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Annotation. This article analyzes the stylistic potential of linguistic and speech
units in the speech act of reproach. Expressions of dissatisfaction, criticism, or
objection are conveyed through various stylistic means in speech. The article examines
the lexical, grammatical, and pragmatic features of these means and illustrates their use
in reproach through concrete examples. Special attention is also given to the
comparative analysis of stylistic features of reproach in Uzbek, Russian, and English
languages.
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AHHOTanus. B 1aHHON cTaThe aHAUTM3UPYIOTCA CTHIIMCTAUYECKAE BO3MOKHOCTH
S3BIKOBBIX W PEUCBLIX CAMHHUIL B PCUCBOM AKTC YIIPCKaA. BBIpa)KeHI/IC HEOOBOJIBCTBA,
KPUTUKU HWJIM BO3PAXCHHUA B PCUYH OCYHICCTBICTCA C IIOMOIIBIO PA3JIMYHBIX
CTUIIUCTHUYCCKUX CpCACTB. B CTaTheC pacCMaTpuBarOTCA JICKCUYECCKHUC,
I'paMMaTHYCCKHC U IIPAIrMaTHICCKHUC OCO6eHHOCTI/I 9THUX CPCACTB U UX UCIIOJIb30BAHUC
B AaKTax YyHOpeka Ha KOHKPETHBIX MNpuMepax. TakKe BHHUMaHUE YAECIACTCS
COIMOCTABHUTCIIbHOMY aHAJIN3y CTHJIMCTHYCCKHX 0COOEHHOCTENM aKTa YIpEKa B
y30€KCKOM, pYCCKOM M aHTJIMMCKOM SI3bIKaX.

KiroueBble ciioBa: Ypek, peueBou akT, CTHIIMCTUYECKHAE CPENCTBA, I3bIKOBBIE
CAMHUIBI, PCUCBLIC CAMHUIBI, ITPpAarMaTuKa, JCKCUYCCKHUEC CPCACTBA, I'PaAMMAaTHYCCKHC
cpeacTBa, MCXKKYJIbTYPHAA KOMMYHUKAILIUA, COIIOCTaBUTEJILHBIN aHAIN3.

Annotatsiya. Ushbu magolada tanbeh nutqgiy aktida til va nutq birliklarining
stilistik imkoniyatlari tahlil gilinadi. Nutgda bildirayotgan norozilik, tangid yoki e’tiroz
ifodalari turli stilistik vositalar orgali amalga oshiriladi. Magolada ushbu vositalarning
leksik, grammatik va pragmatik xususiyatlari o‘rganiladi hamda ularning tanbeh
ifodalarida ganday ishlatilishi misollar asosida yoritiladi. Shuningdek, o°zbek, rus va
ingliz tillarida tanbeh nutgiy aktining stilistik xususiyatlarini giyosiy tahlil gilishga

https://scientific-jl.com/new Volume-83_Issue-1_August-2025


https://scientific-jl.com/new
tel:+998938025659

JOURNAL OF NEW CENTURY INNOVATIONS

ham e’tibor garatiladi.

Kalit so’zlar: Tanbeh, nutgiy akt, stilistik vositalar, til birliklari, nutq birliklari,
pragmatika, leksik vositalar, grammatik vositalar, madaniyatlararo mulogot, giyosiy
tahlil.

Introduction. Language is not only a means of communication but also a
powerful tool for expressing attitudes, emotions, and social relations. Among the
various speech acts used in human interaction, the speech act of reproach holds a
significant place, as it reflects disagreement, disappointment, or criticism directed at
an interlocutor. Reproach is often delivered through nuanced and stylistically marked
language, which varies across languages and cultures. This paper explores the stylistic
potential of linguistic and speech units used in the speech act of reproach. It focuses on
how lexical, grammatical, and pragmatic tools contribute to the expression of reproach
in Uzbek, Russian, and English. Since reproach often involves subtle interpersonal
dynamics, the stylistic choices made by speakers can greatly influence how the
message is perceived — whether as polite feedback or as harsh criticism. By examining
examples from real-life discourse and comparing usage across the three languages, this
study aims to uncover both universal patterns and culturally specific features. Such
analysis can deepen our understanding of pragmatics, intercultural communication, and
stylistics in modern linguistics.[3]

Literature review. The study of speech acts has been a central concern in
pragmatics since the foundational works of Austin and Searle, who conceptualized
speech as action rather than mere expression.[1] According to Searle, every utterance
performs an act — be it assertive, directive, commissive, expressive, or declarative —
and the speech act of reproach is typically classified under expressive acts, reflecting
the speaker’s negative attitude toward a prior action or behavior of the interlocutor.
Later developments in pragmatics and discourse analysis, such as those by Brown and
Levinson, emphasized politeness theory and face-threatening acts, wherein reproach is
viewed as an inherently face-threatening move.[5] In this context, the stylistic choices
made by the speaker are critical, as they can either mitigate or intensify the threat. Thus,
scholars like Leech and Spencer-Oatey have examined the role of pragmatic strategies
and politeness maxims in softening expressions of criticism and disapproval. Stylistics,
as a complementary field to pragmatics, investigates how linguistic choices (lexical,
grammatical, phonological) shape the tone, intensity, and reception of utterances.
Simpson and Wales argue that stylistic variation serves not only aesthetic functions but
also pragmatic purposes, especially in sensitive communicative acts such as reproach.
The speaker’s selection of formal vs informal vocabulary, direct vs indirect phrasing,
and rhetorical devices (such as irony or understatement) plays a key role in how
reproach is perceived — whether as constructive criticism or personal attack.[4] Cross-
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linguistic and intercultural studies have further expanded the scope of research into
reproach. Blum-Kulka, House, and Kasper conducted comparative analyses of speech
acts across languages, highlighting significant differences in how reproach and other
face-threatening acts are performed in different cultural contexts. Their work and
others like it have emphasized the importance of sociolinguistic norms and cultural
values in shaping stylistic expression. [2] For example, what may be considered a polite
form of reproach in English might be perceived as overly direct or even rude in Uzbek
or Russian contexts, and vice versa. In the Uzbek linguistic tradition, research into
pragmatics and stylistics has grown in recent decades. Scholars such as U. Karimov
and D. Yo‘ldoshev have explored the interplay between language and social behavior,
particularly how reproach is expressed through culturally marked linguistic units and
idioms. However, much of this work remains underrepresented in comparative or
translation-focused studies, especially those integrating Uzbek with global languages
such as English and Russian.While there is a robust theoretical foundation in Western
linguistics for analyzing reproach as a speech act, fewer studies focus specifically on
its stylistic realization across languages. This gap suggests a need for more nuanced,
interdisciplinary research that combines pragmatics, stylistics, and contrastive
linguistics to explore how reproach is formulated, delivered, and interpreted in
different linguistic and cultural settings.[6]

Conclusion. The speech act of reproach plays a significant role in interpersonal
communication, as it serves to express dissatisfaction, disapproval, or criticism in
response to a perceived violation of social or personal expectations. This act, being
inherently face-threatening, demands careful stylistic management from the speaker to
avoid escalating conflict and to preserve social harmony. As this study has shown, the
stylistic potential of linguistic and speech units — including lexical choices, syntactic
structures, intonation, and pragmatic strategies — is central to how reproach is
constructed and interpreted. Through a comparative perspective involving Uzbek,
Russian, and English, it becomes evident that while the underlying communicative
function of reproach remains relatively universal, its stylistic realization is shaped by
cultural, social, and linguistic norms. Each language employs specific stylistic devices
that align with its politeness conventions and communicative traditions. For example,
indirectness may be preferred in English as a form of mitigation, whereas in Uzbek,
culturally embedded expressions and proverbs might soften the reproach, and Russian
may allow for more direct formulations depending on context. The findings underscore
the importance of integrating stylistic analysis with pragmatic and intercultural
approaches when studying speech acts. Such interdisciplinary exploration not only
enhances our understanding of language use in social contexts but also contributes to
improved intercultural communication, especially in translation, diplomacy, education,
and conflict resolution. Ultimately, the speech act of reproach is a rich site for linguistic

https://scientific-jl.com/new m Volume-83_Issue-1_August-2025


https://scientific-jl.com/new

JOURNAL OF NEW CENTURY INNOVATIONS

investigation, offering insights into how language encodes values, norms, and
relationships. Future research can further explore its stylistic and pragmatic dimensions
across more languages, dialects, and discourse communities, contributing to the
broader fields of contrastive pragmatics and stylistics.
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