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Annotation

The article addresses one of the lesser-explored issues in the theory of complex sentences
with a parenthetical inserted clause (CSPIC), specifically their linguo-genderological features in
modern English, Uzbek, and Russian. In particular, it identifies and explores the genderological
properties of CSPIC as linguo-genderemes in the speech of representatives of the masculine and
feminine genders. As a result, a new taxonomy of the complex sentences under investigation is
developed, revealing their isomorphic and allomorphic characteristics, as well as the factors that
influence these differences.
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One of the little-studied aspects of the systematic study of complex sentences, specifically
complex sentences with parenthesized insertions (CSPI), is the linguogenderological approach to
their analysis. Within this approach, it is important to consider how gender is manifested in
language, what characteristics and evaluations are attributed to men and women, and in which
semantic domains these differences are most pronounced.

Being a relatively young and rapidly developing field of linguistic science, gender
linguistics is associated with the fact that the subjective factor (masculine or feminine) is
increasingly becoming the center of their modern linguistic research.! Linguists are interested not
only in the author's narrative manifestations in the text, but also in the methods and motives for
the selection of linguistic means by men and women. Therefore, modern linguistic research
increasingly employs a genderological approach, according to which what matters is not the
biological and physical differences between men and women, but the cultural and social meaning
society attaches to these differences?, although “they (biological and physical differences) are
also of considerable interest, especially in the translation process”.?
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Thus, the main object of research in genderology is the relationship between language and
gender, that is, the question of how exactly gender (sex) is manifested in language, at what levels
of the linguistic hierarchy and by what means and units of language gender is expressed, while
the main goal of genderological research is to reveal, describe and explain how gender is
represented in language, what characteristic gender features of certain verbal means are observed
in the speech of men and women in everyday communication and what linguistic and
extralinguistic factors determine the use of certain gender-relevant linguistic units, in particular,
CSPI, which turn out to be no less gender-relevant types of syntaxemes.

Thus, a systematic analysis of the gender-relevant properties of CSPI as one of the invariant
types of complex sentences in languages contributed to the discovery of three main factors
that determine the conscious and intelligible use of CSPI in speech:

1. CSPI used by members of the masculine gender;

2. CSPI used by members of the feminine gender;

3. CSPI used by members of both the masculine and feminine genders.

Next, we will try to illustrate each type separately:

1) CSPI, predominantly used by representatives of the masculine gender, for example, in
English: “How wonderful it would be (1 don’t even dare to think about this) to go through life
together, dreaming.” (Pierre Curie); in uzb.: «Hayotni birga boshdan kechirish, orzu qilish
ganchalik ajoyib bo'lar edi (men bu haqda o'ylashga jur'at etmayman)» (Piyer Kyuri); in russ.:
«Kak Obut0 OBl TPEKpacHO (00 Imom s He cmero Ooaxrce Oymamsp) BMECTE IMPONTU IO KU3HH,
meutas.(I1sep Kropn);

2) CSPI, used by representatives of the feminine sex, for example, in English: «Oh, How
much I love you, my sunshine, you, my hero, the elixir of my life, and I’'m ready to repeat this
all my life! (The Times); in uzb.:Oo, men seni qanchalik yaxshi ko'raman-a, sen mening
quyoshimsan, mening qahramonimsan, sen hayotimning manbayisan, men esa buni butun
umrim davomida takrorlashga tayyorman!»; in russ.: « Jloporoii Moii, Kak CHJIbHO 5 JIFOOIIO
TEOS, Mbl MOE CONHBIUKO, MOU 2€POil, ITUKCUDP MOEU HCUZHU, U 5 TOTOBA MOBTOPSTH 3TO BCIO
CBOIO JKH3HB!»;

3) CSPI, used by both masculine and feminine genders, for example, in engl,: «The people
are suffering there (they are short of staples and medicine)» (Cronin); in uzb.: Yemmm,
OTaHTU3HU DPAHXHUTMAHT (“Oma po3u —xyoo po3u” oeidunap.) (T.AmypoB); in russ.: Bsi,
MOJIOJIIIBI. TTAPHHU, BCE CAeNan pajau Hapona( da xpauu eac boz!).

As our analysis of the use of CSPI shows, in male prose, inserted constructions that are
sentence- or text-like in structure dominate, for example: in russ.: «OnsaTh 6epych 3a mepo, 4To0bI
CKa3aTh BaM, YTO i y HOT BAILIUX: YMO A 6ce 6ac 1007110, UMo 5 Uenyio 6auiu npeiecnusle pyuKi,
YUMo CHO8A NEPEUEIOBbIBAI0 UX 6 OHCUOAHUU eule YUULe20, YMO 00bUIe CUL MOUX Hem, YO 6bl
00s1cecmeennvy (TypreHes).

As for women's prose, here inserted constructions predominate, equal in their structure to a
word, phrase or sentence, for example, in russ.: «5 BcTaio B BoceMb 4acoB, Jeliato (He J1eJiaro)
3apsIKy U npuHuMaro jayil. [lotom neio yait (kode). Bedepom ko MHE NPUXOIAT APY3bsi, U MBI
ciymaeM paauo (cmorpum teaeBu3op)» (T.H. Toncras. JIBoe).

Often there are cases of using one or another type of CSPI, in which various exclamations
and exclamations are used, characteristic of the oral or written speech of one or another gender,
for example:
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1) masculine, in engl.: «Ooh, it’s pretty dark (he starts feeling around him) (Friends); in
uzb.: «0o, juda qorong‘i-ku (u hona atrofida paipaslana boshlaidi) (Do‘stlar); in russ.: Hy,
TEMHOBaTa. ( OH Hauunaem uomu Ha ouwynsd ¢ Komuame)» («Jpy3bs»);

2) feminine gender, in engl.: «Monica: You’re just jealous because your hair can't do this...
(and she shakes her head more violently), ouch!»; in uzb.: “Monika: Siz shunchaki hasad
qilyapsiz, chunki sochlaringiz buni qila olmaydi ... (va u boshini yanada qattiqroq chayqadi),
voy!»; in russ.: «Monuka: Tbl IpOCTO 3aBUIyeNIb, TIOTOMY YTO TBOHM BOJIOCHI HE MOTYT 3TOTO
C/eNaTh... (M OHA eIe CHIIBHEE TPSCET TOJIOBOM ), O !».

In addition, individual interjections expressing negative emotions have been recorded,
incorporated into the structure of parenthetical constructions characteristic only of women’s
speech (Good God, Oh Gosh, Ooy, Geez, Oh my, Shoot, Whoopsie, Ugh, Eww) or only of men's
speech (Argh, Gee, Hell, Duh, Gosh, Whoa, Boy, Man). For example, women of one South
American Indian people say “Hije!” when surprised, while men say “Howa!” In another South
American language, the interjection “Abo!” conveys the impression made on a person by
something large (similar to the Russian “o0go”), while “Abi” is a reaction to something,
conversely, very small.

As can be seen from the illustrations, CSPI function as linguogenders in the speech of men
and women, and in the compared languages there are three main types:

1) CSPI used by representatives of the masculine sex;

2) CSPI used by representatives of the feminine sex;

3) CSPI used by representatives of both the masculine and feminine sexes, which indicates
their isomorphic properties, while their allomorphic features are mostly revealed in their
ethnolinguocultural characteristics associated with the original socio-spiritual foundations of the
speakers of a particular language and culture.

Based on the above, it can be concluded that the study of gender-relevant characteristics of
CSPI in different languages contributes to their conscious use in speech and more accurate
translation between languages. At the same time, the conscious choice and careful application of
gender-related CSPI types in each language, in addition to their linguostylistic features, is closely
linked to ethnolinguocultural, socio-political, and spiritual-educational aspects, which, in turn,
should become the subject of further specialized research.
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