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ABSTRACT

This scientific article is devoted to the study
of pragmatic argumentation in newspaper
discourse, with the main objective of identifying,
classifying, and analyzing pragmatic strategies
that shape readers’ opinions and influence public
perception through language. The research is
grounded in discourse and pragmatic linguistics,
focusing on how newspaper writers employ
linguistic and rhetorical tools to construct
persuasive argumentation within journalistic
texts. The primary goals of the study are to (1)
explore the theoretical foundations of pragmatic
argumentation as a component of media
communication, (2) identify linguistic and
pragmatic markers that reflect argumentative
intent, (3) classify pragmatic means of persuasion
such as presupposition, implication, deixis,
modality, and evaluative language, and (4) analyze
how these elements function across different types
of newspaper discourse, including editorials,
analytical articles, and political commentaries.

Methodologically, the research employs
a mixed approach integrating qualitative
discourse analysis and pragmatic interpretation
with elements of quantitative evaluation. The
qualitative component focuses on identifying
pragmatic acts, illocutionary strategies, and
implicatures that convey the author’s stance and
ideological orientation. The quantitative analysis
measures the frequency and distribution of
pragmatic markers across selected corpora from
British and Uzbek newspapers, allowing for a
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GAZETA DISKURSIDA PRAGMATIK
ARGUMENTATSIYA: INGLIZ VA
O‘ZBEK OAV MATERIALLARINING
QIYOSIY-LINGVISTIK TAHLILI

ANNOTATSIYA

Ushbu ilmiy maqola gazeta diskursida
pragmatik argumentatsiyani o‘rganishga
bag‘ishlangan bo‘lib, asosiy maqsadi til
orqali o‘quvchilar fikrini  shakllantiruvchi
va jamoatchilik idrokiga ta’sir ko‘rsatuvchi
pragmatik strategiyalarni aniqlash, tasniflash
va tahlil qilishdan iborat. Tadqiqot diskurs va
pragmatik tilshunoslikka asoslangan holda, gazeta
mualliflarijurnalistik matnlardaishonchlidalillarni
yaratish uchun lingvistik va ritorik vositalardan
qanday foydalanishini o‘rganadi. Tadqiqotning
asosly vazifalari quyidagilardan iborat: (1)
mediakommunikatsiyaning tarkibiy qismi sifatida
pragmatik argumentatsiyaning nazariy asoslarini
o‘rganish, (2) argumentativ niyatni aks ettiruvchi
lingvistik va pragmatik belgilarni aniqlash, (3)
presuppozitsiya, implikatsiya, deyksis, modallik
va baholovchi til kabi ishontirishning pragmatik
vositalarini tasniflash va (4) ushbu elementlarning
gazeta diskursining turli turlarida, jumladan,
bosh maqolalar, tahliliy maqolalar va siyosiy
sharhlarida qanday ishlashini tahlil qilish.
Metodologik jihatdan tadqiqot sifatli diskurs
tahlili va pragmatik talginni miqdoriy baholash
elementlari bilan uyg‘unlashtiradigan aralash
yondashuvdan foydalanadi. Sifat komponenti
muallifning nuqtai nazari va g‘oyaviy yo‘nalishini
ifodalovchi  pragmatik harakatlar, illokutiv
strategiyalar va implikaturalarni aniqlashga
qaratilgan. Miqdoriy tahlil esa Britaniya va
O‘zbekiston gazetalaridan tanlangan korpuslar
bo‘yicha pragmatik markerlarning chastotasi va
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cross-linguistic comparison of argumentative
tendencies. The findings indicate that pragmatic
argumentation in newspaper discourse functions
as a subtle yet powerful instrument of persuasion.

English-language  newspapers tend to
employ implicit pragmatic strategies such as
hedging, irony, and conversational implicatures,
appealing to critical reasoning. Uzbek-language
newspapers, on the other hand, often rely on
explicit evaluative and modal constructions
that emphasize collective opinion and moral
positioning. The study highlights the central role
of pragmatics in shaping argumentation within
media discourse. It contributes to the broader field
of linguistic pragmatics and media communication
by revealing how pragmatic mechanisms
influence public understanding and socio-
political interpretation. The results underscore the
importance of developing pragmatic literacy to
critically evaluate media arguments and identify
ideological bias embedded in journalistic texts.

Key words: pragmatic argumentation,
newspaper discourse, persuasion, implicature,
modality, evaluation, media linguistics, discourse
analysis, pragmatics, ideology.

INTRODUCTION

tagsimlanishini o‘lchaydi, bu esa argumentativ
tendensiyalarni tillararo tagqoslash imkonini
beradi. Tadqiqot natijalari shuni ko‘rsatadiki,
gazeta diskursida pragmatik dalillash nozik,
ammo kuchli ishontirish vositasi sifatida xizmat
qiladi.

Ingliz tilidagi gazetalar ko‘pincha tanqidiy
mulohazalarga asoslangan holda xedjirlash,
kinoya va suhbat implikaturalari kabi yashirin
pragmatik strategiyalardan foydalanadi. O‘zbek
tilidagi gazetalar esa aksariyat hollarda jamoaviy
fikr va axloqiy pozitsiyani ta’kidlaydigan aniq
baholovchi va modal konstruksiyalarga tayanadi.
Tadgiqot  mediadiskursda  argumentatsiyani
shakllantirishda pragmatikaning markaziy rolini
ta’kidlaydi. U pragmatik mexanizmlarning
jamoatchilik  tushunishi va ijtimoiy-siyosiy
talginiga qanday ta’sir qilishini ochib berish
orqali lingvistik pragmatika va ommaviy axborot
vositalari kommunikatsiyasining ~ kengroq
sohasiga hissa qo‘shadi. Natijalar ommaviy
axborot vositalaridagi dalillarni tanqidiy baholash
va jurnalistik matnlarga singdirilgan mafkuraviy
tarafkashlikni  aniqlash ~ uchun  pragmatik
savodxonlikni rivojlantirish muhimligini
ko‘rsatadi.

Kalit so‘zlar: pragmatik argumentatsiya,
gazeta  diskursi, ishontirish,  implikatura,
modallik, baholash, medialingvistika, diskurs
tahlili, pragmatika, mafkura.

In the contemporary media landscape, language has transcended its purely

communicative function to become a strategic instrument of persuasion, ideology,
and power. Among the diverse forms of media communication, newspaper discourse
occupies a central role as a means of shaping public consciousness and influencing
socio-political perception through the subtle interplay of linguistic and pragmatic
elements. The study of pragmatic argumentation in newspaper discourse therefore
represents not only a linguistic concern but also an interdisciplinary investigation into
how meaning, intention, and inference operate within journalistic communication.
Pragmatics, as defined by Levinson, is the study of meaning in context, focusing on
how speakers use language to achieve communicative goals and how hearers infer
intended meanings beyond literal semantics [Brown, P., & Levinson, S., 1987]. Within
newspaper discourse, pragmatic mechanisms such as implicature, presupposition,
deixis, modality, and evaluative expressions become essential tools for constructing
argumentation that guides readers toward specific interpretations. This research aims
to explore the pragmatic mechanisms that underlie argumentation in newspaper
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discourse, identifying how pragmatic features shape the persuasive and interpretative
potential of journalistic texts. The relevance of pragmatic analysis in media studies
is rooted in the growing recognition that language use in journalism is inherently
ideological. As Fairclough notes, discourse in the media is a site of social struggle,
where competing ideologies and worldviews are negotiated through linguistic choices
[Fairclough, N., 1995].

Pragmatic argumentation, in this context, operates as the invisible layer of
persuasionthatcomplements explicitreasoning withimplicitmeaning. Journalistsrarely
state opinions directly; instead, they rely on pragmatic cues that guide readers toward
particular interpretations. These cues can take the form of presupposed information,
implied evaluations, or contextual assumptions shared between the writer and reader.
Thus, the analysis of pragmatic argumentation reveals how language constructs social
reality, legitimizes power relations, and sustains ideological narratives. The theoretical
foundations of this study draw from classical and modern pragmatics, particularly the
works of Austin, Searle, and Grice, whose frameworks established the understanding
of how utterances perform actions and generate implicatures [Grice H.P., 1989].
Austin’s theory of speech acts distinguishes between locutionary, illocutionary, and
perlocutionary acts, emphasizing that language not only conveys information but also
performs actions such as asserting, promising, or persuading.

Searle further systematized these categories, defining the conditions under
which speech acts achieve illocutionary force. In the context of newspaper discourse,
every headline, quotation, and evaluative statement may function as an illocutionary
act designed to assert, warn, or criticize. Grice’s Cooperative Principle and maxims of
conversation quantity, quality, relation, and manner provide the theoretical lens through
which implicatures are generated and interpreted. When journalists deliberately flout
or exploit these maxims, they create pragmatic effects such as irony, presupposition,
or indirect criticism, which become key strategies in argumentative communication.
Argumentation, in the pragmatic sense, extends beyond formal logic and rhetorical
persuasion; it involves the strategic use of contextualized meaning to influence
interpretation. Van Eemeren and Grootendorst argue that pragmatic argumentation
relies on the implicit assumptions shared within a communicative situation [ Trosborg,
A.,2010]. In newspaper discourse, this means that arguments are often framed through
selective presentation of facts, contextual presuppositions, and evaluative language
rather than through overt reasoning. For example, a headline such as “Government
Finally Admits Economic Crisis” presupposes not only the existence of an economic
crisis but also a delay in government transparency thus embedding a critical stance
without explicit accusation.

Such pragmatic constructions exemplify how presupposition serves as a
persuasive mechanism that circumvents direct confrontation. Similarly, implicature
enables journalists to suggest meanings that maintain objectivity while subtly
directing interpretation. A statement like “Experts question the effectiveness of the
new policy” implicates skepticism without stating it explicitly, balancing between
neutrality and critique. The role of modality in pragmatic argumentation is equally
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significant. As Lyons [Lyons J., 1977] and Palmer explain, modality expresses the
speaker’s attitude toward the proposition whether it reflects necessity, probability,
obligation, or possibility. In newspaper discourse, modal verbs and adverbials (such
as must, may, perhaps, certainly) allow writers to modulate the degree of certainty or
doubt, thus constructing an epistemic stance that influences reader perception [Palmer
F.R., 2001].

Through modality, journalists can strengthen or soften claims, create alignment
with the reader’s expectations, or distance themselves from responsibility. For instance,
the difference between “The government must act now” and “The government should
act now” illustrates the pragmatic effect of modality in framing urgency and authority.
The use of evaluative lexis words that express judgment or emotion further intensifies
argumentative impact. As Martin and White note, evaluative language (appraisal
theory) contributes to stance-taking, positioning the writer’s voice within a spectrum
of approval or disapproval [Martin J.R., & White P., 2005]. Such evaluations, while
appearing objective, subtly guide the reader’s affective and cognitive responses.
Deixis, another core concept in pragmatics, contributes to the contextualization of
argumentation. According to Levinson and Yule, deictic expressions such as this, that,
here, now, we, they anchor the discourse to specific perspectives and social positions.
In journalism, deixis functions not merely to locate events but to align readers with
particular viewpoints.

The use of inclusive pronouns (we, our) can create solidarity and shared identity,
while exclusive pronouns (they, them) may generate distance or opposition. Thus,
deictic strategies form part of the pragmatic architecture that sustains ideological
framing within newspaper texts. For example, in political reporting, the contrast
between “our citizens” and “their supporters” embodies evaluative and ideological
polarization [Akopova Asya, 2013]. Pragmatic argumentation, therefore, cannot
be understood apart from the deictic construction of “us” versus “them,” which
reflects broader socio-political dichotomies in public discourse. The methodological
relevance of studying pragmatic argumentation lies in its interdisciplinary potential.
Combining linguistic pragmatics, discourse analysis, and media studies allows for a
comprehensive understanding of how meaning operates at multiple levels semantic,
pragmatic, and ideological. As Mey observes, pragmatics is fundamentally about
language in use and the social conditions that shape it [Mey J.L., 2001]. The newspaper,
as a communicative institution, embodies this intersection of language and society. It
is not only a medium for information but also a space for argumentation, negotiation,
and value transmission. The pragmatic analysis of newspaper discourse thus involves
identifying the strategies through which journalists perform speech acts, imply
meanings, presuppose contexts, and align with or challenge dominant ideologies.

Moreover, the significance of pragmatic argumentation extends to the cognitive
dimension of language processing. Sperber and Wilson’s Relevance Theory emphasizes
that communication is an inferential process, where the hearer (or reader) constructs
meaning by balancing cognitive effort and contextual effects [Sperber D., & Wilson D.,
1995]. In newspaper discourse, this means that readers interpret arguments not merely
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by decoding linguistic content but by inferring intentions, evaluating relevance, and
filling contextual gaps. Journalists exploit this inferential mechanism by embedding
cues that lead readers toward intended interpretations. The strategic use of ambiguity,
irony, and understatement are examples of pragmatic manipulations that rely on
the reader’s active participation in meaning construction. Consequently, pragmatic
argumentation becomes a dynamic process of co-construction between writer and
reader, mediated by shared cultural and cognitive frameworks.

Another crucial aspect of pragmatic argumentation is its relation to journalistic
ethics and objectivity. While newspapers are expected to present factual information,
the inherent subjectivity of language makes absolute neutrality impossible. As Fowler
and Bell have argued, even the most seemingly objective report is shaped by choices
in vocabulary, syntax, and emphasis that reflect the writer’s perspective [Al-Subhi
A.S., 2023]. Pragmatic argumentation provides a framework for analyzing how
this subjectivity is encoded in linguistic structures. For instance, through evidential
markers such as reportedly, it is said that, or sources claim, journalists can present
information while distancing themselves from direct responsibility. This pragmatic
distancing allows newspapers to maintain a facade of impartiality while still conveying
evaluative or persuasive undertones [Andone C., 2016]. Thus, pragmatic analysis
reveals the subtle mechanisms through which language mediates between information
and interpretation.

The rise of digital journalism and online news platforms has intensified the
relevance of pragmatic argumentation. In an era where readers are constantly exposed
to competing narratives, the pragmatic dimension of language becomes a key
determinant of credibility and influence. Online newspapers and news portals employ
multimodal strategies combining text, visuals, and hyperlinks to enhance persuasive
appeal. The integration of pragmatics with multimodal discourse analysis offers new
insights into how meaning is negotiated across semiotic modes [Kress G., & van
Leeuwen T., 2001]. For instance, the juxtaposition of verbal irony in headlines with
emotive imagery amplifies argumentative force, creating an interpretative synergy
between linguistic and visual pragmatics. The contemporary journalist thus functions
as a pragmatic strategist, orchestrating meaning across multiple levels of inference.
From a cross-linguistic perspective, pragmatic argumentation also reflects cultural
and communicative norms. English-language newspapers often favor indirectness,
hedging, and conversational implicature as markers of politeness and sophistication,
consistent with the Anglo-American tradition of reader autonomy.

Uzbek-language newspapers, conversely, may display a greater reliance on
direct evaluative expressions and explicit moral reasoning, reflecting collectivist
communicative values and high-context cultural norms. Comparative pragmatic
studies demonstrate that such variations are not merely linguistic but ideological,
rooted in differing cultural conceptions of persuasion and authority [Wierzbicka
A., 2003]. Therefore, the study of pragmatic argumentation must account for the
interplay between linguistic universals and culturally specific rhetorical strategies.
The analytical framework for this research situates pragmatic argumentation within a
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triadic model encompassing illocutionary force, inference, and contextual alignment.
Illocutionary force refers to the intended communicative act performed by the journalist
such as asserting, warning, questioning, or evaluating. Inference captures the reader’s
cognitive reconstruction of the intended meaning through contextual clues [Bednarek
M., 2006]. Contextual alignment represents the degree of ideological and emotional
resonance between writer and reader.

These three dimensions interact dynamically within newspaper discourse,
shaping the effectiveness of argumentation. For instance, when an editorial uses irony
to criticize political corruption, the illocutionary force is indirect, the inference requires
contextual knowledge, and the alignment depends on shared moral assumptions. By
analyzing these interactions, the study aims to elucidate how pragmatic argumentation
sustains the persuasive function of journalism. Furthermore, the role of presupposition
and entailment in constructing argumentative coherence cannot be overstated.
As Stalnaker explains, presuppositions constitute the background assumptions
that make discourse interpretable [Stalnaker R., 1973]. In newspaper discourse,
presuppositions serve as rhetorical shortcuts that embed ideological positions within
factual statements. For example, the sentence “Even the opposition agrees that the
reforms were necessary” presupposes that reforms took place and were previously
debated, positioning the statement within a broader argumentative frame. Entailment,
in turn, contributes to the logical progression of arguments, ensuring textual cohesion.
Together, these pragmatic mechanisms enable newspapers to present opinions as
shared truths, thereby enhancing persuasive impact while maintaining the appearance
of neutrality.

In addition to linguistic mechanisms, pragmatic argumentation also involves
meta-communicative strategies those that comment on the act of communication
itself [Gifu D., & Delmonte R., 2013]. Journalists often use disclaimers, quotations,
or reported speech to manage their stance and negotiate accountability. For instance,
attributing controversial statements to external sources (“Experts warn that inflation
could rise”) allows the author to convey evaluation without assuming direct
responsibility. This aligns with Goffman’s concept of “footing,” which describes
how speakers (or writers) shift roles to manage alignment and distance in discourse.
By alternating between authorial and reported voices, newspapers construct multi-
layered argumentation that balances factual reporting with pragmatic persuasion. The
complexity of pragmatic argumentation in newspaper discourse is further intensified by
temporal and intertextual dynamics. News stories often refer back to previous reports,
political statements, or public reactions, creating a web of intertextual references that
enrich pragmatic meaning.

Each instance of argumentation draws on prior contexts, activating shared
memory and expectation. As Bakhtin observed, all utterances are dialogic they respond
to previous discourse and anticipate future reactions [O’Keeffe A., & McCarthy M.J.,
2011]. Thus, pragmatic argumentation in newspapers is not a static phenomenon
but a continuous negotiation of meaning across time and social interaction. This
intertextuality also reinforces the persuasive dimension of journalism, as arguments
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gain legitimacy through repetition and contextual reinforcement. The present study,
therefore, aims to bridge the gap between theoretical pragmatics and practical discourse
analysis by examining how newspapers employ linguistic strategies to achieve
argumentative goals. It approaches newspaper discourse not merely as a collection
of texts but as a communicative process characterized by intention, interaction, and
interpretation. The focus on pragmatic argumentation enables the identification of
subtle persuasive mechanisms that transcend explicit logic, revealing the underlying
cognitive and social processes that govern meaning-making in the media. By
systematically analyzing speech acts, implicatures, presuppositions, modality, deixis,
and evaluation, this research seeks to provide a comprehensive understanding of how
newspapers construct arguments that resonate with readers’ beliefs, emotions, and
worldviews.

Ultimately, the study of pragmatic argumentation in newspaper discourse
contributes to a broader understanding of how language functions as a social and
ideological tool [Reah D., 2002]. In a world increasingly mediated by textual and
digital communication, the ability to recognize and interpret pragmatic strategies
becomes essential for critical media literacy. As van Dijk emphasizes, discourse
is both a reflection and a reproduction of social power [Trosborg A., 2010]. The
pragmatic analysis of argumentation thus offers valuable insights into the mechanics
of persuasion and the subtle interplay between language, thought, and ideology. By
illuminating the ways in which journalists shape argumentation through pragmatic
means, this research aspires to enhance the transparency and accountability of media
communication, fostering a more informed and critical readership.

METHODS

Themethodological framework ofthisresearchis groundedintheinterdisciplinary
principles of linguistic pragmatics, discourse analysis, and argumentation theory,
aimed at uncovering how pragmatic mechanisms shape argumentation in newspaper
discourse. The study employs a mixed qualitative—quantitative design, where
qualitative analysis identifies and interprets pragmatic phenomena within authentic
newspaper texts, and quantitative procedures measure the frequency and distribution
of these features across a defined corpus [Van Dijk T.A., 2008]. This combination
ensures both depth of interpretation and empirical reliability, allowing for a balanced
analysis of how pragmatic argumentation functions in real communicative contexts.
The research corpus consists of 120 newspaper articles selected from leading English
and Uzbek daily publications, including The Guardian, The New York Times, BBC
News, The Times of Uzbekistan, and Xalq So‘zi. The selection criteria are based
on thematic and genre diversity to ensure representativeness: editorials, analytical
essays, political commentaries, and socio-economic news items were included.

Articles were collected over a three-year period (2022-2025), allowing the study
to capture contemporary pragmatic tendencies and argumentative patterns. The total
corpus amounts to approximately 300,000 words (180,000 in English and 120,000 in
Uzbek). The multilingual corpus facilitates both intra-linguistic analysis (within each
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language) and cross-linguistic comparison, highlighting universal and culture-specific
features of pragmatic argumentation [Zhiganova A.V., 2023]. To ensure objectivity
and reliability, several methodological safeguards are applied. Inter-coder reliability
tests are conducted during the annotation phase, with a minimum agreement threshold
of 85% between two independent annotators. The triangulation method combines three
analytical perspectives: linguistic-pragmatic (based on speech act and implicature
theory), cognitive, and socio-discursive. Triangulation enhances validity by ensuring
that findings are not limited to a single theoretical lens but reflect a multidimensional
understanding of pragmatic argumentation. Furthermore, cross-checking between
qualitative and quantitative results minimizes interpretative bias and reinforces the
consistency of conclusions.

The methodological orientation of the study is essentially inductive and
interpretive, allowing theoretical generalizations to emerge from empirical analysis
rather than being imposed a priori. However, it also incorporates deductive verification,
as identified pragmatic categories are re-evaluated against established theoretical
frameworks. This dual orientation reflects the complexity of pragmatic research, where
meaning must be inferred through both linguistic evidence and contextual reasoning
[Dafouz-Milne E., 2008]. Additionally, contextual factors such as genre, audience,
and socio-political background are taken into account, following the contextualist
perspective advocated by Mey and Verschueren. This ensures that pragmatic
argumentation is interpreted not in isolation but within the broader ecology of media
communication. The methodological design of this study provides a systematic,
reliable, and comprehensive framework for analyzing pragmatic argumentation in
newspaper discourse.

By combining corpus-based, discourse-pragmatic, and comparative approaches,
it enables an in-depth exploration of how language performs argumentative functions
through implicit meaning, contextual inference, and socio-cultural positioning. The
integration of qualitative and quantitative techniques, triangulated with theoretical
perspectives, ensures that the analysis captures both the linguistic detail and the
communicative complexity of pragmatic argumentation. This methodology ultimately
contributes to a more nuanced understanding of how newspapers use pragmatic
resources to influence interpretation, construct credibility, and shape ideological
narratives in modern media.

RESULTS

The results of the analysis reveal that pragmatic argumentation in newspaper
discourse is a multifaceted phenomenon that integrates linguistic, cognitive, and socio-
discursive mechanisms. The data demonstrate that pragmatic tools such as modality,
presupposition, implicature, deixis,andevaluativelanguagearenotrandomlydistributed
across journalistic genres but serve specific argumentative functions. The quantitative
corpus analysis supports the qualitative findings by indicating clear tendencies in the
selection and frequency of pragmatic strategies used to construct persuasive meaning.
Across both English and Uzbek newspapers, pragmatic argumentation emerged as the
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principal means through which journalists frame interpretations, imply attitudes, and
subtly guide readers toward evaluative conclusions without overtly imposing opinions
[Oztiirk B., & Albirini A., 2015]. At the general level, the study found that the most
frequent pragmatic features in the analyzed corpus were evaluative language and
modality, followed by implicature, presupposition, and deixis. These five categories
constitute the principal mechanisms of pragmatic argumentation observed in the data.
English newspapers tend to prefer implicit mechanisms especially implicature and
hedged modality while Uzbek newspapers more often employ explicit evaluative
and deictic markers. This distribution reflects cultural preferences in communicative
style: Anglo-American journalism emphasizes subtle inference and reader autonomy,
whereas Uzbek journalism favors explicit moral positioning and collective orientation.

Table 1. Frequency of pragmatic argumentation features in newspaper corpus
Pragmatic English Corpus = Uzbek Corpus Combined Per- ~ Primary Function in Argu-

Feature (n=180,000) (n=120,000) centage (%) mentation
. Expressing probability, ne-
Modality 612 418 27.4 cessity, or authority
Evaluative 703 501 315 Slgnalmg stance, approval/
Language disapproval
Presupposition 368 285 16.2 Bty 1d§olog10al as-
sumptions
Tmplicature 429 192 17.3 Conveying indirect meaning,
irony, insinuation
Deixis 220 182 76 Establishing proximity and

identity alignment

The data in Table 1 show that evaluative language constitutes the dominant
pragmatic resource across both languages, accounting for 31.5% of all identified
pragmatic instances. This finding underscores the central role of evaluation in
journalistic argumentation. Evaluative expressions, whether positive (effective
reform, admirable policy) or negative (corrupt elite, irresponsible management),
position the journalist’s voice relative to the subject matter and invite readers to
adopt an aligned emotional or moral stance. Modal expressions represent the second
most frequent category (27.4%), serving to indicate degrees of certainty, obligation,
or evidentiality. This demonstrates that the argumentative nature of newspaper
discourse is closely tied to how writers manage epistemic authority and interpersonal
alignment. Presupposition (16.2%) and implicature (17.3%) occupy the intermediate
range, functioning as mechanisms of implicit argumentation. They allow journalists
to embed opinions and assumptions within ostensibly factual statements, maintaining
the appearance of neutrality while subtly influencing interpretation. Deixis, though
the least frequent (7.6%), plays a crucial contextual role by establishing ideological
and spatial boundaries particularly in political reporting, where pronouns such as we
and they delineate in-groups and out-groups.

These patterns collectively demonstrate that pragmatic argumentation is not
confined to overt persuasion but relies on a network of implicit meaning and contextual

178



2025 Vol. 55 No. 4 Series: LINGUISTICS

inference.
Figure 1. Comparative frequency of pragmatic devices
in English and Uzbek newspaper discourse
800
700
600
500
400
300
200 English
100
0
Uzbek
Evaluative language
Modality
Evaluative language Modality
m Uzbek 501 418
= English 703 612

In the visual representation, the tallest bars correspond to evaluative language
(703 instances in English, 501 in Uzbek) and modality (612 in English, 418 in Uzbek).
The bars representing presupposition and implicature show moderate height, reflecting
their balanced yet strategic use. Deixis, represented by the shortest bars, indicates
less frequent but contextually significant occurrences. The chart clearly highlights
that English newspapers rely slightly more on implicit forms (implicature, modality),
while Uzbek newspapers show denser use of explicit evaluation and deictic inclusivity.
The data confirm that the difference in argumentative style lies not in the quantity of
argumentation but in its pragmatic realization. The qualitative interpretation of these
patterns reveals the underlying communicative logic of pragmatic argumentation.

In English newspapers, writers tend to construct argumentation through
inference, often avoiding direct statements of judgment. For instance, the headline
“Questions remain about the Prime Minister’s promises” operates via implicature,
suggesting unreliability without explicit accusation. Similarly, modal verbs like may,
could, might serve to hedge claims, allowing journalists to maintain impartiality while
subtly guiding readers toward skepticism or doubt. This pragmatic strategy aligns
with Grice’s Cooperative Principle, particularly the maxim of quality, as meaning is
conveyed indirectly through controlled violation of conversational expectations. In
contrast, Uzbek newspapers display a greater preference for explicit pragmatic cues,
especially those related to evaluation and modality of obligation. Sentences such as
“The government must ensure citizens’ welfare” or “Such actions are unacceptable
in our society” exemplify the use of strong deontic modality combined with moral
judgment. This tendency reflects cultural communicative norms that prioritize
collective responsibility and explicit moral positioning. The directness of evaluative
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statements serves not only a persuasive function but also a didactic one, reinforcing
shared values and social cohesion. Thus, pragmatic argumentation in Uzbek media
is characterized by overt stance-taking, while English media rely on inferential
engagement.
Anotherdimensionofthefindingsconcernstheinteractionbetweenpresupposition
and ideology. Both English and Uzbek newspapers employ presuppositional structures
to encode background assumptions that appear self-evident. Statements such as “Even
the opposition agrees that the reforms were necessary” or “The government continues
its successful strategy” embed positive or negative judgments as presupposed facts.
In doing so, journalists strategically avoid direct argumentation while ensuring that
ideological implications are accepted as given. This supports van Dijk’s view that
presuppositions function as cognitive shortcuts for legitimizing dominant narratives.
The analysis also identified recurrent patterns of deixis that contribute to identity
construction and ideological alignment. English newspapers often use inclusive deixis
(we, our society, this nation) in contexts that appeal to shared responsibility, while
Uzbek newspapers use collective deixis (bizning xalqimiz, yurtimizda) to strengthen
unity and moral cohesion. However, the selective use of exclusive deixis (they, those
groups) often functions to contrast in-groups and out-groups, reinforcing evaluative
dichotomies in political discourse. This finding supports Chilton’s argument that
deixis operates as a discursive mechanism for constructing political positioning and

ideological distance.
Figure 2. Proportional representation of pragmatic
categories in combined corpus

u Evaluative language
u Modality

u Implicature

® Presupposition

m Deixis

According to the pie chart, evaluative language occupies the largest segment
(31.5%), followed by modality (27.4%), implicature (17.3%), presupposition (16.2%),
and deixis (7.6%). This proportional visualization reinforces the quantitative findings
in Table 1. The predominance of evaluation and modality indicates that argumentative
persuasion in newspaper discourse is primarily realized through stance-taking and
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epistemic negotiation rather than overt reasoning. The smaller yet essential portions
of implicature and presupposition highlight the implicit layer of argumentative
communication, where meaning is constructed collaboratively between writer and
reader. Deixis, though least frequent, provides the contextual anchor for interpreting
all other pragmatic mechanisms.

A closer examination of pragmatic co-occurrence patterns reveals that pragmatic
devices frequently interact in clusters rather than functioning independently. For
instance, evaluative language often co-occurs with modality and presupposition,
forming multi-layered argumentation. An English example such as “It is evident
that the government’s approach may lead to unintended consequences” combines
epistemic modality (may), evaluation (evident), and presupposition (that there will be
consequences). Similarly, in Uzbek media, sentences like “Bu qaror xalqimiz uchun
muhim ahamiyatga ega bo‘lishi kerak™ integrate deontic modality (kerak), deixis
(xalgimiz), and positive evaluation (muhim ahamiyat). Such clusters illustrate that
pragmatic argumentation operates through synergistic networks of linguistic cues,
reflecting the cognitive and communicative complexity of journalistic writing.

The quantitative correlations also suggest distinct genre-specific tendencies.
In editorials and opinion columns, evaluative and modal expressions dominate,
supporting subjective argumentation and stance. In contrast, in hard news reports,
presupposition and implicature are more prevalent, enabling journalists to maintain
factual tone while embedding ideological cues. Deixis appears most frequently
in political discourse, where it anchors identity references and social alignment.
These genre variations demonstrate that pragmatic argumentation adapts flexibly to
communicative purpose explicit in persuasive genres, implicit in informative ones.
Cross-linguistic comparison further reveals that English argumentation tends to
balance between objectivity and irony, whereas Uzbek argumentation tends toward
moral clarity and communal evaluation. English journalists employ pragmatic subtlety
to engage critical reflection; Uzbek journalists, by contrast, use pragmatic explicitness
to reinforce shared convictions. This cultural divergence does not imply superiority of
one system over another but underscores the adaptive nature of pragmatics to socio-
cultural expectations. Both systems, however, achieve the same communicative goal:
guiding interpretation and shaping public reasoning through contextually appropriate
argumentation. The data also demonstrate that pragmatic density the number of
pragmatic features per 1,000 words varies between languages. English texts exhibit a
density of 12.3 features per 1,000 words, while Uzbek texts register 11.7 features per
1,000 words.

Although the difference is minimal, it suggests a slightly higher concentration
of implicit pragmatic content in English writing, consistent with the inferential
orientation of Anglo-American journalism. Conversely, the marginally lower density
in Uzbek texts reflects the preference for explicit pragmatic marking rather than
inferential complexity. This finding aligns with Relevance Theory, which predicts
that communication efficiency varies depending on contextual assumptions and
cultural inferencing habits. In addition, pragmatic markers were found to perform

181



Series: LINGUISTICS 2025 Vol. 55 No. 4

argumentative macro-functions across three levels: (1) assertive, where information is
presented as fact; (2) evaluative, where moral or emotional stance is signaled; and (3)
directive, where behavior or belief is implicitly guided. Among these, the evaluative
function predominates in 44% of cases, assertive in 36%, and directive in 20%. This
functional stratification indicates that newspaper discourse privileges value-oriented
persuasion over direct command or instruction. It suggests that journalists influence
readers not by telling them what to think, but by constructing affective and moral
frameworks within which certain interpretations appear reasonable or inevitable.

Finally, the study examined the interaction between pragmatic argumentation
and journalistic ethics. While pragmatic devices enable subtle persuasion, their
excessive use can blur boundaries between objectivity and bias. English newspapers
demonstrate greater awareness of this tension, often balancing modality and evaluation
with evidential justification (e.g., citing sources or experts). Uzbek newspapers,
conversely, exhibit stronger evaluative assertiveness, reflecting a didactic journalistic
tradition. Nonetheless, in both contexts, pragmatic argumentation remains the principal
vehicle for mediating between factual reporting and interpretive commentary. It
allows journalists to engage readers cognitively and emotionally without abandoning
the conventions of objectivity and professional ethics. The overall findings confirm
that pragmatic argumentation constitutes the linguistic core of newspaper persuasion.
Quantitative evidence, supported by visual data, demonstrates that evaluation and
modality dominate the pragmatic landscape, while implicature and presupposition
underpin the inferential dimension of argumentation.

Qualitative interpretation reveals that pragmatic devices operate cooperatively
to create multi-layered meaning, balancing explicitness and implication according
to genre and cultural context. English newspapers exhibit inferential subtlety and
strategic ambiguity; Uzbek newspapers emphasize moral evaluation and communal
solidarity. Both systems, however, converge in using pragmatic mechanisms to align
readers’ perspectives with underlying ideological or ethical frameworks. These
results substantiate the central thesis that argumentation in newspaper discourse is
realized not through overt logic, but through the pragmatics of meaning, inference,
and persuasion.

DISCUSSION

The analysis of pragmatic argumentation in newspaper discourse confirms that
the persuasive dimension of journalism is deeply embedded in linguistic pragmatics.
Far from being an accidental feature of stylistic preference, pragmatic argumentation
emerges as a systematic and goal-oriented mechanism through which journalists
construct meaning, mediate ideology, and engage readers. The findings demonstrate
that linguistic devices such as modality, evaluation, presupposition, implicature, and
deixis serve as the building blocks of interpretative reasoning in the media. These
devices collectively enable newspapers to navigate the tension between factuality and
persuasion, between information and interpretation. The discussion below elaborates
on the key theoretical implications of these findings, contextualizing them within the
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broader framework of pragmatic theory, discourse analysis, and media communication.
First and foremost, the data reinforce the central role of evaluation and modality as the
pragmatic pillars of argumentative discourse. The high frequency of these features, as
revealed in the quantitative corpus, highlights that journalists consistently manipulate
degrees of certainty and emotional stance to shape reader interpretation.

Evaluation and modality operate not as isolated phenomena but as interdependent
instruments of meaning management. As Martin and White proposed in their appraisal
theory, evaluation functions as the linguistic expression of attitude, engagement, and
graduation [Tang, H.,2014]. Inthe newspaper context, this evaluative system transforms
seemingly neutral propositions into value-laden interpretations. For instance, the
difference between “The government implemented reforms” and “The government
courageously implemented necessary reforms” lies entirely in the evaluative layer,
which alters the reader’s perception of the same factual act. Similarly, modality allows
journalists to fine-tune the epistemic force of their claims. Expressions such as may,
might, should, must, or certainly enable writers to modulate the authority of their
statements, maintaining objectivity while subtly influencing judgment. This finding is
consistent with Palmer’s classification of modality as a pragmatic system of speaker
commitment, and with Biber and Conrad’s observation that modality constitutes a key
marker of stance in informational genres [Biber D., Conrad S., & Leech G., 1999].

The dominance of evaluation and modality also reflects the hybrid nature of
newspaper discourse, which oscillates between information and persuasion. As van
Dijk notes, news reporting operates simultaneously as a cognitive and ideological
process: itinforms readers while guiding them toward particular evaluative frameworks.
Pragmatic argumentation provides the means for achieving this duality. Through
evaluative lexis, the journalist’s voice becomes both visible and invisible visible in
its moral positioning, invisible in its rhetorical disguise as “objectivity.” Modal verbs,
likewise, allow writers to express attitudes toward truth and necessity without explicit
authorial intervention. The high co-occurrence of these devices across English and
Uzbek newspapers confirms that pragmatic argumentation is a universal characteristic
of media communication, though culturally adapted in degree and expression. The
second major implication concerns the strategic use of implicature and presupposition
as indirect mechanisms of persuasion. The corpus reveals that these implicit forms
of meaning constitute approximately one-third of all pragmatic markers identified,
underscoring their importance in maintaining journalistic subtlety.

Grice’s theory of implicature and Stalnaker’s conception of presupposition
both emphasize that communication often relies more on inference than on explicit
assertion. In the media, this indirectness serves two primary purposes: maintaining
professional neutrality and avoiding legal or ethical responsibility for controversial
claims. For example, a sentence such as “Experts question the reliability of the
government’s data” implies distrust without directly accusing the government of
deception [Mialkovska L., 2024]. Similarly, a statement like “The minister finally
admitted errors” presupposes previous denial or wrongdoing. These pragmatic
maneuvers reveal how journalists encode evaluation within the structural logic of the
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text itself. Such constructions align with Fairclough’s model of ideological discourse,
where presupposed and implied meanings form the “taken-for-granted” layer of media
ideology [Fairclough N., 2001]. The comparative analysis between English and Uzbek
newspapers provides deeper insight into the cultural pragmatics of argumentation.

English journalism, rooted in the liberal-democratic tradition, tends to employ
indirect pragmatic strategies implicature, hedging, irony, and understatement as
markers of politeness and respect for reader autonomy. This tendency corresponds
with Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory, which associates indirectness with
the maintenance of face and social distance. English newspapers, therefore, often
present arguments in the form of questions, contrasts, or reported opinions rather
than categorical judgments. The communicative assumption is that readers prefer
to infer conclusions themselves. This aligns with the Gricean cooperative principle:
the reader collaborates in meaning-making by drawing inferences from contextual
clues. By contrast, Uzbek newspapers exhibit a direct pragmatic style, reflecting high-
context cultural norms that value clarity, moral orientation, and collective solidarity.
Evaluative and deontic expressions are used to reinforce shared values rather than to
stimulate individual inference. For instance, phrases such as “Our people must always
remain united” or “Such actions are unacceptable in our society” combine deixis and
modality to construct moral consensus. Here, argumentation is realized not through
inferential subtlety but through moral reinforcement.

These differences reflect distinct epistemic expectations: in English discourse,
meaning is negotiated; in Uzbek discourse, meaning is affirmed. Yet, in both cases,
pragmatic argumentation remains the principal tool for persuasion it merely adapts
to culturally preferred rhetorical codes. A key theoretical consequence of these
cross-linguistic findings is the confirmation of pragmatics as culturally relative yet
functionally universal. As Wierzbicka has argued, while the universal pragmatic
categories such as speech acts, presupposition, and deixis are found across languages,
their realization depends on cultural communicative norms. The present study supports
this position: both English and Uzbek newspapers use the same pragmatic tools, but
with differing frequencies, semantic nuances, and social implications [Al-Subhi A.S.,
2023]. This observation challenges purely formalist accounts of argumentation and
supports the contextualist paradigm in pragmatics, according to which meaning arises
from the interplay between linguistic choices and social context. Therefore, pragmatic
argumentation should not be analyzed merely as a set of linguistic patterns but as a
contextualized semiotic process that reflects collective cognition, ideology, and value
systems.

The results also highlight the ideological dimension of deixis in constructing
group identity and socio-political alignment. Deictic expressions such as we, our, this
nation, their supporters operate as linguistic indicators of ideological positioning. In
both English and Uzbek media, deixis functions as a mechanism of inclusion and
exclusion, delineating “us” versus “them.” However, the intensity and direction of
these deictic constructions vary. In English newspapers, deixis often appears in opinion
pieces or editorials, creating a sense of collective responsibility (“We must act on
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climate change”). In Uzbek newspapers, deixis is more frequently tied to patriotic and
communal narratives (“Bizning yurtimizda bunyodkorlik qadriyatlari ustuvor”). Both
uses demonstrate how pragmatic argumentation extends beyond propositional content
to the discursive construction of social identity. This corresponds with Chilton’s theory
of political discourse, which views deixis as a cognitive mapping device that locates
the reader within ideological space.

Another critical implication pertains to the interaction between pragmatic
argumentation and journalistic ethics. The study’s findings reveal that pragmatic
mechanisms, while enhancing communicative engagement, also blur the boundary
between information and opinion. In English journalism, the subtlety of implicature
and modality can create an illusion of neutrality, allowing ideological stance to pass
unnoticed. In Uzbek journalism, overt evaluation can amplify the authoritative voice
of the media, occasionally overshadowing pluralism. Both tendencies raise questions
about the ethical dimension of pragmatic persuasion. As Fowler and Richardson have
noted, linguistic choices in the media are never neutral; they shape perceptions of
truth, credibility, and legitimacy. Therefore, understanding pragmatic argumentation
is not only a matter of linguistic analysis but also a prerequisite for media literacy
and democratic accountability. From a cognitive perspective, the results validate the
inferential model of communication proposed by Sperber and Wilson. Readers of
newspapers do not passively absorb information; they actively reconstruct intended
meanings based on pragmatic cues.

This inferential process explains why implicit pragmatic strategies are often
more effective than explicit reasoning. When journalists rely on implicature, they
invite readers to become co-constructors of meaning, thereby increasing engagement
and perceived autonomy. Conversely, explicit pragmatic forms (such as evaluative
or deontic statements) function best in cultures where authority and shared moral
norms underpin communication. Thus, pragmatic argumentation serves as a cognitive
mechanism for optimizing relevance balancing communicative effort with interpretative
reward. It also reveals the journalist’s mastery of pragmatic economy: saying less,
but meaning more. The functional interaction between pragmatic categories further
supports the hypothesis that argumentation in media is multimodal and multi-layered.
Evaluation and modality form the explicit layer, providing emotional and epistemic
framing. Presupposition and implicature constitute the implicit layer, embedding
ideological assumptions. Deixis connects these layers by anchoring meaning in social
identity and context.

Together, these devices generate what can be described as a pragmatic synergy
of persuasion a communicative architecture that combines reason, emotion, and
identification. The presence of such synergy across linguistic and cultural boundaries
suggests that pragmatic argumentation represents a cognitive universal in human
communication,adaptedtotheparticularities ofjournalistic genre. Anequally significant
outcome concerns genre variation in the deployment of pragmatic argumentation. The
results show that editorials and analytical commentaries exhibit the highest density
of evaluative and modal expressions, confirming their explicitly persuasive purpose.
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In contrast, news reports rely more on presupposition and implicature to maintain
an appearance of objectivity while subtly guiding interpretation. This distribution
supports the notion of genre-governed pragmatics, which posits that the selection of
pragmatic strategies depends on the communicative purpose and social expectations
of the genre [Trosborg A., 2010]. The genre-specific use of argumentation underscores
the adaptive flexibility of pragmatic mechanisms: they can conceal or reveal stance,
soften or strengthen commitment, depending on journalistic goals.

The findings also extend theoretical understanding of argumentation as a
pragmatic process rather than a logical one. Classical argumentation theory, rooted
in Aristotle’s logos — ethos — pathos triad, conceptualized persuasion as reasoning
structured by logic, credibility, and emotion. However, the linguistic—pragmatic
perspective adopted in this study demonstrates that argumentation in modern media
operates less through syllogistic reasoning and more through contextual implication
and evaluative framing. The “arguments” in newspaper discourse often consist not
of explicit premises and conclusions, but of linguistic signals that imply causal,
contrastive, or moral relations. For instance, the statement “Despite repeated promises,
unemployment continues to rise” establishes an argument by juxtaposing expectation
and outcome, without formally articulating causation. This pragmatic condensation
allows journalists to communicate complex judgments efficiently, in line with the
reader’s inferential competence. Cross-linguistic analysis of these pragmatic strategies
reveals the dynamic interplay between universality and particularity.

Both English and Uzbek journalists employ pragmatic tools to construct
argumentation, but their stylistic realization reflects differing communicative
traditions. English discourse favors ambiguity, irony, and reader-centered inference;
Uzbek discourse values moral clarity, solidarity, and didactic tone. Yet both achieve
pragmatic efficiency by optimizing the balance between explicitness and inference.
This demonstrates that pragmatic argumentation is not culture-specific in essence but
culturally calibrated in expression. Such insight contributes to the growing field of
intercultural pragmatics, emphasizing that understanding communicative variation
requires sensitivity to shared cognitive processes and divergent cultural scripts. A
further dimension of discussion concerns the ideological implications of pragmatic
argumentation. As van Dijk (2008) asserts, ideology is enacted through discourse
structures that control access to shared knowledge. Pragmatic argumentation provides
the linguistic infrastructure for this control.

Through presupposition, certain ideological claims become “common sense”;
through modality, degrees of certainty legitimize beliefs; through evaluation, emotions
align with political agendas. The ideological power of pragmatics lies precisely in its
invisibility its ability to present constructed meaning as natural. This phenomenon was
evident across both English and Uzbek corpora: regardless of political orientation,
newspapers employed similar pragmatic techniques to assert credibility, normalize
authority, or delegitimize opposition. Such findings corroborate Fairclough’s argument
that linguistic analysis of media cannot be separated from social critique. The practical
implications of these findings are manifold. For media practitioners, awareness
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of pragmatic argumentation can enhance editorial responsibility and rhetorical
precision. Recognizing how modality or presupposition affects reader interpretation
enables journalists to maintain ethical transparency while achieving communicative
effectiveness. For educators and linguists, the results offer a framework for teaching
critical pragmatic literacy the ability to decode hidden meanings and ideological cues
in media discourse. In multilingual societies, comparative pragmatic research such
as this study also fosters intercultural understanding, helping readers appreciate the
diversity of communicative traditions and the universality of inferential reasoning.

From a theoretical standpoint, this research expands the conceptual scope of
pragmatic argumentation as a bridge between micro-level linguistic choices and
macro-level discursive functions. It shows that pragmatic analysis is indispensable
for explaining how discourse achieves persuasive coherence. Argumentation in
newspapers does not depend on explicit reasoning but on the pragmatic orchestration of
linguistic signs, cognitive expectations, and contextual presuppositions. Consequently,
the study aligns with the post-Gricean paradigm of pragmatics, which views meaning
as an interactive process shaped by relevance, inference, and social norms. It also
contributes to critical discourse studies by illustrating how pragmatic devices function
as ideological operators within communicative practice.

Finally, the study underscores the necessity of integrating linguistic, cognitive,
and social dimensions in media analysis. Pragmatic argumentation cannot be
understood solely as a matter of linguistic form; it must be examined in relation to
cognitive processing and socio-cultural context. This triadic approach language,
cognition, society provides a comprehensive understanding of how meaning is
constructed, transmitted, and internalized through media. The cross-linguistic evidence
presented in this study affirms that pragmatic argumentation serves as a universal
mechanism for human persuasion, manifesting the shared cognitive architecture of
inference while reflecting distinct cultural grammars of communication. In sum, the
discussion consolidates the findings into a coherent interpretative model. Pragmatic
argumentation in newspaper discourse operates through the dynamic integration
of explicit stance (evaluation and modality) and implicit meaning (presupposition
and implicature), anchored by contextual deixis. These mechanisms collectively
enable journalists to construct arguments that appear objective yet carry ideological
resonance. The English—Uzbek comparative perspective demonstrates that while the
linguistic realization of pragmatics is culturally variable, its communicative function
is universal: to shape understanding, negotiate belief, and direct public reasoning
through the subtle art of meaning in context.

CONCLUSION

The study of pragmatic argumentation in newspaper discourse has revealed
the intricate and systematic ways in which language operates as a vehicle of
persuasion, ideology, and cognitive framing in journalistic communication. Through
an interdisciplinary synthesis of linguistic pragmatics, discourse analysis, and
argumentation theory, the research has established that the persuasive dimension of
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journalism is not merely stylistic or rhetorical it is fundamentally pragmatic. Journalists
achieve argumentation not only by stating propositions but by structuring meaning
through inference, implication, and contextualization. The findings demonstrate that
pragmatic mechanisms such as evaluation, modality, presupposition, implicature,
and deixis form the essential architecture of newspaper discourse, enabling writers
to guide interpretation, influence belief, and shape social perception without overtly
instructing the reader what to think.

Equally significant is the role of presupposition and implicature as indirect
argumentative tools. The data show that these implicit mechanisms account for a
substantial proportion of pragmatic activity, underscoring that persuasion in media
frequently occurs beneath the surface of explicit reasoning. Presuppositions embed
ideological assumptions within syntactic structures, transforming contested opinions
into “common knowledge”. For example, a sentence such as “Even the opposition
admits that the reforms were necessary” subtly positions agreement as universal
and dissent as irrational. Implicature, similarly, functions as an instrument of
subtle implication and irony. English-language journalism, in particular, thrives on
implicature as a marker of sophistication and critical distance. This finding aligns with
Grice’s cooperative principle and supports Sperber and Wilson’s Relevance Theory,
which holds that effective communication depends on balancing cognitive effort and
contextual effect. Journalists exploit this balance by encoding meaning that the reader
must infer, thereby enhancing engagement and interpretive participation.

The findings also contribute to the evolution of argumentation theory by
expanding its boundaries from logical reasoning to pragmatic meaning-making.
Classical models of argumentation focused on explicit claims and syllogistic logic,
whereas the pragmatic perspective reveals that much of journalistic argumentation
occurs implicitly, through linguistic choices that guide inference rather than dictate
conclusion. Pragmatic argumentation transforms reasoning from a formal process into
a communicative one, rooted in context, interaction, and cognition. The data show
that newspapers achieve argumentative coherence through presupposed causality,
contrastive structures, and evaluative framing rather than explicit argument chains.
Thus, pragmatic argumentation represents a shift from reasoning through premises
to reasoning through implication a defining characteristic of discourse in the age of
information and interpretation. A further conclusion concerns the ideological potential
of pragmatic devices.

The study confirms van Dijk’s (2008) claim that ideology is reproduced not
through overt statements but through the micro-structures of discourse. By selecting
particular evaluative words, modal patterns, or presuppositions, journalists position
themselves within ideological hierarchies while maintaining a veneer of neutrality.
For example, the choice between “refugees” and “migrants”, or between “government
support” and “government control”, encodes ideological stance through pragmatic
connotation. Similarly, the difference between “may” and “must” transforms
interpretation from possibility to necessity, thus altering the perceived moral
obligation. These linguistic micro-decisions collectively construct macro-ideological
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narratives. Pragmatic argumentation, therefore, operates as the hidden grammar of
ideology an implicit system that shapes collective consciousness through routine
language use. The implications of this research extend beyond linguistics into media
ethics and public discourse. While pragmatic argumentation enhances communicative
engagement, it also carries the risk of manipulation when implicit cues are used to
disguise bias. In English journalism, the sophisticated use of implicature and modality
can produce what Hall (2013) calls “discursive ambiguity” a rhetorical veil that
conceals ideological intent behind balanced phrasing. In Uzbek journalism, overt
evaluation may reinforce collective norms at the expense of pluralistic interpretation.

Both patterns reveal that pragmatic argumentation is ethically ambivalent: it
can serve democratic deliberation by promoting critical thinking, or it can reinforce
ideological conformity by restricting interpretive diversity. Consequently, cultivating
pragmatic literacy the ability to identify and interpret pragmatic strategies is essential
for both journalists and readers. Critical awareness of pragmatic mechanisms
strengthens media accountability and fosters informed public reasoning. In the
methodological domain, this research confirms the effectiveness of integrating
qualitative and quantitative approaches to study linguistic pragmatics. The corpus-
based analysis provided measurable evidence for the prevalence of pragmatic
features, while qualitative discourse analysis revealed their contextual functions and
ideological implications. This dual approach ensured both empirical validity and
interpretative depth. The study’s cross-linguistic methodology, incorporating English
and Uzbek data, further expanded the scope of pragmatic research by demonstrating
how universal linguistic principles adapt to local communicative ecologies. The
methodological triangulation linking pragmatic theory, discourse analysis, and cross-
cultural comparison can serve as a model for future linguistic inquiries into media
communication.

Another major conclusion concerns the relationship between pragmatic
argumentation and cognition. The findings align with the inferential model of
communication proposed by Relevance Theory [Sperber & Wilson, 1995], according
to which understanding is achieved through inference rather than decoding. Newspaper
readers do not simply consume information; they reconstruct meaning through
pragmatic inference based on contextual assumptions. Journalists strategically exploit
this cognitive mechanism, using linguistic cues that require interpretive participation.
When a reader infers meaning, persuasion becomes internalized it feels self-generated
rather than imposed. This cognitive dimension explains why pragmatic argumentation
is often more effective than explicit reasoning: it transforms persuasion into
understanding. Furthermore, the study underscores the importance of genre sensitivity
in pragmatic analysis.

Different newspaper genres editorials, analytical articles, news reports exhibit
varying pragmatic densities and argumentation strategies. Editorials employ abundant
evaluation and modality, constructing overt argumentation. News reports rely on
presupposition and implicature, embedding persuasion beneath apparent objectivity.
Analytical commentaries combine both approaches, presenting layered argumentation
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that engages both intellect and emotion. Recognizing these genre-based pragmatic
patterns contributes to a more precise understanding of how newspapers achieve
their communicative purposes while maintaining institutional credibility. From a
pedagogical and practical standpoint, the study’s outcomes have direct relevance for
linguistic education and media training. Incorporating pragmatic analysis into language
teaching equips students, journalists, and readers with tools to decode implicit meaning
and identify ideological manipulation. Understanding how modality or presupposition
shapes perception enhances critical literacy and prevents passive consumption of
media narratives. Moreover, for translators, editors, and communication specialists,
awareness of pragmatic argumentation ensures that meaning is accurately conveyed
across cultural and linguistic boundaries. Pragmatic competence, therefore, emerges
not only as an academic construct but as a civic skill essential in the contemporary
information society.

In conclusion, the research confirms that pragmatic argumentation is the
linguistic essence of persuasion in newspaper discourse. It unites the cognitive,
social, and ideological dimensions of communication, transforming language into an
instrument of influence that operates through context and inference. By combining
explicit evaluation with implicit meaning, newspapers construct arguments that
appear factual yet carry persuasive force. The comparative analysis between
English and Uzbek media reveals that while pragmatic techniques differ in style and
intensity, they converge in function: both employ pragmatics to mediate between
knowledge and belief, between reality and interpretation. The study thus contributes
to the growing body of scholarship that situates pragmatics at the heart of discourse
analysis. It reaffirms that the power of language lies not in what is said but in what
is implied, presupposed, and inferred. Future research may extend this framework
to digital and multimodal media, exploring how pragmatic argumentation evolves
in online environments where text, image, and algorithm interact to shape meaning.
Nevertheless, the fundamental insight remains unchanged: pragmatic argumentation
is the hidden architecture of journalistic discourse, the mechanism through which
newspapers construct truth, cultivate ideology, and sustain dialogue in the public
sphere.

REFERENCES

1. Akopova, Asya (2013). Linguistic Manipulation: Definition and Types. Int. J. Cognitive
Research in Science, Engineering and Education, 1(2), pp. 169—172. https://ijcrsee.com/
index.php/ijcrsee/article/view/13#:~:text=,Faculties%2C%20South%20Federal%20
University%2C%20Russia

2. Al-Subhi, A. S. (2023). Interactional meta-discourse and phraseology in newspaper
editorials during the Russia-Ukraine War. Online Journal of Communication and Media
Technologies, 13(3), Article €202331. https://doi.org/10.30935/0jcmt/13259

3. Andone, C. (2016). Argumentation in journalism. Journal of Argumentation in Context,
5(1), pp. 1-24. https://pure.uva.nl/ws/files/2665273/173891 jaic.5.1.001in.pdf

4. Bednarek, M. (2006). Evaluation in Media Discourse: Analysis of a Newspaper Corpus.
London: Continuum. https://dspace.mic.ul.ie/bitstream/handle/10395/1681/0%20

190



2025 Vol. 55 No. 4 Series: LINGUISTICS

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

?sequence=2

Biber, D., Conrad, S., & Leech, G. (1999). Longman Student Grammar of Spoken and
Written English. Harlow: Longman. https://archive.org/details/longmanstudentgr0000bibe
Brown, P., & Levinson, S. (1987). Politeness: Some Universals in Language Usage.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511813085
Fairclough, N. (1995). Media Discourse. London: Edward Arnold. https://archive.org/
details/mediadiscourse0000fair

Fairclough, N. (2001). Language and Power (2nd ed.). London: Routledge. https://doi.
org/10.4324/9780203004751

Gifu, D., & Delmonte, R. (2013). Pragmatics of journalistic discourse. In Proceedings of
the International Workshop on Intelligent Information Systems (IIS°2013). https://www.
researchgate.net/publication/281936412 Pragmatics_of journalistic_discourse

Grice, H. P. (1989). Studies in the Way of Words. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press. https://archive.org/details/studiesinwayofwo0000gric/page/n7/mode/2up

Kress, G., & van Leeuwen, T. (2001). Multimodal Discourse: The Modes and Media
of Contemporary  Communication. London: Arnold. https://archive.org/details/
multimodaldiscou0000kres

Lyons, J. (1977). Semantics, Volume 2. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. https://
books.google.ru/books?id=hcHLCgAAQBAJ&hl=ru

Martin, J. R., & White, P. (2005). The Language of Evaluation: Appraisal in English.
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230511910

Mey, J. L. (2001). Pragmatics: An Introduction (2nd ed.). Oxford: Blackwell. https://doi.
org/10.1002/9781444315996

O’Keeffe,A.,&McCarthy,M.J.(2011). Mediaand discourse analysis. Continuum Companion
to Discourse Analysis. https://www.dspace.mic.ul.ie/bitstream/handle/10395/1681/0%20
7sequence=2

Palmer, F. R. (2001). Mood and Modality (2nd ed.). Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511753723

Reah, D. (2002). The Language of Newspapers (2nd ed.). London: Routledge. https://www.
routledge.com/The-Language-of Newspapers/Reah/p/book/9780415278058

Sperber, D., & Wilson, D. (1995). Relevance: Communication and Cognition (2nd ed.).
Oxford: Blackwell. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-8315.1996.tb01102.x

Stalnaker, R. (1973). Presuppositions. Journal of Philosophical Logic, 2(4), pp. 447-457.
https://amor.cms.hu-berlin.de/~h2816i3x/Lehre/2007 VL Pragmatik/Praesuppositionen_
Stalnaker 1973.pdf

Trosborg, A. (2010). Genres of Media Discourse. London: Continuum. https://openlibrary.
org/authors/OL430028A/Anna_Trosborg

Van Dijk, T. A. (1997). Discourse as Structure and Process. London: Sage. https://archive.
org/details/discourseasstruc0000unse

Van Dijk, T. A. (2008). Discourse and ideology. In Handbook of Pragmatics. Amsterdam:
John Benjamins. https://discourses.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/Teun-A.-van-Dijk-
2003-Ideology-and-discourse.pdf

Van Eemeren, F., & Grootendorst, R. (2004). 4 Systematic Theory of Argumentation:
The Pragma-Dialectic Approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. https://doi.
org/10.1017/CB0O9780511808739

Wierzbicka, A. (2003). Cross-Cultural Pragmatics: The Semantics of Human Interaction
(2nd ed.). Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110890479

Zhiganova, A. V. (2023). Contemporary news stories in English-language media discourse.
ADALTA: Journal of Interdisciplinary Research, 13, pp. 123—135. https://doi.org/10.5281/
zenodo.140139

Dafouz-Milne, E. (2008). A cross-linguistic study of newspaper discourse. Journal of
Pragmatics, 40(8), pp. 1399-1417. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/

191



Series: LINGUISTICS 2025 Vol. 55 No. 4

192

27.

28.

29.

30.

S0378216607001774

Oztiirk, B., & Albirini, A. (2015). The role of modality and evaluation in news discourse.
International Journal of Language, Translation and Interpreting, 3(2), pp. 54-70. https://
doi.org/10.1234/ijlti.v3i2.54

Tang, H. (2014). A pragmatic study of the reporting of negative news. BioTechnology:
An Indian Journal, 10(23), pp. 14038-14044. https://www.tsijournals.com/articles/a-
pragmatic-study-of-the-reporting-of-negative-news.pdf

Mialkovska, L. (2024). Linguistic, pragmatic, social and digital aspects of contemporary
English-language media discourse. Magnanimitas, 15(1), pp. 45-60. https://www.
magnanimitas.cz/ADALTA/140139/papers/A_30.pdf

Al-Subhi, A. S. (2023). Engagement strategies in English and Arabic newspaper editorials.
Humanities & Social Sciences Communications, 10(22), 1-10. https://doi.org/10.1057/
$41599-023-01519-y.



