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Annotation:  

This study investigates discourse analysis by integrating both linguistic and 

communicative aspects. It demonstrates that language should not be treated merely 

as a set of grammatical rules but as a dynamic social communication process. Using 

Halliday & Hasan’s cohesion theory, Austin and Searle’s speech act theory, and van 

Dijk’s socio-cognitive approach, the research highlights the interplay between 

linguistic forms and communicative intentions. Results show that cohesive devices, 

modal expressions, and pragmatic strategies serve both semantic and social 

functions, emphasizing the necessity of analyzing discourse beyond textual 

structures. 
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Annotatsiya: 

Ushbu tadqiqot diskurs tahlilini lingvistik va kommunikativ jihatlarni 

integratsiyalash orqali o‘rganadi. Tilni faqat grammatik qoidalar majmuasi sifatida 

emas, balki jonli ijtimoiy muloqot jarayoni sifatida ko‘rish zarurligi ta’kidlanadi. 

Halliday va Hasan kohezivlik nazariyasi, Austin va Searle nutqiy aktlar nazariyasi 

hamda van Dijk sotsiokognitiv yondashuvi asosida olib borilgan tahlillar lisoniy 

shakllar va kommunikativ niyatlarning o‘zaro bog‘liqligini ko‘rsatadi. Natijalar 

diskursning lingvistik va ijtimoiy funktsiyalarini, shu jumladan koheziv vositalar, 

modal birliklar va pragmatik strategiyalarning rolini ochib beradi. 
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Аннотация: 

Данное исследование рассматривает дискурс-анализ с интеграцией 

лингвистических и коммуникативных аспектов. Подчеркивается, что язык 

следует изучать не только как совокупность грамматических правил, но и как 

динамический процесс социального общения. С использованием теории 

когезии Холлидея и Хасана, теории речевых актов Остина и Сирла, а также 

социокогнитивного подхода ван Дейка исследование демонстрирует 

взаимосвязь между языковыми формами и коммуникативными намерениями. 

Результаты показывают, что когезивные средства, модальные выражения и 

прагматические стратегии выполняют как семантические, так и социальные 

функции. 

Ключевые слова: Анализ дискурса, Когезия, Когерентность, Речевые 

акты, Коммуникативные стратегии, Прагматика, Социокогнитивный подход. 

Introduction 

In modern linguistics, language is increasingly studied not merely as a set of 

grammatical rules but as a living process of communication. In this context, the 

concept of discourse analysis occupies a central position. Discourse refers to the 

linguistic construction of a text and its inseparable connection with the external 

conditions of communication (context). Introduced into the field by Z. Harris1, this 

term today encompasses cognitive, sociolinguistic, and pragmatic aspects. 

The linguistic aspect of discourse analysis examines the internal structure of 

a text, that is, phenomena of cohesion and coherence. As Halliday and Hasan2 

emphasized, linguistic resources such as pronouns, conjunctions, and lexical 

repetitions serve as the main chain elevating the text to the level of discourse. 

 
1 Harris, Z. S. (1952). Discourse Analysis. Language, 28(1), 1–30. 
2 Halliday, M. A. K., & Hasan, R. (1976). Cohesion in English. Longman. 
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However, considering discourse merely as a collection of linguistic units does not 

fully reveal the essence of communication. 

The communicative aspect of the topic analyzes the social purpose of speech, 

the speaker’s intention, and its effect on the listener. The “Speech Act Theory” 

proposed by J. Austin and J. Searle laid an important foundation for understanding 

the communicative nature of discourse. In the communicative approach, the social 

status of participants, cultural knowledge, and the speech situation (presupposition) 

play a decisive role3. 

The relevance of this study lies in the fact that, in the era of globalization and 

digital communication, the linguistic boundaries of discourse are expanding. 

Revealing the communicative strategies hidden behind linguistic devices is 

important not only for linguistics but also for sociology and psychology. 

The aim of the study is to elucidate the mechanisms through which linguistic 

forms adapt to communicative purposes in discourse analysis and to demonstrate 

their interrelated dialectical connections. 

Methods 

This study employed an integrated set of scientific methods to systematically 

investigate the linguistic and communicative nature of discourse. As the foundation 

of the methodology, the research adopted Halliday and Hasan’s4 systemic-functional 

linguistics and textual cohesion analysis. This method allowed for examining the 

internal linguistic structure of discourse, including inter-sentential logical-

grammatical links and the formation mechanisms of lexical chains. 

In addition, special emphasis was placed on pragmatic analysis methods based 

on the theories of J. Austin5 and J. Searle6. This approach evaluated communicative 

 
3 Van Dijk, T. A. (1997). Discourse as Structure and Process. Sage Publications. 
4 Halliday, M. A. K., & Hasan, R. (1976). Cohesion in English. Longman. 
5 Austin, J. L. (1962). How to Do Things with Words. Oxford University Press. 
6 Searle, J. R. (1969). Speech Acts. Cambridge University Press. 
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units not merely as linguistic structures but as speech acts directed toward specific 

illocutionary purposes (speaker intentions). 

To explore the communicative aspects of discourse more deeply, van Dijk’s7 

socio-cognitive approach served as a methodological foundation. Using this 

framework, the relationship between the surface of the text (linguistic level) and the 

social context (communicative situation) was analyzed through the concept of 

“mental models.” 

In the empirical part of the study, data selection utilized N. Fairclough’s8 

method of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), which helped reveal social power, 

ideology, and communicative manipulation strategies behind linguistic units. 

Qualitative analysis was applied in data processing, synthesizing linguistic 

description and interpretation methods. This multi-level methodological approach 

allowed discourse to be studied both as a linguistic product and as a social influence 

process. 

Results 

The study results indicate that the linguistic and communicative aspects of 

discourse are mutually dependent components, and their synthesis constitutes the 

overall semantics of communication. Analyses at the linguistic level confirmed that 

cohesive devices – anaphoric and cataphoric references, conjunctions, and lexical 

repetitions – map the cognitive structure of discourse. According to Halliday9, these 

linguistic chains elevate the text beyond a mere collection of sentences to a level of 

semantic unity. Observations show that grammatical metaphors and passive 

constructions in discourse perform important communicative functions, such as 

concealing the subject’s position or neutralizing responsibility. 

 
7 Van Dijk, T. A. (1997). Discourse as Social Interaction. Sage Publications. 
8 Fairclough, N. (1995). Critical Discourse Analysis: The Critical Study of Language. Longman. 
9 Halliday, M. A. K. (1976). Cohesion in English. Longman. 
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At the communicative level, results indicate that the effectiveness of 

communication largely depends on the appropriate selection of speech acts. 

According to Searle’s10 classification, the use of directive and commissive speech 

acts serves as a primary factor in shaping social relationships (authority, compliance, 

cooperation) within discourse. Analyses revealed that communicative strategies, 

especially euphemisms and implicatures (implied meaning), allow speakers to 

convey unstated meanings to the listener. When Grice’s11 Cooperative Principle is 

violated, a “semantic gap” emerges between linguistic form and communicative 

intent, which is filled through contextual inference. 

Additionally, the results highlighted the role of modal elements in the 

pragmatic domain of discourse. Modal words and paralinguistic tools such as 

intonation act as “filters” that adjust linguistic units to communicative purposes. As 

van Dijk12 emphasized, the macro-social and political context underlying the micro-

structure of discourse is processed in the cognitive models of communication 

participants and is reflected in linguistic choices. These results demonstrate that 

analyzing discourse based solely on textual structure is insufficient; it is essential to 

study the dialectical relationship between linguistic forms and communicative 

intent. 

Discussion 

The inseparability of linguistic and communicative aspects in discourse 

analysis derives from the nature of language as a social practice. The observed 

subordination of linguistic devices to communicative intent practically confirms 

Fairclough’s13 “three-dimensional model of discourse” (text, discursive practice, and 

social practice). Changes in grammatical structures observed in the study (e.g., the 

 
10 Searle, J. R. (1969). Speech Acts: An Essay in the Philosophy of Language. Cambridge University Press. 
11 Grice, H. P. (1975). Logic and Conversation. In Syntax and Semantics, Vol. 3, Speech Acts. Academic Press. 
12 Van Dijk, T. A. (2001). Critical Discourse Analysis. In The Handbook of Discourse Analysis. Blackwell. 
13 Fairclough, N. (1995). Critical Discourse Analysis: The Critical Study of Language. Longman. 
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predominance of passive constructions) are not merely stylistic choices but, as 

Fowler14 noted, serve the ideological and regulatory functions of language. 

The findings also provide a new interpretation of “hidden meaning” 

(implicature) in communication when Gricean principles are not strictly followed. 

Units traditionally considered grammatical errors or illogical in traditional 

linguistics were evaluated as parts of communicative strategies. This aligns with 

Schiffrin’s15 perspective on discourse markers, highlighting the role of linguistic 

units in guiding communication and directing listener attention. Our analyses show 

that communicative intent predominates over linguistic form, expanding or 

constraining the semantic boundaries of linguistic units. 

Moreover, sociolinguistic interpretations of the results demonstrate the 

connection between discourse and cultural context. According to Gumperz’s16 

theory of interactive sociolinguistics, the linguistic codes used by participants define 

their social identities. In this study, linguistic tools (e.g., forms of address) were 

shown to function not only in transmitting information but also in maintaining or 

reshaping social hierarchies. This underscores the interdisciplinary importance of 

discourse analysis in linguistics, sociology, and psychology. 

In conclusion, the dialectic between linguistic form and communicative 

purpose is a key determinant of communicative success. This approach confirms the 

necessity of studying texts not as static objects but as dynamic communication 

processes in modern textual studies. 

Conclusion 

Studying the linguistic and communicative aspects of discourse shows that 

this field of linguistics allows texts to be examined not as static linguistic structures 

 
14 Fowler, R. (1991). Language in the News: Discourse and Ideology in the Press. Routledge. 
15 Schiffrin, D. (1994). Approaches to Discourse. Blackwell. 
16 Gumperz, J. J. (1982). Discourse Strategies. Cambridge University Press. 
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but as living social communication processes. The analysis led to the following 

conclusions: 

The linguistic basis of discourse forms the structural skeleton of 

communication. Cohesion and coherence ensure the logical consistency of a text, 

but they fully acquire meaning only when serving communicative purposes. 

The communicative nature of discourse determines the contextual meanings 

of linguistic units. The speaker’s intention, social situation, and the listener’s 

cognitive readiness are essential factors for successful communication. 

The dialectical relationship between linguistic form and communicative 

meaning manifests in the pragmatic domain of discourse. The selection of linguistic 

devices (metaphors, modal words, grammatical constructions) is directly directed 

toward communicative strategies – persuasion, manipulation, or social cooperation. 

Practically, these findings are significant for text interpretation, translation 

studies, political rhetoric, and improving speech models in artificial intelligence. In 

summary, discourse analysis goes beyond grammatical boundaries to reveal the 

social, psychological, and cultural layers of communication. 
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