIK TaJl1ayabl,
HparMaTHKAIBIK JTMHIBUCTHKAHbI JKOHE KOHTPACTbI oicTepai Oipikripeni. OMIUpUKanbIK 6a3a TaKbIPHIITHIK
JKOHE aliMaKTBIK KpuTepuiiep OoiibiHma Tanmanrad xoHe 2020-2024 >xpuigap apaibIFbIHIA KapUsIaHFaH
300 MeanaMoTiHHEH TYPAThIH KopiycTaH Typansl (ap tinge 100). Tangay HoTHKeciHIE KAKTHIFBICTApIbIH Oec
HETI3r1 CEMaHTHKAIIBIK Calachl aHBIKTALABL Kayill, JKay, Xaoc, Kayilci3aik >koHe apaHnaTymbuibK. CoHpaii-
aK oJapIbIH 0achIM CTHIIMCTUKAIBIK Mapkepiepi (MeTadopa, rumnepbona, s5BheMu3M, eKUTiK OMMO3UIHsIIap)
JKOHE KOMMYHHUKATUBTI (QYyHKIHMsUIAp (TOSIPU3ALis, 1eMOHU3ALHS, )KYMBUIIBIPY, KOPKBIHBIIITHI OENICEHIIpY,
LIOFBIPIIAH/BIPY) AHBIKTAIABL. 3EPTTEY HOTIDKENEpI op MeIua MOACHUETTIH OpTYPJi PUTOPUKAJIBIK,
CTpaTerusiap/ibl  KOJJAHATHIHABIFBIH KepceTedi: arbutmibiH Tl BAK om0ebanm KYHIBUIBIKTAD MEH
JKYMBUIIBIPY IIeHOepiiepiHe Oaca Haszap ayaapajbl; OpbIC TULNI JIEPEKKe3aep IIKi KAapCBUIBIK IeH
HACOJOTHSUIBIK AHTArOHU3MIi OipiHINI OpbIHFA KOSOBbI;, al Ka3ak TUTIHAEri AUCKYPC PHTOPUKAIIBIK
TYpaKTaHABIDY MEH HOPMATHUBTIK TOpTiNKe OarpITTanfaH. KaKTBIFBICTap TEK CasCH KOHTEKCTIH
HHIMKATOpJIaphl PETiHAE FaHa eMec, COHBIMEH KaTap oJeyMETTIK-MOJCHH KYHIBUIBIKTAD MEH PENaKLHMSIIbIK,
CasCaTThl KOPCETETIH MOJCHH KOATAY Kypaiaapsl peTiHae ne ymbic icreiiai. Kamxkanapl pUTOpUKAaHBIH
KPOCC-JTMHTBUCTHKAIIBIK TalJaybl ayAWTOPUSIFA OCEp eTYAiH TepeH KOTHUTHUBTI JKOHE INparMaTHKAaJIbIK,
MEXaHU3MICPIH AaHbIKTayFa MYMKIHZIK Oepeli JereH KOpBITBIHIBI JKacaFaH. AJIBIHFAH HOTHOKeNep
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MEIHAJTMHIBUCTHKA, QJ'[eyMeTTiK JIMHIBUCTHUKA, CasACu JUCKYPCTHI Tajlldy JKOHE MIJACHUECTAPAJIBIK
KOMMYHUKaIust Y]_HIH KOHI[B.H62UII;I MaHpbI3ra ue.

Kinm cesdep: Memmaguckypc, KOHQIMKTOreMa, MparMaTHKAIBIK (QyHKIHSIIAp, MOACHH-THHIBHCTHKAIIBIK
Tajay, CTHIMCTHKAIIBIK 9JIicTep.

A.C. Aby, P.)X. CaypbaeB

JIluHAMHKA BOCTIPUSTHUS KOHPJIUKTOreM B MEKKYJIbTYPHOI KOMMYHUKAIIUM:
NpUMeEpPbl U3 AHTJIOA3BIYHBIX, PYCCKOSI3BIYHBIX H Ka3axckoa3blYHbIXx CMHU

B craTbe ncciemyercs JIMHIBUCTUYECKOE M KYJIETYPHOE KOJUPOBaHHE KOH(IMKTa B MEIUaNCKypce Ha Ma-
TepHuane TpEX SI3BIKOBBIX C(ep: aHTIIOSI3bIYHBIX, PYCCKOS3BIUHBIX U Ka3axcKos3bdHbIX CMU. AkTyansHOCTh
paboThI 00yCIIOBIEHa YCHIICHHEM KOH(DIMKTHOH PUTOPHKH KaK B IJIOOATEHOM, TaK M B JIOKaJTbHOM HHpOpMa-
LIHOHHOM IIPOCTPAHCTBE, YTO CIIOCOOCTBYET PACTYIEH MOJSIpU3aLUU OOIIECTBEHHOTO co3HaHus. OCHOBHOE
BHHMaHHE YJIeISETCS XapaKTePHCTUKE KOHPIMKTOreM — JIEKCHYECKHX €AMHHILI, CHOCOOHBIX IIPOBOLPOBATH
KOH(MIMKTH! ¥ 00JIaJafOINX CEMaHTHYECKUM M IParMaTHIeCcKUM ITOTEHIAIOM I (hopMUpoBaHMs obIie-
CTBEHHOI'0 BOCIIPUATHS COLMAIBHO 3HAUUMBbIX COObITHH. OOOCHOBBIBaETCS HEOOXOUMOCTh CPABHUTEIBHOTO
aHaJIM3a MEMATEKCTOB B MHOTOA3BIYHOM M KyJIbTYPHO Pa3HOOOpa3HOH cpezne. MeTononorus uccieioBaHus
00BbeIMHSCT KPUTHYCCKUH TUCKYpC-aHaIN3, KOMIIOHEHTHBIH aHAJIM3, IPAarMaTHYeCKYIO JINHIBUCTUKY U KOH-
TPacTUBHBIE METOJbl. DMIHpUUecKas 06aza cocTouT u3 kopryca B 300 meauarekcroB (o 100 Ha kaxaom
SI3BIKE), OTOOPAHHBIX MO0 TEMATUYECKUM U PETHOHAIBHBIM KPUTEPHUSAM W OMyOJIMKOBAaHHBIX B meproxa ¢ 2020
1o 2024 rox. B pesynbprare aHamm3a BBIIEIEHBI MATH KIIFOYEBBIX CEMAHTHUECKUX 00JacTell KOH(IMKTOTEM:
yrpo3a, Bpar, Xaoc, 6e30MacHOCTb 1 IIPOBOKAIMSL. TakiKe omnpeereHsl NX JOMHHHUPYIONHE CTHINCTUIECKHE
Mapkeps! (MeTadopa, rurnepOoia, 3BGEMI3M, OMHAPHBIE ONIIO3HUINH) M KOMMYHHUKaTUBHBIE (DYHKINH (OIS~
pH3anys, JeMOHU3AIHs, MOOMIN3allMsl, aKTHBAIM cTpaxa, KOHCOIMIanus). Pe3ynbpraTel cciieioBaHus mo-
Ka3bIBAIOT, YTO KaXKJas MEIUaKyJIbTypa HCIIOJb3YET PAa3INYHbIe PUTOPHYECKHE CTPATETHH: AHTJIOS3BIYHBIC
CMU penatoT akLEHT Ha YHUBEPCAJIBHBIX LIEHHOCTSAX U MOOWIM3YIOIMX (peiiMax; PyCcCKOSI3bIYHbIE HCTOY-
HHMKH BBIIBUT'AIOT HA NEPBbIil IUIAH BHYTPEHHIOIO ONIO3HUIMIO U UICOJOTMYECKUH aHTarOHU3M; a Ka3aXCKO-
SI3BIYHBIA AUCKYPC COCPEJOTOYEH HA PUTOPUYECKOM CTaOMIM3alMKM M HOpMAaTHBHOM mopsake. KoHduukro-
remMbl ()YHKIHOHHPYIOT HE TOJIBKO KaK MHIAMKATOPBI MOJUTHYECKOrO KOHTEKCTAa, HO M KaK MHCTPYMEHTBI
KYJIBTYPHOTO KOJMPOBAHHUS, OTPaXKaIOIINe CONMOKYIbTYPHBIE IIEHHOCTH M PEIAaKIHOHHYIO MOJINTHKY. [lena-
€Tcsl BEIBOJ O TOM, YTO KPOCC-TMHTBHCTHICCKHN aHAIN3 KOH(INKTHON PUTOPUKH IO3BOJISET BBIIBUTH TIIy-
OVMHHBIC KOTHUTHBHBIEC U IparMaTHYeCKHe MeXaHU3MbI BO3/ICHCTBHS Ha ayauTopuio. [loimydeHHbIe pe3yibTa-
THl UMEIOT INPUKJIQJHOE 3HAYEHHE JUI MEJUAINHIBHCTUKH, COIMOJMHIBUCTUKH, aHAIN3a MOJIUTHIECKOTO
JMCKYpCa U MEKKYJIbTYPHOH KOMMYHHUKALMH.

Kniouegvie  cnosa:  Menuamuckypc,  KOH(IMKTOrema, mnparMatuyeckue  (QyHKLIHM,  KyJbTYpHO-
JMHTBUCTUYECKUH aHAIN3, CTUINCTHYECKUE IPHEMBI.
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