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ABSTRACT

This study investigates the connotative nuances associated
with synonymous words in English and Uzbek, focusing on
how these languages differ in their positive and negative
connotations. The research aims to understand how synonym
pairs with similar denotative meanings can evoke different
emotional and cultural associations. Using examples from
English corpora, and Uzbek explanatory synonym dictionaries.
This paper provides insights into the cultural and linguistic
factors that influence synonym choice and their perceived
connotations in both languages.
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INTRODUCTION

Apart from being a communication instrument, largguas the
reflection of the speaker's and/or writer's emogibncultural

and/or social status. It means that synonyms — svaiich may
have identical or very close denotative meaningg have rather
different connotations; by choosing certain of theéhe speaker
can intentionally create certain smoldering emdatiomhese
connotations can be positive, neutral or even inegategarding
the stance of the speaker and the position ofistenkr. In this
paper, the author investigates the impact thatatation plays in
selection of synonyms that are English and Uzbekguage, in
relation to culture and emotion.
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Our investigation focuses on questions such as: tdow
speakers of English and Uzbek choose synonyms lmasdukeir
positive or negative connotations? What culturakctdes
influence the connotative differences in synonyragasbetween
the two languages? By answering these questionajiméo shed
light on the interplay between language and culjpeeception.

METHODS

Several scholars made their contributions on thiguistic field
including Cruse’s seminal work explores lexical sefics,
including the concept of synonymy, and examines how
synonyms are rarely fully interchangeable due tdtlsu
differences in connotation and usage. This texvipges insights
into the challenges of synonym selection and thpach of
connotative meaning. While Lyons discusses senmgribcusing
on synonymy and antonymy. His analysis highlightse t
importance of context in determining the appropriass of
synonyms, and how synonyms acquire different shaales
meaning, particularly in emotional and evaluatiments.

These linguistic elements are investigated fronpéipsense
in corpus linguistics where positive and negatiomrmotations
are checked through semantic prosody. The condeg#roantic
prosody was originally outlined by Louw. It des&ib the
characteristics of a word in terms of some aspafcits semantic
context. The context has implications for the megrof a word
since the prosody becomes part of the word meariing.term
“prosody” is borrowed from Firth, who uses it tofae to
phonological colouring which spreads beyond segatent
boundaries. Rather than focusing on individual gtion
segments in terms of phonemes and allophones, piattes a
significant emphasis on how sounds work in a cdnig)xcreate
meanings. He used the term “prosody” for the mamyswin
which a sound may be influenced by its environm&he notion
of semantic prosody is intended to be directly Werdo this.
Louw defines semantic prosody as “[a] consistenta aaf
meaning with which a form is imbued by its collasit and
argues that the habitual collocates of a form aagpable of
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colouring it, so it can no longer be seen in igotatfrom its
semantic prosody.” Prosodies are described by Leuwa
“reflections of either pejorative or ameliorativeseantic]
changes [over a period of time]” and “based on dest forms
can bifurcate into good and bad.”

To analyze the connotative differences of synonyims
English and Uzbek, we utilized a corpus-based amtro
drawing on examples from the British National CagBNC)
for English and the Uzbek Explanatory dictionarysghonyms
for Uzbek. We selected commonly used synonym paith
notable connotative variations and categorized etheairs as
having positive, neutral, or negative connotatibased on their
contextual usage.

We began by identifying frequently used synonymgach
language, focusing on pairs that held a similar otkive
meaning but varied significantly in their connotatimpact. For
example, English words like “slender” versus “skitior Uzbek
words such a®zg'in versusqiltiriq were evaluated for their
connotative tendencies.

In terms of connotation Analysis each synonym peés
examined for contextual usage to determine if thenotation
was primarily positive, neutral, or negative. Tlalassification
was supported by qualitative analysis, using a $arop 100
sentences per synonym pair to ensure reliable @ategjon.

RESULTS

Our findings show that while both English and Uzlkakploy
connotative distinctions, the degree and type sbaation often
differ due to cultural factors.

1. English synonyms

In English, synonym choice tends to be heavilyuaficed by
social expectations and politeness norms. For ebarfglender”
often has a positive connotation, implying eleganodile
“skinny” may carry a slightly negative connotatidmnting at an
unhealthy thinness. Similarly, “curious” has a malto positive
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connotation of inquisitiveness, whereas “nosy” tenm be
negative, suggesting intrusive behavior.

2. Uzbek synonyms

In Uzbek, connotations in synonyms are often tiedsoécio-
cultural perceptions, especially with adjectivessaliding
personal traits. The wordbalo usta conveys intelligence
positively, while utstarmon is more nuanced, often associated
with cunning and potential deceit. Another exampglehe pair
bilarmon mostly used in (negative) connotation wheddabiron
may have a slightly idealistic, potentially naivendertone
compared tdoilarmon, which tends to be viewed more favorably.

English synonyms - Positive Connotation:
"Frugal” vs. "Stingy"

"Confident" vs. "Arrogant"

Negative Connotation:

"Nosy" vs. "Curious"

"Pushy" vs. "Assertive"

Uzbek Synonyms - Positive Connotation:

"Jasur" (brave) vs. "Tavakkal" (reckless)

"Saxovatli" (generous) vs. "Qzini ko' rsatadigan” (show-off)
Negative Connotation:

"Semiz" (fat) vs. "Toliq" (full-figured)

"Qo'pol" (rude) vs. "Oddiy" (simple)Certainly!

Synonyms with generally neutral connotations: "Big "Large"

Both imply size without positive or negative imgltons:
"Begin" vs. "Start".

Both indicate the initiation of an action or proge$Talk” vs.
"Speak”

Both refer to verbal communication without specific
connotations: "End" vs. "Finish"

Both denote the conclusion of an event or activilyb" vs.
"Occupation”

In English, synonyms like "frugal" and "stingy" f#if in
perception; one is positive, the other negativemil8rly, in
Uzbek, jasur conveys admiration, whiletavakkal suggests
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imprudence. These differences underscore the iupoet of
context and cultural understanding in language use.

DisCUSSION

Our analysis suggests that both English and Uzpekkers use
connotations to add emotional or evaluative depmththeir
speech, but cultural perceptions deeply influeheedegree and
direction of these connotations. English synonyroiats are
often influenced by politeness conventions andviddae placed
on direct, positive expression. In contrast, Uzlsionym
choices can reveal a cultural appreciation for lstjptand
realism, with connotations reflecting a more caugioor
pragmatic worldview.

In both English and Uzbek, synonyms with different
connotations reflect cultural values and societabrms.
Understanding these nuances is essential for Biéect
communication and can prevent misunderstandings.

English

In English, words like "frugal" and "stingy" illustte how similar
meanings can carry different implications. "Frugad" often
perceived positively, suggesting wise spending,levbstingy”
has negative overtones of selfishness. Similadgnfident” is
admired, but "arrogant” suggests an overbearintdét These
distinctions highlight the importance of tone andntext in
conveying the intended message.

Uzbek

In Uzbek, jasur (brave) is a compliment, whilgavakkal
(reckless) warns of imprudence. The weagovatli (generous) is
positive, whereaso’ zini ko’ rsatadigan (show-off) carries
negative connotations. These examples demonsioatecthitural
perspectives shape language, affecting how actindgraits are
valued.
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Cultural influence

The choice of synonyms is deeply influenced by walt
perceptions and societal expectations. In both uUages,
understanding the connotations of words enableskspg to
communicate more precisely and empathetically. &inareness
is particularly important in translation and crasstural
communication, where direct equivalents may notvegnthe
same emotional weight or intention.

Importance in language learning

For language learners, grasping these nuancesuisalrfor
achieving fluency and cultural competence. It aldearners to
choose words that align with their intended mearamgl to
interpret others' speech accurately. Educatorsldrephasize
these aspects to help learners navigate the coitpgeof
connotation in language.

By analyzing these subtleties, we gain insight ihmv
language reflects and influences thought, behawiod, cultural
identity. Future research could expand on thesdirfgs by
exploring additional languages and examining howgitali
communication impacts connotative meanings.

Understanding these differences is essential forstators,
language learners, and cross-cultural communicators
Recognizing the connotative meaning behind synonganshelp
avoid misunderstandings and convey intended tonese m
effectively.

CONCLUSION

The connotative distinctions in synonym use betwEeaglish
and Uzbek varied due to its being different famNjoreover, it
reveals cultural influences on language. Englishoaym pairs
often reflect direct emotional tones shaped bytpotiss and
social etiquette, while Uzbek pairs exhibit a mdegered
approach, influenced by socio-cultural attitudestufe research
could further explore how these connotations varithiw
different genres or registers in each languageardipg our
understanding of the cultural underpinnings in sym usage.
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The study of semantic prosody and connotationsyirorsyms
offers valuable insights into the complexity of dalage. It
highlights the importance of context in shaping nieg and
reminds us that words are not merely tools for comigation
but also carriers of cultural identity and expressiAs language
continues to evolve, the awareness of semanticogyosvill
remain a vital aspect of linguistic competence ardrcultural
understanding.
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