Xulosa va takliflar. [jtimoiy-siyosiy leksikada qo‘llangan xoqon va xon terminlarining qadimgi tur-
kiy shakllaridan rivojlanishi ularning boshqa tillardan o‘zlashganligi haqidagi gipotezalardan ko‘ra turkiy
asosga ega ckanligini ko‘proq tasdiglaydi. Nishotiy ushbu terminlarni badiiy allegoriya sifatida ishlatib,
qadimgi davlatchilik terminlariga vangi semantik jilo bergan.

Somatik leksikaning markazi bo‘lgan ko‘ngul so‘zining etimologivasi uning nafaqat turkiy, balki
chuqur nostratik ildizlarga ega ekanini ko‘rsatadi. Munozaralarda ilgari surilgan keng- voki “fikr” versiya-
lari doston matnidagi iroda va hissiyot markazi ma’nolari bilan uzviy bog‘lanadi.

“Qiz” leksemasining tadqiqi shuni ko‘rsatdiki, bu so‘z fagat jins va yosh belgisi emas, balki omoni-
mik jihatdan “qadrli, nodir” degan ma’nolarni ham anglatishi bilan munozarali semantik maydon hosil qila-
di. Nishotiy tilida bu so‘zning eng yuqori ma’naviy qadriyat sifatida talqin qilinishi qadimgi turkiy “qiz”
(gimmatli) konseptlarining davomidir.

Xulosa qilib aytganda, “Husn-u Dil” dostonidagi munozarali etimologiyaga ega so‘zlar tahlili XVIII
asr o°zbek tilining sof turkiy negizi nagadar mustahkam bo‘lganini va bu negiz til tarixidagi murakkab eti-
mologik zanjirlarni tushunishda kalit bo‘lib xizmat qilishini isbotlaydi.

Tadqiqot natijalari shuni ko‘rsatdiki, "Husn-u Dil" dostonida qo‘llangan xoqon, xon, ko‘ngul va qiz
kabi leksemalar turkiy tilning qadimiy gatlamiga mansub bo‘lib, ularning etimologiyasi turkiy ildizlarga
borib taqaladi. Kelgusida ushbu dostondagi boshqa leksemalarni ham etimologik jihatdan o°‘rganish o‘zbek
tilining tarixiy rivojini yanada chuqurroq anglashga yordam beradi.
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THE LINGUISTIC STATUS OF THE PARALINGUISTIC COMPONENT IN THE PORTRAIT
DESCRIPTION OF A PERSON

Annotation. This paper investigates the linguistic status of the paralinguistic component in the
verbal portrait of a literary character. The paper considers whether this linguistic status is peripheral or
an integral resource of portraiture. Paralinguistic- containing portrait contexts were exhaustively selected
from two novels (A. Tolstoy’s “Sisters” and J.Galsworthy’s “The Man of Property”), classified according
to a three-level taxonomy (modality — group — subgroup), and compared by the chi-square test and
Cramér’s V.Parakinesic means predominate in both works (39.3% vs 72.0%), the leading group is
suprasegmental means in Tolstoy vs facial expression in Galsworthy. The study offers a verifiable
taxonomy-based methodology and the first comparative quantitative profile of the paralinguistic
component in portrait description.

Key words: paralinguistics, paralinguistic component, portrait description, verbal portrait, parap-
honetic means, parakinesic means, facial expression, gesture, suprasegmental (paraprosody), compara-
tive linguistic analysis
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INSONNING PORTRET TAVSIFIDA PARALING VISTIK KOMPONENTNING LINGVISTIK
MAQOMI

Annotatsiya. Ushbu magola adabiy qahramonning og ‘zaki portretidagi paralingvistik component-

ning lingvistik holatini o ‘rganadi. Maqolada ushbu lingvistik holat portretning periferik yoki ajralmas
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manbayi ekanligi ko ‘rib chigiladi. Paralingvistik tarkibli portret kontekstlari ikkita romandan (A.Tolstoy-
ning “Opa-singillar” va J. Galsworthyning “Mulkdor odam”) to ‘liq tanlab olindi, uch darajali taksonomi-
yaga (modallik— guruh—kichik guruh) ko ‘tasniflandi va xi-kvadrat testi va Kramerning V. Parakinez vo-
sitalari ustunlik giladi (59,3% va 72,0%); yetakchi guruh Tolstoydagi suprasegmental vositalar va Gals-
worthydagi yuz ifodasi. Farqlar sezilarli, ammo kichik. Tadgiqot tekshirilishi mumkin bo ‘lgan taksonomi-
yaga asoslangan metodologiyvani va portret tavsifidagi paralingvistik komponentning birinchi qiyosiy miq-
doriy profilini taklif etadi.

Kalit so‘zlar: paralingvistika, paralingvistik component, portret tavsifi, og zaki portret, parafonetik
vositalar, parakinesik vositalar, mimika, imo-ishora, supersegment (paraprozodiya), qiyosiy lingvistik tah-
lil.

Mamapnnoa Bajrentuna Cepreesna (IOKTOPaHT YPreHuCKOro rocyJ1apCcTBEHHOTO YHUBEPCHTETA HMEHN
A0y Paiixana Bepynu; e-mail: valentina@urdu.uz)
JUHTBUCTUUYECKUIN CTATYC NAPAJIMHT BUCTUYECKOI'O KOMIIOHEHTA B
MNOPTPETHOM OIMMCAHUUN YEJIOBEKA

Aunnomauus. B oaunoii pabome ucciedyemes TUH2BUCTHUYECKUTI CIMAMYC NAPATUH2EUCTIUYECKO20
KOMNOHEHMA & CIIO8eCHOM Nopmpeme JumepamypHo20 nepconaxca. Pacemampusaemes éonpoc o mowm,
AGNACMCSL T IHOM TUHSEUCMUYE CKUTI CIIATNYC NePUePUTIHBIM LT HEOMBEMIEMbIM PeCYPCOM NOPIMPe-
noil orcueonucu. Tlapanunzeucmuueckie KOHMEKCMbL NOPMPEMOs OblLil MUAMeTbHO OMOOPAHbL U3 08YX
pomaros (A.Torcmozo « Cecmpory u J{e.I'oncyopeu « CobcmeenHuk»), Kidccuuyupo8anvl ¢ coomeem-
CMBUL C MPeXYPOHEBOT MAKCOHOMUET (MOOATbHOCb — 2PYNNA — NOOZPYINA) U CPABHEHBL ¢ NOMOUbIO
xkpumepusa xu-xeaopam u kpumepus Kpamepa V. Ilapaxunemuueckue cpeocmea npeobiadarwom 6 060ux
npouseedenusax (59,3% npomue 72,0%,); eedyueii epynnoti A61510Mca CYynpacecMeHmaibHble cpedcmed y
Toacmoeo no cpasnenuio ¢ gvipanxcenuem auya y Iorcyopeu. Hecrnedosanie npednazaem npogepsiemyro
MAKCOHOMUYECK 0OOCHOBAHHYIO MEMOOON02UIO U NePEbIll CPASHUMETbHBII KOAUYECIMEEHHBIT NPOPULL
NAPATUHEEUCMUYECKO20 KOMIOHEHMA 8 ONUCAHUU NOpMpemd.

Knioueswie ciosa: napanunzeucmuxd, NApATUHSEUCMUYECKUTT KOMNOHEHM, NOpmMpemHoe Onuca-
HuUe, CROBECHDITE NOPMPem, NapapoHemuYecKue cpeOCmed, NAPAKUHECUYeCKUue CPEOCTNEA, MUMUKA, JHCeC,
cynepceaveHmmble (MApanpocooudeckiie) cpeocmed, ConOCMAasUMeTbHbII TUHSGUCTIUYe CKUTE AHATU3.

Introduction. The verbal portrait of a literary character in a text is formed not only by lexical and
grammatical means, but also by the verbal representation of voice, intonation, gesture, facial expression
and bodily movement: a paralinguistic component within the text. Its linguistic status is debated: a
peripheral, extralinguistic accompaniment to speech or an integral semiotic resource of portrayal? Since
the introduction of the term paralanguage by G.Trager [1:13 p.], the boundary has defied explicit
specification, and D.Crystal considers prosodic features “more linguistic” than paralinguistic ones [2; p.16],
whereas the relationship between language and paralanguage is central to the Russian tradition beginning
with T. Nikolaeva and B. Uspensky [5;9-14 p.]. In spite of this attention, the paralinguistic component of
portrait description still lacks a cross-linguistic, quantitatively grounded description based on a unified
taxonomy. The objective is to clarify the linguistic status of the paralinguistic component in portrait
description and to establish, based on a single three-level taxonomy of the component, its comparative
quantitative profile in a Russian and an English novel. Three research questions are addressed: RQ1: is the
component a peripheral accompaniment or structurally integral resource of portrayal? RQ2: How are its
means distributed across the taxonomy in each work? RQ3: Do these distributions differ significantly across
the two languages, and if so, how strongly? The value is to provide a replicable, taxonomy-based
methodology and the first comparative quantitative profile of the paralinguistic component in portrait
description to inform a primarily theoretical debate.

Literature review. Paralinguistic research started from G. Trager’s notion of paralanguage,
separating voice qualitics and vocalizations from the segmental-linguistic system [1;.23 p.]. F.Poyatos
integrated it into an interdisciplinary model including vocal and kinesic behaviour and affirmed that the
phases of a gesture have a “semantic value™ [3;38-41 p.], while J.Lyons noted that suprasegmental features,
loudness, tempo, rhythm, are commonly described as paralinguistic together with the intonational contour
[4:11 p.]. The central problem and point of controversy is exactly this, their closeness to the language
system. Crystal’s estimation that prosodic features are “more linguistic” [2;42-45 p.] and J.Catford’s
remark that some types of phonation are used “paraphonologically” as indicators of social and emotional
state [9;37-39 p.] imply a gradual border instead of a neat separation. This is the view endorsing the
periphery model here adopted, with its outermost circle represented by units that are not independent
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