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Summary 

 

Key words: pragmatics, pragmatic acts, context, purpose, discourse, CDA   

          (Critical Discourse Analysis), social, ideology, power, groups. 

 

Introduction 

 

This paper is an investigation of the implicit or linguistically unstated assumptions in 

text, which may although not be visible or perceivable at first sight, have major influences on 

how readers perceive and interpret them, because of their ideological implications. In both 

everyday life as well a in the most various fields including politics and the media we can 

detect a lot of implicit or hidden assumptions that guide the way a text is perceived, 

understood and interpreted, and the way they establish ideological connections. We assume 

that a lot of these implicit or ‘hidden’ meanings with ideological implications represent 

purposeful acts on the part of the speaker, respectively writer by which they are able to 

assume or suggest things without being compelled to make them explicit. We shall call this 

phenomenon in line with Jacob L. Mey (1993)‘pragmatic acts’.  

The three key words of the title summarize and describe our main hypothesis, or 

working assumption, namely that the editorial is an instance of a purpose based discourse. 

The first word: the ‘editorial’ refers to the object of our analysis while the other two words: 

‘purpose-based’, respectively ‘discourse’ refer to two of its main characteristics, namely that 

it is ‘purpose-based’ and that it is not a simple text but ‘discourse’.  

The term purpose-based relates to the fact that editorials as part of newspaper 

discourse having a well-defined purpose or a function, and this function is determined, on the 

one hand, by the communicative needs that the editorial has to serve, and on the other hand, it 

influences the form and content of the text. As Halliday puts it, the nature of language is 

closely related with the function it has to serve, which at turn is closely connected with the 

‘social and ‘personal’ communicative needs of the speaker (Halliday, 1970 qtd. in Fowler, 

1998:32), or in other words ,the purpose or goals it has to serve. 

The term ‘discourse’ refers to language use that is not restricted simply to content, but 

it refers to the text in the light of all the social, cultural, institutional or individual conditions 

of its production including its purpose or function as an act, to which Fairclough refers to as 
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‘social practice’ (Fairclough 1992:28 qtd. in Coupland and Jaworski 2006:2) conceiving of 

discourse as existing on three distinct, but at the same time interrelated, dimensions, that is: as 

text, as discursive practice, which includes the production and interpretation of texts and 

social practice (Titscher et al. 2000:149-150).  

Talking about the discourse of the media, respectively editorials that represents the 

subject of my investigation, we have to note, that contrary to the claims of many people 

including journalists in the first place, it is unfortunately not as factual, objective or neutral as 

we might think. This is because before being published in the form of articles and editorials, 

raw facts undergo a lot of changes which or in line with the ideologies or ideological positions 

of newspapers these processes being called “selection” and “transformation” in Fowler’s 

words the content of newspapers, which the editorial is also part of, is not “facts about the 

world” but ‘ideas’, ’beliefs’, ‘propositions’ or ‘ideologies’ (1998:1-2). In other words we can 

say that, since they are part of given newspaper, editorials also encode the main ideologies 

and stance of the respective newspaper in the form of ideological assumptions, which in spite 

of being not explicitly stated, influence the way we perceive and interpret their content. This 

fact may account for the different representations of the same social event along various 

editorials belonging to different newspapers.  

We shall assume that texts including newspaper editorials are made up by both an 

explicit content and implicit assumptions some of which are ideological and have ideological 

implications and that these ideological assumptions that are not explicitly stated represent 

purposeful communicative acts which are in concordance with the stance, policy and interests 

of the newspaper they are part of most of which appear in the form of “pragmatic acts” 

(Mey,1993). In this paper we are going to analyze the pragmatic acts in editorials present in 

the implicit assumptions with ideological implications and effects, with the help of a 

theoretical framework, that accounts for both purposeful non-explicit assumptions and the 

social conditions that influence and govern the form and content of discourse, called CDA 

integrating the notion of pragmatic acts and pragmatic acting as a main working tool to 

identify analyse purposeful non-explicit messages with ideological implications as part of the 

‘ideological’ and ‘political practices’ (Coward and Ellis, 1977:63) of newspapers. 

The paper will have five major parts: the first two discussing the theoretical part and 

basis of analysis including pragmatics and pragmatic acting and discourse, respectively CDA 

or Critical Discourse Analysis, with the third providing the description of the theoretical 

framework and methods of analysis, while the fourth and fifth will contain the analysis of 

various newspaper editorials, respectively the conclusions of the analysis.  
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1. Pragmatics 

 

The first part of the paper deals with pragmatics and pragmatic acts. Because discourse 

is pragmatic according to Brown and Yule the discourse analyst “necessarily takes a 

pragmatic approach to the study of language in use” (1998:27). As such, in order to 

understand discourse, we have to understand its pragmatic nature and outline the basic 

pragmatic principles. In this part, we will describe what pragmatics is, the importance of 

context as user’s context and pragmatic acts (May, 1993). We will describe the evolution of 

this branch of linguistics mentioning the major changes that took part in the field that brought 

about the emergence of ‘pragmatic acts’ briefly contrasting pragmatic analysis with syntactic, 

semantic, or logical analysis. In this part we are going to compare speech acts and pragmatic 

acts defining what pragmatic acts are, respectively its characteristics and constraints.  

Given the pragmatic nature of discourse, in order to be able to successfully analyse the 

discourse of editorials, this section of the paper will be dedicated to understand and describe 

what the term pragmatics covers, or so to say what pragmatics is all about, and how it works, 

alongside of its short history, that would help us to situate pragmatics on the map of 

linguistics. The insights that are going to be presented about pragmatics are going to be based 

mostly on the groundbreaking works in the field  of Stephen C. Levinson (1983) and Geoffrey 

Leech (1983) respectively Jacob L. Mey (1993) who summarizes their main insights, 

completing them with his own observations and amendments, when necessary, creating a new 

standard for modern pragmatics. References are going to be made to other emblematic figures 

in the field, some of the most relevant pioneers of pragmatics as ‘theory of action, who laid 

the foundations of this branch of linguistics like: J. L. Austin, J. L. Searle, H.P. Grice etc.  The 

aim of this chapter is not to present an extensive pragmatic theory, nor to give exhaustive 

details of every pragmatic phenomenon, but to briefly summarize what pragmatics is all 

about, the reasons of its sudden emergence and increasing interest in the field, and how it 

came to be what it is today, discussing those pragmatic notions that I think to be necessary for 

my investigation and construction of a theoretical framework for the analysis of the discourse 

of newspaper editorials. 

Many people and, according to Mey, (Mey, Jacob L. “Pragmatics: Overview” Concise 

Encyclopaedia of Pragmatics. Second edition (2009):786-797, 787) many linguists as well 

think that communication and human understanding in general, is based entirely on the words 

spoken, or in the case of texts, the ones written. All of us or at least most of us have 
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encountered situations in our lives, when we, for some reason or other, did not, or were not 

able to, get our messages across and were misunderstood by our interlocutors, just because 

they did not understand the message, as it was in our heads, or they missed some aspects of it, 

which we had a clear picture of in our minds. There can be cases, when people do not make 

some of the aspects of what they want to communicate intentionally explicit, for various 

reasons. Some popular handbooks of communication and advertising, for example, often 

propagate the slogan that “in business, the words count for 5%, the body language for the 

remaining 95% of your message” (Mey, Jacob L. (2009): “Pragmatics: Overview” Concise 

Encyclopaedia of Pragmatics. Second edition (2009):786-797, 787). This may be an 

exaggeration, but the point these experts in business communication want to make is, that 

words themselves do not communicate the entire message, and speaking about business, we 

know that many times business strategy involves partners not laying bare all their intentions, 

or lay out all their cards on the table. There are also other cases, when people think that it is in 

their interest to keep some of the messages ‘hidden’ or not to express them openly or directly 

for various reasons. These may range from reasons of politeness, face-keeping, the wish to 

establish and maintain certain impressions, fear, humour etc. to even attempts of 

manipulation, which we encounter many times in everyday life, the mass-media and 

especially editorials where the opinions and views of the newspaper are openly expressed. 

This is when pragmatics comes into the picture. Pragmatics, in general, is said to be 

preoccupied with the study of meaning but not in the way semantics does. The main 

difference between the two branches of linguistics is that pragmatics besides being interested 

in how people communicate and use language, is also preoccupied with the fact that, as 

Geoffrey Leech puts it, speakers often “mean more than they say” (Leech, 1983:9). 

Pragmatics is also considered to be the study of “invisible meaning” (Yule, 2006:112) or as 

Mey refers to it: “the science of the unsaid” (1993:281).   If we are trying to grasp the essence 

of what pragmatics represents in contrast to semantics, we can use Gazdar’s words, which 

became an often quoted formula, namely: “Pragmatics is meaning without semantics” 

(Gazdar, 1979:4). 

Pragmatics studies those aspects of meaning, that are somehow ‘there’ in an utterance 

or a text, but which cannot be seen with the “naked eye” (Mey, 1993:182). Although they are 

not directly visible in the forms and meanings of an utterance respectively text, we can say, 

that they have an influence, or they exercise an influence on the interlocutors or addressees of 

texts. There can be situations when these ‘hidden’ meanings that manifest themselves, or 

better to say, are encoded  in the form of some cues  must not be underestimated as trivial, 
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insignificant elements, because they can play a major role in conveying meanings that would 

not have the same effects, if these ‘invisible’ elements would be made explicit or would not 

be left implicit, like in the case of manipulation, an important aspect of our analysis of the 

discourse of editorials, but also in other cases where ‘invisible meanings serve various 

purposes, they would not achieve the same goals. We are going to illustrate this with many 

examples throughout the sections to come. 

The following sections will be dedicated to describe the reasons of the so called 

‘pragmatic turn’ that is the context of appearance and emergence of pragmatics, respectively 

the importance of context in pragmatic analysis. 

The most important reasons that contributed to the appearance and establishment of 

pragmatics as one of the main branches of linguistics together with syntax and semantics 

were, on the one hand, are of historic origin relating to the long lasting dominance of 

‘grammar’ or syntax over the other branches of linguistics, and, on the other hand, they can be 

seen, as the direct consequence of the unexplainable linguistic phenomena by the other two 

branches. The problems encountered by syntax, that was preoccupied mainly by the rules 

under which a sentence might be deemed as correct or ‘grammatical’, like the problems of 

meaning were shifted to semantics that became so to say the ‘wastebasket’ of semantics, but 

later on as semantics encountered problems on its own, these came to be handled by another 

branch of linguistics that came into being, pragmatics. Pragmatics is clearly separated by the 

other two branches because it is able to describe problems which had been impossible to 

handle within the fields of syntax and semantics which relied on a more formalist descriptions 

of language. Pragmatics realised that ‘idealised examples’ which syntax and semantics 

overwhelmingly seemed to rely on, respectively applying strict rules were not able to analyse 

most of everyday language use, which in many cases seemed to frustrate these rules. 

Traditional linguists seemed to deem many utterances connected to everyday use of language 

as ungrammatical or incorrect or ambiguous while pragmatics managed to analyse, describe 

and explain them successfully. Many ambiguities seemed to be elucidated by pragmatics.  

Pragmatic came to be very popular among linguists, because it answered questions 

like why people would say a particular thing on a particular occasion? or what people are 

trying to do with their language? (Austin, 1962) being able to account for those extra-textual 

or extra-linguistic that influenced the form and content of utterances and texts. In other words 

pragmatics recognised the importance of context for a better or more complete understanding 

of linguistic material. Pragmatics recognised the importance of the language user and his 

context, because it is the users of language the entire communication process starts from, 
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expanding the context of interpretation to the “total human context of use” (Mey, 1993:31) 

referring not only to those elements of the context that are worded in the body of the texts, but 

also to other extra-textual elements, including wider social conditions of text production and 

reception, which, influence their actual form and content. These extralinguistic elements 

although not being made explicit or “grammaticalised” or encoded in the structure of 

language (Levinson,1983:9). Moreover the user’s context came to include the language users’ 

intentions, assumptions and their purposes. (Yule, 1996:4) have a great influence on meanings 

and, how they are expressed. This implies that language users are seen as having intentions, 

goals and assumptions, that is, as purposeful human agents. The groundbreaking works of the 

philosophers: John L. Austin’s: How to Do Things with Words. published in 1962, John R. 

Searle’s: Speech Acts: An Essay in the philosophy of Language, published in 1969 and later 

H. Paul Grice’s: Logic and Conversation, published in 1975 opened up new perspectives, 

pragmatics being seen as action addressing the subject of cooperation that bothered linguists a 

lot. Despite the rapid expansion and growth of the new linguistic field that began to conquer 

more and more territory in the linguistic arena, there have still been problems, that speech act 

theory, pioneered b John L. Austin and later by John R. Searle, who came up with the notion 

of ‘indirect speech acts’ in order to fill in the gap left open by speech act theory to account for 

cases where seem to be no cooperation or understanding between parts. These were problems 

that needed the total human context of production and consumption of texts including even 

wider elements of society. This was point when pragmatic acts came into the picture (Mey, 

1993).With pragmatic acts it became possible to successfully interpret such linguistic 

utterances as: 

 

“I have brought some sushi home and I cooked it; it wasn’t bad”.(Mey, 1993:4) 

 

as a humorous  invitation for specific people with specific backgrounds as part of an 

advertisement for a cocktail bar. In order to have a functional pragmatic act: first there has to 

be a “common platform” (Mey, Jacob L. “Pragmatics: Overview” Concise Encyclopaedia of 

Pragmatics. Second edition (2009): 786-797, 787) between addressor and addressee to infer 

the right presuppositions, secondly, there needs to be an “uptake” (Mey, 1993: 257), which 

may be cancelled  and third pragmatic acts unlike do not need any explicit speech act 

involved.  
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Their indirect nature and their possibility or capacity to be cancelled makes them a perfect 

tool for latent persuasion or subtle manipulation, a ‘Trojan Horse’ of discourse to 

undisturbedly pass the gates of logic and rational interpretation. 

 

2. Discourse 

 

The second part of the paper will discuss discourse and one of the newest and most 

popular approach of discourse analysis called CDA or Critical Discourse Analysis. In this 

chapter and subsequent sections we define discourse and how it differs from content, 

contrasting discourse analysis and content analysis. We will introduce CDA or Critical 

Discourse Analysis and discuss the social, political, economic or cultural conditions 

including: power relations within society, groups, access, and ideologies that determine the 

actual form and content of editorial discourse. In this chapter we are also going to describe 

some characteristics of language: lexis and grammar that can be used to encode and convey 

ideological meanings and become thus pragmatic acts. 

Discourse analysis and pragmatics have a lot of things in common, the most important being 

the importance of context in the interpretation of both linguistic utterances as well as texts.  

The extended notion of context like in the case of pragmatics  also includes the whole social 

context of production and consumption of the text in question, and represents exactly the 

point that makes discourse different from content, respectively discourse analysis different 

from content analysis. What CDA (Critical Discourse analysis) adds to or better to say 

underlines  in the expanded context: is the critical perspective over the subject of inequality 

and the role of power relations and ideologies in forming iniquitous social relations through 

influencing the form and content of texts including those of editorials, part of newspaper 

discourse and a major thought and attitude shaping factor in contemporary society as source 

of information. 

The term ‘discourse’ has become widely used in a variety of disciplines ranging from: critical 

theory, sociology, philosophy, social psychology to linguistics (Mills: 2001: 1). According to 

Sara Mills, despite its wide usage, ‘discourse’ frequently remained undefined and treated as if 

“its usage were simply common knowledge” (ibid.). Both the terms ‘discourse’  and its 

method of study ‘Discourse Analysis’ (DA) are considered to be very ‘ambiguous’( Stubbs, 

M. 1983:1) and “vigorously contested” by linguists,“ (Richardson,  2007:21). According to 

Shiffrin, contrary to the extensive and sometimes “rather impenetrable” debates in DA 

(discourse analysis), there are two general approaches to the definition of discourse: first, 
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there are those who define discourse as a unit of language “above the sentence” or the clause, 

which is called the ‘formalist’ or structuralist approach or definition of discourse (Richardson, 

2007:22). As opposed to the formalist or structuralist definitions of discourse that view 

discourse as merely a linguistic unit ‘above the sentence’ or clause there the “functionalist” 

definitions (Richardson 2007: 22), which say that discourse should be defined as ‘language in 

use’.  Functionalists assume that language use is ‘active’, and discourse analysis is the 

analysis of what people do with language and this use “cannot be restricted to the descriptions 

of linguistic forms” (Brown and Yule. 1983: 1). Functionalists view language as “social 

practice” (Fairclough 1992: 28 qtd in Coupland and Jaworski eds. 2006:2) and therefore 

socially embedded as far as both production and interpretation of discourse is concerned. 

While formalists seemed to rely mainly on quantitative methods of text analysis focussing 

rather on content and looking for features that could be generalised, while discourse analysis 

employed a rather qualitative method relying mainly of interpretation of content in light with 

the social conditions as part of the wider social conditions that played or could have played a 

part in the production of the text including ‘latent intentions’ (Berelson, 1952: 262) Critical 

Discourse Analysis or CDA, a relatively new research method in the field of discourse 

analysis goes one step further, it views discourse as ‘social practice’ while it considers 

elements of the social context like: social inequality as a result of ideological power struggle 

between opposing groups with different interests. CDA recognises that language use may be 

ideological. Within CDA or Critical Discourse Analysis we are going to focus on the version 

of Norman Fairclough, who besides of seeing discourse as ‘social practice’ conceives of it as 

existing or operating on three different dimensions which seem to be interrelated and closely 

connected: as text, as discursive and respectively social practice. These three dimensions of 

discourse are closely interwoven: social practices influencing discursive or institutional 

practices of discourse production, which at turn influence the actual form and content of 

editorial texts. Social practices: may include: economic, political or even ideological 

practices, which highly exceed the situational context of texts, while discursive practices refer 

to the institutional production and consumption, which are influenced by the former, and last 

there is the textual aspect: the actual form and content of the text of editorials that we read. 

Texts are the most visible or most evident dimension of discourse, where social or 

institutional influences or practices may not be salient or observable at first sight, however 

their effect is to be felt. Taking this into account, we have to note that the texts of newspaper 

editorials are not to be seen as objective, factual or neutral since they undergo the process of 

transformation which is governed by the former processes or practices in the light of or in line 
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with the ideological, or political stances or position of the respective newspaper they are part 

of. Fairclough works with a multifunctional view of texts that sees texts as having three main 

functions: ideational, interpersonal, respectively textual. These correspond to the terms: 

representations, identities and relations (Fairclough, 1995a:58). This resonates with what 

Berger and Luckman who sees the discourse of the media not as objective or factual 

representation of social events and social actors but as social representations “the social 

construction of reality” (Fowler 1998:2). This is why in order to understand the reason behind 

certain linguistic choices we need to have an understanding of the social structures and 

context that surrounds the production and interpretation of texts. We assume that in the case 

of newspaper editorials which constitute a very prominent and important part the discourse of 

particular newspapers this social construction involves and includes ideological aspects, that 

are part of the ideological stance or position of the newspapers they are part of and in 

concordance with the interests of the newspaper and their associates (which might be 

political, economic or social). Because newspaper texts are so closely connected to various 

ideologies, it is not surprising, that the events of the world are represented and interpreted 

from a particular angle, in Fowler’s view “anything that is said or written about the world is 

articulated from a particular ideological position” (1998:10). Different newspapers have 

different views and different ideological positions and this may account to a great extent to 

why various newspapers represent the same events so differently encoding sometimes entirely 

different messages. Newspapers not only encode their ideological positions into the text of the 

articles and editorials they publish, which make their presence felt in the way different events 

are represented, but they also counter other ideologies which are not in line, or opposed, to 

their own. Thus, newspaper discourse, respectively, the discourse of editorials, often become 

“sites of struggle” between groups “in that they show traces of differing discourses and 

ideologies contending and struggling for dominance.” (Wodak, 2006: 4). This means, that 

when we want to analyse newspapers, we will find traces of the ideologies and views 

represented by the newspaper and ideologies of the opposing groups, which are socially, 

politically or economically differently situated (Fowler, 1998:10).  We also have to note again 

that ideological struggle is the result of social struggle for power between groups and because 

of their more overt or covert ideological positions editorials major tools in shaping public 

opinion by giving more explicit or implicit support for a given political position, ideology or 

view or by legitimating, naturalising, defending and advocating various social or political 

views, which are in the best interest of the political party and political views or stances which 

are in the best interest of the political party and political views or stances they support or 
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denying, concealing or  mitigating, political views and stances ,which are opposed to theirs or 

of the political stance of the political organisations they support openly or in a more covert, or 

indirect way. 

Although linguistic analysis cannot be considered the primary goal of CDA when it is 

restricted to strict content analysis without taking into account the relationships between 

language use, and the wider socio-cultural context that influences discourse production. 

However, it is important to find out how language structure mediates various social influences 

and values, and how properties of language can be exploited to produce ideologically-laden 

messages. There are certain areas of the lexical and grammatical system of language that seem 

to be particularly implicated in the coding of social values and ideology. Halliday seemed to 

identify some linguistic tools from the areas of lexis and grammar that seem to serve as very 

useful analytic categories, that is, very useful tools to analyze newspaper, respectively, 

editorial discourse. We have to note that the vocabulary and grammar of a text are not of 

significance on their own, they are important rather from the point of view of the functions, 

that is, their goals, purposes and interests that they serve. We have to note that every aspect of 

textual content, meaning, and every word or grammatical structure is the result of a choice 

(2007: 38) and what was said, could have been expressed in a lot of different ways having 

different social or ideological implications. The way things are expressed by making use of 

lexical and grammatical devices, may change the meaning of propositions to various degrees.  

Therefore, we must examine the traditional forms of linguistic analysis listed above in relation 

to their direct or indirect involvement in (re)producing or resisting the systems of ideology 

and social power (Richardson, 2007:39). Besides, when we analyse texts, we have to pay 

attention and must be sensitive, not only to what is there in the text, but also, to what is 

absent, that is, to the things that might have been there but are not, to what is ‘foregrounded’ 

that is, what is explicitly or overtly present in a text, and what is informationally 

‘backgrounded’ as part of the implicit meaning (Fairclough, 1995a:106). Some linguistic 

choices may have wider social effects as part of the ‘social practice’, serving the purposes and 

goals of their producers like others. The linguistic tools that can encode ideological messages 

thet we described here include: lexical tools :like naming and reference to name social actors, 

predication strategies to describe the qualities and properties of social actors, respectively 

grammatical or syntactic tools: like transitivity which refers to the description of roles of 

social actors, modality, which refers mainly to the degree of commitment to the truth value of 

certain propositions or reflects value judgements, respectively nominalisations to delete 

specific information, permutations, initialisations or speech acts. Besides these we have 
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described some rhetorical tropes like: hyperbole, metonym, metaphor, neologisms and puns. 

These categories will be of great help in our analysis and we have to note that in certain 

contexts each of the above enlisted linguistic tools have the potential to ideologically-laden 

messages and can thus become pragmatic acts. 

 

 

3. Analytical framework  

 

In order to establish my theoretical framework for the analysis of newspaper editorials I 

shall integrate the notion of ‘pragmatic acts’ into the theory of Critical Discourse Analysis as 

a main working tool, as acts that account for the propositions that are not explicitly stated in, 

but are part of the ideological practice of editorial texts. I shall assume that in discourse, 

including the discourse of newspaper editorials, there are besides the ‘grammaticalised’ parts 

of the text, some propositions which are not explicitly stated with a reason, or a purpose, 

which in many cases is ideological, and it serves the best interest and policy of the newspaper 

that they remain hidden, or operate as part of the implicit meaning of the text. I shall identify 

such acts within discourse as pragmatic acts and I shall assume that they constitute the main 

ideological platform of editorial discourse, meaning that most ideological messages that the 

newspaper chose to remain implicit are contained in them. 

 

4. Analysis 

 

In this chapter we analyse some topics that had been discussed for more consecutive 

weeks on the pages of various broadsheets and daily tabloid newspapers. Because of their 

importance and controversial nature, they were consecrated numerous articles respectively 

editorials. 

In this section we are going to analyse some of the most relevant editorials in terms of 

how social events have been represented and the linguistic choices that have been made in 

order to ensure the persuasive effect and the ideological messages encoded in the text in the 

light of the various social conditions that influenced their production at institutional level. We 

are going to focus on pragmatic acts, encoded in the ideologically-laden properties of 

discourse 



 

16 
 

The two topics that are going to be analysed are: ‘The BP oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico’, 

respectively, the expenses scandal connected to the name the gay MP of the new coalition 

between the Conservatives and the Liberal-Democrats.  

In many cases it will be observable that, although the same topics are being discussed, 

their representations can differ radically from newspaper to newspaper due to the differing 

ideological, respectively political standpoints they represent. We are going to see, how 

newspapers give unanimous support to BP representing the oil company as victim and not the 

one responsible for the oil spill which is contrary to the later standpoint of the decision of the 

US District court that ruled that BP was primarily responsible for the oil spill, because of 

negligence and reckless conduct. Concerning the case of David Laws, we are going to see that 

while the Daily Express and the Times tried to depict him as innocent and as deeds as mistake 

rather than fraud while the Daily Telegraph under the guise of fairness and objectivity 

represent him as a hypocrite.  

In both cases we are going to see that pragmatic acts operate within the frame called 

‘ideological square’ which is, according to Van Dijk common “in all ideological discourse” 

(2006: 374). 

 

Conclusions 

 

We have seen how the wider social practices including: economical, political 

respectively ideological practices influence the representations of social events bringing about 

ideological changes in the form and content of texts in comparison with the raw facts being 

manifested in the form of pragmatic acts. 

Throughout the whole analysis we concentrated on identifying pragmatic acts in the 

light of the social conditions influencing the production of discourse like: political affiliations 

and stances and the ideologies connected to them, political and economic interests of various 

newspapers. We have analyzed different social events as ideological representations, not as 

factual and objective representations, accounting for the implicit assumption having 

ideological implications, analyzing and explaining them in the light of other possible choices 

and alternatives concentrating on the ideological consequences of presences and absences and 

detailing the possible ideological implications and effects of certain propositions and 

linguistic elements. Our analysis has confirmed the existence of the ideological square in the 

discourses of the analysed editorials as marker of ideological discourse (2006: 374). We could 

observe how the members of the in-group have been constructed emphasizing their positive 
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characteristics, while mitigating or de-emphasizing their negative characteristics, and at the 

same time, attributing blame to members of out-groups by emphasizing their negative 

characteristics and negative aspects of their actions, while de-emphasizing, belittling, playing 

down their positive characteristics, and positive aspects of their actions. 

As we have seen throughout our analysis, pragmatic acts can be expressed through 

both lexical and syntactical or structural characteristics of language, aspect of language, 

because their ideological effect is achieved through connotation, innuendo, allusion, and 

ideological connection which is operational only in a given context. This is why some 

linguistic features or propositions may be manipulative in a certain context, and completely 

innocent assertions, in another. 
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