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ABSTRACT

This article analyses the communicative featuressigh
utilisation in literary translations, concentratingn English,
Russian, and Uzbek literature. It explores the sémiand
pragmatic aspects of language, emphasising theifgignce

of verbal and non-verbal factor in intercultural
communication. The study examines the historicad an
linguistic progressions of semiotics, tracing itots to early
pictographic and ideographic scripts and their tefiormation
into intricate communicating systems. Semiotiassigblished
as a linguistic and philosophical subject, influedc by
prominent scholars such as Charles Sanders Peimnd a
Ferdinand de Saussure. Furthermore, the paper hgptd
how signs — comprising iconic, indexical, and sylicligpes —
facilitate meaning in texts, particularly, emphasigplaced on
the translations of books such Jack Londdviagrtin Edenand
Arthur Conan Doyle’'sThe Hound of the BaskervillesThe
translations are assessed for their efficacy innsmitting
emotional, demonstrative, and symbolic factors asraultural
and language divides. The distinctions in lexicad structural
selections, including the translation of emotioeapressions
such as "cheeks hot" and demonstrative pronoung ar
rigorously examined. In addition, the research finthat
communicative cues are essential to both verbal aod-
verbal communication, with unique subtleties agsin each
language. Verbal expressions provide cognitive ambtional
insights, but non-verbal clues, including gestuaad rhythmic
patterns, enhance significance. This research gtd the
necessity of comprehending linguistic and cultural
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circumstances to attain precise and successfulraliye
translations, preserving the integrity and impact the
original work across languages.

Keywords: Communicative signs; iconic signs; indexical sign
symbolic signs.

INTRODUCTION

When we analyse the history of writing, we see thanherous
systematic languages have emerged based on a sinigieg
system. The history of writing in English and Rassiis
separated into two periods: pre-writing and writifidne Uzbek
script has experienced alterations over numeroasqsh These
include the Sogdian and Khorezmian scripts, whickrew
established based on Aramaic (Ndldeke 1898), ahdeguently
the scripts of Tokharistan and Uyghur, as well las wsage of
Arabic scripts following the Arab conquest. Howevewery
nation has both pre-writing and writing stages. Tzbek script
includes a kind of writing that conveys meaningottgh pre-
writing features, as seen by the letters from Hetusl (Gasparov
2001) delivered to Greece.

It is understood that writing is represented thfongmerous
signs and conveys distinct meanings. Even now, as observe
historical writing samples that have become coeslsl of our
nation. For example, the wedding bands of men andhem
represent their marriage, while the flowers in newdrk,
considered one of the first types of writing, havaditionally
communicated numerous meanings and acted as a Way o
communication. This is backed by Friedrich's (Kgosl 2002)
study, which not only investigates the history aftiwg but also
explores how it is mirrored via numerous symbolgns, and
other sorts of signals, and how these are regasdate of the
first examples in human history.

It is also important to acknowledge that pictogiaph
ideographic, and phonographic scripts were prevalaring the
initial phases of the development of writing. Pgrphic writing
is one of the earliest examples of written languagkure, as
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evidenced by its rules and principles. Consequgettly history
of the development of writing commenced with tharaiation
of inscriptions that were engraved into stone (QObalfion
1824). The following types of writing have beenritified as a
result of the research conducted by archaeologisttographic
(Evans 1909) (from the Greegictus meaning "drawn" and
grapho meaning "writing"), ideographic (Durkheim 1912jaffh
the Greek "idea" meaning "concept" ampgapho meaning
"writing"), and phonographic (Bloomfield 1933) (frothe Greek
"phone" meaning "sound" argtapho meaning "writing"). The
spoken language of humans is tied to the historyriting and
written monuments throughout the last millennia. dncient
times, writing passed through historical stagegmiwth, and
now it has grown into a more advanced and pradiced.

Thus, we can certainly state that the genesisngfuage as a
system of signs is marked by the development ofiteeforms
of writing. The field that sees the system of sigssits goal is
semiotics, which investigates the content of midtipignified
meanings. During the investigation in this subjecthas been
established that it has numerous meanings, inadudin

* the science of signs.

e its medical meaning: one of the diagnostic disogdi that
investigates and assesses the signs and symptoms of
illnesses. Here, the term "semiotics" is used $noitiginal
sense: the Greekemeiotikon(semeion— sign, indication)
originally related to the science of symptoms irdiome.

It is regarded as a scientific subject relatinghe study of the
foundations of mathematics. Georg Hermes (1818)obasrved
this in his publicatiorBemiotics

The philosopher John Locke, who identified semgotis the
science of signs, stressed in his research thearmste of the idea
of signs in understanding how the mind sees objectsn
transferring information. He also explored the Higance of
words as a critical aspect in interpreting commait@d thoughts,
illustrating the place of signals in human commatian.
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Later, M. A. Korniyenko (2016) did study in thielfid. He
highlighted the necessity of language in graspimgrheaning of
signals and the contrast between truth and fiction.

Charles Sanders Peirce (Chandler 2007) founded the

scientific theory of semiotics and systematizechsjgdividing
them into the following types:

« lconic signs. These are signs that express a specific meaning

and have certain parallels with the objects thgyasent,
such as a sign signalling an exit (a door and sgmewalking
outside) or road signs.

* Index signs (also known as demonstrative or deictic signs).
These are signals that communicate a given meamdagre
connected to the objects they represent in a mmadner,
typically demonstrating cause and effect, suchrag¢ause)
and smoke (effect).

* Symbalic signs - These relate to signs that have a specific

meaning and are tied to the objects they repressdrding
to established traditions within society.

In this way, Peirce shows the core of a sign thinoting union of
these three components, highlighting that a signahaestricted
meaning as a representation of content; the repeséem is its
denotation; and its perception in human conscicsne

Karl Ludwig Bihler (Cobley & Jansz 1997) explorduet
theory of signs in connection to language, clainthmg language
is strongly tied to the combination of factors swshl) things
and circumstances, 2) the transmitter of infornmtand 3) the
recipients of that information. For this reasore thnguage sign
serves three main semantic functions: representdtio
expressive, and conative. His followers, like Og&echards
(1923) and Frege (1952), similarly incorporatedséhéunctions
under the semiotic triangle: denotation, referearel extension.
Symbols mediate between the substance of phenontiesia,
meanings, and their representations, on one sidkflte direct
influence of things and real phenomena on sensanergn the
other.
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Some researchers prefer to consider signals as-aided
essence from the standpoint of expression and forime
Austrian positivist professor Rudolf Carnap (194%)ablished a
logical-mathematical method in semiotics. Logiciaefer to the
object indicated by signs as the denotation; tke idesignatum
iIs regarded as the mental representation of thkeation of
denotations created in the subject of sign acti@gttiob Frege
(1952) presented the link between denotation, npind sign in
a triangle form.

The American Charles Morris (1938) produced aelitibok
titted Foundations of the Theory of Sigims1938, which gives a
basic summary of this new subject of research. igler(1946)
following work, titled Signs, Language, and Behayidackles
the current challenges in the subject of semiotitzsming that it
is proper to create the foundations for a thoroagth successful
science of signs. In inventing this new discipliMorris (1946)
drew on the study of Peirce (Chandler 2007).

Historically, the knowledge of the essence of dignia
semiotics has developed in two directions: one dgichl-
philosophical, going back to Peirce (Chandler 206 other is
linguistic-communicative, tracing back to F. de Saue (1916).
According to the first viewpoint, a sign is an itéword, picture,
symbol, signal, thing, physical phenomena, etcat #rcts as a
substitute for and conveys another material or eptual object
in the processes of knowledge and communication.

It is worth mentioning that study on the formatiaf
semiotics as the science of signs has been donemnptby
philosophers but also by linguists. According tode. Saussure
(1916), "the science that studies the nature dfissigrmed in
social life characterizes semiotics and must pmvidormation
about how signs manifest and what laws govern theis
theories were not adequate for the creation of crei as a
linguistic science. However, the release of Buyss@®943) book
Languages and Discours@s 1943 insured the fulfillment of F.
de Saussure's (1916) views. The implementatiohisfresearch
illustrates that the components of the subjectafistics may be
explored not only from a philosophical viewpoint lalso from a
language position.
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K. Buhler (Cobley & Jansz 1997) elucidated the
characteristics of the sign system through a sefiexioms. His
foundations include the preliminary study on seiogotinitially,
in a speech act, the involvement of the speaksterier, and
object is guaranteed, whereby the sign fulfils thées of a
symbol, symptom, and signal. In the subsequenamest, if the
sign conveys emotion, it must have an equivalefd i an
abstract context. The third axiom integrates fauroepts: speech
act, speech action, linguistic text, and languagetire.

Thereafter, the sign was examined within the domaih
communicative linguistics, pragmatics, and othemguistic
disciplines. S. A. Pesina and A. I. Andryushina 120
underscored the significance of verbal communicatithe
interlocutor and speaker, the conveyed informatig its mode
of expression in ascertaining the substance of diga, its
referent, and its purpose. A. A. Romanovskaya (P@k&mined
the sign as an archaic symbol, predominantly drgwin the
theories of F. de Saussure (1916) and Peirce (Gia2@07).

Ogden-Richards' (1923) research characterises ife s
through the semantic triangle, seeing it as an esdith
communicative sign from a semiotic viewpoint. A
communicative sign is a socially acknowledged unftyneaning
and designation, encompassing both content anermiegon.

Multiple interpretations exist concerning the dasern of
the sign from various angles. Kenneth Pike (19&3&)renes the
morpheme system, André Martinet (1985) exploresideas of
moneme and phoneme, Louis Hjelmslev (1961) empéssis
structure, Vittore Pisani (1954) investigates issgl August
Schleicher (1861) and his adherents analyse the Hatween
language and mind, and Hartung and Vater assess the
communicative function. Bernard Bloch and GeorgeTtager
(1942) analyse the communicative function and veyahbols,
whereas Daniel Chandler (2007) investigates thegcay of
signs and meanings. These diverse methodologies and
viewpoints endeavour to delineate the indication.

The historical examination of the aforementionednsi
suggests that it might include all information twe tparticipants
in verbal communication, humanity, or societal gjpeactivities.
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Nonetheless, the subsequent concerns emerge islatian
studies: 1) Participants in speech communicatioy erabody
diverse nationalities, 2) all information pertaigito them may
possess varying significances, 3) the addresseeaddcesser
may utilise distinct systemic languages, 4) thecess of
transmitting information during translation betwelmguages,
and 5) the role of the transmitter may be executedugh
multiple representatives. It is apparent that fietim studies
topics have been neglected in semiotics.

METHODS

Various methodologies have been employed in reke#nc
ascertain the core of the sign utilised in a speettor the phrase
that conveys it. Friedrich (Korolyov K. 2002) exaed
communicative signals using historical-comparatiaealysis,
determining that their origins may be traced toftfst instances
of writing. Diverse meanings have been communicaiseihg
diverse symbols; for example, the quantity of knmtsa thread
may transmit distinct messages: three knots mawptdeh love
you," but four knots would indicate a reciprocatiginaffection.
The Russian linguist S. G. Barkhudarov (1938) syatecally
analysed the evolution of the letters in the Rusalghabet using
the oldest examples of writing.

O. I. Tayupova and L.G. Yusupova (2014) examinedsign
using sociolinguistic approaches, elucidating titerpretation of
the communicator's speech and the precise grasphef
communicated message. This is applicable just trsusf a
single language.

N. V. Voloshin performed a pragmatic study, illaging the
unique characteristics of sign usage in commurinatind the
correlation of diverse meanings to the interpretati

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
Every utterance in discourse serves not just toukate concepts

and information but also to communicate a certanot®on. The
foundation of speech culture is established by literary
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language, which serves multiple functions, inclgdin
communicative, interactive, and perceptive rolesp&cific area
within linguistics is dedicated to the study of aommication,
analysing the expressions of language in diredbmacind the
transformations that take place throughout the comoation
process. The study of this specific aspect of lagguwithin the
field of linguistics is known as its “communicatipeagmatic
aspect.”

Linguists have not yet reached a consensus on the
communicative aspects involved in the process afniag the
literary language. The challenges associated wiéh elements
that define the unique characteristics of speettureuas a core
linguistic discipline remain unresolved. These unid:

1. the question of literary norms and its thegsdtiand cultural
significance;

2. the management aspect, which encompassesimitiaguch as
safeguarding the mother tongue from various negatifluences
and providing support for it.

It is important to acknowledge that numerous stidiave been
carried out regarding the culture of speech, aeg tieveal the
presence of four primary centres.

In a communicative act, individuals who explain axgress
information participate. In the communication pEgethe sender
and the receiver exchange information that con@igtgarious
signs, namely verbal and non-verbal means. The ssign
characteristic of speech are studied from the petsge of
“semiotics” (Rozental 1976), while non-verbal sigme examined
from the standpoint of “paralinguistics” (Rozerital76).

A. F. Losev (1982) states, “a sign is an expressiod
indicator of a certain linguistic meaning.”

The renowned English philosopher Bertrand Rus4€l0%)
articulated that the essence of language encongpassenerely
a method of communication but also the integratibrvarious
elements. This implies that the spoken word, imagsture, and
other perceptible forms must elicit an idea regegdomething
that is typically unfamiliar. When this occurs, tbservable
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element designated as a “sign” or “symbol” leaditng the
development of a concept concerning their “meanif@anov
1983).

Y. V. Rozhdestvensky (1990) highlights that “langea
functions as a medium for communication among wexisign
systems and is manifested through human speeahtyattihis
language should embody the following attributes:

1. accurately represent reality;

2. facilitate the teaching of other signs;

3. issue commands and offer guidance, therebyllifodfiits
intended function efficiently.

Numerous events and circumstances in life necéssitaman
communication. This natural rule plays a cruciadlera the

evolution of languages. The proliferation of commeation

fosters societal advancement and enhances lingo@thplexity.

In this sense, written discourse is regarded asobrtbe most
comprehensive modes of communication. This comnatioic

can also be achieved through translation betwesgubges. For
example, we will analyze Jack London's waidlrtin Edenand

its translated versions in Russian and Uzbek.

Original text

«This man Swineburne», he began, attempting tchjsuplan into
execution and pronouncing the i long.

«Who?»

«Swineburne,» he repeated, with the same misprastiom»The
poet.»

«Swinburne,» she corrected.

Trandated text into Russian

— Omom... Ceaiinbepn, — HA4aN OH, OCYWeECMEssL CBOU NJAH, HO
npu 3mom denasi OUUOKy 8 NPOUSHOULEHUU.

— Kmo?

— Ceatinbepm, -108mMopus o, —nOIM.

— Cytinbepn, —-nonpasuia ona e2o.

Trandated Uzbek text

— Xanueu... Csaiinbepn, —eb6 Mapmun Y3 pejicacunu amanea
owupuwea KUpUoU-10, amMmo 6y Cysuu sHeauut maiadgys smou.
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— Kum?
— Cesaiinbepn, —0e6 maxpopaaou uueum, —uoup.
— CyunbepH, —0eb Ku3 yHUHZ CY3UHU MY3amou.

Original text reveals that:

1. The interaction occurs between two individuals;

2. The aim of their conversation is for the two ggpeople to
enhance their understanding of one another;

3. The interests of the participants are refledtedhe same
aspect.

All three texts provide social information, whichcludes the
following:

1. One participant demonstrates intellectual cdipialsi
2. The second participant lacks literacy;
3. The communicators represent diverse socialetass

The translations in Russian and Uzbek accuratglyesent the
content of the text in English. The next sampleaasted from
Arthur Conan Doyle's’he Hound of the Baskerviltes

Original English text

You saw this?

As clearly as | see you.

And you said nothing?

What was the use?

How was it that no one else saw it?

The marks were some twenty yards from the bodyrendne gave
them a thought. | don't suppose | should have dmnéad | not
known this legend.

There are many sheep-dogs on the moor?

No doubt, but this was no sheep-dog.

You say it was large?

Enormous.

Russian trandated version

— Boicamuuxseudenu?

— Touno max sice, Kax udicy 8ac.
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— U nuuezo 06 smom ne ckazanu!

— A 3auem?

— Heyoicenu, kxpome 6ac, ux Huxmo He guoen?

— Onu 6wy wazax 6 mpuoyamu om mead, U Ha

HUX, BEPOSIMHO, NPOCIO HEOOPAMUIU

sHUManusi. A Ovl cam Huuezo e 3amemul,

ecau 6 He BCHOMHUT le2eHOY .

— Ha 6onomax, 00121cH0 Obimb, MHO20 084aAPOK?

— Pasymeemcs. Ho amo bvina ne osuapxa.

— But co6opume, umo ciedvi ouenv 6ovuue?

— Ocpomnbie.

Uzbek version of a trandated text

— Ywa usnapuu yzuneus kypouneuzmu?

— Xy00u cusHu Kypeanoex Kypoum.

— By xycycoa ey numa oemancuz-oa!

— Aumu6 numa Kunapoum?

— Haxomxu, ywa usziapru cuz0an 60wKa Xey KUM KypMA2au
oynca?

— Men ywa uznapuu yauxk émeawn Hcouoan Ymmu3s Kaoam Hapuod
KYpOUM, WYHUHS YYYH Xam Xeu Kum dbmubop bepmaecan 6yaca
Kepax. Aeap agcona scumea mywmazanoa 20u, Y3um xam xey oup
Hapcauu nanukamazan Oyiapoum.

— Bomxoknuxoa mo3u umaap Kyn 6yica kepax?

— Kyn, anbamma. Jlexun uznap mosu umnuxu smMac 30u.

— Usznapuu scyoa kamma 0edunauzmu?

— XKyoa xam 6axaiubam.

The dialogue in the extract occurs between twogpes;sshowing
that:

1.

2.

The employment of personal pronouns implies grese of
formality in the discourse;

The objective of the dialogue is to get compnshe
information regarding the murder and to elucidate isome
extent;

The communication indicators employed to conpegpose
encompass linguistic aspects such as a) confir@ingtion
(As clearly as | see youlouno max guce, xkax eudcy eacl
Xyoou cusnu kypeanoex kypoum); b) offering clarification
(no sheep-ddg:e osuapral mosu umnuku smac, largd ouens
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bonvwuel ocyoa xkamma, enOrmouSdepommsie) among
others.

Through the process of questioning, concepts ai@dglted, and
a successful response signifies that the recipiasiattained their
objective. Analyses indicate that most of the lisga units
conveying human thinking in the text are initiatlgmprehended
through the substance of the creative work andteélbniques
utilised by the author, followed by the translatiprocess. The
translated text evolves and enhances accordingetéranslator's
varied perspectives.

The participation of every individual within sogrethrough
this sign establishes the foundation for its evofutinto a
paralinguistic instrument. Communicative signs dendistinct
concepts that signify specific events, phenomebgects, or an
individual's condition. Verbal communication arfeted through
words, whereas non-verbal communication transmitied
gestures, sounds, and facial expressions. Thess @gresented
equally in artistic texts. L. A. Vvedenskaya (20@8ssifies non-
verbal communication into rhythmic, emotional, derstative,
figurative, and symbolic signs. We believe it isuaal to
examine the signals that convey the notions idedtiby L.A.
Vvedenskaya (2005) from a linguistic standpoint.

1. Rhythmic sign
a. Senenasuna | Kp8MKA nooHecs» NUBA NbA.

This passage is extracted from M. P. Pogodin&ale of Sorrow
and Pain composed in the 17th-18th century. The vowelsn
the wordsserenad, suna, kpSwuka, nusd, nes, together with the
vowels “I” and “u” in the lexemenoounecw, create harmony
among the words, imparting a musical characteh¢otéxt. This
process is further enhanced by rhythmic elememsluding
logical emphasis and pauses.

b. Two households, both alike dgnity (1),
In fair Verona, where we lay oscene (2),
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From ancient grudge break to newtiny (1),
Where civil blood makes civil handsclean(2).
Russian version

e pasno ysasicaemvix cemou (1)

B Bepone, 20e écmpeuatom Hac coovimpa (2),
Beoym mesicooycobuvie bou (1)

U ne xomam ynamo Kposonponumus (2).
Uzbek version of translated text

Busnune Beponaoa uxxu xonaoon (1)

Acny nacabnapu spyp 6apooap (2),

Yaap nuzonapea kupuwu6 xap on (1)

LIy waxap axnuea emkaszou sapap (2).

This passage is extracted from William ShakespseR®@meo
and Julief illustrating a rhythmic characteristic. The Esfli
sentence features a rhyme between the lexical coemi®
“dignity — mutiny” (1) and “scene — dirty” (2), pdocing a
rhythmic impact. While the Russian and Uzbek tratmshs do
not conclude with identical phonetic endings asdhiginal, the
Russian version incorporates the termswu — 6ou (1) and
cobvimbsi — kPosonporumss (2), whereas the Uzbek translation
contains the lexical unitenaoon — on (1) andéapobap — zapap
(2), which similarly rhyme, thereby maintaining theeiginal
rhythm.

The use of additional musical components to convey
rhythmic indications enhances the emotional depth iatensity
of speech. The sample from Ruth Smelter's poem Ktyil’
employs the recurrence of the consonant soghdai‘the phrases
silver, stars andsky, imparting a melodic feel to the text:

c. Thesilver stars shine in theky,
The night wind murmurs low

2. Expressions of emotion encompass movements
Such as slapping, striking the table with a fisid analogous
behaviours:

a. Sheshoved him away from her, but not before he caught a glimpse
of her moist eyes.
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Translation in Russian

Ona ommonkuyna e2o, Ho OH ce-Maxu yCnei 3amemums ee ciesbl.
Uzbek transated text

Y Mapmunnu umapué 1060pou, nexun Mapmun onacunume
Ky3napu éwnaneanunu, 6apubup, Kypub Koaou.

The translations of this line into Russian and Wzleenploy

expressive emotional indicators, namely — shove yawa

ommonknyms — umapubiobopmor, and with the phrase “shove
away” having similar variations in both Russian addbek

languages.

b. «Yes, that's the chap,» he stammeredgtiesks hot again.» How
long since he died?»
Translation into Russian
—Ja, on camwlii, — npo2o8opuL OH, CHO8A ROKpPACHE8. —/]a6HO OH
ymep?
Uzbek trandated text
—Xa, ywa, — 0eb canupa 6ownaou Mapmun sna uyeoaii Kuzapuo,
— yneanuea anua oyreanmu?

In the English literature, the emotive term “chdek” denotes
the redness of both cheeks. Russian and UzbeKatarsshave
employed the vocabulary unitgokpacres (reddened) and
yyeoatikuzapud (blushing to accurately translate the original
phrasecheek hat The translator accurately employed the term
kuzsapmox (to blush) in the Uzbek rendition, aligning withet
Russian translation and fully conveying the origiriext's
meaning. In certain instances, emotional sentimealso
communicated through textual sentences. For instanc

C. Xypcanouunux: As he entered his eyes fell upon the stick in
Holmes's hand, and he rantowardsit veithexclamation of joy.
Russian version
Kax monvxo naw 2ocme outen 8 KomHamy,e2o 8327150 MOMUAC Hce
ynan Ha naiky 6 pykax Xoamca, U OH C PAOOCHIHBIM
KPUKOMNOMAHYJICA 30 Hell.

Uzbek trandated text
YV xonamusea xupuwu ounanox, oapxon kyzu Xoamcuune Kyauoacu
xaccaza mywou. Xypcano oyaud, KuukKupuo, xaccaea Ky y3amou.
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The phrases indicated in the text express joy.

d. Hoposunux eéa auunuw: “ Dear, dear, that's bad!” said Holmes,
shaking hishead” .
—Aii-aii, kak 3mo cxkeepro! —ckazan Xonmc, nokauueas 201080i.
—Xait, xait, sxcyoa vaxxu o6ynean skan-oal — deou Xoamc dowunu
CUIKUmMuo.

The interjections used in the text, such as “Déeay,”— Ai-aii —

Xaii,xau convey a sense of pity, while the phrases “shakisg
head” — noxauusas zonosoti — 6Gowunu curkumu6d’ embody
characteristics of discontent.

e. Doubt and hesitation: “laughed incredulously as Sherlock
Holmes leaned back in his settee and blew littleasiag rings of
smoke up to the ceiling”.

Russian translated text

A neoosepuueo paccmesnca, a ILlleproxXoamc omxumyncs Ha
CNUHKY Ou8aHa U NYCMUi 6 NOMONOK MdajeHbKue, NIA8HO
Koaebowuecs 8 86030yxe Koibya ObiMa.

Uzbek version

Men uwonmazanoait xcunmanué xyuoum, lllepnox Xonmc 3ca
ousanea CysaHUO, NANUPOCHUHE MYMYHUHU XAIKA-XAAKA KUIUO
nygrad ymupasepou.

Used expressions such as “laughed incredulously”
He008epUUBO PACCMESNICS — UUOHMALAHOAU HCUAMAUUO KYUOUM
convey uncertainty and indecision in the statedaei$. The
contextual meaning in English fully expressed ins§an and
Uzbek languages. The translation of expressive atggnn
Russian matches the original in both number andtaunbe. In
the Uzbek translation, the verkyioum employed with the
adverbarcunmaiiué resulting in a discrepancy in the number of
lexemes compared to the original.

Emotional expressions expressed through both meajar
auxiliary components of speech, including pronouns.
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3. Signs expressing gestures and signals

a. Juliet
Comehither, nurse. What igond gentleman?
Nurse
The son and heir of old Tiberio.
Juliet
What's hehat now is going out of door?
Nurse
Marry, that, | think, be young Petrucio.
Russian translated text
Jcynvemma. Kopmunuya, nocaywaii.
Kmo amom 2ocmv y evixooda 6 yeny?
Kopmunuya. Coin u nacneonux cmapuxa Tubepuo.
Jicynrvemma. A amom 6om, Komopolil cmai 6 06epsx?
Kopmunuya. A amo, xaxcemcs, [lempyuvo-maaowuil.
Uzbek trandation of the text
JKynvemma (snazaza)
By ékka xen. Kanu avim-uu, kum y agpanou?
uaza
Tubepuo yoaHuHe y2uu Xam 0pucuoup.
Kynvemma
Duwuknapoan yukaémear anoe uucum-yu'’?
Dnaza
Aunenuwimacam, nasapumoa éw [lempyuyo.

Throughout English literature, terms such as “hittand“yond”
are prevalent throughout Shakespeare’s writingse English
term “yond” functions as a demonstrative pronouanslating to
smom in Russian and having a comparable version in kiZblee
omission of the translation for the pronoun “hithieas led to an
erroneous depiction of the content in the Russeah tn Uzbek,
the pronoun “hither” serves as an analogous exjredsr 6y
éxka. The English demonstrative pronoun “that” is rendeas
smom in Russian andinos in Uzbek. Presently, the pronouns
“hither” and “yond” have evolved into “here” and hére”
functioning as demonstrative indicators:

b. «Comehere, Alfred,» he called to the crying child, at themsa
time thrusting his hand into his trousers pockeigre he carried
his money loose in the same large way that he lifedh general.
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Russian translated text

— Hou crooa, Aneped, — KpuxkHyn ou niaauywemy peOeHKy u
3anycmun pyKy 8 Kapmaw, 20e y neeo Jnedxcanu oenveu. K oenveam
OH OMHOCUNCS HEeOPedtCHO, 8 IMOM CKA3bIBANACL €20 WUPOKAs
Hamypa.

Uzbek trandation of the text

— By éxkka xen, Anogped! — 0eb uakupou y uuziab mypeau
JICUSAHUHU 6a EH YYHmMaAzuea Kyaunu mukou. Y nynea beghapx 20u,
0y yHUHE KYIU OUUKAUSUHU KYPCamapou.

The terms included in the translations of the Efgliext into
Russian and Uzbek denote an indication of referefde
employment of descriptive symbols in the texts isoa
significant. They are particularly prevalent in tiaitings of
Shakespeare.

4.

a.

Descriptive Signs

Romeo

What is her mother?

Nurse

Marry, bachelor,

Her mother is the lady of the house,
And a good lady, and a wise and virtuous
Translation text in Russian

Pomeo. A kmo ona?

Kopmunuuya. /la evi-mo camu 2oe?

Ona 2nasa cemvu, X0351Ka 00Md.

A 6 mamkax mym u 6b1x00UIa 004b.
Trandation in Uzbek

Pomeo

Onacu kum?

Dnaza

Onum uuaman, cuzaa, i wucum,

Onanapu b6exa 6yayp 06y xonaoouea,
Hnmughomxop, xyn oxunra 6up 6onyoup y,

The literary fragment utilizes a descriptive symlasisociated
with a “woman,” incorporating a demonstrative sagmwell. The
examples presented distinctly illustratez (mother,nams) and
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xacca (stick, nanxa). Another example of a symbol included in
the English language is a symbolic mark.

5. Symbolic signs

a. Shenodded herhead resignedly.
Trandation of the Russian language
Kena nokopHo KueHyna 20710601.
Uzbek translated text
Xomun umoamkopona 60w upamou.

The lexical components in these phrases, suchaidad head”
— KusHyna 2010601 — bow upzamou convey agreement.

b. Still his wife sighed, shook her head sorrowfully, and stitched on.
Russian version
HooicenanonpesicnemMymonvko — 630bIXand, Kauaia 2010800 U
NPOOOAANCANA ULUMD.
Translation in Uzbek
Jlexun xomun Oosieu-b6oseuua axam Xypcunap, 60w 4auKap éa
SAMOK AMAWOa 0a80M SMapou.

The concept ofykyp nagac onuw is articulated in both English
and Russian, but its translation into Uzbek emplysethod of
logical generalisation. The English terms “sighadd“shookher
head” together with their Russian and Uzbek eqaivsl
e30vixana and kauanazonosoii — xypcunap and Gowmavixap
convey a sentiment of sorrow.

c. No, no, my dear Watson, not all — by no means all.
Russian version
—Hem, nem, oopozoii moii Yomcou, ne éce, 0aneko me gce.
Trandation in Uzbek
—ﬁﬁk;, uyK, azuzum Yomcow, xamma 2an acio wyHoda smac.

The terms specified in the phrases in English,tteagewith their
equivalents in Russian and Uzbek, express a nofiaegation.

d. Holmes leaned back in his chaitaced his finger-tips together,
and closed his eyes, with an air of resignation.
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OMKUHYSUIUCH HA CRUHKY Kpecad. XOIMC COMKHYI KOHUbL NATIbYeE
UCBUOOMNOTIHOL HOKOPHOCIU CYObOe 3aKPbLI 211a3d.

Xoame kpecnoea cyawub oaub, Oapmokiapunu oOup-oupuza
mymawmupou éa maxkoupea Oamamom mMaw 6epeaH KUuuoex
Ky371apunu 10mMub onou.

The visuals included in the text convey a sensmotemplation.
Communicative signals transmitted via “hand,” “hgadnd

“face” motions,

e.
“Why was it

for instance:

bad?”

Dr. Mortimerblinked through his glasses in mild astonishment.

Jlokmop Mopmumep u3yMieHHO 3aMOP2a 2NaA30AMU.
— A umo sice mym cxeeprozo?
Jloxmop Mopmumep maasicocyoranud, KyzuHu Hcagoupamou.
—bynunenumacuyaxku?

The words indicated in the text convey a sensestfngshment.
Through the examples analyzed, the following comuative
signs were identified in Table 1:

Table 1.Communicative signs analized in three languages

No.[Original text

[Russian trandation

[Uzbek translation

[Explanation

Signsthat express emotions

1. |Shoved away |Ommoaknyna umapu6 10bopou Being offended

2. | Cheeks hot Toxpacnes yyedail Kusapuo To be shy

3. An. exclamation [ padocmubiM Kpukom xypeand b, Happiness

of joy Kuukupuo,

4. |Dear, dear Ati-ail Xaii, xai To feel pity

5. | Shaking his healdiokauusas 2onosoii oowunu cunkumu6 | Disagreement

6 Laughed He008epUUBO UWOHMAAHOATL Hesitation

" |incredulously accmesncs HCUIMATUD KYUOUM
Signs expressing gestures

7. | Hither - oy éxka Demonstrative

8. |Yond amom y Demonstrative

9. |That amom anos Demonstrative

10 |Here crooa oy éxka Demonstrative

Descriptive signs

The descriptive
sign indicates to
whom it belongs

11 | her mother oHa y through the 9
exchange of
information.
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Symbolic signs
12 [Nodded her heddusnyaa 2on0s0ii bow upeamou Agreement
13 | Sighed 630bIxXANA Xxypcunap Unhappiness
14 | Shook her head|xauara 2onosoil bout uaikap Disagreement
15 | No, no Hem, nem Uy, iy Disagreement
Placed his fingef- bapyoxnapun up- .
16 tips together COMKHYJI KOHYbINAIbYES | Oupuea Pensive
mymawmupou
17 | Closed his eyes|saxpuin enaza Z); f;;ap HH 1o Pensive
18. |Blinked 3amopean Kysuru Fear
arcasoupamou
CONCLUSION

The analysis of the examples presented above itedicthat
communicative signs are present in various systéamguages,
including English, Russian, and Uzbek literary sext literary
texts, communicative signs interpreted based onctimgext or
through the explicit naming of the action. Throulga analysis of
the spoken discourse within the communication @gscene can
ascertain the action that has executed. In theafitetexts of
English, Russian, and Uzbek, communicative sigmv&ged not
only through hand gestures, but also through faarad eye
expressions. In conclusion, the texts in Engliskehaxpertly
translated into Russian and Uzbek.

Jack London’sMartin Eden and its Russian and Uzbek
translations offer sociological insights about tihgnamics of
interaction between two individuals, the objectivet their
dialogue, and the interests of the participant®e Russian and
Uzbek translations faithfully convey the substaotthe English
text.

In Arthur Conan Doyle'The Hound of the Baskervillethe
original English text faithfully conveys the matdriin both
languages. The Russian and Uzbek translationduftijticonvey
the English text's substance, emphasising the feignce of
grasping the subtleties of communication acrodsmift fields.

Communication is the clarification of concepts, daage,
and information, enabling reciprocal understandinghe
cornerstone of speech culture is rooted in litereEmyguage,
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which fulfils several tasks, including communicatiinteractive,
and perceptive roles. The examination of commuinatvithin
linguistics is referred to as its “communicativexgmatic
aspect.”

Linguists have struggled to achieve consensus an th
communication elements required in acquiring theerdry
language. The issues related to the factors thimedgée the
distinctive features of speech culture as a fundaahdinguistic
discipline remain unaddressed. Extensive reseasltbnducted
on the culture of speech, identifying four prindipantres: verbal
and non-verbal modalities.

The core of language includes not only a means of
communication but also the amalgamation of manypmrants.
Verbal communication, imagery, gestures, and otligrernible
forms must provoke an understanding of concepts e
generally unknown. Language serves as a conduit for
communication among diverse sign systems and esgulegia
human verbal action.

Communicative signals are unique notions that mmaic
certain occurrences, phenomena, objects, or awidudil's state.
Verbal communication conveyed through words, whenean-
verbal communication expressed through gestureisesioand
facial expressions. L.A. Vvedenskaya categorises-vavbal
communication into rhythmic, emotive, demonstrative
figurative, and symbolic indicators.

The examination of communication in Uzbek, Russ&mg
English texts is essential for comprehending igsinlEt attributes
and the influence of language on communication. Pphease
“cheek hot” which is translated into Russian andékzutilising
emotive markers, such as “shove away” anthpu6ro60puOK.
The evocative phrase “cheek hot” in English literatdenotes
the redness of both cheeks. The Uzbek phrasapuox (to
blush) is correctly used, corresponding with the s$tan
translation and effectively communicating the orai text's
meaning.

Emotional expressions are conveyed by literary ggsasuch
as xypcawuuauk (joy), hopouruksa auunuwe and “doubt and
hesitation.” The contextual meaning in English,c@mpletely
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conveyed in both Russian and Uzbek languages. rénelation
of expressive signals in Russian corresponds toottggnal in
both quantity and content, however, the Uzbek tagion
exhibits a disparity in the number of lexemes redatto the
original. Emotive expressions are conveyed thrdugh primary
and secondary elements of speech, including prandlime text
in Uzbek, Russian, and English is a literary excdrat employs
descriptive symbols related to femininity and destoative
indicators.

In conclusion, the Uzbek and Russian texts effityen
express pondering and emotion through diverse itigu
symbols. The thesis emphasises the significance of
comprehending the distinctions between the twouaggs and
the utilisation of symbols and demonstrative intlica in
linguistic communication.
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