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Abstract 

          The paper differentiates the sociopragmatic functions of first-person 

pronouns (“I/we”) across political speeches and official documents (decrees, 

addresses, resolutions) within a 2020–2024 corpus. In political oratory, “I” 

amplifies charismatic leadership and personal accountability, while “we” 

mobilizes collective action. In official prose, “we” typically marks institutional 

representation and often softens or distributes agency; subject ellipsis and 

impersonal constructions are especially frequent in Uzbek and French 

administrative styles. Inclusive “we” serves as a mobilizing rhetorical device, 

whereas exclusive “we” delineates decision-making groups; an ambiguous “we” 

can mitigate error and diffuse blame. Cross-linguistically, English favors explicit 

agency, Uzbek foregrounds collectivist framing and institutional voice, and 

French skews toward bureaucratic neutrality. The study underscores genre-

driven recalibration of “I/we” and highlights translation needs to preserve 

inclusive/exclusive/ambiguous distinctions. 

Keywords: sociopragmatics; institutional discourse; inclusive/exclusive 

“we”; agency; legitimation; political vs. official discourse. 

Annotatsiya 

Maqola siyosiy nutq va rasmiy hujjatlar (farmon, murojaat, qaror) 

kesishmasida birinchi shaxs olmoshlarining (“men/biz”) sotsiopragmatik 

funksiyalarini ajratadi. 2020–2024 yillarga oid korpus asosida quyidagi 

tendensiyalar aniqlandi: siyosiy nutqda “men” karizmatik liderlik va shaxsiy 

javobgarlikni kuchaytiradi; rasmiy matnlarda “biz” institutsional vakillikni 

bildiradi hamda ko‘pincha agentlikni “yumshatadi”. “Inklyuziv biz” safarbar 

etuvchi ritorik vosita sifatida ishlatilsa, “eksklyuziv biz” qaror qabul qiluvchi 

guruhning chegaralarini ko‘rsatadi. Tillararo qiyosda UZ va ENda “men↔biz” 

o‘rtasidagi moslashuvchan almashinuv ko‘proq kuzatiladi, FRda esa formallik va 

passiv konstruktsiyalar ustun. Topilmalar legitimatsiya, javobgarlik va 

auditoriyani joylashtirish strategiyalarini yoritadi. 

Kalit so‘zlar: sotsiopragmatika; institut diskursi; inklyuziv/eksklyuziv “biz”; 

agentlik; legitimatsiya. 

Аннотация 
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Статья выделяет социопрагматические функции местоимений первого 

лица («я/мы») на пересечении политической речи и официальных 

документов (указ, обращение, постановление). На основе корпуса 2020–

2024 гг. установлено: в политической речи «я» усиливает харизматическое 

лидерство и персональную ответственность; в официальных текстах «мы» 

маркирует институциональное представительство и зачастую «смягчает» 

агентивность. Инклюзивное «мы» выступает мобилизующим 

риторическим средством, тогда как эксклюзивное «мы» очерчивает круг 

принимающих решения. В межъязыковом сопоставлении для узбекского и 

английского характерна более гибкая смена «я - мы», тогда как во 

французском дискурсе доминируют формальность и пассивные 

конструкции. Результаты проясняют стратегии легитимации, 

ответственности и позиционирования аудитории. 

Ключевые слова: социопрагматика; институциональный дискурс; 

инклюзивное/эксклюзивное «мы»; агентивность; легитимация. 

1. Introduction 

First-person pronouns are central to how institutions and leaders position 

audiences and legitimate decisions across genres of governance communication 

(Fairclough, 2022; Wodak, 2021). This paper contrasts political oratory with 

official documents (decrees, addresses, resolutions), asking: (RQ1) How does 

genre recalibrate the ratio and functions of “I/we”? (RQ2) What are the 

inclusive/exclusive/ambiguous functions of “we,” and how are they distributed 

across Uzbek (UZ), English (EN), and French (FR) discourse? We adopt a 

sociopragmatic lens that treats pronouns as indexical cues to agency, ethos, and 

alignment. 

2. Methods 

The corpus (2020–2024) was stratified by genre into political speeches and 

official documents. Each occurrence of “I/We” (and their UZ/FR equivalents) was 

coded for inclusivity (inclusive, exclusive, ambiguous) and for local discourse 

function (assumption of responsibility, promise/commitment, mobilization, 

agency-softening). Subject ellipsis and impersonal syntax in official documents 

were annotated as separate features, particularly in UZ and FR. Reliability was 

enhanced through cross-checking of coding decisions and iterative calibration on 

representative samples from each language and genre. We also examined co-

text—verbs of commitment vs obligation, modality markers, and reference to 

institutional bodies—to triangulate the intended scope of “we.” 

3. Results 
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Political speeches favored “I” for promises and responsibility-taking, with 

“we” deployed to mobilize collective action. Official documents preferred “we” as 

an institutional collective, frequently dispersing agency across offices or 

committees; subject ellipsis rates were higher in UZ/FR administrative prose. 

Ambiguous “we” surfaced around error mitigation or shared ownership of 

contentious decisions, thereby softening face-threat and diluting direct blame. 

Cross-linguistically, EN showed more overt agency and explicit subject marking, 

UZ displayed stronger collectivist framing and institutional “we,” and FR skewed 

toward bureaucratic neutrality with passive/impersonal constructions. These 

tendencies were robust across subgenres within the two macro-genres 

(ceremonial addresses vs resolutions). 

4. Discussion 

Genre and institutional voice reshape the interpretive envelope of “I/we.” In 

political oratory, the leader’s “I” functions as charisma and accountability capital, 

anchoring commitments in a recognizable persona. In official prose, the 

institutional “we” projects continuity and shared responsibility; its ambiguity can 

be strategically useful for managing risk and preserving collective face. Cross-

linguistic contrasts map onto political cultures: EN’s preference for explicit 

agency, UZ’s collectivist legitimation frames, and FR’s formal-bureaucratic 

neutrality. For translators and interpreters, maintaining distinctions between 

inclusive vs exclusive and ambiguous “we” is crucial; paratextual notes or 

consistent referential glossing may be warranted to avoid indexical loss (O’Keeffe 

& McCarthy, 2023). 

5. Conclusion 

1) Genre significantly rebalances the “I/we” ratio; 2) Institutional “we” 

manages legitimation and distributes agency; 3) Cross-linguistic differences align 

with political-cultural norms; 4) Translation should preserve indexicality through 

explicit handling of inclusive/exclusive/ambiguous “we.” 
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