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Abstract

Historically, there have been two approaches to interjections. First, as
spontaneous verbal expressions that denoted emotional or mental states, later they were
seen within the framework of verbal description. And indeed, interjections have natural
expressive and symbolic-relative and communicative contents, which theoretically need to
be reconciled to replace the contradiction between the mentioned approaches with a
transition. For this purpose, it is necessary to examine emotional-attitudinal expressions
(hereinafter EAES) not only from the point of view of a single language but also from the
point of view of cross-linguistic and intercultural comparison.

It is possible to study both semantic-pragmatic features of interjections and
modal words of Armenian and English from three perspectives.

a.what they convey;

b. how they relate to general conversation;

c. what language structure they can have.

F. Ameka [1, p101-118] and A. Wierzbicka [2, pp. 155-192] claim that they are
semantically diverse linguistic units and have a certain conceptual content.

Another group of linguists, for example, E. Goffman, believes that they are tokens
in a broad sense devoid of linguistic meaning [3, pp. 115-157], as they can only exist with
the help of accent and paralinguistic means.

These two approaches allow us to assume that EAEs have a border location
between linguistic and non-linguistic forms of human activity.

The article comprises the obvious cross-linguistic commonalities such as
onomatopoeic words, more complex communicative expressions, volitional and epistemic
emotional-attitudinal expressions, volitional-communicative features, and not only not
always primary-speech emotional-attitudinal expressions. Another feature of cross-cultural
pairing is the ratio of emotional and evaluative, in other words, spontaneous-unconscious
and conscious-attitudinal components in EAES.

Thus, in addition to well-known structural, syntactic and communicative
approaches, EAEs can be classified in a cross-linguistic comparison according to the
following linguistic and cognitive features.

1) degree of consciousness; 2) address; 3) the value attitude towards the
reported material

It is also possible to classify EAEs by types of emotions and attitudes/feelings. So,
all EAEs can be classified according to the features mentioned above, one of which has a
cognitive, the other- public-cultural, and two have communicative significance. Each of
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these classes has its order and is presented as the basis of a complex cross-linguistic
pairing of EAEs. To what extent will it be possible to typify EAEs containing this or that
set of features as communicative units? It will be possible to find out only through the
cross-linguistic comparison of specific examples and quantitative studies of linguistic data.

Keywords and phrases: Emotional-attitudinal expressions, cross-linguistic

comparison, cognitive features, degree of consciousness, spontaneous expressions,
communicative significance.
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<U3tM6Lh 64 ULSLENPELP <NRRUSGLUCUSNTIULUL
ursu<udsni@-3nNhLLerh UbRLERYUUTCUUNRGU3PL
<UUBUUSNKME3UL UURRNRLLLENE

nN<ur arranr3uu
L Ghunniginuubph wgquihtu wlywntGdhwih
ghinwlppwlw dhowggquihu Ytuwnpnuh
ownuwn [Ggntubiph wdphnup Juphs,

pwuwuhpwlywu ghnnienniitbph phluwdnt, nngbiun
gohar.grigoryan@isec.am

Cwiwnnunwghp

Mwuwndwlwunpbt  dwjuwpynyeniuubph - Ywd  dhowpynyeyniuutipp
ujwwndwdp btnbp £ Gpynt wphwph dnnbgnd. bwh' npwbu funupwhu
huptwpbpwywu wpunwhwjnnieiniutbp, npnup tpwuwyb) Gu qquguywu Yud
dunwynp ypbwlubp, wyw' npwup nhundb Bu pwnwihtu punipwgpdwt opow-
uwyubpnwi: 6y, phujwwbu, dwjuwnpynyeynibutipp wwpniuwynd Gu - huswbiu
puwlwlt wpunwhwjnswlwl, wjuwbu | pwuwipt' JGpwpbpwlywu b hw-
nnpnwlygwlwu  pndwunwynipinu, npnup  nbuwlwunpbu  hwawnbigubint
wuhpwdbonneniu Yw' hpowwnwlwsd dninbignudubph dholt Bnwé  hwlw-
untjnLup wugnudny thnfuwppubipne hwdwp: Wn uwywnwyny wuhpwdtion Gup
hwdwpnu  hniquguwhwwnnnuwu  wpnwhwjnnyggniuubpp (wjunthbn' <3U)
puubp ng dhuyu dGYy (tquh, wyl dhgiqudawlnipwiht - gniqunpnye)w
nbiuwybinhg:

(3G’ hwjbpbup dwjuwpyneniuubpp W Bnwuwywynpnn pwnbpp, RH
wugaptuh  dhowpyniejnwiuph hdwunmwpwuwlhwu b ghpdwpwlwlwu
wnwuduwhwwyniginwiubpp huwpwynp § nwunwduwuhpt Gpbip wbuwuyyniuhg.

w. Uy BU hwnnpnnd npwtp,

p. huswb’u BU hwpwpbpynd punhwunip funupupwght,

¢. |Gquywu h"us Yugdnyeniu Yupnn Bu npwup niubuwg:

$. Udtlwu [1, p101-118] L U. Ybkdphglwu [2, k9 155-192] wunnud Gu, np
npwup hdwunwpwunpbt pwgqiwquu Gquywu dhwynpubp Gu U nbu
npnawyh hwuugwlwi pnjuunwynientu:

Ltgwpwuutphg E. Snddwup, opphtwly, Ywpdnd L, np npwup
lGqulwu hdwuwinhg gniply jwju hdwuwinny upwuwihu wpwpnnnygynitibn Bu [3,
ko 115-157], pwuh np wnlwjwunwd G wnnquuwlwu L wy hwpwbguywu
dhongubiph oquntpjwdp dhwju:

Wu bpyne dnuinbignwiubpp eny; GU wwijhu Gupwnpt, np <SU-ubipp
dwpnnt gnpdnwutinyeut |Ggulywu W ny Gquywu dubph dhole uwhdwuwghu
inbin Gu qpunbgunid:
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Uhgliquwu  wlyuhwjn  punhwupnyeniuubphg Gu puwdwjiuwlwu
wpunwhwynnieniuutipp,  huswbu  twb wybh  pwpn  hwnnpnuyguywu
wpunwhwynnieniuutpp, udwihu bW pdwguywu <3U-ubpp:

Uhgliqudowynipwihu gniqunpnigjuu dbYy wy hwwnwuhy £ <QU-
ubpnud hniquywuh b quwhwwnnnuywuh, w) Ybpw, huptwpniju-wughwnwy-
gwywu U ghwnwlygywsd-ytpwpbpdniupwihu  pwnwnphsutiph  hwpwpbpwlygnt-
[ejnLup:

Wuwhuny, <FU-ubpp, pwgh pwowdwunp Ywnnigwdpwiht, wpw-
hjnwwlywu b hwnnpnuygwlwu dninbtignudutiphg, dhetquywu hwdbdwunnt-
Pjwu vk Ywnbih £ putb]’ pun htnlyw| Ggwéwuwsnnuwu hwwnlwuhaubph.

1.punn ghnwlgyjwénipjwu wunhbwuh,

2.puin hwugbwagpdwi,

3.puwn hwnnpnynn uyniph uluwndwdp wpdbpwihu yepwpbkpdniuph:

Nipbdu’ pninp <QU-ubpp Yupbh £ nwuwlwpgb pun Jbpp updud

hwwnywuhoubiph, nnpnughg dtyu ntup dwuwsnnuywu, dayp’
hwupwdawyniewipu, huy Gpynwp' hwnnpnuyguwlywu vpwuwynyeniu:  Uju
nwubphg jnipwpwugnipp  hwdwwywwnwufuwuwpwp  nwh hp Jupgbpp L
uGpyuwywunud £ npybu <YU-ubiph  dhgliqulwt hwdwhp qniqunpnyejwu
hhdp: (3t nppwuny huwpwynp Yhuh nhywywuwgub] hwnywuphoubph wju
wd wiu  hnmuop  wwpnwwynn  <¥U-ubpp  npybu  hwnnpnuygwywu
dhwynputip, huwpwynp  Yhup wwpgti dhwjy  Ynuhpbiin  oppuwlubiph
dholtqwdowynipwipu - gniqunpdwt b |Gqwiunupwiht  inywubph
pwlwywlwu hGunwgnunnieiniuubph dhongny:

Pwtwih pwnbp L pwnwlwwwygnigyniuubp. hniquqlwhwnnnuywu
wpunwhwynnieniuutip,  dhglguywu  hwdbdwwnienu,  Gwlwsnnuywu
wnwuduwhwwynignwiubp,  ghunwygwoénejwt  wuwmhbwl,  hupuwpntju
wpwnwhwyinnipniuutip, hwnnpnulgwlwu bpwuwynyeniu:

55



HNPUHIUIIBI KPOCC-IMHI'BOKYJIbTYPHOI'O COIIOCTABJIEHUSA
APMSTHCKHMX U AHTJIMACKHUX YMOLUAJBHO-OLIEHOYHbBIX
BbICKA3BIBAHUI

T'OAP I'PUT'OPSIH
HarmonanpHas akageMus Hayk PecryOimku ApMeHus
MesxTyHapoJTHBIH HaydHO-00pa30BaTeIbHBIN IEHTP
3aBenyroimas kadeapoi nHocTpaHHbIX s361k0B MHOL] HAH PA
KaHIUIAT GUI0JIOTUISCKUX HAYK, JOICHT
gohar.grigoryan@isec.am

AHHOTAUMSA

Hcrtopuueckn cloxuiaoch JBa moaxoda K MexiaoMetusMm. CHayana Kak
CIIOHTAHHBIC CJIOBECHBIC BBIPAKCHMUA, OGOSHa‘laBH_II/Ie OMOIMOHAJIbHBIC HJIN IICUXHUYCCKHEC
COCTOSTHUSI, MO3JJHEE OHU CTalld paccMaTpUBAThCA B PaMKax CJIOBECHOTro omnmcaHus. M
JIEHCTBUTEIBHO, MEXKAOMETHS COJIepKAT KaK €CTECTBEHHO BBIPA3UTEIbHOE, TaK U
CHMBOJIMYECKU-OTHOCUTEIEHO-KOMMYHUKATUBHOE COJIEp)KaHHe, KOTOPOE TEOPETHYECKU
HEOOXOJMMO COIJIacOBaTh, YTOOBI 3aMEHUTh NPOTHBOPEUHE MEXIY YKa3aHHBIMU
noaxogamMu mepexoaoM. Jlig 3TOro HEOOXOAMMO paccMaTpUBaTh SMOIMOHAIBHO-
orleHoYHbIe BeIpakeHus (nanee DOB) He TOMBKO ¢ TOYKM 3pEHUS OIHOTO S3BIKA, HO H C
TOYKH 3PEHUS] MEXKBA3BIKOBOTO U MEXKKYJIBTYPHOTO COMPSKEHUSL.

Kak cemaHTHKO-TIparMaTH4ecKue 0COOCHHOCTH MEXKIOMETHH, TaK U MOJAIbHBIC
CJIOBa apMSAHCKOTO U aHIIMACKOTO SI3bIKOB MOYHO M3y4aTh C TPeX MO3ULIHA:

a) UTO OHU TIEePEAIOT;

0) KaKk OHH OTHOCATCS K OOIIEMY PasroBopy;

B) KaKyO 53bIKOBYIO CTPYKTYPY OHU MOTYT UMETh.

®. Amexka [1, ¢. 101-118] u A. BexxOunkas [2, ¢. 155-192] yrBepkaaror, 4Tto OHA
SBILIIOTCS  CEMAaHTHYECKH pPa3HOOOPa3HBIMH  SI3BIKOBEIMH  €IMHUIAMH W HMEIOT
OTIpeICIICHHOE KOHLIENTYaJIbHOE COJCPKaHHE.

Jlpyras rpynmna JTUHTBUCTOB, Hanpumep, D. ['oddMaH cuuTaeT, 4TO OHU SBJISAIOTCS
CHMBOJIAMH B IHPOKOM CMBICIIE, JINIIEHHBIMH JINHIBUCTHYECKOTO cMbicia [3, ¢. 115-157],
MOCKOJIBKY OHHM MOTYT CYIIECTBOBATH TOJIBKO C IIOMOIIBIO aKLEHTAa M TapajvHT-
BHUCTHYECKHX CPEICTB.

OTH 1Ba MOAX0a MO3BOJIAIOT MPEIIONI0KUTh, 4To DOB 3aHUMaIOT OTPAHUYHYIO
NO3NIUI0 MCXKAY JUHIBUCTUYCCKUMU W HCJIMHTBUCTUUCCKUMU (I)OpMaMI/I YyeJIOBEUCCKOM
JIeSATEIbHOCTH.

B crathe BBISBICHBI OYEBHAHBIE MEXKbBA3BIKOBBIE OOIIHOCTH, TaKHe Kak
3BYKOMOJIpaXkaTeJIbHbBIE CIIOBa, 00JIee CIOXKHbIE KOMMYHUKATUBHBIC BBIPAXKEHHS, BOJICBbIE
u snuctemrmdeckne DOB, BoNeBbIC-KOMMYHUKATHBHBIE 0COOCHHOCTH, HO HE TOJILKO U HE
Bcerna nepBuyHO-pedeBsle OOB. Emie omHOW 0COOSHHOCTBIO MEXKYJIBTYPHOTO
COTPSDKEHUS SIBIISIETCSI COOTHOILIEHHE SMOIMOHAIBHO-OLIEHOYHOTO, WHBIMU CIIOBAMH,
CIIOHTAHHO-0ECCO3HATENFHOIO M CO3HATEIHFHO-OIIEHOYHOTO KOMITOHEHTOB B DOB.

Taxum 0Opa3oM, B JOTIOJHEHHE K XOPOIIO U3BECTHBIM CTPYKTYPHBIM, CHHTAKCH-
9eCKMM M KOMMYHUKAaTHBHBIM ToaxogaM, DOB MOXHO KiIacCH(PHUIMPOBATH B MEXK-
JHTBICTUYECKOM CPaBHEHHH MO CICTYIONINM JHHTBHCTHYCCKIM KOTHUTHBHBIM IIPH3-
HaKaM:

1) cTeneHb OCa3HOHHACTH;

2) aIpecHOCTb;
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3) LIEHHOCTHOE OTHOIIEHHE K COOOIIEHHOMY MaTepHall.

MoxHo Takke kiaccupunuporatb DOB 1o TuUmaM SMoOnMHA W OTHOIIE-
HUI/9yBCTB, Tak 4ro Bce ODOB MOXHO KIacCH(MUIMPOBATH IO BBIMICYMTOMSIHYTHIM
MpU3HAKaM, OJIMH U3 KOTOPBIX UMEEeT KOTHUTUBHBIHN, IPYTOH - OOIIECTBEHHO-KYJIBTYPHBIH,
a JIBa U3 HUX - KOMMYHHUKATHBHOE 3HaYeHHE. KaXKIpIii M3 3THX KIIaCCOB, COOTBETCTBEHHO,
AMEET CBOW COOCTBEHHBIH TIOPSJOK M TMPENCTaBJCH Kak 0a3uc KOMIUIEKCHOTO
MEXbs3bIKOBOTO corniocTaBieHust DOB. B kakoii cterienn MmoxHO Oynet onpenenuts 0B,
colepiKallfe TOT WM WHOW HaOOp MPHU3HAKOB B KAYECTBE KOMMYHHKATHBHBIX €JIMHHII,
MOXXHO OyIeT BBISICHUTH TOJIBKO ITyT€M KPOCC-THHI'BOKYJIBTYPHOTO COIOCTaBJICHHUS
KOHKPETHBIX TIPUMEPOB M KOJIMYESCTBEHHBIX MCCIICIOBAHMIA JIMHTBUCTUIECKUX TAHHBIX.

KiroueBble cjioBa M CJI0BOCOYETAHUS: SMOIMOHAIBHO-OIICHOYHBIE BBHICKA-

3BIBAHMSI, KPOCC-TMHIBOKYJIBTYPHOE COTIOCTaBJIEHHE, KOTHUTHBHBIM TpPHU3HAK, YPOBEHB
CO3HaHHUs, CIOHTAHHBIH, A36IKOBOM CTEPEOTHII.
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Introduction

The emotional-attitudinal system of speech is one of the most complex
subsystems of the linguistic reflection of the general cognitive system, in which different
regulation degrees of linguistic cognition are visible. Armenian and English grammarians
recognize that interjection-evaluative phrases remain undefined in meaning and form as
single words or clusters of words.

Indeed, Ed. Sapir [4, pp.3-5] sees them as "no more than one of the decorations of
the complex texture of language™.

D. Crystal [5, pp.8-12] explains their existence in speech with the need to express
emotional or voluntary state. They always appear as a string in speech; in writing, they are
separated by a comma.

However, while describing their structure, primary and secondary concepts [6,
p.103] are used to subcategorize in one class vocal onomatopoetic uninflected language
units from units with verbal, inflectional orders [7, pp.101-118].

ex. Arm. gpnymgu~y, Skp Quinud,

Engl. Hell, shit, etc.:

Goffman considers all these EAEs as "half-words" [8, pp.124-157], which are
reactive both in origin and in their role in speech; that is, they represent a response to a
particular motivation or become motivations themselves. Having different opinions on the
issue of their being part of speech, representatives of both approaches agree that they can
be serial units, so they can also become a separate sentence or, more precisely, as a speech
unit, a phrase. (Furthermore, both sides admit that expressing emotional and mental states
directly depends on linguistic and cultural conventions.

On the other hand, they directly express an individual's mental and linguistic
state, so in many cases, they present obvious cross-linguistic commonalities. They are
mostly the so-called primary emotional-attitudinal expressions.

<wytipkb [ Litelfeipletil
qqubip 8w fup, wbqy. Yuk!
quiptfwlip —Jw'hihju), wlql. Wow, oh!
gui] —Uulw'h whg). Ouch!

Among the obvious cross-linguistic commonalities are sound words/expressions:
to scold, silence-ss-ss, shh, sus, ps/pisht, and natural consonants expressed in human
speech: hap-chi, uh-um, etc.

Also, more complex cross-linguistic commonalities are communicative
expressions, such as volitional and epistemic emotional-attitudinal expressions.

e to attract attention huwy. 2-hp"d wibiq). Ahem!
e tosilence hwy. Up-uu, 2p2-2? wigqy. psst!, shh!

e disappointment  hwy. F<[% wiiq). Eh!

e agreement hwy. p-hp” wlgp.u-humt:

In other words, as G. Jahukyan [9, p.362] mentions, in terms of symbolic-
communicative content, they have emotional, evaluative and vocative meanings.

Let's recall complete words such as yes, no, aha, neha, ok, and other semantic
units that perform a similar function and act separately, connected and semantically
different, and even ones with varying orders of inflexion.

Seemingly identical, simple primary emotional-attitudinal expressions depend on
the dictates of discourse and cultural conventions. It is, therefore, wrong to think that they
are absolute generalities and do not have linguistic and cultural variants. For example,
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Armenian 4uj or English wow! Interjections can express the following in different
situations.

Natural reaction -positive/negative Wow, I couldn’t even imagine!

Unexpectedness—... and, wow, there he was coming!

Surprise—Wow! You 've already done your homework!

Amazement. — Wow! How beautiful is this book!

Tiredness; boredom; disappointment, etc

Thus, we can consider the phonetic feature as one of the stable criteria of cross-
linguistic cultural combination, which has invariants and variants.

As mentioned above, the next differentiated feature is volitional-communicative,
but not only and not always primary-speech emotional-attitudinal expressions. In other
words, EAEs have both a relative and expressive meaning in content and aimed to reflect
the phenomena of the external world and express feelings, thoughts and will. On the one
hand, they mean, on the other hand, they represent, and on the third hand, they indicate
their content plan. In contrast to expressions made up of full-meaning words, which mean
one thing and implicitly express something else, for example, arm. #n"12p or 4k npy, and
to express a warning, we either need to explain with additional expressions or use
extralinguistic means. All these components are expressed in one language form of EAE.
On the one hand, they represent invariable semantic and functional features; on the other,
they differ according to language and culture.

Ex,
Arm. English
Lup ‘p: Listen! Look here!
LQan ‘17o: Look out! A car is coming at you!
Zkpn “1: o7
Ynph-qinu - Get out, get off!
ZEmugk “p: Leave me alone!

Examples show that these expressions may have stylistic variations due to the
cultural environment. The agreement with the context allows us to assume that the
pragmatic side of the issue is of particular interest and that it can be a separate, extensive
research subject within the boundaries of cross-linguistic pragmatics.

Another feature of cross-cultural pairing is the ratio of emotional and evaluative,
in other words, spontaneous-unconscious and conscious-attitudinal components of EAEs.
By logically decomposing the Wldely used Armenlan expressmns un sz[ l— wy pbq
pwl, by Up wnkTu, juy bh, o], qqn 1]2, dwljupnu q mwgg]z]] wng -hur’, or
well known English Oh, my God!, Wow! Gee! Whoops!, Hurray! Dear me! Ouch! Bah!
Ooh-Ia-1a! from the semantic components of expressions, we can see that there are
basically two: expression of emotions and evaluative attitude. Both components have
communicative value because they draw the other person's attention to this or that state
and attitude of the speaker, and sometimes they draw attention.

Methods of Classification and Study

The elements of emotion and evaluative attitude are common to all humanity.
They are fixed in our consciousness with linguistic symbols to the extent that they are
essential and applicable in our activities.
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Thus, in addition to well-known structural, syntactic and communicative
approaches, EAEs can be classified in a cross-linguistic comparison according to
the following linguistic and cognitive features;

1. degree of consciousness;

a. spontaneous-unconscious - interjections,

b. semi-conscious — or/and,

c. evaluative — modal words/ expressions

2. addressing;

a. spontaneous - the expression of one's state,

b. conscious expression of emotion/appreciation of the communicative situation,

c. emotional-evaluative attitude towards the real or conditional speaker: vocatives,

forms of address, rhetorical vocatives,

d. emotional-evaluative attitude regarding the information given or received, the

topic or material;

3. the evaluative attitude towards the reported material;

a. positive, from contentment to joy,

b. negative, from fear to anger and rage;

c. unclassified or uncertain: surprise, fear, bewilderment, ignorance, etc.:

Finally, it is also possible to classify EAEs by types of emotions and
attitudes/feelings, but classifying linguistic realities on this basis is impractical, as an
almost infinite number of speech situations generate an equally large set of emotions.

The number of primary or basic emotions in philosophical sources from antiquity
ranges from six to ten with different interpretations: surprise, joy, admiration, indifference,
anger, fear, hatred, etc.

Finally, a purely statistical description can become the basis of cross-cultural
comparison, providing information about the synchronous movement of EAEs in a
language.

We also include the mentioned frequency and diversity statistical feature for
further studies

4. According to the frequency of use and the degree of fixation in the
consciousness of language speakers

a. eventual;

b. typical of a particular layer of language speakers and limited by certain
universal factors: dialect or slang;

c. typical to the given language culture.

Another principle of classification or characterization can be considered the
expressiveness of EAES. By expressiveness, some scientists mean the means of linguistic
manifestation of emotionality and different attitudes in semantic (A. Bagratuni, N.
Kharchenko), syntactic (O. Alexandrova), stylistic or language poetry (G. Jahukyan, M.
Kozhina), sociolinguistic and psycholinguistic views [10,1997]. In general, expressiveness
is a concept that performs the function of stylistic colouring. Accordingly, it uses all the
features specific to stylistic expressions.

Thus, the features mentioned above, which are organized according to human
cognition and communication and cultural categories, can serve as a basis for cross-
linguistic comparison. For cross-linguistic comparison and the identification of variants
caused by language culture, it is also advisable to use the psycholinguistic template of a
linguistic sign, which includes both the classical conceptual, factual and semantic
components of a linguistic sign, as well as its factual, popular cultural and other

60



conventional semantic applications and possible displacements of these semantic
components.

So, all EAEs can be classified according to the features mentioned earlier, one of
which has a cognitive, the other- public cultural, and two have a communicative
significance. Each of these classes has its own order and is presented as the basis of a
complex cross-linguistic pairing of EAEs. To what extent it will be possible to typify
EAESs containing this or that set of features as communicative units will be possible to find
out only through the cross-linguistic comparison of specific examples and quantitative
studies of linguistic data.

Let's add one more observation regarding the possibilities of structural and formal
characterization of EAEs. We partially mentioned above that along with the increase in the
awareness of the emotional-attitudinal expressions, the structural characteristics of the
emotional-attitudinal expressions expand and become more complex. Higher reflective
linguistic, logical units are used than emotional exclamations to express an evaluative
attitude. With the predominance of the evaluative component, abstract nouns appear in the
emotional-attitudinal expressions, and the part-of-speech range of these expressions is
enriched; exaggerations, metaphors and other stylistic devices expressing value and
aesthetic meanings are used.

Conclusion
This logical development leads us to conclude that from a genealogical, semantic,
and pragmatic point of view, blessings, wishes and curses can also be classified as higher
EAEs. Moreover, as proof of the mutual conversion between the latter and primitive
sounds( and therefore belonging to the same part of the speech paradigm), it is worth
mentioning such exclamations that are frequently used in several languages; initially, they
were abbreviated versions of wordy prayers, blessings or curses.
ex. Armenian Ulqui~: Qun~y: Ukfuugn: Sunjp7..../ @u~np, etc.
English expression Gee! Cheers! Golly Bless! Goddamn! Damn are built on
the same principle.
Thus, the emotional evaluation system of human speech can be safely considered a
subsystem of its general pragmatic system, just like the public-ethical norms of speech.
This sketch of the order-conceptual boundaries of EAEs is sufficient to recognize
them as a separate means of forming consciousness through speech, that is, linguistic
regulation of the psyche.
Moving from the elementary to a complex stage of language cognition, they
include onomatopoetic words, speech-forming indicators, and intermediate expressions in
the same paradigm.
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