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Abstract. This article examines emotiveness as a linguistic category and
compares the linguistic means of expressing emotion in Uzbek and English. Drawing
on the linguo-pragmatic tradition, emotiveness is treated as a semantic component
distinct from emotionality as a psychological state, encoded in vocabulary through
connotation, derivation, and evaluative meaning. The study identifies affective,
evaluative, and intensifying emotive words in both languages and analyzes their
structural and pragmatic peculiarities: English relies heavily on lexical and syntactic
intensifiers and interjections, while Uzbek employs a rich system of diminutive-
endearment suffixes, reduplication, and particles. The findings suggest that
emotiveness is realized through different grammatical resources shaped by the
typological profile of each language, with implications for translation, intercultural
communication, and language teaching.
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Almomauu}l. ﬂaHHa}Z cmamoss paccmampueaen IMOMUBHOCMb KAK A3blKOBYIO
Kameeopuro u conocmaejisiaem cpe()cmea 6bIPAINCEHUA 3][/10141/[1/7 6 y36€KCKOM u
AHeIUNICKOM A3bIKax. B pamxKax JzuﬂeeonpaeMamuquKoﬁ mpaduuuu IMOMUBHOCMb
mpakmyemcsa KaK cemManmuyecKull KOMNOHEHMm, OMIIUYHBIU OM IMOYUOHAIbHOCNU KAK

NnCcuxorocudecKkoeco COoCmosHUusd, U 3aKpeniiaencsia 6 JIeKCUuKe uYepe3 KOHHoOmayuio,
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Cﬂ06006pa306aH1/l€ U OUEHOYHOoe 3HAUYECHUE. B pa60me BbIABIAIOMCA ad)@eKWIZ/lGHble,

OYeHOUHble U YCUTUMENbHbLE IMOMUBHBIE CI08A 8 000UX A3LIKAX, AHANUSUPVIOMCS UX
CMPYKMYPHble U Npazmamuyeckue 0COOeHHOCMU. 6 AHRIULICKOM S3blKe UWUPOKO
UCNONBL3VIOMCA IeKCUYeCKUe U CUHMAKCUYECKUe UHMEHCUPUKAMOPbL U MeNCOOMEMUs,
mo20a Kaxk 8 y30eKCKOM A3blKe npeocmasiena paseumas CUCmema yMeHbUUmenbHo-
nackamenvuvlx cygurcos, peoynauxayuu u yacmuy. Pezynemamer nokasvieaiom,
Ymo IMOMUBHOCMb Deanu3yemcs pasiudHbIMU CPAMMAMUYECKUMU CPEOCMBAMU 8
3a8UCUMOCIU OM MUNOJIO2UYECKUX 0COOEHHOCMeEl A3bIKA, YMOo umeem 3HayeHue 0/
nepegooa, MeXdCKyIbmypHOU KOMMYHUKAYUU U NPEN00ABAHUSL S3bIKOE.

Kniwouesvie cnoga: >smomusHocmv, HMOMUBHAS  JIeKCUKA, KOHHOMAYUS,
JIUH2BONPASMAMUKA, CONOCMABUMENbHAS TUH2BUCTNIUKA

Anoamna. byn maxkanaoa smomueminik  minoik  Kameeopus pemiHoe
Kapacmuipulibli, 630eK HCIHe A8bLIUbIH Mindepindesi dIMoyusatsl OLI0Ipy Kypaioapvl
canvlcmuipolaaovl.  JIuHeBONpacMamukanvblk — 0dCmMyp  AsACLIHOA — IMOMUBMINLIK
NCUXOO2UANILIK Kyl peminoe2i IMOYUOHANObLILIKMAH epeKulesleHemit, KOHHOMAayus,
cozocacam dicone 0a2anayblumvlK MAbIHA  APKbLIbL  JeKcukaoa Oeximinemin
CEMAHMUKANBIK KYpam peminoe mycindipineoi. 3epmmeyoe exi mindezi apgpexmusmi,
bazanayviui  JHCoHe  KYWleumkiui — dMOMUBMI  cO30ep  AHbIKMANbIN,  01apObly
KYDBUILIMOBIK HCIHE NPASMAMUKATLIK epeKuenikmepi maioanaosl: agbliubli miliHoe
JIEKCUKANbIK HCIHE CUHMAKCUCMIK UHMEHCUDUKAMOPAap MeH 00a2auiap KeHiHeH
Kon0aHwvlica, ©30eKk miniHde Kiuipelumy-epKeiemy HCYPHAKMAPbIHbIY —O0AMbledH
Jcyueci, Kaumanama (pedyniuxkayus) oicoHe Oemeynikmep oOacvim. Homuowcenep
IMOMUBMINIKMIK ap MINOIH MUNOJIOSUSILIK epeKuelicine call mypill epamMmMamuKaiblk
Kypanoap  apkbulibl — Jicy3e2e  AcamvlHblH — Kepcemedi, OY1  ayoapmamawy,
M20eHUemapanvlK KapblM-KamblHAC HCIHE MITL OKbLMY YUliH MAHbI30bI.

Tyiin cozoep: IMOMUBMIIK, amMomuemi  J1eKcuKda, KOHHOMAayus,

JUHe8ONnpazmaniuKka, caicacmbslpmaibl JTUHSBUCMUKA
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Introduction

The study of emotion in language has moved, over the past century, from the
margins of stylistics to a recognized subfield of linguistics in its own right. Within this
subfield, a key theoretical distinction separates emotionality — a psychological or
physiological state of the speaker — from emotiveness, understood as a property of
linguistic units that encode, signal, or evoke emotion as part of their meaning [1, pp.
24-29]. A word may be emotive independently of whether its speaker is, at the
moment of utterance, actually experiencing the emotion it denotes or connotes. It is
this linguistic property, rather than the psychological state behind it, that concerns the
present study.

The comparison of Uzbek and English is of particular interest because the two
languages belong to different typological families — Turkic and Germanic — and rely
on different grammatical mechanisms to encode affect. English, an analytic language
with limited inflectional morphology, tends to express emotiveness through lexical
choice, intensifying adverbs, interjections, and syntactic devices such as exclamative
constructions and inversion. Uzbek, an agglutinative language, has at its disposal a
productive system of derivational suffixes — diminutive, augmentative, and
endearment forms — as well as reduplication and a rich inventory of emotive particles
and interjections, which allow emotive meaning to be built directly into the word form
[2, pp. 112-118]. A contrastive linguo-pragmatic analysis of these two systems can
clarify both the universal and the language-specific dimensions of emotive
communication.

The aim of this article is threefold: (1) to outline the theoretical status of
emotiveness within linguo-pragmatics; (2) to classify the principal types of emotive
vocabulary attested in English and Uzbek; and (3) to compare the structural and
pragmatic means by which the two languages realize emotive meaning, with attention

to implications for translation and language pedagogy. The analysis draws on a
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purposive sample of lexical items collected from general and specialized dictionaries

of Uzbek and English, from excerpts of twentieth-century Uzbek and English literary
prose and poetry, and from informal spoken data, so that the classification proposed
below can be checked against lexicographic, literary, and everyday usage rather than
resting on a single source of evidence [1, pp. 55-61].

Theoretical Background

The theoretical foundations of emotiveness research go back to Charles Bally's
stylistique, which first drew a systematic line between the intellectual and the affective
content of an utterance [3, pp. 15-20]. Bally's insight — that language carries not only
referential information but also the speaker's attitude toward that information — was
later developed within Russian and Soviet linguistics through the notion of connotation
as a structural component of lexical meaning, alongside denotation [4, pp. 3-9]. V.I
Shakhovsky's work on the linguistic theory of emotions is particularly influential here:
he argues that emotiveness is a semantic macro-component realized at the levels of the
seme, the lexeme, the phraseological unit, and the text, and that it should be studied as
a systemic property of language rather than as an incidental effect of speech [4, pp.
45-52]. I.LR. Galperin's classification of expressive means and stylistic devices
similarly treats emotive vocabulary — interjections, epithets, and emotionally coloured
synonyms — as a distinct stratum of the English lexicon, set apart from neutral and
purely logical vocabulary [5, pp. 60-66].

Within this tradition, emotive words are commonly divided into three broad
types: (a) affective words, whose sole or primary function is to express emotion
(interjections such as English oh, wow, alas or Uzbek voy, ohho, ajabo); (b) evaluative
words, which combine a descriptive meaning with an embedded positive or negative
attitude (English brilliant vs. mediocre; Uzbek zo‘r vs. yaramas); and (c) intensifying
words, which do not by themselves denote emotion but heighten the emotive force of

the utterance in which they occur (English so, utterly, terribly; Uzbek juda, nagadar,
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ganchalik) [1, pp. 31-36]. This tripartite classification provides the analytical
framework used in the contrastive discussion below.
Emotive Vocabulary in English

In English, emotiveness is distributed across several word classes rather than
concentrated in a single morphological pattern. Interjections (oh, ah, wow, ouch, alas)
form the most transparently affective layer of the lexicon: they carry little or no
propositional content and function almost exclusively to signal the speaker's emotional
stance [5, pp. 71-74]. A second layer consists of evaluative adjectives and nouns that
pair a descriptive core with connotative colouring — compare the neutral thin with the
negatively marked skinny or the positively marked slender, all of which share a
denotative core but diverge sharply in emotive charge. A third and highly productive
layer is that of degree intensifiers and emphasizers (so, such, absolutely, utterly,
terribly, incredibly), which English speakers deploy to scale the intensity of an
evaluation upward, often well beyond their original, non-emotive meaning — terribly
good is no longer literally about terror [6, pp. 88—93].

Syntax contributes to emotiveness as well: exclamative sentences (What a day!),
subject—auxiliary inversion for emphasis (Never have | seen such a mess), and left-
dislocation or fronting for contrastive stress all serve to foreground the speaker's
emotional involvement without necessarily introducing new emotive lexemes. Word-
formation plays a comparatively modest role in English emotive vocabulary;
diminutive suffixation exists (-ie/-y as in doggie, sweetie) but is far less systematic and
productive than in Uzbek, being largely confined to informal registers, child-directed
speech, and terms of endearment.

Emotive Vocabulary in Uzbek

Uzbek, as an agglutinative Turkic language, encodes emotiveness to a

considerable extent through morphology. A productive series of diminutive-

endearment suffixes (-cha, -gina/-kina/-gina, -jon, -toy) can be attached to nouns,
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adjectives, and even proper names to add warmth, tenderness, or, in other contexts,

irony or diminishment: bolakay (little child, affectionate), gizaloq (little girl), onajon
(dear mother), kichkinagina (tiny, dear little). The same suffix can shift an entirely
neutral noun into an emotively marked one without any change of denotation, which
has no direct morphological parallel in English and is typically rendered
periphrastically in translation (dear, little, poor) [2, pp. 120-126].

Reduplication is a second major device: full or partial repetition of a stem,
sometimes with a vowel or consonant alternation, intensifies or emotionally colours
meaning, as in yap-yangi (brand new), qip-qizil (bright red), yaxshi-yaxshi (really
well/nicely), or expressive pairs such as taq-tug. A third resource is the set of emotive
particles and interjections — voy, ohho, ajabo, dodya, bay-bay — which, like their
English counterparts, carry emotive rather than propositional meaning, but which are
more finely differentiated for surprise, pain, admiration, and reproach than the
corresponding English inventory [7, pp. 55-60]. Finally, Uzbek evaluative vocabulary
proper (zo‘r, ajoyib, dahshat, falokat) parallels the English evaluative layer but
interacts closely with the honorific and politeness system of the language, so that the
choice of an emotive word in Uzbek often simultaneously signals social distance or
closeness between interlocutors [8, pp. 140-145].

Contrastive Discussion

The comparison suggests that both languages recognize the same three
functional categories of emotive vocabulary — affective, evaluative, and intensifying
— but distribute the work of emotive encoding differently across their grammars.
English, lacking a productive diminutive morphology, concentrates emotiveness in the
lexicon (word choice) and in syntax (exclamatives, intensifying adverbs), which makes
English emotive meaning comparatively easy to isolate as discrete words or
constructions. Uzbek, by contrast, integrates emotiveness into word structure itself

through suffixation and reduplication, so that a single word form can simultaneously
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carry referential, grammatical, and emotive information. This has a direct practical

consequence for translation: Uzbek diminutive-endearment forms frequently have no
single-word English equivalent and must be rendered through an adjective, a modal
particle, or a shift in register, with an attendant risk of losing part of the original
emotive nuance [2, pp. 130-133].

The contrast also bears on language pedagogy. Learners of English whose first
language is Uzbek tend to under-use intensifying adverbs and syntactic emphasis and
instead search, unsuccessfully, for a morphological equivalent of their native
diminutive suffixes; conversely, learners of Uzbek whose first language is English
often fail to recognize the emotive load carried by suffixation and interpret emotively
marked Uzbek words as neutral. Explicit instruction in the contrastive means of
emotive expression — rather than in emotive vocabulary lists alone — is therefore
likely to improve both comprehension and pragmatically appropriate production in the
target language [6, pp. 95-99].

The following pairs illustrate how the same emotive function is distributed
differently across the two languages, and can serve as a basis for a small comparative
glossary in future corpus work. (1) Diminutive/endearment: Uzbek gizalogqina ("dear
little girl™) vs. English little girl / my dear girl — a single suffixed Uzbek word
corresponds to an English phrase, since English has no equivalent bound morpheme.
(2) Intensification: Uzbek juda ajoyib ("very wonderful™) vs. English absolutely
wonderful — both languages use a free intensifying word, but Uzbek juda is
pragmatically neutral across registers, while English absolutely, utterly, and terribly
carry finer stylistic shading tied to formality and speaker attitude. (3) Interjection of
surprise: Uzbek voy! / ohho! vs. English wow! / oh! — functionally parallel, but the
Uzbek forms are more finely differentiated for pain, admiration, and reproach than
their closest English counterparts, which tend to rely on intonation and context to

disambiguate. (4) Reduplication for intensity: Uzbek gip-qizil ("bright red") has no
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equivalent word-formation process in English, where the same emotive intensification
Is achieved periphrastically (deep red, blood red) or through a separate intensifying
adverb (very red indeed).

These examples support the broader claim of this article: emotiveness is a
functional universal, present in some form in every natural language, but its formal
realization is shaped by the grammatical resources each language happens to make
available — free lexical items and syntax in English, bound morphology and
reduplication in Uzbek. The typological contrast also has direct consequences for the
translation of literary texts between Uzbek and English. When an Uzbek source text
relies on a diminutive suffix to convey a character's tenderness toward a child, or on
reduplication to intensify a description, a translator working into English cannot
reproduce the device formally and must instead compensate at the lexical or syntactic
level — through an added adjective, a modal particle such as just or indeed, or a shift
in the surrounding register. Conversely, translating an English text rich in intensifying
adverbs and exclamative syntax into Uzbek may call for the selective use of
diminutive suffixation or reduplication where none existed in the source, in order to
preserve the overall emotive weight of the passage rather than its literal form [2, pp.
133-138]. Recognizing emotiveness as a category realized differently, rather than
absently, in the target language is therefore a precondition for translation that preserves
not only propositional content but also affective meaning.

Pragmatic and Sociolinguistic Dimensions

Beyond the lexico-semantic classification discussed above, emotive vocabulary
performs a set of recurrent pragmatic functions that are largely shared between the two
languages, even where their formal expression differs. Four such functions are
particularly salient in the data examined here.

First, an expressive function, whereby emotive vocabulary directly signals the

speaker's internal state without further communicative aim — interjections in both
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languages are the clearest case, but evaluative adjectives used in isolation (Terrible! /
Dahshat!) serve the same function. Second, an appraisal function, by which emotive
vocabulary conveys the speaker's judgment of a person, object, or event as good or bad,
desirable or undesirable; this function is closely tied to what appraisal theory in
pragmatics calls affect, judgement, and appreciation, and is realized in both languages
through evaluative adjectives and nouns [6, pp. 101-108]. Third, a phatic-affiliative
function, whereby emotive vocabulary — particularly Uzbek diminutive-endearment
suffixation and English terms of endearment — signals closeness, warmth, or
solidarity between interlocutors rather than describing an external state of affairs;
onajon does not merely mean "mother” plus “small," but actively performs closeness
in the interaction. Fourth, an intensifying-rhetorical function, by which emotive
vocabulary is used strategically to persuade, emphasize, or foreground a point in
argumentative or persuasive discourse, a function especially visible in political and
advertising registers in both languages [8, pp. 141-147]. These four functions are not
mutually exclusive: a single emotive word frequently performs more than one function
simultaneously, and disambiguating between them typically requires attention to co-
text, register, and the relationship between interlocutors rather than to the word form
alone.

Emotive vocabulary in both languages is also sensitive to register, and this
sensitivity is itself a further point of contrast. In English, emotive intensifiers such as
so, totally, and super are strongly associated with informal and youth registers and are
largely avoided in formal academic or official writing, where emotiveness is instead
signalled more cautiously through evaluative adjectives (significant, considerable,
regrettable) or hedged constructions. In Uzbek, diminutive-endearment suffixation is
pervasive in informal, family, and child-directed speech but is also conventionally
retained in certain formal contexts as a marker of respect and warmth toward elders or

honoured addressees (otajon, ustozjon), which has no straightforward parallel in
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English honorific usage [7, pp. 58-60; 8, pp. 143-145]. Gender and age also condition

the use of emotive vocabulary in both languages: Uzbek diminutive forms are
markedly more frequent in speech addressed to and about children, which aligns with
cross-linguistic findings on the pragmatics of child-directed speech, while English
shows a comparable, though morphologically much more limited, tendency toward
diminutive suffixation (-ie/-y) and reduplicated baby-talk forms in the same
communicative context.
Conclusion

Emotiveness is best understood as a systemic linguistic category, realized
through distinct but comparable sets of lexical, morphological, and syntactic means
across languages. The contrastive analysis of English and Uzbek presented here shows
that while both languages distinguish affective, evaluative, and intensifying emotive
vocabulary, and share the same underlying pragmatic functions, English favours
lexical and syntactic encoding while Uzbek favours morphological encoding through a
rich system of suffixation and reduplication. Recognizing these typological differences
has practical value for literary translation, intercultural communication, and the
teaching of emotive competence in both languages, and points to a need for further
corpus-based contrastive work on emotive vocabulary in Uzbek and English literary
and colloquial texts.
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