misinterpretation, reduced communicative effectiveness, and potential misunderstandings in cross-cultural
interactions. Therefore, developing sensitivity to idiomatic usage and its cultural background is a key
component of achieving communicative competence in a second language.

Conclusion. This research has explored how blue color idioms function in English and Uzbek from
emotional and psychological perspectives. The findings demonstrate that such idioms reflect both universal
human experiences and culture-specific meanings. While English idioms often associate blue with sadness,
Uzbek expressions tend to emphasize natural and symbolic aspects of the color. This highlights the role of
culture in shaping language. The study confirms that idioms are essential tools for expressing complex
emotions and ideas, linking language with cognition and cultural identity. Future research could expand
this analysis by examining other colors or additional languages to gain a broader understanding of color
symbolism in language.
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ARGUMENTATION IN EFL: DEVELOPING STRUCTURED, SENSITIVE, AND PERSUASIVE
COMMUNICATION

Annotation. This pre-test/post-test single-group experiment investigates how systematic instruction in
Toulmin’s (1958) six-component model of argument affects EFL learners’ argumentative competence and
politeness management. Over ten weeks, 28 adult B2-level EFL learners, Uzbekistan received struc-tured
instruction in all six Toulmin component, each scaffolded with explicit face-management strategies.
Learners completed a validated argumentative discourse task at pre- and post-intervention stages, their
oral and written output was coded using a purpose-built Toulmin Argumentation Scoring Rubric (TASR).
The study concludes that Toulmin’s model, when taught as a face-aware pragmatic framework rather than
a purely logical schema, constitutes a powerful scaffold for advancing both argumentative and interac-
tional competence in EFL contexts.

Keywords: Toulmin model, EFL. argumentation, pre-test/post-test persuasive discourse, pragmatic
competence, politeness.
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muhandislari instituti milliy tadqiqot universiteti tayanch doktoranti;Email:munisatursunova77@gmail.com)
EFLDA ARGUMENTATSIYA: STRUKTURALI, SENSITIV VA PERSUASIV MULOQOTNI
RIVOJLANTIRISH

Annotatsiva. Mazkur pre-test/post-test bir guruhli eksperimental tadqgiqot Stephen Toulminning
(1958) argumentning olti komponentli modeli asosida olib borilgan tizimli o ‘qgitish EFL o ‘rganuvchilari-
ning argumentativ kompetensiyasi va muloyimlikni boshqarish (politeness management) ko ‘nikmalariga
qganday ta’sir qgilishini o ‘rganadi. O ‘n hafia davomida B2 darajadagi 28 nafar katta yoshli EFL o ‘rganuv-
chilariga Toulmin modelining barcha olti komponenti bo ‘yicha tizimli ta’lim berildi, bunda har bir kom-
ponent yuzni saqglash (face-management) strategiyalari bilan mustahkamlandi. Tadqgiqot shuni ko ‘rsata-
diki, Toulmin modeli faqat mantiqiy sxema sifatida emas, balki pragmatik jihatdan asoslangan, yuzga sez-
gir model sifatida o ‘qitilganda, EFL kontekstida argumentativ hamda interaksional kompetensiyani rivoj-
lantirish uchun kuchli pedagogik tayanch bo ‘lib xizmat giladi.

Kalit so‘zlar: Toulmin modeli, EFL argumentatsiyasi, pre-test/post-test, persuasiv diskurs, pragma-
tik kompetensiya, muloyimlik.

Typcynosa Mynnca Myxammanmapud kusn (Joxkropant HanmonaasHOTo Hec/ie10BaTe/IhCKoro

yHHBepcuTeTa «TamKeHTCKUi HHCTUTYT HHKCHEPOB HPPUTALIMN H MEXAHH3AIIN CEJIBLCKOT0 XO3sIiCTBA»;

E-mail: munisatursunova77@gmail.com) . .
APTYMEHTALMA B EFL: PA3BBUTHUE CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHOUW, YYBCTBUTEJBHOU 1

YBEAUTEJIbHOI KOMMYHUKAILIAN
Anuomayusi. Jlannoe 00Ho-epynnogoe IKcnepuMeHmansHoe uccieoosanue miuna pre-test/post-test
usyuaem, Kaxk CUCEMAMmu4eckoe 00yueHue Hd OCHO6E ULeCTHUKOMNOHEHMHOU MOOen apeyMeHmayuu
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Table 1
TASR pre-test and post-test mean scores by Toulmin component (n = 28, max = 10)

Toulmin component | Pre-test mean | Post-test mean | Mean t-value p-value Effect size (d)
(8D) (8D) gain
Claim 4.8(1.2) 7.9(0.9) +3.1 9.84 p <.001 1.86
Data 4214 7.5(1.1) +3.3 8.97 p <.001 1.70
Warrant 2.9 (1.5) 6.3(1.2) +3.4 10.21 p <.001 1.93
Backing 3.1(1.3) 6.7 (1.0) +3.6 10.55 p<.001 |2.00
Qualifier 2.4 (.1 5.5(1.3) +3.1 9.12 p <.001 1.73
Rebuttal 2.1(1.0) 5914 +3.8 12.44 p<.001 |236
Overall TASR 3.6 (0.8) 7.1(0.7) +3.5 18.60 p<.001 |226

The results are unambiguous in direction: all six components showed statistically significant and
practically large gains. Three patterns are worthy of note. First, the components receiving dedicated face-
theory instruction — warrant, qualifier, and rebuttal — were precisely those with the lowest pre-test means,
confirming that these are the most underdeveloped aspects of EFL learners” argumentative repertoire.
Second, rebuttal showed the largest absolute gain (+3.8) and the largest effect size (d = 2.36), suggesting
that face-aware instruction is especially transformative for the most socially charged argumentative move.
Third, claim and data — the components most closely resemble familiar school-writing tasks — showed the
highest pre-test baselines and the smallest relative gains, consistent with the hypothesis that structural
components requiring pragmatic sensitivity are disproportionately underdeveloped in standard EFL
instruction.

Discussion. The present study’s results offer some of the strongest classroom-based evidence to date
for the pedagogical utility of Toulmin’s model in EFL contexts. The consistent, large-effect gains across
all six components validate the model’s structural clarity as a scaffold: learners who previously produced
undifferentiated arguments — little more than claims followed by opinion — were, within ten weeks,
producing arguments with explicit warrants, qualified claims, and face-sensitive rebuttals. The model’s
component-by-component teachability was central to this success; teachers could isolate warrant instruction
and focus learner attention on the logical bridge without overwhelming the lesson with all six elements
simultancously. The very procedural clarity that makes Toulmin’s model pedagogically tractable also
constitutes its principal theoretical limitation. As Walton (2006) argues, real argumentative dialogue is
emergent, multi-party, and responsive — none of which the model’s linear architecture captures [7; 324-p.].
In the present study, learners who had mastered the six components in scripted tasks occasionally struggled
to deploy them fluidly in live debate, reverting to simpler claim-and-opinion structures under interactional
pressure. This suggests that Toulmin instruction may be necessary but not sufficient: learners need
additional exposure to unscripted dialogic argumentation before the model’s components fully migrate from
metalinguistic knowledge to communicative competence.

Conclusion. The evidence assembled in this study establishes a clear and practically significant
result: systematic, component-by-component instruction in Toulmin’s six-component model, integrated
with Brown and Levinson’s face-management strategies, produces large and statistically robust gains in
EFL learners” argumentative competence across all components [2;345 p.]. The finding that the three
components most implicated in face-threat — warrant, qualifier, and rebuttal — showed both the greatest pre-
intervention deficit and the greatest post-intervention gains strongly supports the study’s core theoretical
claim: that face theory is not a supplementary add-on to argumentation pedagogy but an integral part of
what makes argumentation teachable and learnable in socially embedded EFL contexts. Future research
should examine whether these gains persist at six-month follow-up, whether they transfer to unscripted oral
debate, and how the framework functions across different L1 cultural and rhetorical backgrounds.
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LANGUAGE INTERFERENCE IN MULTILINGUAL EDUCATION: A SOCIOLINGUISTIC
STUDY

Annotation. This article examines language interference as a sociolinguistic phenomenon in multi-
lingual education, with focus on the Uzbek—Russian—English trilingual environment of Central Asian
higher education. Cross-linguistic transfer persists in multilingual students’ speech and writing long afier
formal instruction should have eliminated it, and purely structural accounts cannot explain why. Drawing
on a thematic analysis of fifty-two scholarly sources, the study identifies three interacting groups of
determinants — social, cultural, and psychological — and shows how they jointly shape observable interfe-
rence patterns. Theoretically, the article synthesizes Anglophone sociolinguistics, post-Soviet linguocul-
turology, and contemporary SLA research; practically, it offers recommendations for trilingual programme
design, teacher training, and language policy.

Keywords: language interference, multilingual education, sociolinguistics, code-switching, cross-
linguistic influence, trilingualism, Uzbek—Russian—English education, family language policy, language
anxiety, symbolic capital.

KO*‘P TILLI TA’LIMDA TIL INTERFERENSIYASI: SOTSIOLINGVISTIK TADQIQOT
Kazakova Malika Uktamovna (Navoiy davlat universiteti Tillar fakulteti “Ingliz tili, amaliy fanlar” kafedrasi
o‘qgituvchisi; ORCID: 0009-0001-8162-3829; kazakovamalika0@gmail.com)

Annotatsiya. Magolada til interferensiyasi ko ‘p tilli ta 'lim sharoitida sotsiolingvistik hodisa sifatida
tahlil gilinadi; asosiy e 'tibor Markaziy Osiyo oliy ta 'limidagi o ‘zbek—rus—ingliz uch tilli muhitiga garatila-
di. Tillararo ko ‘chish rasmiy ta’limga garamay barqaror saqlanadi va uni fagat tuzilmaviy omillar bilan
tushu-ntirib bo ‘Imaydi. Ellik ikkita ilmiy manbaning mavzuli tahlili asosida uchta omillar guruhi — ijtimoiy,
madaniy va psixologik — ajratilgan va ularning birgalikdagi ta’siri ko ‘rsatilgan. Ilmiy hissa — uchta tad-
giqot an anasini yagona doiraga birlashtirish; amaliy hissa — uchtilli ta lim dasturlariga oid tavsiyalar.

Kalit so‘Zlar: til interferensiyasi, ko 'p tilli ta’lim, sotsiolingvistika, kodlarni almashtirish, tillararo
ta’sir, uchtillilik, o zbek—rus—ingliz ta’lim, oilaviy til siyosati, til tashvishi, ramziy kapital.

Kazaxosa Maymka YkraMoBHa (npenojaBareb Kadeapbl NPAKTHYECKOTO AHTJIHIHCKOTO SI3bIKA
dutonormiaeckoro paxyantera Haponiickoro rocyiapcTBeHHOT0 YHHBEPCHTETA)
A3BIKOBAA UHTEP®EPEHLINA B MHOI'OA3BIYHOM OBPA3OBAHUNU:
COLHUOJUMHI'BUCTUYECKOE HCCIEAJOBAHUE

Annomayusn. B cmamve paccmampueaemes A3viko6as unmepepenys Kax CoYUoaUH8UCUYec-
KOe f8NeHUe 8 YCI0BUAX MHO20SA3bIYHO20 00PA3068AHUS, C 0COOBLIM BHUMAHUCM K Y30€KCKO-PYCCKO-AHNUTL-
CKOTl Mpéxva3bluHOli cpede gvicute2o obpazoseanus Ilenmpanvnoit Asuu. Ilpobrema cocmoum 8 yemotiuu-
B0CMIL MEIHCBAZLIKOBOZO NEPEHOCH, He 00BACHUMO20 UCKIIOYUMENbHO CMPYKMYPHbIMU arkmopamu. Ha
OCHOBE MeMAMUYECKO20 AHANU3A NAMUOECIMU O8YX HAYYHBIX UCOYHUKOG 8bI0€TCHbI MPU 63AUMOCEI3AH-
Hble 2PYNNbL 0e MEPMUHAHM — COYUATbHBIC, KYTbIMYPHBIE U NCUXOTI0SUHECKUE — U NOKA3AHO UX COBMECTHOE
Oeticmeue. Hayunwiit 6k1a0 — cunmes aHen10a3bI4HOU COYUOTUHSEUCTIUKIL, NOCTICOBEMCKOT IUHEBOKY NI~
ponoeuu u cogpemennvix SLA-uccneoosanuii; npakmudeckuii. — peKOMeHOAyUu No NPOeKMUPOGAHUIO
MPEXBAZBIYHBIX NPOSPAMM.

Knrwuegoie cnosa: azvixoeas unmepepenyus, MHO20A3bI4HOE 00PA306aHIe, COYUOTUHSGUCTIUKA,
K0O0B80€ NepeKioueHIe, MeXHCbAZbIKOBOE GIUAHIUE, MPUTUHEGUIM, Y3OEKCKO-PYCCKO-AH2UTICKOe 00pa306d-
Hue, ceMelinas A3bIK08As NOTUMUKC, SA3bIKOBAS MPEeBOHCHOCHb, CUMBOIUECKUL KANUMAL.

Introduction. Language interference — the unintended influence of one language on another in the
speech of a bi- or multilingual speaker — has remained a central puzzle of sociolinguistics for more than
half a century. The phenomenon resists purely structural explanation: knowing the typological contrasts
between two languages does not allow us to predict reliably which features will transfer, in which direction,
or with what frequency. This recalcitrance drove researchers to look bevond grammar toward the social,
cultural, and psychological forces that mediate between language systems and their actual use. In post-
Soviet Central Asia, and Uzbekistan in particular, students operate in a specific trilingual configuration:
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