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Аннотация. В статье исследуется влияние культурных ценностей этноса на коммуникативное поведение.Про-
водится анализ способов выражения несогласия узбекскими информантами на основе теста на
завершение дискурса. Подтверждается, что в процессе коммуникации представители узбекской
лингвокультуры часто избегают прямого несогласия со своими оппонентами, используя такие так-
тики, как митигация, предоставление объяснений, внесение встречных предложений или частич-
ное согласие. Косвенность и избегание конфликтов являют собой речевые тенденции, которые
отражают узбекские культурные ценности.
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INTRODUCTION

Language serves as a window into ulture, with lin-
guisti patterns oten releting underlying ultur-
al values and norms. This relationship maniests in
the pragmatis o language use, whih studies how
speakers utilize language to perorm soial ations
and manage interpersonal relations. As anthropo-
logial linguist Anna Wierzbika states, “To under-
stand a soiety’s ways o speaking is to understand
its assumptions about the world and human lie”
[Wierzbika, 2003, p. 25].

Disagreement is a partiularly salient speeh at
or examining ultural orientations, as it an disrupt
soial harmony i not mitigated properly, being,
in terms o P. Brown and S. Levinson’s inluential
theoretial ramework, a typial ae-threatening
at (FTA) [Brown, Levinson, 1987]. The linguisti
strategies used to realize disagreement an reveal a
ulture’s undamental premises and preerenes.

The inrease in ommuniation between people
o dierent nationalities led to more interest in the
researh into the interrelation between universal and
nationally-speii eatures o ommuniative behav-
iour. Suh researh involves eliiting and analyzing
empirial data onerning the ways people in dier-
ent ultures interat with eah other in various soio-
ultural ontexts, taking into onsideration the soial
status, gender, age, degree o aquaintane, topi o
onversation and other relevant variables.

One o the results o suh researh was the
demonstration o the dierenes existing between
olletivist and individualisti ultures revealed in
the ways the underlying ultural values are releted
in the overt modes o their ommuniative behaviour.

The present study aims at demonstrating the or-
relation between ore belies shared by the represent-
atives o a ertain linguoulture and their ommuni-
ative praties.While some researh has probed Uzbek
ommuniation patterns [Reeves, Madelene, 2011],
in-depth pragmati analysis o Uzbek disagreement
remains an understudied area. As Uzbekistan’s role on
the world stage expands, it beomes inreasingly vital
to understand the nuanes o Uzbek ommuniative
norms to oster eetive ross-ultural interation.This
study addresses that need using empirial data rom
Uzbek inormants to shed light on how ore ultural
values are enated through disagreement strategies.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

This study is grounded in theories rom ross-ultural
pragmatis and politeness researh pioneered by
linguists suh as P. Brown, S. Levinson, S. Blum-Kulka,
A.Wierzbika and others. A key onept is the notion

o “ae” – the publi sel-image that people strive
to maintain in soial interations. Fae onsists o
two basi desires: positive ae, the need to be liked
and approved o by others, and negative ae, the
need or autonomy and reedom rom imposition
[Brown, Levinson, 1987]. Certain speeh ats like
disagreement inherently threaten the addressee’s
positive ae (by implying a negative evaluation) and
sometimes negative ae (by impeding their ation).
Thus suh FTAs require sotening through politeness
strategies to uphold soial harmony. Positive polite-
ness strategies seek to build rapport and emphasize
ommon ground, while negative politeness uses
deerene, hedging and indiretness to minimize
imposition [Brown, Levinson, 1987].

Cultures vary in the relative importane plaed
on eah type o ae and the degree o ae threat
seen to be posed by partiular ats. In olletivist
high-ontext ultures like Uzbekistan’s [Merkin,2015],
where group needs are prioritized over the individual
and meaning is oten implied rather than expliitly
stated, indiret ae-saving ommuniation and on-
lit avoidane tend to be the norm [Blum-Kulka et
al., 1989].Attention to ae and use o indiret speeh
has been identiied as a deining eature o many
Eastern ultures [Леонтович, 2014; Воробьёв и др.,
2012; Сянлинь, Германова, 2021].Thus, analyzing the
linguisti strategies used to perorm a ae-halleng-
ing at like disagreement an reveal underlying ul-
tural premises and interational sripts.

METHODOLOGY

Data was olleted using an open-ended disourse
ompletion test (DCT) [Blum-Kulka, House, Kasper,
1989], a ommon tool in ross-ultural pragmat-
is that allows gathering omparable responses to
the same prompts aross partiipants [Германова,
2021]. Native Uzbek speakers were presented 20
senarios designed to eliit disagreement in various
ontexts (with interloutors o diering power / dis-
tane relations). Respondents were asked to express
disagreement either with their interloutor’s opinion
on some issue or with his / her suggestion or plans.

Some sample senarios inlude:
• Your oworker suggests hanging the work
proess, but you think the urrent system is
more eetive. Will you objet? I so, what
will you say?

• Your riend is going to implement a ertain
projet. You don’t like this projet. Will you
objet? I so, what will you say?

• Your teaher ritiizes the new textbook. You
liked the new textbook.Will you objet? What
will you tell him / her?
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The senarios enompassed proessional,personal,
and eduational relationships to examine the impat o
power dynamis and soial distane on disagreement
strategies.Cruially, the open-endedDCT ormat allows
partiipants to respond in their own words, providing
a window into authenti language use and strategi
hoies. A total o 20 DCT questionnaires yielding 30
responses rom Uzbek speakers aged 20–35, balaned
or gender (10 male, 10 emale), were olleted and
qualitatively analyzed using P. Brown and S. Levinson’s
politeness theory and onversation analysis ramework
to identiy emergent patterns. The ous was on the
linguisti means used to express opposing stanes,
whih were ategorized into distint strategies.

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

Mitigating Disagreement

The analysis o the questionnaire showed that Uz-
bek respondents displayed a marked preerene
or indiret disagreement strategies. Only 20 % o
responses eatured diret negation or ontradition
o the interloutor’s position.Far more ommon were
evasive and mitigating maneuvers to soten the FTA:

• providing explanations / rationales (50 %)
• partially agreeing while oering a dierent
perspetive (32 %)

• suggesting alternatives / putting orward
ounter oers (30 %)

• expressing unertainty (24 %)
• replying with questions (18 %)
For instane, in reply to a oworker suggesting

a proess hange, one partiipant stated:

Takliingiz uhun rahmat, lekin men hozirgi jarayonim-
dan mamnunman. – Спасибо за ваше предложение,
но меня устраивает мой текущий процесс1.

The sentene ontains a polite expression o grat-
itude I thank you or your suggstion, showing respet
or the other person’s input, ollowed by a ormal reg-
ister to urther blunt disagreement but I’m in with
my currnt procss. Rather than a bald no, an explana-
tion is given to justiy the eventual negative assess-
ment o the proposed hanges in the work proess.

Similarly, to a riend proposing a disliked projet,
respondents utilized moves like:

Bu yaxshi ikr, lekin ishonhingiz komilmi? – It’s a
good idea, but are you sure about it?

Here token agreement preaes the expression
o doubt, a less overtly oppositional approah than
simply saying:

1 Зд. перевод наш. – И. А.

Menga bu yoqmadi.–
I don’t like it.

Another typial tati is using a question in re-
sponse to disagreement, whih ailitates a deeper
understanding o the opposing viewpoint and pro-
motes onstrutive dialogue, e.g.:

Siz nima uhun bunday o’ylaysiz? –
Why do you think so?

The question ormat also shits the burden bak
to the addressee rather than diretly hallenging
their idea. The high proportion o explanations,
partial agreements, alternatives, unertainties and
questions demonstrates the Uzbek tendeny to avoid
stark disagreement in avor o more oblique and
ooperative stanes. Speakers expend onsiderable
eort to rame their opposition in ae-sensitive and
rhetorially persuasive ways. Even when speakers
do ultimately express negative assessments, these
are usually delayed, qualiied and depersonalized.
There is heavy use o impliature and reliane on the
addressee to iner the speaker’s true intent.The strong
preerene or verbal indiretness aligns with Uzbek
ultural values o harmony and onlit avoidane
[Reeves, Madelene, 2011]. As Leontovih notes,
“In Uzbek ommuniation, the aim is to minimize
rition and onrontation. Diretness is seen as
rude and undesirable” [Леонтович, 2014, p. 205]. The
DCT responses show this ultural sript in ation –
Uzbek speakers onsistently work to preserve the
addressee’s “ae” while still inding ways to express
opposing stanes.

Variability by Social Factors

While indiretness was the dominant tendeny
overall, the degree and orm o mitigation was
mediated by ontextual variables like power
distane and soial loseness. Partiipants were
more likely to use bare, unmodiied disagreement
with equal-status intimates like riends (28 % o
riend responses were diret) in ontrast to upward
ommuniation with bosses or teahers (only 8 % o
responses to higher-power addressees were diret).
This aligns with politeness theory preditions that
greater power dierentials require more extensive
ae-saving strategies. Soial distane also liensed
more diret disagreement among distant? riends /
aquaintanes (25 %) as ompared to nulear amily
members (10 %), releting the speial ae needs
and etiquette aorded to kin relationships in Uzbek
ulture.

An interesting gender eet was also observed,
with male respondents disagreeing diretly at over
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twie the rate o emales (27 % vs. 13 %) aross situ-
ations under analysis. Women showed a stronger
tendeny to use hedges, dislaimers and other dis-
taning tehniques, with orms like: “I think...”, “In
my opinion...”, “It seems to me...” and “It an be said
that...”. This pattern is onsistent with researh ind-
ing gender-based dierenes in politeness strategies
ross-ulturally [Holmes, 1995], perhaps relet-
ing the relatively greater soial pressure on Uzbek
women to onorm to norms o verbal modesty and
onlit avoidane.

Finally, the nature o the disagreement objet
also inluened realization patterns. When the
prompt involved a proposed ation (e.g. oworker’s
proess hange, visiting a dispreerred restaurant)
rather than an opinion or assessment (.g. teaher’s
textbook ritiism, boss’s negative evaluation o
olleague’s work), respondents were somewhat
more willing to express diret disapproval (25 % or
ation-oriented prompts vs. 15 % or assessment-
oriented ones). This distintion likely stems rom
the dierent ae-threat level involved – while
ontraditing someone’s opinion hallenges their
judgement (positive ae), bloking their intended
ation imposes on their autonomy (negative ae).
Both are FTAs in Brown and Levinson’s model, but
the latter is more severe, so requires greater redress.
The DCT results show Uzbeks are attuned to this
ontextual dierene and adjust their disagreement
strategies aordingly.

CULTURAL VALUES REFLECTED
IN COMMUNICATIVE BEHAVIOUR

The overarhing preerene or mitigated, indiret
disagreement revealed in the DCT data an be
learly linked to oundational Uzbek ultural values
and norms. As a ountry with anient traditions o
hospitality, mutual aid, and neighborly ohesion
[Merkin, 2015; Емтыль, 2016], Uzbekistan plaes
paramount importane on preserving soial
harmony and minimizing publi displays o
dierene or onlit [Reeves, Madelene, 2011].
The linguistially indiret, emotionally restrained
ommuniation style preerred by Uzbeks has been
noted by both Western and Uzbek sholars. The
elaborate explanations, partial agreements, hedged
alternatives and other ae-saving strategies used
by respondents illustrate the lengths to whih
Uzbek speakers will go to ommuniate a diering
stane without ausing undue oense or rition.
As Ziyaeva [Ziyaeva, 2002, p. 6] explains in her
ethnographi interviews with Uzbek women,“We are
taught rom a young age, better to stay silent than
to argue... better to ind points o ommon ground

than to insist on your own view.” The DCT responses
onsistently demonstrate this ultural imperative to
avoid stark disagreement in avor o tatul, ae-
sensitive approahes. At the same time, the at that
most respondents did ind ways to express opposing
stanes, albeit indiretly, shows that Uzbeks do
value making their voie heard on important issues.
As O. A. Leontovih notes, Uzbeks appreiate honest
ommuniation, but have a strong distaste or
onrontation [Leontovih, 2014].The DCT strategies
like preaing disagreementwith agreement,oering
alternative suggestions, and asking questions rather
than stating outright ritiism all enable speakers
to make their diering view known in a ulturally
appropriate, ae-respeting manner.

The greater prevalene o unvarnished disagree-
ment in ommuniation with equal-status riends
and amily members vs. in upward interation with
bosses or elders highlights another key aspet o
Uzbek ulture – the emphasis on hierarhy and re-
spet or authority [Peshkova, 2009]. In Uzbekistan’s
traditional amily and soial struture, deerene to
elders and superiors is expeted, and open ontra-
dition is taboo. This is releted in the linguisti
hoies o DCT respondents, who took speial pains
to soten disagreement (oten avoiding it entirely)
with high-power addressees while using more diret
orms with peers. The gender dierenes observed
in disagreement strategies, with emales using more
hedges and other distaning language than males,
may also relet persistent ultural norms and
attitudes linked to Uzbekistan’s patriarhal history.
Researh has identiied a soietal expetation or
Uzbek women to embody spiritual-moral qualities
like kindness, modesty and agreeableness [Pesh-
kova, 2020]. Ziyaeva’s emale respondents stress the
importane o speaking “sotly and sweetly” [Ziyaeva,
2002,p.6].These traditional emininity ideals appear
to inluene women’s pragmati hoies, motivating
an even more indiret, deerential style ompared to
men. Finally, the greater willingness to bluntly dis-
agree with proposed ations vs. opinions indiates
Uzbek speakers may be more protetive o negative
ae (autonomy) than positive ae (approval). This
is onsistent with ultural values stressing the im-
portane o personal honor, pride and sel-determin-
ation, aptured in Uzbek proverbs like “Yaxshilikni
qabul qilib olish ham mahorat” (“Aepting kindness
is also a skill”) [Емтыль, 2016]. Bloking someone’s
reedom to make their own hoie is seen as more
o an imposition than merely disagreeing with their
view. At a broader level, the pragmati tendenies
revealed in this data illustrate the dialeti between
two ompeting ores in Uzbek ulture – the desire
or individual sel-expression and the obligation to
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uphold soial harmony. The reativity and diversity
o the linguisti strategies respondents use to i-
nesse this tension point to the entral Uzbek value
o adaptability.As Ziyaeva explains,“An Uzbek knows
how to adjust hersel to the situation” [Ziyaeva,
2002, p. 6].

CONCLUSIONS

This analysis o disagreement strategies in Uzbek
disourse ompletion responses reveals lear
orrespondenes between ultural values and
pragmati ommuniation hoies. Uzbek speakers
onsistently preer indiret, mitigated means o
expressing opposing stanes, relying on implied
meanings and ae-saving maneuvers to preserve
interpersonal harmony.This aligns with undamental
Uzbek ultural premises stressing soial ohesion,
onlit avoidane, respet or authority,and ontext-
sensitive ommuniation.

The indings support theoretial rameworks like
politeness theory that predit greater use o negative
politeness (deerene, hedging, indiretness) in
ommuniation between interloutors o asymmetri
power [Brown, Levinson, 1987] and in olletivist,
large power distane ultures like Uzbekistan’s
that prioritize relational harmony over individual
expression. The gender dierenes observed also
point to the inluene o soietal norms and expet-
ations on individual language use.

By analyzing the speii linguisti orms
Uzbek speakers use to perorm the inherently
ae-threatening at o disagreement, this study
onretely illustrates how ultural marostrutures
are realized through everyday language hoies. The

rih variety o mitigating strategies attested in the
data demonstrates the soiopragmati ompetene
involved in ormulating a polite and persuasive
disagreement in Uzbek ultural ontext. While this
study’s sample is limited in size and demographi
sope, it provides an empirially grounded starting
point or mapping Uzbek disagreement norms and
opens up avenues or urther researh.

Contrastive analysis o other ultural groups
is needed to determine whih o the observed
tendenies are distintively Uzbek vs. shared more
widely. Examination o Uzbek speakers’ disagreement
behavior in authenti interation (.g. using
onversation analysis o audio / video data) would be
a valuable omplement to the DCT approah. Future
studies ould also explore how Uzbek disagreement
strategies may be hanging among younger, urban,
globally onneted generations. Suh researh is
important as Uzbekistan navigates a path between
preserving ultural traditions and adapting to the
demands o globalization.As Linn,Andrew at al. [Linn,
Andrew at al., 2020] argues, understanding Uzbek
language praties and ultural identities is key or
prediting the ountry’s soial,eonomi, and politial
development.

By shedding light on how Uzbeks enat ultural
values through ommuniation, pragmati studies
like this one an ontribute to more nuaned ross-
ultural understanding and dialogue. The results
are in onormane with urrent linguopragmati
theoretial rameworks, proving the relevane o
olletivisti and individualisti ultures division
or ontrastive linguistis and demonstrating the
range o the impat ethni ultural values make on
ommuniative behaviour.

СПИСОК ИСТОЧНИКОВ

1. Wierzbika A. Cross-ultural pragmatis: The semantis o human interation. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton, 2003.
2. Brown P., Levinson S. Politeness: Some universals in language usage. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987.
3. Reeves M. The Spetaular State: Culture and National Identity in Uzbekistan – By Laura L. Adams // The
Soiologial Review. 2011. DOI:10.1111/j.1467-954X.2011.02009_3.x.

4. Merkin R. The Relationship between Individualism / Colletivism Consultation and Harmony Needs // Journal o
Interultural Communiation. 2015. Vol. 15.№ 3. P. 1–17. https://doi.org/10.36923/ji.v15i3.704.

5. Воробьёв В. В., Полякова Г. М. Сопоставительная лингвокультурология как новое научное направление //
Русистика. 2012.№ 2. URL: https://yberleninka.ru/artile/n/sopostavitelnaya-lingvokulturologiya-kak-novoe-
nauhnoe-napravlenie (дата обращения: 17.04.2024).

6. Пэй Сянлинь, Германова Н.Н.Концепт «лицо» в коллективистской культуре Китая // Когнитивные исследова-
ния языка. 2021.№ 1 (44). С. 299–306.

7. Blum-Kulka S., House J., Kasper G. Cross-ultural pragmatis: Requests and apologies.Norwood,NJ: Ablex Pub., 1989.
8. Германова Н. Н. Тест на завершение дискурса в контексте когнитивной лингвопрагматики // Когнитивные
исследования языка. 2021.№ 4 (47). С. 84–90.

9. Леонтович О.А.Теория межкультурной коммуникации: учебное пособие.М.: УРСС, 2014.
10. Holmes J. Women, Men and Politeness. London: Longman, 1995.
11. Емтыль Р. Х. Отражение национального менталитета в пословицах, поговорках и афоризмах Х. Анчока //

Культурная жизнь Юга России. 2016.№ 4. С. 130–138



28 Vestnik of MSLU. Humanities. Issue 9 (890) / 2024

Linguistics

12. Ziyaeva D. H. The role o women in soial and politial lie in the history o Uzbekistan // Proeedings o the
sientii-pratial onerene“Women oUzbekistan yesterday and today”.Tashkent,2002.P.6.URL: https://www.
e3s-onerenes.org/artiles/e3son/re/2023/57/e3son_ebw2023_06053/e3son_ebw2023_06053.html

13. Пешкова С.Х.Язык,идентичность и власть в постсоветском Узбекистане: дис. ...канд.филол.наук.Ташкент, 2009.
14. Пешкова С.Х.Мусульманские женщины, субъектность и власть в Узбекистане // Вера,феминизм и междуна-

родные отношения / под ред.Д. Сьеда, Э.Пио.М.: Весь мир, 2020. С. 167–183.
15. Linn A., Bezborodova A., Radjabzade S.Tolerane and Control. Developing a language poliy or an EMI university

in Uzbekistan // Soiolinguistia. 2020.№ 34. P. 217–237. DOI:10.1515/soi-2020-0013

REFERENCES

1. Wierzbika, A. (2003). Cross-Cultural Pragmatis: The Semantis o Human Interation. De Gruyter Mouton.
2. Brown, P., Levinson, S. (1987). Politeness: Some Universals in Language Usage. Cambridge University Press.
3. Reeves, M. (2011). The Spetaular State: Culture and National Identity in Uzbekistan – By Laura L. Adams. The
Soiologial Review. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-954X.2011.02009_3.x

4. Merkin, R. (2015). The Relationship between Individualism / Colletivism Consultation and Harmony Needs.
Journal o Interultural Communiation, 15(3), 1–17. https://doi.org/10.36923/ji.v15i3.704

5 Vorob’jov,V.V., Poljakova,G.M. (2012). Sopostavitel’naja lingvokul’turologija kak novoe nauhnoe napravlenie [Com-
parative linguoulturology as a new sientii diretion]. Rusistika [Russian Language Studies], 2. https://yberlen-
inka.ru/artile/n/sopostavitelnaya-lingvokulturologiya-kak-novoe-nauhnoe-napravlenie (aessed: 17.04.2024).
(In Russ.)

6. Pjej Sjanlin’, Germanova, N. N. (2021). Konept «lio» v kollektivistskoj kul’ture Kitaja = The onept o “ae”
in the olletivist ulture o China. Cognitive Studies o Language, 1(44), 299–306. (In Russ.)

7. Blum-Kulka, S., House, J., Kasper, G. (1989). Cross-Cultural Pragmatis: Requests and Apologies. Ablex Pub.
8. Germanova, N. N. (2021). Test na zavershenie diskursa v kontekste kognitivnoj lingvopragmatiki = Disourse
ompletion test in the ontext o ognitive linguopragmatis. Cognitive Studies o Language, 4(47), 84–90. (In Russ.)

9. Leontovih, O.A. (2014). Teorija Mezhkul’turnoj Kommunikaii = [Theory o interultural ommuniation]: textbook.
URSS. (In Russ.)

10. Holmes, J. (1995).Women, Men and Politeness. Longman.
11. Emtyl, R. Kh. (2016). Otrazhenie naional’nogo mentaliteta v posloviah, pogovorkah i aorizmah H. Anhoka =

The reletion o national mentality in proverbs, sayings and aphorisms o Khadzhibeh Anhok. Cultural Studies
o Russian South, 4, 130–138. (In Russ).

12. Ziyaeva, D. H. (2002). The role o women in soial and politial lie in the history o Uzbekistan. In Proeedings o
the Sientii-Pratial Conerene “Women o Uzbekistan Yesterday and Today” (p. 6). https://www.e3s-oner-
enes.org/artiles/e3son/re/2023/57/e3son_ebw2023_06053/e3son_ebw2023_06053.html

13. Peshkova, S. H. (2009). Jazyk, identihnost’ i vlast’ v postsovetskom Uzbekistane [Language, identity and power
in post-Soviet Uzbekistan] (PhD dissertation). Tashkent. (In Russ.)

14. Peshkova, S. H. (2020). Musul’manskie zhenshhiny, subjektnost’ i vlast’ v Uzbekistane = Muslim women, subjetivity
and power in Uzbekistan. In Sjeda, D., Pio, Je. (Eds.), Vera, Feminizm i Mezhdunarodnye Otnoshenija (pp. 167–183).
Mosow: Ves’mir. (In Russ.)

15. Linn, A., Bezborodova, A., Radjabzade, S. (2020). Tolerane and Control. Developing a language poliy or an EMI
university in Uzbekistan. Soiolinguistia, 34, 217–237. https://doi.org/10.1515/soi-2020-0013

ИНФОРМАЦИЯ ОБ АВТОРЕ

Алиева Ирода Абдусатторовна
аспирант кафедры общего и сравнительного языкознания
Московского государственного лингвистического университета

INFORMATION ABOUT THE AUTHOR

Alieva Iroda Abdusattorovna
PhD Student, Department o General and Comparative Linguistis, Mosow State Linguisti University

Статья поступила в редакцию
одобрена после рецензирования

принята к публикации

15.05.2024
14.06.2024
24.06.2024

The artile was submitted
approved ater reviewing
aepted or publiation


