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ABSTRACT

This theoretical paper (1) defines linguistic geoengineering as a theoretical framework, (2) distinguishes its unique

characteristics from established theories of language and power, and (3) analyzes its implications for public persuasion

and democratic engagement. Linguistic geoengineering, a novel framework for analyzing language, power, and public

influence, is defined as the deliberate, systematic restructuring of discourse environments with the goal of shaping

collective perception, behavior, and decision-making. A typology is developed—metaphoric, narrative, lexical, and

infrastructural engineering—demonstrating how linguistic practices can recalibrate collective perception, behavior, and

decision-making. It addresses three overlooked aspects in current scholarship: intentionality, scale, and systemic impacts.

This paradigm conceptualizes language as an engineerable environment, facilitating the analysis of how various actors,

including states and activists, craft linguistic interventions to impact public life. However, this reframing presents ethical

and methodological issues. How can scholars differentiate between organic discourse shifts and artificially constructed

ones? What measures should be implemented to avert the misuse of language interventions? In what ways could the public

oppose or counteract such interventions? Future studies must address these inquiries by formulating methodologies for

identifying linguistic geoengineering in practice, analyzing its function across many crises and domains, and scrutinizing

*CORRESPONDINGAUTHOR:

Dominic Bryan San Jose, Recoletos de Bacolod Graduate School, University of Negros Occidental–Recoletos, Bacolod City 6100, Philippines;

Email: dominicsanjose@gmail.com

ARTICLE INFO

Received: 18 March 2026 | Revised: 7 June 2026 | Accepted: 15 June 2026 | Published Online: 22 June 2026

DOI: https://doi.org/10.55121/le.v3i1.1219

CITATION

San Jose, D.B., 2026. Linguistic Geoengineering: A New Paradigm for Discursive Infrastructure and Public Persuasion. Linguistic Exploration.

3(1): 115–131. DOI: https://doi.org/10.55121/le.v3i1.1219

COPYRIGHT

Copyright © 2026 by the author(s). Published by Japan Bilingual Publishing Co. This is an open access article under the Creative Commons

Attribution 4.0 International (CC BY 4.0) License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0).

115

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9089-9336


Linguistic Exploration | Volume 03 | Issue 01 | June 2026

its normative consequences. This paradigm necessitates viewing language not only as a reflection of society but as

a domain of design and conflict, where the contention over words represents a contest over futures.

Keywords: Linguistic Geoengineering; Discourse Analysis; Language and Power; Cognitive Linguistics; Critical Discourse

Analysis; Framing and Persuasion; Discursive Infrastructure; Semiotics

1. Introduction

Can language be designed and interfered with like a cli-

mate, an economy, or an ecosystem? This controversial ques-

tion reveals a paradox central to modern discourse studies.

On one hand, scholars acknowledge that language influences

cognition, values, and societal conduct [1–3]. On the other

hand, there has been insufficient initiative to conceptualize

language as a system that can be intentionally designed, recal-

ibrated, or “geoengineered” to affect large-scale public per-

suasion. Current research on framing, propaganda, discourse

analysis, and critical linguistics has illuminated the mecha-

nisms of power in language. However, these methodologies

frequently fail to conceptualize language as a deliberately

constructed force with quantifiable societal effects.

This paper examines the lack of a cohesive framework

that perceives language not merely as a cultural artifact but

also as a strategic infrastructure amenable to systematic ma-

nipulation. During periods of climate emergencies, pan-

demics, and political division, governments, corporations,

and social movements employ language with heightened de-

liberation, constructing metaphors, slogans, and narratives

that can mobilize, pacify, or polarize the populace [4–6]. What

is lacking is a theoretical lexicon sufficiently resilient to

encapsulate these interventions as a variant of engineered

discourse.

Despite substantial research on language and power,

three significant gaps persist that are inadequately addressed.

First, current theories primarily examine language from the

past, offering diagnostic insights into discourse rather than

modeling how it is designed to work. Second, existing frame-

works function at constrained scales, emphasizing localized

communicative events rather than systemic transformations

of discourse environments. Third, the issue of intentionality,

that is, how actors intentionally manipulate linguistic condi-

tions to influence collective cognition, remains insufficiently

theorized. This research fills these voids by promoting lin-

guistic geoengineering as a paradigm for comprehending

language as an engineered, scalable, and strategic system.

Thus, it advances the concept of linguistic geoengineer-

ing as a framework for understanding how discourse can

be intentionally shaped across multiple levels—from lexical

innovation to infrastructural control. It synthesizes insights

from cognitive linguistics, critical discourse analysis, and

framing theory, and extends them into a dynamic, multi-level

model suited to contemporary digital environments.

Research Objectives

This work has three objectives: (1) to define linguistic

geoengineering as a theoretical framework, (2) to distinguish

its unique characteristics from established theories of lan-

guage and power, and (3) to analyze its implications for pub-

lic persuasion, democratic engagement, research, and ethics.

Furthermore, it introduces a novel conceptual vocabulary

that invites scholars to reevaluate language not merely as a

medium of communication but as a proactive instrument for

socio-political construction. This activity lays the ground-

work for further inquiry into the organization, expansion,

and challenges of linguistic practices in shaping collective

future.

2. Background and Literature Re-

view

Language transcends mere labeling of objects. It has

been a topic of discussion among linguists, philosophers,

and media researchers for an extended period. They contend

that the vocabulary we select can influence our cognition

and behavior. The antiquated Sapir-Whorf hypothesis or

linguistic relativity [7, 8] posits that our language constrains

our perception. Critical Discourse Analysis [9] posits that

language reflects power dynamics. Framing theory [10] posits

that a succinct word can influence public sentiment in a par-

ticular direction. These three groups have demonstrated that

language is not impartial.
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However, a gap exists. We frequently examine lan-

guage as an existing entity rather than as a construct that may

be designed, akin to an architectural blueprint or a technologi-

cal system purposefully arranged through an algorithm. What

if we could intentionally create a language to influence soci-

ety? The literature scarcely addresses such a subject. Certain

scholars [11, 12] assert that words are only instruments, rather

than a system subject to deliberate design. This perspec-

tive may overlook the extent to which we currently modify

headlines, legislation, and educational curriculum to achieve

specific outcomes. Consequently, the discourse progresses

beyond merely acknowledging impact. It inquires whether

we can construct a language that intentionally directs insti-

tutions. Furthermore, it evaluates whether such a design is

feasible without compromising natural functionality. Lan-

guage is significant, as demonstrated in the three substantial

theories below, yet we still do not have a comprehensive

theory of language as a consciously designed system.

2.1. Language as Thought and Cognition

The tradition of linguistic relativity, linked to Edward

Sapir and Benjamin LeeWhorf and referenced in recent stud-

ies [7, 8], continues to be fundamental to the examination of

how language influences cognition. The Sapir–Whorf hy-

pothesis posits that linguistic categories influence speakers’

worldviews and perceptual patterns, with “strong” iterations

implying determinism and “weak” iterations suggesting mere

influence. Empirical studies evaluated these assertions with

disparate outcomes. Kay and Regier’s cross-linguistic anal-

ysis [13] of color terminology contested robust relativism,

indicating universal tendencies in color naming exist across

various languages. Whereas contemporary cognitive sci-

ence research [14] has elucidated more nuanced mechanisms

through which grammatical and lexical categories shape cog-

nition.

Subsequently, cognitive linguists like George Lakoff

andMark Johnson [15] broadened the paradigm by illustrating

how conceptual metaphors, such as “argument is war” or

“time is money,” structure reasoning and influence cultural

practices. This metaphorical framing was not only descrip-

tive but also demonstrated to possess policy implications.

For instance, metaphors depicting crime as a “beast” versus

a “virus” can result in significantly divergent public policy

preferences [16]. Lakoff and Johnson’s account of metaphor

as a structuring mechanism of cognition provides a crucial

foundation for this study. However, their framework primar-

ily treats metaphor as an emergent cognitive phenomenon

rather than as an object of deliberate design. Linguistic geo-

engineering extends this insight by conceptualizing metaphor

not only as a cognitive structure but as a strategic instrument

that can be intentionally engineered at scale.

2.2. Language as Power and Control

Critical discourse analysis (CDA) offers a vital frame-

work for understanding the social effects of language. Schol-

ars such as Norman Fairclough [17], Teun van Dijk [18], and

RuthWodak [19] have illustrated how language sustains social

inequalities and legitimizes power structures. CDA exam-

ines the linguistic techniques employed by elites, focusing

on how organizations such as governments and media utilize

language to persuade public consensus. In conjunction with

this viewpoint, Michel Foucault’s discourse theory clarifies

how truth regimes are formed, preserved, and normalized

through institutionalized linguistic practices [20, 21]. From

this viewpoint, discourses are not simply mirrors of power

but rather instruments through which power operates.

While critical discourse analysis demonstrates how lan-

guage reproduces power relations, its analytical focus re-

mains largely diagnostic, emphasizing the exposure of ide-

ological structures. In contrast, linguistic geoengineering

shifts the focus toward the proactive and strategic design of

discourse, thereby extending CDA from critique to construc-

tive modeling of discursive intervention.

2.3. Language as Persuasion and Framing

A third line of research arises from communication

studies, rhetoric, and political science, concentrating on the

examination of language’s persuasive power. Theories of

framing [22], agenda-setting [23, 24], and priming [25, 26] clarify

how linguistic choices direct public attention and shape opin-

ions. Studies on political communication have examined

the effectiveness of slogans [27], personal narratives [28], and

metaphors [29] in engaging audiences. Campaign rhetoric,

branding, and media headlines illustrate how well-crafted

language serves as a persuasive tool [30, 31].

This tradition’s strength lies in its examination of

the tangible impacts of linguistic tactics. Utilizing “war”
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metaphors in pandemic communication (such as the war

against COVID-19) may motivate individuals to respond

swiftly [32], although it can also foster division or stigma [33].

Environmental initiatives portraying climate change as a

“crisis” or “emergency” seek to provoke immediate action

by transforming public perceptions of urgency and risk [34].

These examples demonstrate the significant impact of fram-

ing at the micro-level.

Nonetheless, these studies often operate within con-

strained contexts, such as campaigns, media events, or spe-

cific political contests, without considering broader systemic

reforms. Research on persuasion and framing excels at identi-

fying strategic actions within existing discursive ecosystems;

yet, it lacks in examining the possibilities for reconfiguring

those ecosystems. It emphasizes rhetorical activities rather

than the planning of linguistic structures.

Additionally, contemporary communication environ-

ments are no longer shaped solely by human rhetorical

choices. Digital platforms governed by algorithmic cura-

tion increasingly determine which messages gain visibility,

traction, and legitimacy [35]. Algorithmic amplification selec-

tively elevates emotionally charged, polarizing, or engaging

content, thereby restructuring the conditions under which

framing operates [36]. As a result, framing effects are no

longer confined to micro-level interactions but are embed-

ded within technologically mediated systems of distribution.

This shift necessitatesmoving beyondmessage-level analysis

toward an infrastructural understanding of discourse, where

platforms, algorithms, and data flows actively participate in

shaping public meaning.

2.4. Gaps and Blind Spots

Despite their contributions, the three traditions seem to

overlook a key idea: they rarely picture language as a kind

of geo‑engineering project. By “geo‑engineering,” it means

a metaphor borrowed from environmental science, where

big, planned actions try to change the global systems [37].

Applied to language, it suggests we could deliberately shape

and restructure the whole discursive world to address huge

global problems. This view pulls us away from looking at iso-

lated word changes and toward thinking about coordinated,

system‑wide design.

Existing traditions recognize that language influences

perception and power, yet are inadequate for tackling the

magnitude, pace, and intricacy of 21st-century crises. Cli-

mate change, pandemics, wars, and digital misinformation

are not merely communicative challenges. They represent

systemic crises that emerge across interconnected global

networks. These circumstances necessitate not only inter-

pretive or diagnostic tools, but also frameworks capable of

modeling coordinated, large-scale intervention. The engi-

neering metaphor is necessary as it embodies purposefulness,

scalability, and system-wide design. In contrast with tradi-

tional approaches that analyze discourse retrospectively or

locally, linguistic geoengineering conceptualizes discourse

as a programmable infrastructure, one that can be strategi-

cally tailored to address crises operating at a global scale.

This missing theoretical angle is not merely concep-

tual but practical. In an era defined by global crises—

climate instability, political turmoil, pandemics, and digi-

tal misinformation—language functions as a coordinating

mechanism for collective action at scale. Language is no

longer truly just a backdrop. It is the main channel through

which agents picture, argue over, and try to build their shared

futures. Without a frame that treats language like an engi-

neered infrastructure, researchers may downplay the risk of

weaponized wording and may also ignore the chances of

intentional linguistic work. Future scholars, therefore, may

explore deliberate language design as a vital tool.

3. Materials and Methods

This research utilizes a conceptual and integrative

methodological framework centered on theory development

rather than empirical validation. Grounded on synthetic

philosophy [38], it employs synthetic theorization, which in-

volves systematically integrating concepts from various es-

tablished disciplines, such as cognitive linguistics, critical

discourse analysis, discourse theory, and communication

studies, to formulate a higher-order explanatory framework.

In this study, there were three steps in the analytical process.

First, the researcher looked at some of the most important

theoretical traditions to see how well they explain language,

power, and how actors make meaning. Second, these tra-

ditions were reassembled into a single model that empha-

sizes intentionality, scale, and systemic intervention. Third,

the study developed a typology of linguistic geoengineering

practices and demonstrated its analytical utility through hy-

pothetical yet theoretically robust examples. This approach
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is effective for emerging paradigms that are in the process of

implementation. The study improves transparency and lays

the groundwork for future empirical validation by making

the process of theoretical synthesis clear.

Theoretical Foundations

This study propels linguistic geoengineering via a syn-

thetic theoretical framework consisting of three intercon-

nected pillars: (1) cognitive-structural foundations of mean-

ing formation, (2) power-discourse institutional dynamics,

and (3) infrastructural ecology of language circulation. These

pillars do not operate as separate traditions; rather, they serve

as analytically cohesive dimensions. These pillars work

together to model language not only as a communicative

system but as a technologically mediated infrastructure. In

particular, the infrastructural dimension becomes indispens-

able in the digital age, where algorithmic systems govern the

visibility, circulation, and reinforcement of discourse at scale.

This theoretical synthesis provides the conceptual basis for

characterizing linguistic geoengineering as the intentional

reorganization of discourse ecologies in an effort to achieve

certain goals.

Core Concepts and Intellectual Lineages

• Cognitive-Structural Foundations

The first pillar is based on linguistic relativity, chiefly

linked to the contributions of Edward Sapir and Benjamin

Lee Whorf affirmed in recent studies [7, 8]. The Sapir–Whorf

hypothesis showed that language affects how we see and

categorize things [39, 40]. This means that the way we use

language affects how we experience and organize reality.

Later work in cognitive linguistics, especially by Lakoff and

Johnson [41], showed that metaphor is not just for show; it is

a part of reasoning. Conceptual metaphors shape political

imagination, moral judgments, and policy debates.

• Power, Ideology, and Discursive Control

The second pillar is based on critical discourse analysis

(CDA) and other traditions that look at language as a way

to gain power. Fairclough [17], van Dijk [18], and Wodak [19]

are just a few of the scholars who have shown that discourse

reproduces ideological hierarchies and makes institutional

authority seem normal. In this tradition, language is never

neutral. It contributes to the perpetuation of asymmetrical

power dynamics. Linguistic practices do not simply reflect

ideologies. They reinforce hierarchies and either uphold or

contest social orders. CDA shows how political speeches,

media portrayals, and institutional texts all subtly support

the dominant way of looking at the world.

Foucault’s theory of discourse adds to this view by in-

troducing the idea of regimes of truth, which are systems that

change over time and give knowledge authority [20]. Discur-

sive formations control what can be said, who can say it, and

how legitimate it is. Institutions serve as both political enti-

ties and linguistic gatekeepers. Institutions, encompassing

medicine, law, and education, utilize discursive practices that

reinforce truths, regulate individuals, and dictate behavior. In

this context, discursive environments serve as infrastructures

that can be preserved, interrupted, or purposefully reorga-

nized.

• Infrastructural Ecology of Language

The third pillar thinks of language as a kind of infras-

tructure. It traces its origin to communication studies, par-

ticularly framing, rhetoric, and agenda setting, which clar-

ify how linguistic choices direct public attention and shape

opinions [22–24]. Media platforms, institutional narratives, al-

gorithmic amplification systems, and cultural repertoires are

all examples of discursive infrastructures that help mean-

ing spread quickly. In contemporary digital environments,

this infrastructural dimension is increasingly shaped by algo-

rithmic systems that curate, prioritize, and amplify specific

forms of discourse. Social media platforms, search engines,

and recommendation systems do not passively transmit lan-

guage. They actively structure discursive visibility through

engagement-based ranking, personalization, and feedback

loops. Algorithmic amplification transforms discourse into

a dynamic system in which certain narratives, metaphors,

or lexical choices achieve disproportionate reach and influ-

ence [36]. This technological mediation underscores the need

to conceptualize language as infrastructure, as meaning is no

longer produced solely by speakers but co-constructed with

platform architectures.

The present framework synthesizes three traditions into

a unified model. While these traditions differ in scope, they

converge on the premise that language structures perception

and social reality. Linguistic geoengineering builds on this

convergence by introducing intentionality and scale as cen-
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tral analytical dimensions, thereby transforming descriptive

insights into a model of engineered discourse.

Figure 1 illustrates the conceptual genealogy underlying

linguistic geoengineering by mapping how distinct intellectual

traditions converge into a unified framework. Specifically, it

traces the progression from cognitive-structural approaches

(e.g., linguistic relativity and metaphor theory), to critical and

institutional analyses of discourse (e.g., CDAand Foucauldian

theory), and finally to an ecological and infrastructural under-

standing of language. This layered integration demonstrates

that linguistic geoengineering is not an isolated concept but

a synthesis that reorients existing theories toward intentional,

large-scale intervention in discursive environments. The fig-

ure thus supports the central argument of this study by visually

clarifying how disparate traditions are reorganized into a co-

herent paradigm of engineered discourse.

Figure 1. Genealogy of Theories Leading to Linguistic Geoengineering.

4. Result and Discussion

4.1. From Discourse to Engineering: Concep-

tual Expansion

Language has always been viewed as a communicative

medium, an instrument for expressing thought, transmitting

information, and negotiating meaning [42–44]. In sociolin-

guistics and discourse studies, it is frequently regarded as a

cultural artifact, an object that develops organically within

communities and mirrors communal activities [45–47]. This

perspective may, however, underestimate the extent to which

language may be created, altered, and repurposed.

Linguistic geoengineering suggests a conceptual broad-

ening: language operates not merely as a descriptive tool but

as an infrastructure element. It functions not as a mirror, but

as a mutable environment that can be altered, redirected, and

cultivated by deliberate activities. Environmental geoengi-

neering intends to modify global climate systems through

solar radiation modification (SRM) or the reconfiguration of

carbon cycles, whereas linguistic geoengineering seeks to re-

shape the discursive context in which societies conceptualize,

argue, and operate.

This engineering metaphor illustrates that individuals

are beginning to perceive language as an active construct

rather than a passive or organic entity. Conversely, language

serves as a domain for design, regulation, and strategizing

anticipated outcomes. Individuals typically employ brief

instances of persuasion grounded in strategies in their daily

lives. Linguistic geoengineering, conversely, perceives dis-
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course as a system that can be deliberately altered to influence

public thought, reasoning, and the long-term trajectory of

culture. The conceptual transition is nuanced yet important:

speech is not merely utilized; it can also be engineered.

Reconstructing Existing Theories

The foundations of linguistic geoengineering are based

on and go beyond several well-known traditions. Cognitive

linguistics, especially the examination of metaphor, illus-

trates how figurative frameworks shape cognition. For ex-

ample, calling arguments “war” makes the public think of

fighting, while calling them “dance” makes actors think of

working together. Most cognitive linguistic research, how-

ever, regards metaphor as an analytical observation rather

than a systematic intervention tool. Linguistic geoengineer-

ing reinterprets metaphor not solely as a manifestation of

cognition but as a deliberate instrument for influencing en-

tire discursive ecosystems. Moreover, traditions following

cognitive-structural foundations mostly look at how mean-

ing comes out of fixed language structures. They tend to

focus on unconscious cognitive framing instead of planned

design. Although these traditions, as demonstrated in vari-

ous studies [48–50], primarily examine unconscious processes

of meaning-making, they offer a robust foundation for the

assertion that metaphors can be deliberately constructed and

propagated as instruments for extensive discursive interven-

tion. Linguistic geoengineering builds on these traditions

by putting intentionality at the center: if metaphors shape

reasoning, then making metaphors could be a place where

systematic intervention happens. Cognitive structures are

not only passed down from one generation to the next; they

can also be changed on purpose.

Critical Discourse Analysis has shown how language

reinforces unequal power relationships by revealing the

ideologies that are hidden in media, policy, and everyday

speech [51, 52]. Nonetheless, CDA is primarily diagnostic

rather than prescriptive. It excels in critique yet encoun-

ters challenges in theorizing intentional, future-oriented lan-

guage interventions. Linguistic geoengineering reframes

the inquiry by examining not only how language perpetuates

power but also how language could be restructured to entirely

transform power dynamics. CDA’s strength is in finding ideo-

logical imbalances, but its focus has mostly been on analysis.

It is more focused on criticism than on planned actions. For

linguistic geoengineering, CDA highlights the significant

risks associated with discourse control and offers a frame-

work for evaluating the contexts in which intervention may

yield optimal results. Linguistic geoengineering derives from

Foucault the understanding that intentional modifications to

discourse resemble interventions in a governance system,

shaping what is articulable, conceivable, and actionable.

But both CDA and Foucauldian analysis are mostly

used to find problems. They reveal structures of domina-

tion and historical contingencies but seldom conceptualize

discourse as a deliberately constructed system. Linguistic

geoengineering expands upon these insights by transitioning

from critique to modeling: if discourse perpetuates power,

it may also be deliberately restructured to recalibrate that

power. This new way of looking at things adds a positive

aspect to discourse theory.

Research on framing and agenda-setting in commu-

nication has demonstrated how political and media figures

influence public perception by highlighting specific issues

or viewpoints [53, 54]. These models usually look at micro-

level, event-based messaging, like what news stories make

the front page or how a candidate talks about an issue dur-

ing a debate. Linguistic geoengineering expands on this

idea by considering changes to discursive infrastructures,

where the “climate” of opinion shifts rather than individual

judgments. Drawing from the infrastructural ecology of

language, linguistic geoengineering views discourse as a dy-

namic environment marked by feedback loops, adaptation,

and systemic impacts. Interventions in these contexts do

not merely modify discrete meanings; they transform the

conditions of circulation, salience, and legitimacy. This eco-

logical perspective facilitates the examination of language

not as a fixed structure but as a dynamic system responsive

to deliberate disruptions.

Linguistic geoengineering builds upon these previous

theories. The inadequacy of any singular lineage warrants the

integration of these traditions into a cohesive framework to

elucidate the phenomenon of linguistic geoengineering. Cog-

nitive linguistics adeptly elucidates the unconscious structur-

ing of thought by metaphors. However, it lacks a theoretical

framework for intentional, large-scale interventions. CDA

offers a strong critique of the ideological roles that discourse

plays, but it lacks a constructive vocabulary for proposing

new ways to structure discourse. Foucault’s genealogy elu-
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cidates the maintenance of regimes of truth while offering

scant direction for the pragmatic construction of novel dis-

cursive systems. Through integrative synthetic theorization,

linguistic geoengineering encompasses the intentional, in-

frastructural, and ecological aspects of linguistic practice. In

particular, it says that linguistic geoengineering is best under-

stood as a new way of thinking that connects the small-scale

processes of making meaning with the large-scale structures

of discursive power. Like ecological engineering, which

designs systems that keep ecosystems going, linguistic geo-

engineering tries to design discursive infrastructures that

change how actors think, feel, and make decisions.

Table 1 highlights the distinct contribution of linguis-

tic geoengineering. While cognitive-structural approaches,

CDA, and framing theory provide valuable analytical tools,

they remain largely descriptive or diagnostic. In contrast, lin-

guistic geoengineering advances a synthetic and intervention-

oriented framework that operates across multiple levels of

discourse. Crucially, it incorporates the infrastructural and

algorithmic dimensions of contemporary communication,

positioning it as a necessary extension of earlier theories in

the context of digitally mediated public discourse.

Table 1. Comparison of Linguistic Geoengineering vs. Cognitive-Structural Foundations, Traditional CDA, and Framing Theory.

Dimension
Cognitive-Structural

Foundations
Traditional CDA Framing Theory Linguistic Geoengineering

Primary Focus

Conceptual structures of

thought (schemas,

metaphors)

Power, ideology, and

discourse critique

Presentation and

interpretation of issues

Design and transformation of

discursive systems

Analytical Level Cognitive/individual Social/institutional
Micro to meso (media,

communication)

Multi-level (lexical to

infrastructural)

Orientation Descriptive/explanatory Critical/diagnostic Analytical/interpretive Strategic/interventionist

View of

Language

Reflects cognitive

structures

Reflects and reproduces

power relations

Shapes perception and

salience
Functions as a manipulable system

Temporality Relatively static structures
Historical and contextual

analysis

Event-driven framing

shifts

Dynamic, iterative, and evolving

systems

Mechanism of

Influence

Conceptual metaphor and

schema activation
Ideological reproduction

Framing effects and

salience

Multi-layered amplification and

feedback loops

Role of Agency
Limited (cognitive

processing)

Critical actors expose

power

Communicators shape

frames

Actors actively design and engineer

discourse

Treatment of

Power
Implicit Central focus Context-dependent

Embedded in both discourse and

infrastructure

Digital/Algorith-

mic Dimension
Not central Limited engagement Emerging relevance

Core component (platforms,

algorithms, visibility)

Outcome Understanding cognition Critique of discourse
Explanation of perception

shifts

Transformation of discursive

environments

4.2. Characteristics of Linguistic Geoengineer-

ing

4.2.1. Defining Key Terms and Assumptions

To establish conceptual clarity, this framework defines

its core terms and articulates the assumptions underpinning

the paradigm.

Linguistic geoengineering refers to the deliberate, sys-

tematic restructuring of discourse environments with the

goal of shaping collective perception, behavior, and decision-

making. This distinguishes it from organic linguistic change

by emphasizing intentionality, scale, and systemic design.

Discursive infrastructure refers to the underlying plat-

forms, metaphors, narratives, and institutional texts that sus-

tain language circulation across societies. Examples include

media ecosystems, political rhetoric, and cultural idioms that

frame collective sense-making.

Engineered intervention refers to a strategic linguistic

act, such as reframing climate change as a “climate emer-

gency” or designing metaphors for public health campaigns,

deployed with the intent to recalibrate discourse and influ-

ence behavior.

The framework rests on the following assumptions: 1)

Language is constitutive of social reality rather than merely

descriptive; 2) Discursive interventions can be designed,

disseminated, and scaled in ways analogous to ecological
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or technological engineering; 3) Power operates not only

through control of material resources but through the reg-

ulation of discursive ecosystem and infrastructure. These

assumptions position linguistic geoengineering as a norma-

tive and strategic project. If discursive environments shape

collective futures, then their design becomes a site of ethical

and political responsibility.

4.2.2. ATypology of Linguistic Geoengineering

To make this model clearer, the paper suggests a typol-

ogy with four types of intervention that are all connected:

1. Metaphoric Engineering. This entails the intentional

creation and dissemination of metaphors to transform

how communities understand phenomena. For exam-

ple, labeling climate change as a “war” emphasizes

urgency, conflict, and mobilization, whereas labeling it

a “healing process” emphasizes care, repair, and grad-

ual change [55, 56]. Every metaphor does more than just

make language look nice. It alters the way societies

perceive things by modifying the cognitive map.

2. Narrative Engineering. Stories make sense of events

that would otherwise be random. When things go

wrong, authorities often create master narratives to

give the public a sense of meaning. During the COVID-

19 pandemic, some governments framed lockdowns

as acts of “collective sacrifice,” making people who

followed the rules feel like they were part of a heroic

struggle [57, 58]. Some people saw the same policies

as a violation of personal freedom, which led to very

different reactions from the public [59, 60]. So, narrative

engineering is the process of making big stories that

put the public in the middle of a bigger social drama.

3. Lexical Engineering. Terms are not neutral labels.

They are tools that shape how we think about things.

The creation or redefinition of important terms such

as “fake news,” “carbon footprint,” “allyship,” “wo-

keness,” “greenflation,” and “cancel culture” changes

how communities store and share information [61]. Lex-

ical engineering is probably the most obvious type

of linguistic geoengineering because adding just one

phrase can change the way actors articulate issues,

make decisions, and follow social norms. It operates

at the level of discrete units of meaning—words and

phrases—that reshape interpretation within existing

discursive systems. While such interventions can scale

through repetition and adoption, they do not in them-

selves alter the structural conditions of discourse cir-

culation.

4. Infrastructural Engineering. Infrastructural engi-

neering operates at a fundamentally different level.

Rather than modifying language itself, it restructures

the conditions under which language circulates, gains

visibility, and acquires authority. This is the most sys-

temic way to intervene, working not at the level of

words or stories but at the level of platforms, algo-

rithms, and institutional discourses. For example, so-

cial media sites favor certain types of speech, such

as short, emotional, and visual speech, while push-

ing others to the side [62, 63]. In the same way, school

curricula, corporate mission statements, and interna-

tional treaties are like scaffolding that supports some

discourses while silencing others. Infrastructure engi-

neering builds the “pipes” that allow discourse to flow,

shaping the environment where metaphors, stories, and

terms move around. Thus, while lexical engineering

changes what is said, infrastructural engineering trans-

forms how, where, and whether it is heard.

These dimensions collectively illustrate that linguistic

geoengineering cannot be simplified to propaganda, rhetoric,

or branding. It is a methodical approach to constructing a

discursive world, functioning across various levels. Table

2 below shows a comparative table clarifying that the four

types differ not only in form but in level of operation. Cru-

cially, infrastructural engineering operates at a higher-order

layer, shaping the conditions under which metaphors, narra-

tives, and lexical choices can spread, persist, or disappear.

Table 2. Comparative Table of the Four Types of Interventions.

Types of Engineering Scale of Intervention Primary Intent Medium/Mechanism

Metaphoric Engineering Cognitive/conceptual Reframe understanding through analogy Conceptual metaphors (e.g., war, journey)

Narrative Engineering Social/cultural level Structure meaning through storytelling Narratives, media stories, public discourse

Lexical Engineering Micro (word-level) Redefine or introduce key terms Keywords, slogans, labels

Infrastructural Engineering Systemic/macro level Control visibility and circulation of discourse Platforms, algorithms, institutions
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To further clarify the dynamic interaction between lev-

els, Figure 2 presents a functional model of linguistic geo-

engineering. This model demonstrates how interventions

move from micro-level linguistic innovation to macro-level

discursive stabilization through iterative amplification and

feedback processes. A lexical innovation (e.g., a new term

or label) initiates a discursive shift, which may be amplified

through narrative and metaphoric framing. Through repe-

tition, institutional uptake, and algorithmic reinforcement,

these elements become embedded within infrastructural sys-

tems, eventually stabilizing as dominant discursive norms.

Feedback loops indicate the recursive nature of discursive

systems, where higher-level reinforcement reshapes earlier

stages of linguistic intervention.

Figure 2. Functional Model of Linguistic Geoengineering.

4.2.3. Interdisciplinary Influences

The concept of linguistic geoengineering, rooted in the

traditions of linguistics, discourse studies, and philosophy,

also incorporates various interdisciplinary influences that

broaden its scope.

From the philosophy of technology, particularly Martin

Heidegger [64] and Jacques Ellul [65], comes the recognition

that technology is not merely instrumental but a mode of

revealing the world. Linguistic interventions, from this per-

spective, serve as discourse technologies that reveal new

realities while precluding others.

From the sociology of knowledge, specifically Berger

and Luckmann’s theory of the social construction of real-

ity [66], linguistic geoengineering derives the understanding

that reality is generated through collectively established

meanings that are institutionalized over time. Discursive

interventions consequently transform both language and the

boundaries of reality.

Cognitive science provides insights into the embodied

and metaphorical underpinnings of human reasoning [15, 41].

This highlights the efficacy of linguistic interventions: they

correspond with neural and experiential frameworks of

thought, integrating new metaphors into the core of cog-

nition.

Through the synthesis of these interdisciplinary cur-

rents, linguistic geoengineering transcends mere linguistic

theory. This serves as a conceptual paradigm that elucidates

and assesses the intentional reconfiguration of discourse en-

vironments, highlighting its capacity as both an explanatory

and normative framework.

4.3. Implications

4.3.1. The Ecological Logic of Discursive Envi-

ronments

The claim that discourse behaves like an ecology is

a central innovation of this framework. Unlike traditional

models of communication, which often assume a linear flow

from sender to receiver, discursive environments are dy-

namic, adaptive systems characterized by feedback loops,

amplification, and resistance. This ecological perspective

distinguishes linguistic geoengineering from conventional

notions of propaganda, which are typically conceptualized

as one-directional influence processes. Instead, discourse

is understood as a complex system in which interventions

interact with audiences, institutions, and technologies in un-

predictable and recursive ways.

These feedback loops are not merely reactive but gen-

erative. Once a linguistic intervention enters a discursive

system, it may be reinterpreted, contested, mimetically trans-

formed, or algorithmically amplified in ways that exceed the

original intent. A metaphor introduced by policymakers, for

instance, may be appropriated by opposing groups, reframed

in ironic or critical ways, or intensified through digital vi-

rality. In this sense, discursive interventions behave less

like commands and more like ecological inputs that trigger

cascading systemic responses.

This ecological framing has two implications. The
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first one is the unintended consequences. Linguistic inter-

ventions, like environmental interventions, generate adverse

consequences. For instance, the term “fake news” was ini-

tially employed to critique misinformation; however, it was

rapidly adopted as a political tool to undermine mainstream

journalism. The second one is feedback loops. Discursive

systems are self-reinforcing. A narrative that gains momen-

tum online may amplify itself through algorithms, while

concurrently hardening opposition in rival echo chambers.

Scholars can analyze the adaptive consequences of linguistic

interventions in complex discursive ecosystems in addition to

the intended objectives by recognizing these feedback loops.

In digital contexts, these feedback loops are intensified by

algorithmic amplification, which accelerates the spread and

entrenchment of particular discursive patterns.

This ecological model fundamentally redefines how

influence is understood. Traditional propaganda models

assume control over message production and distribution,

emphasizing intentional persuasion directed at passive au-

diences. In contrast, linguistic geoengineering recognizes

that contemporary discourse operates within decentralized,

participatory, and technologically mediated environments.

Here, influence emerges through iterative interactions rather

than unilateral transmission. As such, power lies not only in

message creation but in shaping the feedback conditions—

visibility, repetition, and adaptation—through which dis-

course evolves. In digital environments, these feedback

loops are intensified by algorithmic systems that acceler-

ate circulation, reinforce salience, and create self-sustaining

cycles of visibility.

4.3.2. Toward an Operational Methodology for

Linguistic Geoengineering

While linguistic geoengineering is presented as a the-

oretical framework, its analytical value depends on its ca-

pacity to guide empirical research. This subsection outlines

a preliminary methodology for identifying and analyzing

engineered discursive interventions, particularly in distin-

guishing them from organic linguistic evolution. A central

challenge lies in differentiating between organic linguistic

shifts, which emerge gradually through decentralized usage,

and engineered interventions, which are strategically intro-

duced and amplified. To address this, the following criteria

are proposed in Table 3. These criteria are not intended as

rigid binaries but as analytical indicators. In practice, linguis-

tic phenomena may exhibit hybrid characteristics, requiring

careful contextual interpretation.

Building on these criteria, researchers can employ a

multi-stage analytical approach:

1) Identification of Linguistic Innovation. Detect

emerging keywords, metaphors, or narratives within a

specific discourse domain;

2) Source and Actor Mapping. Trace the origin of the

linguistic form, identifying whether it is linked to par-

ticular institutional, political, or media actors;

3) Diffusion PatternAnalysis. Examine how the term or

framing spreads across platforms, including the speed,

extent, and timing of adoption;

4) Infrastructural Analysis. Evaluate the role of plat-

forms, algorithms, and institutional channels in ampli-

fying or suppressing the discourse;

5) Feedback Loop Detection. Analyze how the interven-

tion is reinterpreted, challenged, or reinforced through

recursive interactions within the discourse ecosystem;

6) Stabilization Assessment. Determine whether the

linguistic intervention has become normalized, institu-

tionalized, or taken for granted within public discourse.

This methodological framework aligns with the multi-

level structure of linguistic geoengineering, moving from

lexical innovation to infrastructural stabilization. By incorpo-

rating both discursive content and conditions of circulation,

it enables researchers to move beyond descriptive analysis

toward a systematic examination of how language is actively

shaped in contemporary communicative environments. In

digitally mediated environments, these processes are often

accelerated and intensified by algorithmic systems, making

infrastructural analysis a necessary component of any empir-

ical application.

Table 3. Criteria for Identifying Engineered vs. Organic Linguistic Change.

Criterion Organic Linguistic Shift Engineered Linguistic Intervention

1. Origin
Emerges spontaneously across

dispersed speakers

Introduced by identifiable actors (e.g., institutions,

political groups, media)
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Table 3. Cont.

Criterion Organic Linguistic Shift Engineered Linguistic Intervention

2. Intentionality Unplanned, evolutionary Deliberate and strategic

3. Rate of Diffusion Gradual, uneven Rapid, often synchronized across platforms

4. Consistency of Usage Variable forms and meanings High consistency in phrasing and framing

5. Amplification Mechanism
Social adoption and cultural

embedding

Coordinated media, institutional, or algorithmic

amplification

6. Cross-Platform Presence May remain localized Simultaneously appears across multiple channels

7. Alignment with Power Structures Not necessarily aligned with authority
Frequently aligned with institutional or political

agendas

4.3.3. Implications for Future Research

This paradigm presents multiple avenues for further

exploration. In terms of its operationalization, subsequent

studies may test the methodologies to identify and quantify

linguistic geoengineering in real discourse. Future studies

may conduct comparative studies analyzing the methodolo-

gies employed by diverse entities, such as governments, cor-

porations, and activists, in the application of linguistic inter-

ventions within situations such as climate change, pandemics,

or digital propaganda. As regards the ethics of intervention,

scholars may analyze the normative dimensions of engineer-

ing discourse, who holds the authority to modify linguistic

environments, and for what objectives? Lastly, in matters

of resistance and counter-engineering, studies may exam-

ine how publics contest, adapt, or reverse those engineered

discourses.

4.3.4. Implications for Practice and Policy

The idea of linguistic geoengineering puts forward a

powerful potential of discursive design that brings impli-

cations to policymakers, civil society, and communicators.

Talking about linguistic geoengineering seems to offer a

chance for shaping the way we talk about policy, life, and

media. Thinking of language like a garden that needs care

raises questions about who decides, who pays, and who gets

blamed. Recognizing language as an ecology that can be

engineered raises urgent questions of governance, responsi-

bility, and accountability.

In geopolitical strife, consider how news organiza-

tions refer to immigrants as a “wave,” “flood,” or “cara-

van.” Each metaphor distinctly influences perception: as

an uncontrollable natural disaster, as human suffering, or

as a systematic invasion [67, 68]. The selected framework not

only influences emotional reactions but also dictates govern-

mental responses, from humanitarian assistance to military

border enforcement.

During public health crises such as the COVID-19 pan-

demic, governments strategically deployed terms such as

“flatten the curve” [69] and “social distancing” [70, 71] to shape

collective behavior. From a linguistic geoengineering per-

spective, these are instances of lexical and metaphoric engi-

neering designed to recalibrate risk perception and promote

compliance. Apolicy-oriented application of this framework

would involve systematically designing such terms through

pre-testing, semantic analysis, and behavioral modeling to

ensure clarity, emotional resonance, and cross-cultural adapt-

ability. Similarly, climate policy communication illustrates

how competing linguistic frames produce divergent public

responses. The shift from “global warming” to “climate cri-

sis” or “climate emergency” reflects an attempt to intensify

urgency and moral salience [72, 73]. Linguistic geoengineer-

ing can guide policymakers in selecting and institutionaliz-

ing terminology that aligns scientific realities with public

engagement, while avoiding desensitization or politiciza-

tion.

In digital media environments, linguistic geoengineer-

ing operates through algorithmically mediated amplification.

For instance, hashtags such as #MeToo [74] or #BlackLives-

Matter [75] function not only as labels but as engineered dis-

cursive nodes that aggregate narratives, mobilize commu-

nities, and structure public attention. Platforms indirectly

participate in linguistic geoengineering by prioritizing certain

lexical forms through trending algorithms, thereby shaping

which discourses gain visibility and legitimacy. A practical

application of this framework for media practitioners would

involve the intentional design of narrative clusters and key-
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word ecosystems to guide audience interpretation over time.

This includes coordinating headlines, hashtags, and visual-

textual pairings to reinforce consistent conceptual frames

across platforms.

At the societal level, linguistic geoengineering is ev-

ident in the emergence of contested terms such as “fake

news,” “cancel culture,” or “woke.” These terms function

as lexical interventions that redefine social categories and in-

fluence public judgment. Their rapid diffusion demonstrates

how engineered language can polarize discourse by embed-

ding evaluative assumptions within seemingly descriptive

labels. Understanding these processes allows civil society

actors to critically engage with and potentially counteract

engineered discursive environments. Educational institu-

tions can apply this framework by incorporating critical

language awareness into curricula, enabling individuals to

identify how linguistic forms shape perception and to resist

manipulative discourse. Similarly, advocacy groups may

strategically craft counter-narratives that reframe dominant

terms, thereby intervening in discursive ecosystems rather

than merely reacting to them.

These examples, reflected also in Table 4 below,

demonstrate that linguistic geoengineering is not an abstract

theoretical construct but a practical framework for under-

standing and shaping real-world discourse. Across policy,

media, and society, linguistic interventions function as tools

for structuring perception, organizing collective action, and

contesting meaning. The framework thus provides both ana-

lytical insight and strategic guidance for navigating contem-

porary communication environments.

Table 4. Some Practical Applications of Linguistic Geoengineering.

Domain Example Type of Engineering Outcome

Public Health “Flatten the curve” Metaphoric Behavioral compliance

Climate Policy “Climate emergency” Lexical/Narrative Increased urgency

Social Media #MeToo Infrastructural Mass mobilization

Politics “Fake News” Lexical Delegitimization

4.3.5. Ethical Considerations and Discursive

Accountability

The strategic orientation of linguistic geoengineering

raises important ethical considerations. If discourse can be

intentionally shaped across multiple levels, questions of re-

sponsibility, transparency, and power become central. Unlike

traditional models that treat discourse as an object of analy-

sis, this framework foregrounds the possibility of deliberate

intervention, thereby necessitating a parallel discussion of

ethical constraints.

A key concern is accountability. Engineered discursive

interventions, particularly those operating at the infrastruc-

tural level, may obscure their origins, making it difficult to

identify responsible actors. Algorithmic amplification, insti-

tutional messaging, and coordinated communication strate-

gies can produce significant effects without clear attribution.

This raises critical questions regarding who is accountable

for large-scale shifts in public discourse and how such ac-

countability can be enforced.

A second issue involves asymmetries of power. Not

all actors possess equal capacity to engage in linguistic geo-

engineering. Governments, corporations, and major media

institutions have disproportionate access to infrastructural

mechanisms, enabling them to shape discourse at scale. With-

out safeguards, this may reinforce existing inequalities and

limit the diversity of voices within public communication.

In response, this paper introduces the concept of public

counter-engineering. This refers to the capacity of civil soci-

ety actors, researchers, and communities to identify, critique,

and strategically respond to engineered discourse. Counter-

engineering may involve exposing framing strategies, dis-

rupting dominant narratives, or leveraging alternative plat-

forms to redistribute visibility. In this sense, the framework

not only describes mechanisms of influence but also opens

space for reflexive and democratic engagement with dis-

course.

Finally, ethical application requires a commitment to

transparency and reflexivity. Researchers and practitioners

employing this framework must remain attentive to the poten-

tial consequences of intervention, including unintended am-

plification, misinterpretation, or discursive harm. As linguis-

tic geoengineering moves from theoretical model to applied

methodology, ethical considerations must remain integral

rather than supplementary.
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5. Conclusions

This study introduced linguistic geoengineering as a

novel theoretical paradigm that reconceptualizes language

as an engineered, scalable, and infrastructural system of in-

fluence. By integrating insights from cognitive linguistics,

discourse theory, and communication studies, the paper ad-

vances a shift from viewing language as a passive medium to

understanding it as an active site of design and intervention

within discursive environments. The primary contribution of

this framework lies in foregrounding three often-overlooked

dimensions of language: intentionality, scale, and systemic

impact. In doing so, it provides a unified lens for analyzing

how linguistic forms are strategically constructed, circulated,

and contested in shaping collective perception and behavior.

This reconceptualization opens new directions for empirical

research, including the identification and measurement of

engineered discourse, as well as for practical applications

in policy, media, and education. Future work should further

operationalize the framework and examine its ethical impli-

cations, particularly in relation to power, manipulation, and

resistance in contemporary communication systems.
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