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Annotation This article examines communicative strategies in English and Uzbek internet
discourse from a comparative linguopragmatic perspective. The study focuses on
how participants organize interaction, express evaluation, establish solidarity,
disagree, mitigate or intensify statements, and manage interpersonal relations in
digitally mediated communication. English and Uzbek discourse samples are
analysed through comparative, contextual, pragmatic, and discourse-analytical
procedures, with attention to the linguistic markers through which particular
communicative intentions are realized. The analysis considers both convergent and
language-specific patterns in the choice, distribution, and pragmatic functioning of
communicative strategies. Particular attention is paid to the influence of social
distance, communicative purpose, evaluative stance, and culturally conditioned
norms on online language use. The study argues that similarities between the two
discourses are largely related to the interactive affordances of digital
communication, whereas differences become more visible in forms of address,
politeness, mitigation, emotional evaluation, and solidarity-building. The findings
contribute to contrastive linguistics, pragmatics, and internet discourse studies.
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Ingliz va o’zbek internet Mislimbekova Malika Mislimbek qizi

diskursidagi kommunikativ o mmislimbekova@gmal.com
. . . . . Xorijiy til filologiyasi kafedrasi ingliz tili fani
strategiyalarning qiyosiy tahlili o'gituvchisi
Toshkent Xalgaro Moliya boshqaruvi va

Texnologiyalari Universiteti

Annotatsiya Magqolada ingliz va o’zbek internet diskursidagi kommunikativ strategiyalar qiyosiy
lingvopragmatik nuqtayi nazardan tadqiq etiladi. Asosiy e'tibor ragamli mulogot
{shtirokchilarining o'zaro munosabatni tashkil etishi, baholashni ifodalashi,
birdamlikni namoyon qilishi, norozilik bildirish, fikrni yumshatish yoki kuchaytirish
hamda shaxslararo munosabatlarni boshqarish usullariga qaratiladi. Ingliz va o’zbek
internet diskursi namunalari muayyan kommunikativ niyatlarni yuzaga chigaruvchi
lisoniy markerlarni hisobga olgan holda qiyosiy, kontekstual, pragmatik va diskursiv
tahlil asosida o'rganiladi. Tadgiqotda kommunikativ strategiyalarni tanlash,
ularning funksional xususiyatlari va pragmatik yo’'nalishida kuzatiladigan
mushtarak hamda tilga xos belgilar aniglanadi. ljtimoiy masofa, kommunikativ
magsad, baholovchi pozitsiya va madaniy me’yorlarning onlayn nutqiy xulgqa
ta’siriga alohida e'tibor beriladi. Qiyosiy tahlil ikki diskursdagi umumiyliklar ragamli
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kommunikatsiyaning interaktiv xususiyatlari bilan bog'ligligini, farglar esa murojaat
shakllari, xushmuomalalik, yumshatish, emotsional baholash va birdamlikni
ifodalash vositalarida yagqolrog namoyon bo'lishini ko'rsatadi. Tadgigot natijalari
chog'ishtirma tilshunoslik, pragmatika va internet diskursi tadgiqotlari uchun
nazariy ahamiyat kasb etadi. Bunday yondashuv ragamli nutqiy xulgni til, kontekst
va madaniyat bilan bog'liq strategik tanlovlar tizimi sifatida izohlash imkonini
berad..

Kalit so’zlar Kommunikativ strategiyalar, internet diskursi, ingliz tili, o’zbek tili, chog'ishtirma
tilshunoslik, lingvopragmatika, ragamli kommunikatsiya

ConoctaBuTeZibHbIYA aHaAu3 MucaumbekoBa Manuka Mucanmbek Kmusm

- mmislimbekova@gmail.com
KOMMYHUKaTUBHbIX CTpaTerum B o @g
lpenodasamene aHa/1ulickoz0 A3bIka kageopel

aHrIMINCKoM u y36ekckom pUN0N102UU UHOCMPAHHBIX A36IKOS,

MHTEpPHEeT-ANCKypce TawkeHmMckul Mexx0yHapoOHbIl yHU8epcumem
¢uHaHco8020 ynpasseHuUs u mexHoso2uli

AHHOTauuA B cmamee paccmampugaromcs KOMMYHUKAmMueHbsle cmpameauu 8 aH2/101361YHOM
u y3bekosizbl4HOM UHMepHem-OucKypce C no3uyul conocmasumesnoHou
AuHzeonpazmamuku. OcHogHoe 8HUMAHue ydessemcsi MoOMy, Kakum o06pa3om
ydacmHuku yugposozo obujeHus opeaHulyrom e3aumodelicmeue, 8blpaxarom
OueHky, OeMOHCMpuUpyrom  coAUdOdpHOCMb,  Hecozadcue, CMA24YarOm  UAU
ycunusarom  8bickasel8aHue U pezysupyrom  Mex/AUYHOCMHble OMHOWEHUS.
Mamepuan aHenuticko2o u y36ekckoeo uHmepHem-o0UCKypca aHaausupyemcs c
npuMeHeHUeM CoNoCMaAsumMeabHo20, KOHMEeKCMYaa6HO20, NPA2Mamu4eckozo U
OUCKypcuBH020 ho0x0008 C y4emom A3bIKOBbIX MapKkepos, NoCpedcmaoM KOmopbIx
peanusyromcsi KOHKpemHsle KOMMYHUKamueHsle HamepeHus. B uccredosaHuu
goisgasAtoMcA  obwjue U  A3bIKOBO-Cheyuguyeckue ocobeHHocmu  8bibopa,
PYHKYUOHUPOBAHUA U npazmamu4eckoli HanpasjeHHOCmu KOMMYHUKAMUBHbIX
cmpamezuti. Ocoboe sHUMaHue ydenaemcsa B/UAHUIO COYUaabHoU OucmaHyuu,
KOMMYHUKaMUueHoU ye/u, OYeHOYHOU no3uyuu U KysemypHO 00yc/i108/1eHHbIX
HOpM Ha peyegoe nosedeHue nosb3zosamesel. ConocmasumesbHbIl AHANU3
nokassigaem, 4mo obwjue 4Yepmel 80 MHO2OM C8A3GHbLI C UHMepPaKkmueHol
npupodol yugposol KOMMYHUKAYUU, mMo20ad Kak pdsiu4us omyemsiugee
nposeasaromca 8 ¢opmax obpawjeHuUs, 8exau80CMU, CMA2YEHUU B8bICKA3bI8AHUS,
aMoyuoHaneHoU oyeHke u cnocobax eeipaxeHus coaudapHocmu. [losnyqeHHsle
NOJIOXeHUs  paclupsrom 803MOXHOCMU CONOCMAsumMes6HoU  IUH2BUCMUKU,
npazmamuku u uccnedosaHuli uHmMepHem-ouckypca. Takol nodxod no3gossem
paccmampusame yugposoe peyegoe nogedeHue He U30/IUPOBAHHO, d Kak cucmemy
cmpamezuyeckux pewieHul, 06ycn108/1eHHbIX A3bIKOM, KOHMEKCMOM U Ky/16mypodu.

KnroueBblie KommyHukamueHele  cmpameauu, UHMepHemM-0UCKypC, — aH2/IUUCKUU  A3bIK,
cnoBa y3bekckuli  A3bIK, €CONOCMABUME/IbHAA — JIUH2BUCMUKA, — JIUH280NPA2SMAMUKA,
yugposas koMMmyHukayus
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Introduction

Digital communication has transformed
not only the channels through which
interaction takes place but also the linguistic
and pragmatic mechanisms by which speakers
construct meaning, negotiate interpersonal
relations, and  express communicative
intentions.  Internet  discourse  combines
characteristics traditionally associated with
written and spoken communication while
simultaneously developing its own conventions
shaped by immediacy, interactivity,
multimodality, anonymity, and technological
affordances. Consequently, online interaction
cannot be adequately described through
grammatical and lexical features alone; it
requires attention to the strategic choices
through which users organize discourse and
achieve particular pragmatic effects. Crystal
emphasizes that Internet-mediated
communication has generated distinctive
patterns of linguistic creativity and variation
across digital genres (Crystal, 2006), while
Herring conceptualizes online interaction as
computer-mediated discourse that can be
systematically investigated through linguistic
and discourse-analytical categories (Herring,
2004).

From a sociolinguistic perspective, digital
discourse is not a homogeneous variety of
language. Its forms are conditioned by
communicative setting, participant relations,
technological environment, discourse
community, and the social meanings attached
to  linguistic  choices.  Androutsopoulos
argues for moving beyond the notion of a

uniform “language of computer-mediated
communication” toward the analysis of
socially situated online discourse

(Androutsopoulos, 2006). This perspective is
especially relevant to contrastive research
because communicative strategies may fulfil
comparable pragmatic functions across
languages while differing substantially in their
verbal realization, degree of explicitness,
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interpersonal  orientation, and
conditioned conventions.

In the present study, communicative
strategies are understood as goal-oriented
choices of linguistic and discourse resources
employed by participants to manage
interaction  and  accomplish  particular
communicative intentions. Such strategies may
involve expressing agreement or disagreement,
establishing solidarity, strengthening or
mitigating evaluation, persuading other
participants, positioning oneself toward an
issue, managing interpersonal distance, and
signalling emotional involvement. Their
realization in internet discourse may include
lexical choices, discourse markers, forms of
address, intensifiers, hedges, repetition,
graphic devices, emojis, and other context-
dependent resources.

culturally

Recent research on Uzbek internet
discourse has addressed its terminology,
structural development, cyberlexicon,

multimodal features, and selected pragmatic
phenomena (Ismoilov, 2025; Ismailova, 2026).
Comparative studies have also begun to
identify broader linguistic and cultural
tendencies in English and Uzbek social-media
communication (Turabekova, 2026).
Nevertheless, the strategic organization of
communicative behaviour in the two languages
remains insufficiently systematized within a
unified contrastive framework. In particular,
greater attention is required to the relationship
between communicative intention, linguistic
realization, pragmatic function, and language-
specific patterns.

Accordingly, the aim of this study is to
identify and comparatively analyse
communicative strategies in English and Uzbek
internet discourse, determine the linguistic and
pragmatic resources through which they are
realized, and establish their convergent and
divergent features. The comparison seeks to
reveal not merely formal differences between
the two languages but the ways in which
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comparable communicative purposes are
strategically encoded within different linguistic
and sociocultural systems.

Literature review

The linguistic study of internet
communication has developed from early
descriptions of “Internet language” toward
approaches that treat digital interaction as a
context-dependent  form  of  discourse.
Crystal (2006) demonstrates that online
communication combines features of written
and spoken language while generating new
conventions associated with speed, interaction,

graphic representation, and technological
mediation. Herring (2004) advances this
perspective  through  computer-mediated

discourse analysis, arguing that online linguistic
behaviour can be investigated systematically at
structural, interactional, pragmatic, and social
levels. Rather than regarding internet discourse
as a uniform variety, Androutsopoulos (2006)
emphasizes its socially situated nature and the
influence of participants, communities, genres,
and technological environments on linguistic
choice. These approaches establish an
important premise for contrastive analysis:
digital discourse provides shared technological
conditions, but the linguistic realization of
interaction remains sensitive to language-
specific and sociocultural conventions.

Within pragmatic research,
communicative  behaviour is  frequently
explained through strategies used to regulate
interpersonal relations and achieve discourse
goals. Politeness theory demonstrates that
speakers strategically modify utterances
according to social distance, power relations,
and the potential interpersonal effect of
communicative acts (Brown & Levinson, 1987).
Subsequent research has shown that digital
environments complicate conventional
distinctions between politeness and
impoliteness because users negotiate relational
meanings through directness, humour, irony,
evaluation, intensification, and other context-
sensitive resources (Culpeper, 2011; Locher &
Graham, 2010). Consequently, a
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communicative strategy in online discourse
cannot be identified solely through a particular
lexical or grammatical form. Its interpretation
depends on the relationship between linguistic
realization, communicative intention,
sequential context, and expected pragmatic
effect.

Research on Uzbek digital discourse has
expanded in recent years. Ismoilov (2025)
draws attention to the terminological and
structural characteristics of Uzbek internet
discourse and its position between traditional
written ~ and  spoken = communication.
Abdullazoda (2025) shows that politeness in
Uzbek social media interaction remains
sensitive to social status, age, forms of address,
indirectness, and  culturally  established
interactional norms. Comparative studies have
also begun to examine English and Uzbek
digital communication. Turabekova (2026), for
example, identifies differences in linguistic
economy, pragmatic markers, emotional
expression, speech etiquette, and code-
switching in English and Uzbek social-media
discourse. Ismailova (2026) further
demonstrates that cyberlexical and multimodal
resources such as borrowings, emojis,
hashtags, and code-mixing perform pragmatic
as well as lexical functions in the two languages.
Recent contrastive research on politeness
additionally ~ suggests that comparable
interpersonal goals may be realized through
different structural resources in English and
Uzbek online interaction (Ziyayeva &
Abdullazoda, 2026).

Despite these developments, existing
studies tend to concentrate on individual
phenomena such as politeness, lexical
innovation, code-switching, multimodality, or
general  characteristics of  social-media
language. Communicative strategies
themselves have rarely been examined as an
integrated  contrastive system in  which
function, linguistic realization, frequency, and
contextual distribution are analysed according
to the same criteria in both languages. The
present study addresses this gap by treating
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communicative strategy as the common basis
of comparison and by examining how similar
interactional purposes are encoded, modified,
and pragmatically differentiated in English and
Uzbek internet discourse.

Methodology

The study employs a comparative
linguopragmatic research design combining
discourse  analysis with  corpus-assisted
qualitative and quantitative procedures. The
methodological focus is placed on the ways in
which communicative intentions are
strategically realized in English and Uzbek
internet discourse. Rather than comparing
isolated linguistic forms, the analysis examines
the  functional relationship between
communicative purpose, linguistic realization,
contextual conditions, and pragmatic effect.

The comparison is organized according
to the principle of tertium comparationis, which
requires the two datasets to be examined
through a common analytical basis. In the
present study, communicative function serves
as the principal basis of comparison.
Accordingly, English and Uzbek discourse units
are compared only when they perform
comparable interactional functions, such as
expressing agreement or disagreement,
establishing solidarity, mitigating a position,
intensifying evaluation, persuading another
participant, displaying stance, or managing
interpersonal relations. This principle prevents
formal differences between the two languages

from being interpreted as pragmatic
differences without sufficient contextual
evidence.

To ensure comparability, the English and
Uzbek materials are selected from equivalent
digital environments and matched according to
discourse genre, communicative topic, period
of publication, and interactional format.
Publicly accessible user-generated content
constitutes the primary empirical material.
Commercial advertisements, automated
messages, duplicated content, and posts
lacking sufficient verbal material for pragmatic
interpretation are excluded from the analytical
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corpus. Where emojis, punctuation, graphic
repetition, hashtags, or other multimodal
elements  contribute  directly to the
interpretation of a communicative strategy,
they are analysed together with the verbal
component rather than treated as independent
units.

The basic unit of analysis is the
communicative move: a discourse segment in
which a recognizable interactional intention is
realized. A communicative move may
correspond to a complete comment, a
sentence, or a shorter utterance when it
performs an identifiable pragmatic function.
This choice is consistent with the view that
computer-mediated discourse should be
analysed in relation to interactional
organization and contextual meaning rather
than exclusively at the sentence level (Herring,
2004).

The analytical framework combines
function-based categorization with contextual
interpretation. Initial categories are derived
from established research on interactional

strategy, politeness, stance, mitigation,
intensification, and online discourse (Brown &
Levinson, 1987; Culpeper, 2011;

Androutsopoulos, 2006). At the same time, the
framework remains open to language-specific
patterns emerging from the data. Each
identified strategy is examined according to

four parameters: communicative function,
linguistic markers, pragmatic effect, and
contextual distribution.

The methodology therefore allows
similarities and differences between English
and Uzbek internet discourse to be
established at both functional and formal

levels. Such an approach makes it possible to
determine not only whether comparable
strategies occur in the two languages, but also
how their linguistic realization and pragmatic
organization vary across the two discourse
systems.

Data collection and Analysis

The empirical material for the study is
constructed from publicly accessible English-
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and Uzbek-language internet discourse
selected from comparable digital
environments. To  maintain  analytical

equivalence, the two datasets are formed
according to the same selection parameters,
including platform type, discourse genre,
thematic orientation, publication period, and
interactional structure. The principle of
comparability is particularly important in
contrastive digital discourse research because

differences resulting from platform
conventions or genre characteristics may
otherwise be incorrectly interpreted as

language-specific features (Androutsopoulos,
2006).

The corpus includes user-generated
discourse units containing sufficient verbal
material for pragmatic interpretation. Repeated
messages, automatically generated content,
commercial advertising, unrelated promotional
material, and units consisting exclusively of
non-verbal symbols are excluded. Short forms,
emojis, graphic repetition, unconventional
punctuation, capitalization, hashtags, and other
digitally specific elements are retained when
they contribute to the pragmatic interpretation
of the utterance. This procedure reflects the
multimodal and interactional character of
computer-mediated  discourse, in  which
meaning may be distributed across verbal and
graphically represented resources (Herring,
2004).

The analytical procedure begins with the
identification of the dominant communicative
intention of each discourse unit. The unit is
then coded according to the strategy through
which that intention is realized. Strategy
identification is based on the interactional
function of the utterance rather than on the
presence of an isolated lexical marker. Thus, the
same linguistic form may receive different
interpretations depending on its sequential
position, relationship to preceding discourse,
evaluative orientation, and response from
other participants.

The coding
recurrent  strategic

process
functions

distinguishes
such as
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agreement and alignment, disagreement and
opposition, mitigation, intensification,
persuasion,  solidarity-building,  evaluative
positioning, humour or irony, and interpersonal
engagement. These categories are treated as
functional analytical domains rather than rigid
universal classes. Additional categories may be
introduced when recurrent patterns in either
language cannot be adequately represented
within the initial framework. This combination
of theory-infformed and  data-sensitive
categorization reduces the risk of imposing one
language’s pragmatic organization directly on
the other.

Each identified strategy is subsequently
analysed at three interconnected levels. At the
linguistic level, attention is given to lexical
choices, discourse markers, modal forms, forms
of address, evaluative expressions, intensifiers,
hedges, repetition, and graphological features.
At the pragmatic level, the analysis determines
the interactional purpose and interpersonal
effect of these resources. At the contrastive

level, English and Uzbek realizations are
compared in terms  of  functional
correspondence, preferred linguistic means,
degree of explicitness, and contextual
distribution.

Quantitative observations are used to
establish the relative distribution of the
identified strategies, while qualitative analysis
explains  how and why comparable
communicative  purposes are  realized
differently. Frequency is therefore treated as
supporting evidence rather than as an
independent explanation. The final
interpretation is based on the interaction
between distributional patterns and
contextualized discourse analysis, allowing the
study to distinguish shared tendencies from
language-specific pragmatic preferences.

Results and Discussion

The comparative analysis reveals that
communicative strategies in English and Uzbek
internet discourse are functionally comparable
but differ in the linguistic resources through
which particular interactional goals are
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achieved. In both datasets, users employ
strategies of agreement, disagreement,
evaluation, mitigation, intensification,
solidarity-building, persuasion, humour, and
interpersonal  engagement.  The  most
significant contrast, however, lies not in the
presence or absence of these strategies but in
their preferred linguistic realization and degree
of explicitness.

Agreement and solidarity strategies in
English discourse are commonly realized
through concise evaluative expressions,
supportive stance markers, direct alignment
with a previous comment, and informal
interpersonal  signals.  Uzbek  discourse
demonstrates the same general function, but
solidarity is more frequently associated with
relational expressions, forms of address,
culturally recognizable evaluative formulas, and
emotionally intensified support. This difference
suggests that the interpersonal dimension of
online agreement may be encoded more
overtly in Uzbek interaction, whereas English
discourse often relies on compact stance
expressions and minimal affiliative responses.

Disagreement strategies reveal another
important contrast. English users tend to
combine  disagreement  with  hedging,
qualification, partial agreement, or epistemic
stance markers that reduce categorical
opposition. Such forms allow speakers to
contest a previous position while maintaining a
degree of interpersonal distance. Uzbek
disagreement may also be mitigated, but its
realization is more sensitive to the perceived
relationship between participants and the level
of emotional involvement in the discussion.
Direct disagreement becomes more acceptable
in highly evaluative or conflict-oriented
exchanges, while indirectness is more
noticeable when social respect or interpersonal
sensitivity is foregrounded. These tendencies
correspond to broader pragmatic observations
concerning the interaction between
politeness, social distance, and communicative
intention (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Culpeper,
2011).
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Mitigation and intensification function as
particularly productive strategies in both
languages. English mitigation is frequently
associated with modal expressions, epistemic
markers, hedges, and partial commitment,
whereas Uzbek mitigation may additionally
involve  lexicalized politeness  formulas,
relational markers, and indirect evaluative
constructions. Intensification in both languages
is realized through repetition, emphatic
vocabulary, capitalization, punctuation, and
graphological devices. However, Uzbek digital
discourse appears to permit a broader
combination of verbal intensification and
emotionally marked graphic  resources,
especially in evaluative and solidarity-oriented
contexts.

The analysis of humour and irony shows
that pragmatic interpretation depends heavily
on shared contextual knowledge. Irony is rarely
recoverable from lexical form alone; it is
constructed through contrast between literal
meaning, preceding discourse, evaluative
stance, and graphic signals. Emojis, quotation
marks, exaggerated punctuation, and
deliberate repetition can therefore function as
contextualization cues rather than decorative
elements. This confirms the importance of
analysing digital discourse as an interaction
between verbal and graphological resources
rather than as conventional written text
(Herring, 2004).

A further contrast concerns forms of
address and interpersonal engagement.
English online discourse often minimizes
explicit status marking, particularly in informal
interaction, while Uzbek users may retain
socially meaningful address forms even in
digitally mediated contexts. Such forms can
simultaneously express respect, familiarity,
irony, or solidarity depending on the
surrounding discourse. This demonstrates that
technological mediation does not eliminate
culturally embedded interactional conventions;
instead, these conventions are reorganized
within the affordances of  online
communication.
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The comparative findings therefore
suggest that English and Uzbek internet
discourse share a substantial repertoire of
communicative functions while differing in the
preferred means of their pragmatic realization.
The most pronounced contrasts are observed
in the management of interpersonal distance,
degree of explicitness, use of address forms,
emotional intensification, mitigation, and
solidarity-building. These differences should
not be interpreted as fixed cultural oppositions.
They represent tendencies emerging from the
interaction of linguistic structure,
communicative context, discourse genre,
participant relations, and culturally available
pragmatic resources.

From a contrastive perspective, the
findings support the view that communicative
strategy provides a productive tertium
comparationis for the analysis of digital
discourse. Comparable pragmatic intentions
can be identified across the two languages,
while their linguistic realization reveals both
shared digital conventions and language-
specific  interactional  preferences.  This
distinction makes it possible to move beyond a
simple comparison of lexical or grammatical
forms and to explain how English and Uzbek
users strategically organize meaning and
interpersonal relations in online
communication.

Conclusion

The comparative examination of English
and Uzbek internet discourse demonstrates
that communicative strategies constitute an
important mechanism through which users
organize interaction, express stance, regulate
interpersonal relations, and adapt their
linguistic behaviour to the conditions of digital
communication. The two discourse systems
display a number of functionally comparable
strategies, including agreement, disagreement,
mitigation, intensification, solidarity-building,
persuasion, evaluation, humour, and
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interpersonal engagement. Their similarity at
the functional level, however, does not imply
identical linguistic or pragmatic realization.

The analysis indicates that the most
relevant contrasts emerge in the degree of
explicitness, forms of interpersonal alignment,
use of address forms, mitigation of
disagreement, emotional intensification, and
the linguistic construction of solidarity. English
internet discourse tends to make extensive use
of concise stance expressions, hedging devices,
epistemic markers, and relatively reduced
status marking. Uzbek internet discourse, by
comparison,  demonstrates a  stronger
interaction between verbal strategy and
relationally meaningful resources, including
forms of address, culturally conventional
expressions, evaluative formulas, and
emotionally marked linguistic or graphic
devices. These tendencies should be
interpreted as context-dependent pragmatic
preferences rather than fixed properties of
either language.

An important theoretical outcome of the
study is the use of communicative function as a
common basis for contrastive analysis. Such an
approach allows formally different linguistic
units to be compared when they fulfil
equivalent pragmatic purposes. It consequently
shifts contrastive analysis from the direct
comparison  of individual lexical and
grammatical forms toward the investigation of
how communicative intentions are strategically
encoded within different linguistic systems.

The study also confirms the importance
of treating internet discourse as a complex
interaction  between  verbal, pragmatic,
contextual, and graphological resources.
Emojis, punctuation, repetition, capitalization,
and other digitally conditioned elements may
participate directly in the realization or
interpretation of communicative strategies and
therefore cannot always be separated from the
verbal message.
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