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Annotation This article examines the linguistic and pragmatic characteristics of invective speech
acts in English, Russian, and Uzbek conflict discourse. The study focuses on verbal
aggression, offensive language, and evaluative expressions in professional and
interpersonal communication. Through comparative linguistic analysis, the research
(dentifies the semantic, pragmatic, and cultural mechanisms underlying conflict texts
across the three languages. Particular attention is devoted to the distinction between
insult and value judgment in multilingual discourse and to the role of linguistic
expertise in determining legal qualification. The article demonstrates that English
conflict communication frequently employs indirect evaluative strategies and
subjective opinion markers, Russian discourse is characterized by explicit emotional
expressiveness and invective intensification, while Uzbek conflict speech reflects
culturally conditioned hierarchy, etiquette norms, and socially marked forms of
humiliation. The study also analyzes a multilingual professional conflict scenario in
which delayed reporting escalates into verbal aggression. The findings reveal that
legal interpretation of offensive speech depends not only on lexical semantics but
also on communicative context, cultural expectations, and pragmatic intention. The
research contributes to pragmatics, comparative linguistics, discourse analysis, and
forensic linguistic expertise in multilingual environments.

Keywords Invective speech acts, conflict discourse, forensic linguistics, pragmatics, verbal
aggression, comparative linguistics, intercultural communication, linguistic expertise

Konflikt matnlarining lingvistik Baltayeva Lamiya Baxtiyorovna
ekspertizasi: ingliz, rus va o'zbek bakhtiy amvm'lmog@l\ig;?s’i:;’;?
ti"aridagi invektiv “thiy O'’zbekiston davlat jahon tillari universiteti
aktlarning qiyosiy tahlili

Annotatsiya Mazkur magqgolada ingliz, rus va o’zbek konflikt diskursidagi invektiv nutqiy

aktlarning lingvistik hamda pragmatik xususiyatlari tahlil qilinadi. Tadgigot
professional va shaxslararo muloqotdagi verbal agressiya, haqoratli til birliklari va
baholovchi ifodalarga qaratilgan. Qiyosiy-lingvistik tahlil orgali uch tildagi konflikt
matnlarining semantik, pragmatik va madanty mexanizmlari aniglanadi. Aynigsa,
ko'p tilli diskursda "haqorat” va “baho beruvchi fikr” o’rtasidagi farqg hamda nutqiy
birliklarni huqugqly jihatdan kvalifikatsiya qilishda lingvistik ekspertizaning o’rniga
alohida e'tibor qaratiladi. Maqolada ingliz konflikt mulogoti ko'’proq bilvosita
baholovchi strategiyalar va subyektiv fikr markerlaridan foydalanishi, rus diskursi
esa ochiq emotsional ekspressivlik va kuchaytirilgan invektivlik bilan xarakterlanishi,
ozbek konflikt nutqi esa madaniy jihatdan belgilangan ierarxiya, nutq odobi
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me’yorlari hamda ijtimoiy jihatdan belgilangan tahqir shakllarini aks ettirishi
ko'rsatib berilgan. Shuningdek, tadqgiqotda hisobot kechikishi verbal agressiyaga
aylanib ketgan ko'p tilli professional konflikt holati ham tahlil gilingan. Natijalar
shuni ko'rsatadiki, haqoratli nutgning huquqiy talgini nafaqat leksik semantikaga,
balki kommunikativ kontekst, madaniy kutilmalar va pragmatik niyatga ham
bog’ligdir. Tadgiqot pragmatika, qiyosiy tilshunoslik, diskurs tahlili hamda ko'p tilli
muhitdagi sud-lingvistik ekspertiza sohalari rivojiga hissa qo’shadi.

Kalit so’zlar Invektiv nutqiy aktlar, konflikt diskursi, sud lingvistikasi, pragmatika, verbal
agressiya, qiyosiy tilshunoslik, madaniyatlararo muloqgot, lingvistik ekspertiza

JInHrBMCTMYECKanA 3KCNepTh3a BanTaesa /lamua BaxTuaposHa
bakhti .AmO03 I8

KOH(MKTHbIX TEKCTOB: akhtiyarovna.lm03@gmatl.com
o MazucmparHm,

CPpaBHUTE/IbHbIN aHa/1n3 Y3bekckutli 20cydapcmeeHHeili yHusepcumem

MHBEKTUBHbIX peYyeBbiX aKTOB B MUpPOBbIX 53blIKO8

aHIINACKOM, PYCCKOM U

y3GEKCKOM A3blIKaX

AHHOTaumA B OaHHoOli cmamee paccmampuearomcs JUH28UCMUYecKUe U NnpazMamudeckue

0c0beHHOCMU UHBEKMUBHBbIX peyesbix akmoea 8 aH2/1UUCKOM, pyCCKOM U y36eKckom
KOoHgUKMHoM  duckypce. MccnedosaHue cocpedomoyeHo Ha eepbasbHoU
azpeccuu, ockopbumenbHoOU  JleKCUKe U  OYEeHOYHbIX  BbICKA3bIBAHUAX 8
npogeccuoHanbHoOU U MeXJU4YHOCMHoOU  KoMMmyHukayuu. C  nomouwjbro
CpasHUMEIbHO-IUH2BUCMUYECKO20 ~ AHA/U3a  BbIABAAIOMCA  CeMaHmu4eckue,
npazmamudeckue U Ky/JlemypHele MexaHu3mel, 1exaujue 8 0cHoge KOHGOIUKMHbIX
mekcmos 8 mpéx a3vikax. Ocoboe sHUMaHuUe ydenaemcs pasepaHu4eHuro NoHAmMuu
«ockopbieHUe» U «oyeHo4YHoe Cyxx0eHue» 8 MHO2053bI4HOM OUCKYpce, a makxe
pO/IU IUH2BUCMUYECKOU 3KCnepmu3el 8 onpedesieHUU npasogou Keasaugukayuu
gbickasbigaHusA. B cmamee nokazaHo, umo aHenulickas  KOHAUKMHaAA
KOMMYHUKQUUs 4acmo UCNnoJib3yem KOC8eHHble OUYeHOYHble cmpameauu u
mMapkepsl  cybbekmuBHO20 MHeHUs, pycckul — OUCKypC — xdapakmepusyemcs
OMKpPbIMOU 3MOYUOHAIbHOU 3KCNPeccu8HOCMbIO U yCUIeHHOU UHBEKMUBHOCMbIO,
moeda kak y36bekckas KOHPAUKMHAsA pedb ompaxaem Ky/lbmypHO 06y c/108/1eHHYH
uepapxuro, HOpMbl pe4yegozo 3mukema U COYudsbHO MApKuposaHHele ¢opmel
YHUXeHuUs. B uccnedosaHuu  makxe  aHaausupyemca — MHO20A3bI4HAA
npogeccuoHaibHas  KOH@AUKMHas  cumyayus, 8 komopol  3adepxka
omyémHocmu  nepepacmaem 8 8epbasnbHyr0  azpeccuro.  Pe3ysemamel
NoKasel8arom, 4mo nNpasosas UHmMepnpemayus ockopbumesasHoU pedu 3asucum
HE mMOJIbKO Om JleKcu4eckol CeMaHmMuku, HO U Om KOMMYHUKaMmMueHO20
KOHmMeKkcmd, KyJemypHelX OXUOGHUU U  NpazMamuy4ecko20 HAaMepeHUsl.
WccnedosaHue eHocum 6ksaad 6 passumue npazMamuku, CpasHUMeE6HO20
A3bIKO3HAHUS, OUCKYpC-aHAnu3a u cy0ebHou JuHagucmu4eckol 3Kcnepmuss! 6
YC108UAX MHO205136IYHOU KOMMYHUKAYUU.
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WIHeekmugHble peyesbie akmel, KOHGAUKMHbIU OUCKYpC, CyOebHas AUH28UCMUKA,
aespeccus,

cpasHumeJsieHoe A3bIKO3HAHUE,

MeXKy/IbmypHaAs KOMMYHUKAUYUS, IUH28UCMUYeCcKas sKkcnepmu3sa

Introduction

The scientific novelty of this research is
determined by its interdisciplinary and
comparative approach to the analysis of
invective speech acts in English, Russian, and
Uzbek conflict discourse. Unlike traditional
studies that examine verbal aggression within a
single linguistic system, the present research
investigates how identical communicative
situations acquire different semantic,
pragmatic, and legal interpretations across
multilingual  environments.  The  study
introduces a cross-cultural model of linguistic
expertise in which insult is interpreted not only
as a lexical phenomenon but also as a culturally
conditioned pragmatic act. One of the main
innovations of the research lies in the
differentiation between “value judgment” and
“insult” through comparative linguistic analysis.
The article demonstrates that identical
evaluative  constructions may  function
differently depending on the legal traditions
and communicative norms of a speech
community. In English discourse, offensive
statements are frequently interpreted as
subjective opinion protected by freedom of
expression, while in Russian and Uzbek
communicative contexts similar constructions
may acquire the status of invective humiliation
due to their emotional and cultural intensity.
This distinction allows the research to
contribute to the development of modern
forensic linguistics and legal pragmatics.
Another scientific contribution of the study is
the analysis of  multilingual  conflict
correspondence as a complex discourse
structure. The research proves that semantic
equivalence between translated expressions
does not guarantee pragmatic equivalence.
Lexical units that appear identical in dictionary
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meaning demonstrate different levels of
aggressiveness, emotional intensity, and legal
relevance within each linguistic culture. This
finding is particularly important for linguistic
expertise of digital communication,
multilingual workplace conflicts, and
intercultural legal disputes. The study also
introduces a pragmatic analysis of etiquette
destruction as a marker of verbal aggression in
Uzbek discourse. Unlike English and Russian
communicative systems, where invectivity is
primarily expressed through explicit offensive
vocabulary, Uzbek conflict communication
frequently  signals  aggression  through
violations of hierarchical speech norms. The
transition from respectful forms of address to
informal pronouns and culturally inappropriate
communicative behavior functions as an
independent mechanism of humiliation. This
aspect has received limited scholarly attention
in comparative pragmatics and therefore
represents an important scientific innovation.
The article further develops the theory of
invective speech acts by demonstrating the
interaction between lexical semantics and
sociocultural context (Culpeper, 2011; Leech,
1983). The research establishes that the legal
qualification of insult depends not only on the
presence of offensive vocabulary but also on
pragmatic intention, communicative
environment, social hierarchy, and collective
cultural expectations (Brown, 1987; Searle,
1969). Such an approach expands existing
models of discourse analysis by integrating
semantic, pragmatic, sociolinguistic, and
forensic perspectives into a unified analytical
framework (Fairclough, 2001; van Dijk, 2008).
An additional novelty of the research lies
in its focus on professional conflict discourse.
Most  previous studies of invectivity
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concentrate on political rhetoric, media
language, or  everyday interpersonal
communication (Culpeper, 2011; van Dijk,
2008). In contrast, the present study examines
how workplace communication transforms into
verbal aggression and how professional
criticism shifts toward personal humiliation.
This allows the article to reveal linguistic
mechanisms of reputational damage and
communicative escalation in organizational
environments (Karasik, 2004; Fairclough, 2001).

The research also contributes to
contemporary digital discourse studies. The
analysis demonstrates that modern online
communication weakens traditional
communicative restrictions and increases the
frequency of hybrid invective forms influenced
by globalization and multilingual interaction
(Wierzbicka, 2003; van Dijk, 2008). In Uzbek
discourse especially, digital platforms facilitate
the emergence of new aggressive strategies
combining national linguistic norms with global
internet communication patterns (Yusupov,
2012). This transformation of conflict speech
under digitalization represents an important
direction for future linguistic research (Karasik,
2004; Fairclough, 2001).

Conflict  discourse  represents a
communicative  environment in  which
participants express disagreement, opposition,
emotional tension, or aggression (van Dijk,
2008). In modern linguistics, conflict texts are
analyzed not only as lexical or grammatical
structures but also as pragmatic instruments
that influence  social  relations and
communicative  behavior (Leech, 1983;
Fairclough, 2001). One of the most significant
components of conflict communication is the
invective speech act, which includes insult,
humiliation, offensive nomination, sarcasm,
and negative evaluation (Searle, 1969;
Culpeper, 2011).

The increasing  globalization  of
communication and the spread of multilingual
interaction have intensified the importance of
linguistic expertise of conflict texts (Wierzbicka,
2003). In comparative linguistics, identical
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communicative situations may receive different
legal and cultural interpretations depending on
the language and social norms involved
(Karasik, 2004; Yusupov, 2012). A single speech
act can function as ordinary criticism in one
linguistic environment and as a legally relevant
insult in another. This creates difficulties for
discourse interpretation, forensic analysis, and
intercultural communication (Fairclough, 2001;
van Dijk, 2008).

English, Russian, and Uzbek conflict
discourse demonstrate substantial differences
in the realization of verbal aggression. English
communicative  culture often  prioritizes
individual opinion and indirect criticism (Leech,
1983; Wierzbicka, 2003). Russian discourse
tends to permit stronger emotional
expressiveness and explicit invective forms
(Karasik, 2004). Uzbek communicative culture,
shaped by respect hierarchy and collectivist
values, treats violations of speech etiquette as
socially significant acts of humiliation (Yusupov,
2012).

The purpose of this study is to analyze
the linguistic and pragmatic characteristics of
invective speech acts in English, Russian, and
Uzbek conflict texts and to determine how
cultural and legal factors influence the
interpretation of offensive communication
(Searle, 1969; van Dijk, 2008; Wierzbicka, 2003).

Theoretical Foundations of Invective
Speech Acts

The theory of speech acts developed by
J. L. Austin (Austin, 1962) and John Searle
forms the methodological basis of invective
discourse analysis. According to speech act
theory, language does not merely describe
reality but also performs actions. Invective
utterances belong primarily to expressive
speech acts because they communicate
emotional evaluation, hostility, contempt, or
aggression.

Invective speech acts typically perform
several communicative functions:

e emotional discharge;
e humiliation of the interlocutor;
e establishment of dominance;
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e social exclusion;
e delegitimization
competence;

e provocation of conflict escalation.

Modern pragmatics emphasizes that
offensive language must be interpreted
contextually. The same lexical unit may function
differently depending on communicative
situation, speaker intention, cultural norms, and
social hierarchy. Therefore, linguistic expertise
of conflict texts requires semantic, pragmatic,
sociolinguistic, and cultural analysis
simultaneously.

Linguistic Expertise in Multilingual
Conflict Communication

In comparative linguistics, a single
communicative process may appear in multiple
linguistic forms. Multilingual correspondence
often complicates linguistic expertise because
semantic equivalence does not necessarily
imply  pragmatic  equivalence. Offensive
expressions carry culturally specific meanings
that influence legal and social interpretation.

The following multilingual professional
conflict demonstrates how identical
communicative situations produce different
linguistic realizations of aggression.

English Version

A: We are already two days past the
deadline. Where is the final file?

B: Stop pestering me. You are a brainless
moron and your management style is a
complete joke.

Russian Version

A: Mel yxe Ha 0dsa OHA npocpo4yuau
dednauH. [Oe puHanbHbIl atin?

b: [llepecmane meHs OoHumame. Tel
6e3mo3anbili  OeceHepam, a meol CMuJib
ynpassieHus —3mo Kypam Ha cMex.

Uzbek Version

A: MyddamodaH ukku KyH ymub kemou.
AxyHul ¢alin kaepoa?

b: Menza kapa, meHu muH4y kyu. CeH
musicu3 axmokcaH, bowkapys ycaybuHe 3ca
WyHYaKku Macxapa.

Semantics of Invectivity
Pragmatics of Speech Acts

of professional

and
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In the presented discourse, the central
object of linguistic expertise is the response of
participant B. From the perspective of speech
act theory, the statement functions as an
expressive invective act aimed at discrediting
the professional and personal qualities of the
addressee.

In the English version, the expressions
“brainless moron” and “joke” function as
strongly negative evaluative units. However,
Anglo-American  legal  traditions  often
distinguish between factual accusation and
subjective opinion. Since intellectual capacity
and management quality are interpreted as
subjective  evaluative  categories,  such
expressions are  frequently  considered
protected opinion rather than punishable
insult. Nevertheless, the implication of
professional  incompetence may create
grounds for civil claims related to reputational
damage.

The Russian version demonstrates a
significantly stronger degree of emotional
explicitness.  The lexeme  “pereHepat”
("degenerate”), despite its historical scientific
origin, functions in contemporary discourse as
a highly offensive invective unit. The idiomatic
construction “kypam Ha cmex” intensifies
ridicule through metaphorical devaluation.
Russian conflict discourse frequently employs
emotionally charged vocabulary and expressive
syntax to maximize pragmatic aggression. The
legal qualification depends on whether the
utterance exceeds socially  accepted
communicative norms and  constitutes
deliberate humiliation.

The Uzbek version reveals distinct
linguistic and cultural mechanisms of
aggression realization. The phrase “MeHra
kapa” and the transition from neutral
interaction to the informal pronoun “cen”
function as markers of status reduction and
communicative  disrespect. In Uzbek
communicative  culture, the opposition
between respectful and non-respectful address
forms carries strong pragmatic significance.
The expression “musacu3 axmok” (“brainless
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fool”) constitutes an explicit invective
construction, while “macxapa” (“disgrace” or
“mockery”) attacks the social reputation of the
interlocutor. Because Uzbek culture highly
values public respect and social honor, such
expressions produce substantial moral and
pragmatic impact  even in digital
communication.

This analysis demonstrates that legal and
linguistic interpretation of offensive speech
depends not only on lexical semantics but also
on cultural expectations, etiquette norms, and
pragmatic intention.

Invective Speech and Forensic
Linguistics
The development of digital

communication has significantly increased the
importance of forensic linguistic analysis.
Linguistic experts today participate in legal
examination of online conflicts, workplace
disputes, political communication, and media
discourse.

The main tasks of forensic linguistic
expertise include:

e identification of insult markers;
e determination of communicative

intention;
pragmatic interpretation of speech acts;
contextual semantic analysis;
evaluation of emotional intensity;
differentiation between opinion and
humiliation.
Comparative analysis is especially
important in multilingual societies because
direct translation rarely preserves the same
pragmatic force. A lexical equivalent may differ
substantially in emotional weight, cultural
offensiveness, or legal interpretation.

Therefore, effective linguistic expertise
requires not only grammatical and semantic
competence but also deep understanding of
cultural communication models and pragmatic
conventions.

Scientific Novelty of the Research

The scientific novelty of this research lies
in the integrated comparative analysis of
invective speech acts in English, Russian, and
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Uzbek multilingual conflict discourse. Unlike
traditional studies focused on isolated
linguistic systems, this article examines how
identical communicative situations transform
under different legal, cultural, and pragmatic
conditions. The study also introduces a
multilingual forensic perspective by
distinguishing between evaluative judgment
and insult in intercultural communication.
Furthermore, the article demonstrates the role
of speech etiquette and pronoun selection as
markers of aggression in Uzbek conflict
discourse.

Conclusion

The comparative analysis of invective
speech acts in English, Russian, and Uzbek
conflict discourse demonstrates that verbal
aggression is a multidimensional linguistic
phenomenon shaped by semantic, pragmatic,
cultural, and legal factors. Although the
communicative situation in all analyzed
examples remains identical, each language
realizes aggression through different linguistic
mechanisms and sociocultural norms. This
confirms that conflict communication cannot
be interpreted exclusively through lexical
meaning; instead, it requires contextual and
intercultural analysis. The study reveals that
English conflict discourse generally tends to
preserve the framework of subjective
evaluative judgment. Offensive expressions are
frequently interpreted as manifestations of
personal opinion, sarcasm, or emotional
criticism rather than direct attacks on human
dignity. As a result, English invective speech
often remains within the boundaries of ethical
violation  unless it directly = damages
professional reputation or contains verifiable
defamatory claims. Russian conflict discourse,
by contrast, demonstrates a higher degree of
emotional explicitness and lexical aggression.
Invective constructions are characterized by
expressive vocabulary, emotionally intensified
syntax, and  metaphorical  humiliation
strategies. The use of taboo or socially
stigmatized lexemes significantly increases the
pragmatic force of aggression and may



/The Lingua Spectrum
Coyzfo, ebgo dm

transform  evaluative  criticism into a
communicative act of humiliation. Russian
discourse therefore occupies an intermediate
position between emotionally expressive
communication and legally relevant verbal
offense. The Uzbek linguistic and cultural
model of conflict communication reflects a
distinct mechanism of aggression based on
social hierarchy, communicative etiquette,
and collective respect values. The research
confirms that in Uzbek discourse verbal
aggression is not limited to explicit insults
alone. Violations of respectful forms of address,
destruction of communicative distance, and
public discreditation of social reputation
function as powerful pragmatic markers of
humiliation. Consequently, the offensive force
of Uzbek invective speech often emerges
through cultural implication and etiquette
violation rather than direct vulgarity. The
multilingual analysis also demonstrates that
semantic equivalence does not guarantee
pragmatic equivalence. Identical expressions
translated into different languages acquire
distinct emotional intensity, social
interpretation, and legal significance. This
finding is particularly important for forensic
linguistic  expertise because multilingual
conflict texts require analysis not only of
dictionary meaning but also of communicative
intention, cultural norms, and discourse
context. The study further establishes that the
central criterion in linguistic expertise is the
distinction between criticism of activity and
humiliation of personality. In all analyzed
discourse examples, the communicative focus
shifts from discussion of professional
performance toward direct negative evaluation
of the individual. This transition transforms
ordinary professional disagreement into
invective conflict discourse and creates legal as
well as ethical risks across all linguistic
environments. Another important conclusion is
that digital communication intensifies the
spread of invective speech acts and weakens
traditional communicative restrictions. Online
interaction encourages emotionally explicit and
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hybrid forms of aggression that combine
national linguistic norms with global discourse
tendencies. This process is especially visible in
multilingual communication, where speakers
adapt conflict strategies according to cultural
expectations and audience perception. The
research  confirms  the  necessity  of
interdisciplinary approaches in the linguistic
expertise of conflict texts. Effective analysis of
verbal aggression requires integration of
pragmatics, sociolinguistics, discourse analysis,
intercultural communication, and forensic
linguistics. A purely lexical or grammatical
approach is insufficient for determining
whether a speech act functions as criticism,
emotional expression, or legally significant
insult.

In  conclusion, invective speech acts
represent not only linguistic expressions of
aggression but also reflections of cultural
worldview, social hierarchy, and communicative
values. Comparative examination of English,
Russian, and Uzbek conflict discourse
contributes to a deeper understanding of
intercultural pragmatics and demonstrates the
importance of contextual interpretation in
multilingual forensic expertise. The findings of
the study may be applied in legal linguistics,
media  discourse  analysis, intercultural
communication studies, workplace
communication research, and the development
of artificial intelligence systems for detecting
offensive language in multilingual digital
environments.Invective speech acts constitute
an essential element of conflict communication
across languages and cultures. Comparative
analysis of English, Russian, and Uzbek
discourse demonstrates that verbal aggression
is shaped not only by lexical choice but also by
cultural hierarchy, communicative etiquette,
and legal interpretation. English invective
discourse tends to remain within the
framework of subjective evaluative criticism.
Russian communication displays greater
emotional explicitness and lexical aggression.
Uzbek conflict discourse relies heavily on
pragmatic hierarchy, social respect, and
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culturally marked humiliation strategies. The
study confirms that multilingual conflict
analysis requires interdisciplinary linguistic
expertise integrating pragmatics,
sociolinguistics,  cultural  linguistics, and
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