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Abstract

This article examines the deictic function of interjections from a pragmatic and
cross-linguistic perspective. Interjections are approached not only as markers of emotional
expression but also as linguistic signs that index participants, animate entities, and
communicative intentions within discourse. Drawing on theoretical frameworks of linguistic
sign theory and deixis, the study analyzes emotional, imperative, and vocative interjections in
Uzbek, English, and Russian. Special attention is paid to imperative—vocative interjections
used to address humans, animals, and birds, as well as to onomatopoeic forms that activate
presupposition through contextual interpretation.
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AHHOTaIus
B cratbe paccmarpuBaercsi  AeWKTHuYecKas ~ QYHKIUS ~ MEKIOMETUH  C

MParMaTH4eCKOM ¥ CONOCTABUTEIbHO-JIMHITBUCTUYECKON TOUKM 3peHUs. Mexaomerus
MHTEPIPETUPYIOTCS HE TOJIBKO KaK CPEJCTBA BBIPAKEHUS SMOLIUM, HO U KaK SI3bIKOBBIEC 3HAKH,
WHJICKCUPYIOLIHE YYaCTHHKOB KOMMYHUKAaIWH, OAYLIEBJIEHHBIE 00BEKTEI u
KOMMYHUKATUBHbIE HaMepeHHs B Juckypce. Onupasch Ha TEOPETUYECKHE IOJOKEHUS
TEOPUH SI3BIKOBOTO 3HaKa M JEHMKCUCA, B UCCIEHOBAHMM AHAJIU3UPYIOTCA 3MOILMOHAIBHBIE,
noOyauTeIbHbIe U BOKATUBHBIE MEXIOMETHS B Y30€KCKOM, aHTTIUHCKOM U PYCCKOM SI3BIKAaX.
Oco0oe BHUMaHHE yAENSETCS MOOYIUTETHHO-BOKATUBHBIM MEKIOMETHSM, UCIIOIb3YeMbIM
MpU OOpaIleHUH K JIFOJSM, )KUBOTHBIM W ITHIIAM, a TaK)K€ OHOMATOMOATHYECKUM (dopmam,
AKTUBU3HUPYIOIIUM TIPECYIIO3UIINIO B TMPOILIECCE KOHTEKCTYalbHOW MHTEPHpETalni. AHAIU3
MOKA3bIBAET, YTO MEXAOMETHS (PYHKIIMOHUPYIOT KaK JACUKTHUECKHUE CPENICTBA, YKa3bIBas Ha
TOBOPSIIIIETO, ajpecara WIA OOBEKT, MPOU3BOIANINN 3BYK, U UTO WX JCHKTHUYECKas CHia
CTAHOBUTCS MOJIHOCTBIO MHTEPIIPETUPYEMOM JIUIIb B paMKaX IUCKYPCUBHOTO KOHTEKCTA.
KarwueBble ci10Ba

MEXIOMETHS;  JEHKCHC, IparMaThka; JUCKypC-aHaJIU3;  CONOCTABUTEIBHOE
HCCIICIOBaHNE

Annotatsiya

Mazkur maqolada undov so‘zlarning deyktik funksiyasi pragmatik va qiyosiy-
lingvistik nuqtayi nazardan tahlil gilinadi. Undov so‘zlar nafaqat emotsional ifoda vositalari,
balki nutq jarayonida ishtirokchilarni, jonli obyektlarni hamda kommunikativ niyatlarni
indekslovchi til birliklari sifatida talqin etiladi. Til belgisi nazariyasi va deyksisga oid nazariy
yondashuvlarga tayangan holda, tadqiqotda o°zbek, ingliz va rus tillaridagi emotsional,
buyrug-undov va murojaat (vokativ) undovlar tahlil gilinadi. Xususan, insonlar, hayvonlar va
parrandalarga murojaatda qo‘llaniladigan buyruqg-vokativ undovlar hamda kontekstual talqin
orqali presuppozitsiyani faollashtiruvchi taqlidiy (onomatopoeik) shakllarga alohida e’tibor
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qaratiladi. Tahlil natijalari undov so‘zlar so‘zlovchi, tinglovchi yoki tovush manbasiga ishora
qiluvchi deyktik vositalar sifatida faoliyat yuritishini hamda ularning deyktik kuchi faqat
nutqiy kontekst doirasida to‘lig namoyon bo‘lishini ko‘rsatadi.

Kalit so‘zlar
undov so‘zlar; deyksis; pragmatika; diskurs tahlili; qiyosiy tadqiqot.

It is well established that a word is not merely a conventional sign expressing a concept, but
also a linguistic unit that reflects the national and cultural characteristics of a particular
ethnos. Interjections are not an exception in this regard. As linguistic units, they embody both
emotional and cultural meanings embedded in language use'.
Interjections not only convey a speaker’s emotional state but also directly point to the
experiencer of that state and, indirectly, to the cultural context in which the utterance occurs.
In such cases, interjections perform a deictic function, linking language to participants in
discourse.
Interjections are signs directly connected with the human subject who produces them.
Gorskiy (as cited in Russian linguistic tradition) classifies signs into two major groups:

1. signs that have a causal or determinative relationship with the object they denote;

2. signs that do not possess such a determinative relationship?.
Maslova (2008) defines a sign as “a perceptible entity that provides the perceiver with
information both about itself and about another entity beyond the sign itself” (p. XX).
Similarly, Panfilov (1977) emphasizes that a sign is a materially perceivable object—an event,
phenomenon, or action—that functions in cognition and communication as a representative
of other objects, their properties, or relations, and serves to transmit information or
knowledge®.
Thus, language as a system of signs not only denotes referents but also describes and points
to them. This pointing function constitutes the essence of deixis*.
The deictic nature of interjections becomes especially evident in emotional discourse.
Consider the following example:
— O, 1 max becnokounacw! ... Bvt moil cnacumens.
(Vishnevsky, Repetition of Fate)
In this passage, the interjection Ou not only expresses an emotional reaction but also points to
the experiencer of the emotion—a human participant in the discourse. The interjection thus
functions as an indicator of personal deixis.
According to Davlatova (2018), emotive interjections such as oh, eh, e, voy, ohho, ura, dod,
and aw directly express the speaker’s emotional state. Their deictic function is determined by
the type of emotion they index°.
This is also evident in English discourse:

“Aw,honey, "saidStanton.(Furnas, Primary Colours)

Here, aw indicates emotional involvement and indexes the speaker’s subjective stance toward
the addressee.
Babaytseva (2010) distinguishes three major types of interjections:

1. emotional-evaluative (e.g., ¥x mui/, Bom me nal);

2. emotional-imperative (e.g., T-w-w!, [{oiy!);

3. etiquette formulas (e.g., Cnacu6o!, He 3a umo).

! Xynoii6epranosa J[. MaTHHMHI aHTPOTIOLEHTPHK TaAKUKK. —TomkenT: ®@an, 2013. — B. 48.

2 Topckuii JI.I1. Jloruka. — M., 1963. — C. 14-15.

3 Qarang. Nurmonov A. Struktur tilshunoslik: ildizlari va yo‘nalishlari. — Andijon, 2006. — 182 b.
4 Mangmios B.3. O rHOCEONOTMYECKHIX ACTIEKTaX MPOBIEMBI A3BIKOBOTO 3HAKa // BOIPOCH A3bIKO3HAHU. — M.,
1977. - Ne 2. - C. 3-14.

5 JlaBmatoBa P. V36ex TrnuHMHT AeiikTHK Gupmukmapu. ®umon.pan.aokr. (DSc) ... auce. aproped. TomKeHT,
2020. - b. 85.
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Imperative interjections demonstrate a particularly strong deictic function, as they not only
express emotion but also regulate behavior:

-LI-w-w, whispered Mariam.(Hosseini, A Thousand Splendid Suns)

The interjection w-u-w indexes both the speaker as an intentional agent and the addressee as
the target of the command, signaling the need to stop an action.
In languages of different typological systems—Uzbek, English, and Russian—the deictic
function is especially salient in imperative—vocative interjections used to call or drive away
animals and birds:

e Uzbek: beh-beh, tu-tu, chu, cho, qurey-qurey, ma

e English: baa, bow-wow, quack, moo, meow, oink, cock-a-doodle-doo

e Russian: xuc-xuc, dasail, Ho
These interjections possess deictic force because they directly index the intended target of the
utterance (animal or bird). For instance, Uzbek tu-tu points to a chicken, while English cock-
a-doodle-doo indexes a rooster. In literary discourse, onomatopoeic interjections may
simultaneously activate deixis and presupposition:

Dupur-dupur-dupur...(Murod, Ot kishnagan ogshom)

The reduplicated form conveys the sound produced by galloping horses. From the context,
the presupposition “The horses’ hooves produced a ‘dupur-dupur’ sound” is inferred. While
the presupposition disappears outside the context, the interjection itself continues to index the
sound-producing object, thus retaining its deictic function. When imperative—vocative
interjections are used to address people, they create personal deixis, which becomes fully
interpretable only within context:
—Menga, o ‘rgatma, o ‘v! (Hoshimov, Dunyoning ishlari)
— Ou, mut!(Hosseini, The Kite Runner)
“Hey! Why you got to put cuffs on me?”’(Major, Dirty Bird Blues)
In these examples, interjections such as o, o, and hey index the addressee and
simultaneously express the speaker’s evaluative attitude, often carrying a negative pragmatic
coloring. In Uzbek linguistic culture, interjections such as ey, hov, hoy, hay, hey, and huv
may function as substitutes for personal names in spousal communication. This usage reflects
traditional norms of politeness and speech etiquette. As noted by G‘ulomov (1996), such
interjections may either precede vocatives or function independently as forms of address,
thereby assuming a deictic role®.
Importantly, the use of these interjections does not necessarily imply negative evaluation;
rather, their pragmatic interpretation depends on context and communicative intent.
Karimova’s (2015) observations indicate cross-cultural differences in the use of curses and
vulgarisms. In English, vulgar expressions such as Damn! and Hell! are classified as
interjections and frequently replace traditional curse formulas. In Uzbek, by contrast, curses
and insults often appear as sentence-like units or in combination with interjections (e.g., Voy
la’nati!, He bachchag ‘ar!)’.

Conclusion
The analysis demonstrates that interjections in discourse generate multiple types of deixis:

1. personal deixis, referring to human participants;

2. animate deixis, referring to animals and birds through imperative—vocative forms.
Thus, interjections function not only as markers of emotional expression but also as
pragmatic devices that anchor utterances to participants, objects, and cultural norms within
communicative contexts.

6 Fynomog A., Ackapoa M. Xosupru y36ek ana6uii Tumm. — Tomkent: Ykutysun, 1987. —B. 151,
7 Karimova Z.G*‘. Ko‘rsatilgan tadqiqot. — B. 16-17.
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