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Abstract: Euphemisms are a strategic component of political language, particularly during
election campaigns where image, perception, and persuasion are paramount. This paper
examines how euphemistic expressions are pragmatically used to perform speech acts that
conceal ideological positions, manipulate voter perceptions, and frame political agendas in a
more favorable light. Drawing on speech act theory, pragmatics, and critical discourse analysis,
the study explores how euphemisms are employed not just to soften offensive or controversial
messages, but to strategically obscure political realities. Through analysis of campaign
speeches, slogans, and media messaging, the paper reveals the ideological mechanisms at work
behind seemingly innocuous language and discusses its implications for democratic
engagement and informed voting.

Introduction

Political campaigns are high-stakes performances where language plays a decisive role in
shaping public perception. In these contexts, euphemisms are frequently used to mitigate
negative connotations, obscure ideological commitments, and maintain voter appeal. While
commonly viewed as tools of politeness or diplomacy, euphemisms in political campaigns
perform far more complex pragmatic and ideological functions. They do not merely avoid
offense; they shape how voters interpret and emotionally respond to political realities.

This article explores the pragmatic use of euphemisms in election campaign discourse and how
they reflect and perpetuate underlying ideological frameworks. Drawing on speech act theory,
we investigate how euphemisms function as illocutionary acts—persuading, reassuring, or
distracting the audience. At the same time, a critical discourse analysis uncovers how such
language choices are far from neutral; they align with specific political ideologies and
contribute to the strategic framing of issues. Finally, the study considers how media
dissemination and voter response are influenced by euphemistically framed language.

Main Part

1. Speech Act Theory and the Pragmatics of Euphemism

Speech act theory, developed by Austin (1962) and extended by Searle (1969), provides a
useful framework for understanding the pragmatic function of euphemisms. According to this
theory, language does not merely describe reality—it performs actions. In political campaign
language, euphemisms often serve illocutionary purposes such as:

- Reassurance: Using terms like “revenue enhancement” instead of “tax increases” to calm
voter anxiety.

- Justification: Referring to cuts in social spending as “entitlement reform” to suggest fairness
and efficiency.

- Legitimation: Talking about “nation building” instead of military occupation to frame foreign
policy positively.

These speech acts are designed to elicit particular perlocutionary effects, including trust,
support, or complacency. For example, when a candidate says, “We need to tighten our belts g
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the phrase euphemistically refers to austerity or budget cuts. The metaphor activates a moral
frame of personal responsibility and shared sacrifice, encouraging voters to accept reductions in
public spending as necessary or virtuous.

Thus, euphemisms are not just a matter of style; they are strategic linguistic choices with
performative power.

2. Euphemisms and Political Ideology

Language in political campaigns is rarely ideologically neutral. Euphemisms reflect and
reinforce the speaker’s worldview, often concealing radical policies behind moderate language.
According to Fairclough (2003), euphemisms in political discourse work as “ideological
filters,” selecting which parts of reality are emphasized and which are obscured.

Consider these common campaign euphemisms:

- “Family values” may appear neutral but often signals conservative views on gender roles and
LGBTQ+ rights.

- “Job creators” reframes the wealthy or large corporations in a positive light, aligning with
neoliberal economic ideology.

- “Illegal aliens” versus “undocumented workers” reflects opposing ideological stances on
immigration.

Such language choices are central to discursive manipulation, where candidates seek to present
their views as common-sense or moral, while delegitimizing opposition without engaging in
open debate. For example, describing environmental regulations as “red tape” frames them as
unnecessary burdens rather than protections, aligning with a pro-business, anti-regulation
ideology.

The ambiguity created by euphemisms is especially useful during elections, as candidates aim
to appeal to a broad audience without alienating specific voter blocs.

3. Media Framing and Voter Response

Once euphemistic campaign language is disseminated through media outlets, it contributes to
the framing of political issues. According to Entman (1993), framing involves selecting certain
aspects of reality and making them more salient. Euphemisms are a core part of this process.
For example:

- News coverage that adopts the term “school choice” (instead of “school privatization”)
influences how the policy is perceived.

- When media use phrases like “tough on crime” rather than “increased incarceration,” they
reinforce a punitive justice frame.

Media often reproduces political euphemisms without critique, especially when covering
speeches or campaign ads, further embedding these ideologically loaded terms into public
consciousness.

Voter response is shaped by these frames. Research shows that euphemistic language can
diminish emotional resistance, increase issue acceptability, and reduce policy awareness (Luntz,
2007). For instance, voters may support “entitlement reform” without realizing it entails
significant cuts to social security or healthcare benefits.
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Euphemisms thus serve as tools of consent manufacture, where the electorate is led to support
policies without fully understanding their implications.

4. Case Studies of Campaign Euphemism Use
Several real-world examples highlight the ideological and pragmatic utility of euphemisms:

- U.S. Presidential Elections: Terms like “repeal and replace” (for Obamacare) or “alternative
facts” (used by Trump’s administration) subtly redirect focus from the loss of healthcare access
or misinformation toward a positive, controlled narrative.

- UK Brexit Campaign: Slogans such as “Take back control” functioned euphemistically to
gloss over complex economic and social consequences, instead evoking sovereignty and
empowerment.

- Russian FElection Rhetoric: Phrases like “foreign agents” and ‘“national unity” frame
dissenting voices and minorities as threats, reinforcing nationalist ideology under the guise of
patriotic solidarity.

These examples illustrate that euphemisms are not isolated word choices but part of broader
ideological storytelling.

Conclusion

Euphemisms in political campaign language are far more than rhetorical flourishes. They are
powerful pragmatic tools that perform key speech acts—reassuring, justifying, legitimizing—
while simultaneously advancing specific ideological agendas. By employing vague, softened,
or metaphorical language, political actors frame contentious issues in ways that obscure
meaning, reduce opposition, and manufacture consent.

This paper has argued that euphemisms in campaign discourse must be analyzed not only for
what they hide, but also for what they reveal about the values, ideologies, and strategies of
political actors. As media and voters absorb and reproduce these euphemistic frames, the space
for informed and critical democratic engagement is diminished.

Ultimately, raising awareness of the pragmatic and ideological functions of euphemisms is
essential for empowering voters to question the language of politics and demand greater clarity
and accountability from their leaders.
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