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Abstract

This article examines syntactic mitigation in sensitive family communication
in English and Uzbek. The analysis focuses on interrogative, conditional, modal,
impersonal and first-person plural constructions used to reduce the categorical force
of requests, advice, criticism and disagreement. The findings show that both
languages provide grammatical resources for regulating directness, although these
resources differ structurally. English makes productive use of modal interrogatives
and tentative constructions, whereas Uzbek frequently combines conditional and
modal forms with person distinctions. Syntactic mitigation is therefore interpreted as
a pragmatic mechanism for managing interpersonal relations in family
communication.
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Annotatsiya

Magqolada ingliz va o‘zbek oilaviy muloqotida nozik fikrlarni ifodalashda
qo‘llanadigan sintaktik yumshatish vositalari qiyosiy-pragmatik jihatdan tahlil
qilinadi. So‘roq, shart, modal, shaxssiz va birinchi shaxs ko‘plik qurilmalarining
iltimos, maslahat, tanqid hamda e’tirozning qat’iyligini kamaytirishdagi vazifalari
aniglanadi. Har ikki tilda nutgning bevositalik darajasini boshgaruvchi grammatik
imkoniyatlar mavjudligi, biroq ularning tuzilishi va qo‘llanishida farqlar kuzatilishi

asoslanadi.
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Kalit so‘zlar: oilaviy mulogot, sintaktik yumshatish, bilvositalik, modal

qurilma, nozik mulogot, pragmatika.
AHHOTANUA

B cratpe B CPaBHUTCIIbHO-TIPATMATHYCCKOM ACIICKTC pacCMaTpuBaArOTCA
cpeactBa CHHTAKCHYCCKOIo CMATYCHHA B aHTJIUUCKOM H y36eKCKOM CEMEHUHOM
o0IIeHnH. AHAIU3UPYIOTCS BOIMPOCUTENIBHBIC, YCIOBHBIC, MOJAIbHbIE, OC3TUIHBIC
KOHCTPYKIHMH U (bOpMBI IEPBOIo0 Jua MHOXKCCTBCHHOI'O YHUCJId, UCIIOJIBb3YCMBIC 1A
CHMIKCHHA KATCTOPUIHOCTHU HpOCB6BI, COBCTA, KPUTHUKH 1 HCCOTJIACHA. yCTaHOBJ'IeHO,
yT0 00a s3bIKa pacmojaraloT TpaMMaTUYECKUMHU CPEICTBAMHU PETYIUPOBAHUS
CTCIICHHU IPAMOTBI BBICKA3bIBAHMSA, OJHAKO CIIOCOOBI UX Cpr1(TypHOI71 pcain3anuu
pa3an4varoTcs.

KiaoueBble cjaoBa: ceMmMeiliHOe OOIIEHHE, CHHTAKCUYCCKOE CMSTYCHHE,
KOCBEHHOCTh, MOJ[aJIbHAsl KOHCTPYKIUS, ParMaTuKa, aHrTUHCKUHN S3bIK, Y30EKCKU
A3BIK.

Introduction

Family communication is characterised by a high degree of interpersonal
closeness, yet this closeness does not eliminate the need for linguistic caution.
Conversations about personal decisions, household responsibilities, money or
relationships may create tension even between close family members. In such
situations, speakers can regulate the force of an utterance by changing its syntactic
structure.

Compare:

You need to change your decision.

and:

Do you think you could reconsider your decision?

The communicative intention is similar, but the second utterance reduces
categorical force through an interrogative structure and the modal verb could. Uzbek
demonstrates a comparable distinction:

— Qaroringizni o‘zgartirishingiz kerak.
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— Balki, qaroringizni yana bir o‘ylab ko‘rarsiz?

Such examples demonstrate that mitigation is achieved not only through lexical
substitution but also through sentence structure. B.Fraser considers mitigation an
important means of modifying the force of communicative acts [1]. Studies of
politeness and indirect speech acts similarly demonstrate that grammatical form can
influence interpersonal meaning [2; 3].

The purpose of this article is to identify the main syntactic means of mitigation
in English and Uzbek family communication and to determine their pragmatic
functions.

Interrogative and Conditional Mitigation

Interrogative constructions are among the most productive means of reducing

directness. A direct request such as:
Talk to him again.

may be reformulated as:

Could you talk to him again?

The action expected from the listener remains the same, but the interrogative
form presents it as less categorical.

A similar distinction occurs in Uzbek:

— U bilan yana gaplashing.

— U bilan yana bir gaplashib ko‘ra olasizmi?

Questions can also mitigate disagreement. Instead of saying:

This is the wrong decision,

a family member may ask:

Do you think this is really the best decision?

The speaker communicates doubt without explicitly defining the addressee’s
position as incorrect.

Conditional constructions perform a related function. They allow the speaker
to recognise the listener’s circumstances before introducing a request or sensitive

topic:
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If you have time, could we talk tonight?

Uzbek:

— Vagqtingiz bo‘lsa, kechqurun bir gaplashib olsak.

The conditional forms if you have time and vagtingiz bo‘lsa reduce
communicative pressure by presenting the listener’s availability as a condition.

Another common Uzbek form is:

— Xafa bo‘lmasangiz, bir narsani aytsam.

A comparable English construction is:

If you don’t mind, can I say something?

In both cases, the speaker prepares the listener before introducing potentially
uncomfortable information. Thus, interrogative and conditional structures regulate
the relationship between communicative intention and its direct expression.

Modal Forms and Shared Responsibility

Modal constructions provide another important means of syntactic mitigation.
Compare:

You are making a mistake.
and:
You might be making a mistake.

The modal might reduces the certainty of the evaluation. Uzbek may achieve a
similar effect through:

— Siz xato gilyapsiz.

and:

— Balki, bu yerda biroz shoshilayotgandirsiz.

In advice, several mitigating elements may occur together:

Maybe you could talk to her first.

Uzbek:

— Balki, avval u bilan gaplashib ko‘rarsiz.

Such constructions preserve the recommendation but avoid presenting it as an

absolute requirement.
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First-person plural constructions can also redistribute responsibility. For
example:

We need to be more careful with money.

may be used even when the speaker is primarily concerned about the other
family member’s spending.

Uzbek provides a comparable form:

— Xarajatlarni sal nazorat qilsak yaxshi bo‘lardi.

Instead of directly saying “Siz ko ‘p pul sarflayapsiz”, the speaker presents the
issue as a shared concern. The use of we or the Uzbek first-person plural form
therefore shifts the utterance from individual accusation towards collective
responsibility.

A similar mechanism operates in criticism:

You never listen to me.

may be reformulated as:

I think we need to listen to each other more.

Uzbek:

— Siz meni tinglamaysiz.

may become:

— Bir-birimizni yaxshiroq tinglasak yaxshi bo‘lardi.

The negative evaluation is not completely removed, but its interpersonal force
is modified through syntactic restructuring.

Comparative Features of English and Uzbek

English and Uzbek use several functionally similar strategies for syntactic
mitigation. Interrogatives can reduce the directness of requests; conditional clauses
can prepare the communicative context; modal constructions can weaken certainty or
obligation; and first-person plural forms can distribute responsibility between
participants.

The structural means, however, are not identical. English frequently employs

modal verbs such as could, would, might and should:
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Could we talk about it?
You might want to think about it again.

Uzbek makes productive use of conditional and verbal forms:

— Bu haqda gaplashib olsak bo‘ladimi?

— Yana bir o‘ylab ko‘rsangiz yaxshi bo‘lardi.

The Uzbek sen—siz distinction also allows syntactic mitigation to interact with
the expression of interpersonal respect, whereas contemporary standard English does
not possess an equivalent second-person pronoun opposition.

These differences do not indicate that one language is inherently more direct or
indirect. Rather, English and Uzbek possess different grammatical resources for
achieving comparable pragmatic purposes. The actual degree of mitigation depends
on family relations, age, topic and the communicative situation.

Conclusion

The analysis demonstrates that syntactic mitigation is an important pragmatic
mechanism in English and Uzbek family communication. Interrogative, conditional
and modal constructions allow speakers to express requests, advice, criticism and
disagreement with different degrees of directness.

Both languages also use constructions that redistribute communicative
responsibility. English we forms and Uzbek first-person plural constructions can
present an individual problem as a shared concern, thereby reducing direct accusation.

The principal difference lies in the grammatical resources used to achieve these
purposes. English relies extensively on modal interrogatives and tentative
constructions, while Uzbek actively employs conditional verbal forms, person
distinctions and modal elements. Despite these structural differences, the pragmatic
function is similar: speakers adapt the force of an utterance to the interpersonal
conditions of family communication.

Syntactic mitigation should therefore be viewed not merely as a marker of

politeness but as a means of regulating communicative pressure and interpersonal
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distance. Its comparative analysis contributes to a more precise understanding of how
English and Uzbek speakers linguistically organise sensitive family interaction.
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