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REZYUME. Ushbu maqolada ingliz va qoraqalpoq tillaridagi taqlid so‘zlar, ularning kelib chiqishi va hodisasi o‘rganiladi. Bu
tillarning ikkalasi ham taqlid so‘zlarga ega bo‘lib, ayni paytda o‘ziga xos xususiyatlarga ega. Ushbu ishda ingliz va qoraqal poq tillaridagi
taglid so‘zlarning o‘ziga xos xususiyatlarini va tasnifi o‘rganilib tahlil gilingan.

PE3IOME. B nanHOI cTaThe U3Yy4alOTCs MOAPa’KaTelIbHbIC CIOBA B AHITIMHCKOM U KapaKajllaKCKOM sI3bIKaX, UX MPOMCXOXKICHUE U
(eromeH. O0a ITHX SI3BIKA IMEIOT CXOACTBA M B TO K€ BpeMs IMEIOT CBOM 0COOEHHOCTU. B naHHO# paboTe H3ydaroTcs U aHAIU3UPYIOT-
¢s1 0cOOCHHOCTH 1 KJIacCH(UKAIYSI OAPAXKATEIBHBIX CJIOB B aHITIMHCKOM M KapaKaJITaKCKOM SI3bIKaX.

SUMMARY. This article studies imitative words in the English and Karakalpak language, their origin and phenomenon. Both of
these languages have imitative words and they have unique peculiarities at the same time. In this work, study and analysis of specific
features and classification of imitation words in English and Karakalpak languages.
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The grammatical significance of objectivity becomes ing the "sublation” of the objective, sensory, and active
evident when juxtaposed with the grammatical meanings of  elements—essentially encapsulating the idealization of the
attributes and procedurality. The positioning of a feature  objective world. Within human language, the outcomes of
within the linguistic system appears more definitive, with  this "removal™ of the objective world, capturing the genuine
linguistics often defining the meaning of objectivity as an  attributes and relationships of things, find expression pre-
unmarked member in contrast to the meaning of a feature.  dominantly through nominative signs, which encompass
This distinction is inherently shaped by the intricate rela-  both single-word and multi-word lexical units.

tionships between the sign and the subject (thing, object, A.A.Shakhmatov and A.M.Peshkovsky have contribut-
substance, reality) in the realms of reality, thought, and ed profound and inventive definitions to the subject (sub-
language. jectness). A.A. Shakhmatov, in his work "Syntax of the

Conceptually, a thing serves as an individual entity = Russian Language,” presents a distinctive perspective:
within the landscape of material reality, possessing a rela-  "Significant parts of speech distinguish themselves from
tive independence and stability of existence. The certainty  non-significant parts through their connection to underlying
attributed to a thing is contingent upon its structural, func-  ideas. Our ideas can be dissected into concepts related to

tional, qualitative, and quantitative characteristics. substances (objects, persons), qualities-properties, actions-
In the Philosophical Encyclopedia, we encounter the  states, and relationships."”
following definitions: "A thing is synonymous with an ob- Continuing his exploration of syntactic distinctions

ject; Object (Latin: objectum - subject) — that which stands among parts of speech—nouns, adjectives, verbs, and ad-
in opposition to the subject, serving as the focal point for  verbs - A.A.Shakhmatov delves into semasiological differ-
their objective-practical and cognitive activities. An object ences. Specifically addressing the concept of objectivity
is identical to a thing, representing a distinct part or unit and its representation in language, Shakhmatov draws a
within an existing entity; encompassing everything that can  clear distinction between the grammatical and real mean-
be in relation to or possess any property. Substance (Latin:  ings of a word. He articulates, "The real meaning of a word
substantia - essence, that which underlies) is an objective  hinges on its alignment as a verbal sign with a specific phe-
reality examined from the perspective of its internal unity, nomenon in the external world. In contrast, the grammatical
irrespective of the myriad modifications through which it  meaning of a word lies in its connection primarily with oth-
actively exists" [1:35]. er words and their meanings. While the real meaning direct-
In the aforementioned definitions, the linguistic concept  ly associates the word with an external phenomenon, the
of objectivity underscores key facets tied to certainty, the  grammatical meaning establishes its linkage predominantly
distinct separation of an object (thing), and the object's ca-  with other words and their respective meanings" [2:33-34].
pacity to engage in specific relationships or possess particu- Academician Shakhmatov's thesis on the conditioning
lar properties. of formal, or grammatical, meanings by real, or material,
The assignment of linguistic signs to denote objects in  meanings, in the context of interpreting a sentence as a de-
the tangible world is intricately linked to processes involv-  pendable reflection of “communication,” not accessible to
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knowledge beyond this reflection, posits, on one hand, the
dialectical unity of language and thought. On the other
hand, it underscores the comprehension of language as a
mirror reflecting objective reality.

A.M.Peshkovsky extensively delves into the concept of
objectivity, concentrating specifically on the form of the
word, its components, and their respective meanings. When
addressing the disparity between the real and grammatical
meanings of a word, Peshkovsky links the real meaning to
the significance of the stem. He posits that this meaning,
which he identifies as "the main thing in a word," signifies
the essence denoted by the word. In essence, this primary
meaning encapsulates the core reference to the entity
named within the word [3:109].

A.M.Peshkovsky elucidates the meaning of objectivity
through a series of words, such as uepwsrif, YepruIa, gep-
HUKa, YePHBINI, YepHyIIKa, among others, to provide clari-
ty. In examining these words with a common root ueps-
denoting a feature and sharing a two-part structure (aepu- +
a specific suffix), Peshkovsky discerns a noteworthy dis-
tinction: while the first word designates a feature, the sub-
sequent words do not represent features but rather diverse
objects (with uepu- understood by the author as purely
grammatical subjects, encompassing material nouns). Pesh-
kovsky emphasizes that the material differences between
these objects, such as the aspect of meaning that distin-
guishes a liquid like ink from a blueberry as a berry or a
blueberry as a bird, fall outside the realm of grammar. In-
stead, these distinctions are considered within semasiology,
highlighting the material nuances that differentiate these
objects.

While A.M.Peshkovsky emphasizes the material differ-
ences between objects as falling outside the domain of
grammar and within semasiology, it is indeed true that the
distribution of nouns into lexico-grammatical categories is
inherently connected to grammar. The categorization of
nouns, as Peshkovsky identifies them, is a formal catego-
ry—specifically, the category of objectivity within gram-
matical language, commonly referred to as nouns.

This acknowledgment highlights the nuanced relation-
ship between the material distinctions examined in semasi-
ology and the grammatical classification of words. Pesh-
kovsky's recognition of the formal category of objectivity
underscores the importance of grammatical considerations
in understanding and categorizing linguistic elements.

A.M.Peshkovsky's exploration of the expression of the
meaning of objectivity is indeed noteworthy, as he associ-
ates it not only with various suffixes and inflectional sys-
tems but also with specific meanings, such as tools or fig-
ures, within a comprehensive system of declension. Fur-
thermore, Peshkovsky extends this idea by delving into the
connection between the expression of objectivity and forms
of phrases. He asserts that phrases, with their forms, are just
as potent, if not more so, in conveying objectivity compared
to the forms of individual words.

This holistic approach underscores the multifaceted na-
ture of objectivity within language, encompassing both
morphological elements like suffixes and inflections, as
well as broader syntactic structures such as phrases. Pesh-
kovsky's recognition of the diverse linguistic tools em-
ployed in expressing objectivity contributes to a richer un-
derstanding of language's capacity to convey nuanced
meanings.

A.M.Peshkovsky illuminates the semantic intricacies of
objectivity brilliantly through the example of the abstract
noun "blackness.” In his analysis, he unveils a fascinating
aspect of duality inherent in the concept. On one hand, the
logical nature of blackness necessitates our recognition that
it does not exist independently; even as we speak of it, we
may be aware that blackness is not a standalone entity. On
the other hand, the very act of thinking and speaking com-
pels us to consider blackness as a separate and distinct con-
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cept. This paradoxical interplay between logical under-
standing and conceptual separation adds depth to our com-
prehension of the semantic dimensions of objectivity. Pesh-
kovsky's insightful exploration sheds light on the nuanced
ways in which language captures and articulates complex
ideas.

A.M.Peshkovsky, defining parts of speech as "the main
categories of thinking in their primitive national stage of
development,” underscores the crucial role of nouns in our
cognitive processes. He emphasizes the profound im-
portance of the noun category for human thought, asserting
that without it, knowledge and science would be impossi-
ble. Peshkovsky provides concrete examples, illustrating
that discussions about concepts such as light, heat, electrici-
ty, life, the state, or even language itself would be unattain-
able because none of these entities exists independently.
This recognition highlights the indispensability of nouns in
shaping and expressing our understanding of the world,
demonstrating their fundamental role in the cognitive
framework.

In modern linguistics, objectivity is commonly defined
as the overarching categorical meaning of nouns. All words
classified under the part of speech "noun" share the com-
monality of representing objectivity. These nouns serve as
linguistic tools to designate substances, specific objects, or
objectively presented elements such as facts, events, phe-
nomena, properties, qualities, concepts, and actions. The
semantic core of objectivity, embedded within the noun
category, encompasses a broad spectrum of entities and
concepts, reflecting the diverse and comprehensive nature
of linguistic expression.

V.A.Redkin and G.I.Senin-Volzhsky introduce the pos-
sibility of a positive definition of the concept of an object,
emphasizing the positive significance in the definition put
forth by D.N.Ushakova, where objects are delineated
through the negation of a sign. They draw attention to the
notion that the concept of a non-feature might lack suffi-
cient meaningfulness, similar to the concept of concrete-
ness.

In their analysis of predicative phrases containing plural
verbs and the corresponding controlled nouns, Redkin and
Senin-Volzhsky identify several semantic factors contrib-
uting to the meaning of the subject. These factors also ex-
tend to the deep meanings of cases in the Russian language,
encompassing prepositional-case constructions. They assert
that cases and prepositional-case constructions serve as
surface structures for various combinations of deep subject
meanings. These, in turn, constitute a component of the
semantics of the verb that governs the respective noun. This
perspective underscores the intricate relationships between
surface and deep linguistic structures in conveying the nu-
anced meanings associated with the subject in Russian
[4:55-56].

The alignment of the concept of an object with the con-
cept of substance, as posited by V.A.Redkin and G.I. Senin-
Volzhsky, offers a profound perspective within deep case
semantics. This viewpoint, synonymous with A.M. Pesh-
kovsky's idea regarding the dependence of prepositional-
case meanings on verb semantics, provides a nuanced and
comprehensive understanding of objectivity at a deep level.

The emphasis on the inseparable connection between
the semantics of the noun and the governing verb, particu-
larly within the context of Fillmore's "case grammar," is a
fruitful attempt at semantic analysis. This approach proves
valuable, especially when applied to derived nouns, which
not only manifest the factors embedded in their deep se-
mantics within the text but also represent realizations of
case meanings at a profound level. Derived nouns, such as
yuurens (teacher), ydenux (student), cesnxa (seeder),
among others, exemplify this concept by embodying sub-
ject, object, or tool meanings, further enriching the under-
standing of objectivity within linguistic structures
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Our perspective on the significance of word formation The distinct sets of word-formative formants contribute

in the differentiation and classification of cardinal parts of  to the systematic differentiation of grammatical meanings,
speech in the modern Russian language is insightful. The  Such as objectivity, feature, and processivity. This differen-
observation that more than 90% of cardinal vocabulary tiation is not only reflected in existing words but also finds

comprises derived words underscores the pivotal role of expression and confirmation in newly formed derivatives.

word formation. This prominence is particularly evident in The dynamic nature of word formation serves as a crucial
ora formation. TRIS prominence IS particularly eviae mechanism for evolving linguistic expressions, providing a
the non-overlapping sets of word-formative formants for  gamework for the regular manifestation of grammatical
nouns, adjectives, and verbs. meanings within the language.
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REZYUME. Tilshunoslikda obyektivlik ma’nosi ko‘pincha atribut ma’nosiga qarama-qarshi belgilanmagan a’zo sifatida
ta’riflanadi. Bu belgi va obyekt o‘rtasidagi murakkab munosabatlar bilan oldindan belgilanadi. Ushbu maqolada ba'zi tilshunoslarning
asarlarida keltirilgan obyektivlik tushunchasining ma'nosi ko'rib chigiladi.

PE3IOME. B iuHrBucTiKe 3Ha4€HHE MPEIMETHOCTH YacTO OIMpPEAesieTCs Kak HEeMapKUPOBAHHBIN WICH B ONMIIO3UIUHU K 3HAYCHUIO
MPU3HAKOBOCTH. 210 Npeaonpeaciia€Tcs CIOKHBIMU OTHOUWICHUAMU IPpHU3HAKa U IpeaAMETa. B Z[aHHOI71 CTaTbC pacCMaTpUBarOTCs 3Ha4YC-
HUA NOHATUA TPEAMETHOCTH, IPEACTABIICHHBIC B pa60Tax HEKOTOPBIX YUCHBIX-JIMHIBUCTOB.

SUMMARY. Objectiveness defines as unmarked part of the meaning in the linguistics. It predetermines complex features of the ob-
ject. The given article deals with concept of the objectiveness, which is given in different linguists papers.

AHTPOINOLIEHTPUYECKHUE ITPOBEPEUAJIBHBIE OBPA30OBAHHUA C ONEHKOU
TPYAOBOU JEATEJBHOCTU U COUAJIBHOI'O CTATYCA YEJIOBEKA
H.M.XKanracoB — dokmop ¢hunocoghuu no gpunonrocuueckum Haykam
Hyxkycckuil 2ocyoapcmeeniviii neda2o2uieckutl URCmumym umenu Asxcunusisa

TasiHy cy3aap: WHCOH (0aM), MeXHAT (HAOJHSATH, FIDKTUMOUHN XO0JIaT, MAKOJI, MapEMHOJIOTUK OUPIIUK, MAJUTHI-MaTaHHi XyCYCHUSITH,
MYyKOOWJI, aHAJIOT.

KiroueBbie ciioBa: YCJIOBCK, TpyaoBas ACATCIIbHOCTD, COI_II/IaJ'ILHBIﬁ CTaTryc, MocjaoBuIa, NapeMHOJIOrn4eCcKas €IMHulla, HalluoHaJlb-
HO-KyJbTypHas CHenn(HKa, IKBUBAJICHT, aHAJIOT.

Key words: human, labor activity, social status, proverb, paremiological unit, national-cultural specifics, equivalent, analogue.

3HaveHHe MOCIOBHIl HEOCIOPUMO, OHO COTJIACOBBIBAET-  HE JKAaTh 4Yyaa. Kapakanmakckas MOCIOBHIA TJIACHT:
cs1 ¢ 00pa3oM JKU3HHU M MBICIIIMU THICSIYH Mtofieil. OYHKIUU — A2awimel MUyacblHan MAausitiovl, a0amobvl KbliyaCbIHAH
MOCJIOBHI] HE CBSI3aHBI CO CIIOPOM WIIM JIOKA3aTeNIbCTBOM  mMAHbitiobl — JlepeBo CMOTPH B IIJI0/1aX, @ YeJIOBEKa B Jieax
4ero-nnbo, oHU b0 yTBEPXKAArT, JMubo oTpuiarmT 4ro-  [8:3].
mn00. B KopHe MX 3HaYCHUS JISKUT HEOCIIOpUMAsi HCTHHA. [TocnoBHITBI UCCIIEAYEMBIX S3BIKOB BHICOKO OLICHHBAIOT
IMockoNbKYy TMparMaTHuecKkas yCTaHOBKA MOCIIOBHIBI CO-  Tpya u ero mwioasl: He who does not work neither shall he
CTOMT B BO3ZICICTBHMM Ha CIylIaTess, Benyulyto poib npu- eat — Kro He paboraer, Tor He ect = Huwnamazan —
obperaer e€ oueHouHast ¢yHkius. Tak, ocHOBHas 4acTb  muwnamaiiou; He that will eat the kernel must crack the
OIIEHOK CBsI3aHA C OLICHMBAHMEM YEJIOBEKA, TaK KaKk MMeHHO  hut — Be3 tpyma — net miona [5:514] = Toxxa uuxmacane,
YEJIOBEK SIBJISICTCS [ICHTPOM BCEX JKM3HEHHBIX CUTYAllMi, B OyIaHa Kauoa, dcago wekmacane xcamowa kauoa — bes
pe3ynbTaTe KOTOPBIX 3apOKIAIOTCS T€ WIIM WHBIC MPOBEpP-  Tpyda HE BBHITAIIMING W PHIOKA H3 Tpyna. [1ogoOHBIM
OuanbHble 00paszoBanus [2:139]. 3HaueHWeM  00JjajgaeT  Kapakajmakckash — HapojHas

YcBoeHue Kakoi-mubo npoh)eCCur U y4acTHE B CBs3aH-  mocioBuna Muiinem emcey emepcey — be3 Tpyma Her
HOHM ¢ 3TO¥# mpodeccueil oTpaciu 4YeaoBeuecKoi aestens-  mioxa [8:8].
HOCTH TpeOyeT OBJaJCHUS ONPENCIEHHBIM BUAOM <(I3bIKa CrapaHue M ycepJHOCTh YeJIOBEeKa IMOJY4aeT BBICOKYIO
ISl CTIEUANTBHBIX 1ieniei». [IpodeccnoHanbHOEe OOIMIEHHE  OIEHKY B Y30€KCKOW M KapaKallaKCKOW MapeMHOJIOTHH:
MEXY JIOJbMH, B MPOIECCe KOTOPOTO NPOUCXOIUT 0OMeH  Tupuwean — op, mupuwmazan — Kopa ep — (6yks.) Tot, k10
nH(poOpManreH, MpeacTaBiIseT cO00H CONMANBLHO YIMOPSIAO-  TPYAUTCSA — MYKUUHA; Faupamavt ep kaman 6y3aowl — Y na-
YEHHOE HCTIOJh30BAHUE SI3BIKOBBIX M HES3BIKOBBIX 3HAKOB  JIOMY Mope 1o KoJieHo [8; 7]; Kew xene-xene oyzunep — He
[7:11]. cpazy MockBa  crpownack. TpynomoOue — Takxe

B aHanu3upyembIX S3bIKOBBIX CHCTEMaxX BCTPEYAIOTCS  BOCIIEBACTCS B CJIAYIOIIMX npoBepOUaIbHBIX
npoBepOnanbHble  00pa3oBaHMA € KOMIIOHEHTOM,  KOHCTPYKIHSAX Y30€KCKOTO ¥ KapaKallaKCKOTO S3BIKOB:
YKa3bIBAIOMMM  Ha  NpOQECCHOHAIBHYIO  3aHATOCTb  Hueum Oecan dp 6yaap, mexwam Kypca, wep Oyiap —
yenoBeka: Every cook praises his own broth — (6yks.) (6GykB.) FOHOIIA cTaHOBHTCS MYXXYWHOM, a eciu Oyaer
Kaxnaprii moBap XBamuT cBoW OynboH, The cobbler’s Tpyautbcs, TO cTaHET “JIBBOM’, T.e. MOTY4YUM; Adam

children usually go unshod — Camoxuuk 6e3 camor =  muiinemme manianaowsl — YeroBeK TPYIOM KPaceH.
Omukoysnune smueu UUPMUK, MEMUPYUHUHE euac CornacHO mapeMusiM, 4eJIOBEeKY He HY)KHO OTKJIaIbIBATh
kemmux = Temupwu mazaza dcapvimaiiovl, emukuwiy  Ha “TOTOM” TO, YTO OH MOXET CleNlaTh CBOEBPEMEHHO:

weeeze dcapvimaiiovl. OObIYHO JTr0AM, BXomsimue B onHo U Never put off till tomorrow what you can do today — (6yxs.)
TO K€ COL[MAJIBHOE T0JIe, MOJIB3YIOTCSI OAMHAKOBBIM periep-  He oTkiaznpiBail Ha 3aBTpa TO, YTO CMOJXKEIlb CIENaTh Cero-
Tyapom (peiimos [7:13]. IHS = Byeyneu wwnu spmaza Koaoupma = Byeuneu ucmu

VcriokoH BEKOB MOCIOBHIBI NIPU3BIBAIOT JIIONCH K TpY-  epmenee Kouma (W Kanovipma), Kanean ucke Kap swcayap;,
Iy, HCKYCcCTBY W TBopenuro: Art is long, life is short — Mc-  Procrastination is the thief of time — OrknanpBate — 3Ha-
KyCCTBO BEYHO, XYIOKHHUK cMepTeH  4uT TepsTh Bpems; Delays are dangerous — Ilpomenienne
[4:48]; Cenoan xapaxam — menoan 6apoxam, T.e. YEIOBEK  CMEPTU MOJOOHO = AHKO06 Oynean KUWUHUHS, MA3acu UPK
JOJDKCH CTapaTthesi U TOOUBATHCS yCIieXa CBOMM TPYAOM, a  uwunune [3:61].
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