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Abstract: This article examines euphemism as a complex linguistic, cultural, and pragmatic phenomenon shaped
by social norms, taboo systems, and communicative strategies. Drawing on Uzbek linguocultural practices and
cross-linguistic evidence from English and Russian, the study analyzes the motivations, semantic mechanisms, and
functional domains of euphemisms. The research demonstrates that euphemisms serve not only as polite
alternatives for socially sensitive terms but also as important markers of cultural identity, collective mentality, and
institutional ideology. The findings highlight the dual nature of euphemisms as both a means of harmonious
interpersonal communication and a tool of discourse manipulation within bureaucratic and organizational

contexts.
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Introduction: Euphemism, as one of the most culturally
embedded mechanisms of linguistic expression,
represents a universal yet locally conditioned
phenomenon that mirrors the worldview, ethical
principles, communicative habits, and social
psychology of speech communities. Originating from
the Greek eu (“good”) and phemi (“to speak”),
euphemism historically emerged as a means of
avoiding direct naming of taboo entities, emotional
realities, or socially undesirable concepts. Over time,
however, it has evolved beyond a simple lexical
substitution into a multifaceted linguistic strategy that
attends simultaneously to politeness, cultural
aesthetics,  psychological comfort, ideological
concealment, and institutional power dynamics.

In contemporary linguistics, euphemism is increasingly
understood as a reflection of linguoculture — the
intersection of language and cultural identity. As noted
by Ashirova, euphemisms are inseparably tied to “the
aesthetic taste, moral values, ethnic norms, and
communicative expectations of a nation” (Ashirova,
2024). This is particularly evident in societies with
strong collectivist structures, such as Uzbek culture,
where communication is influenced by hierarchical
etiquette, religious norms, social modesty, and deep-
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rooted traditions of respect. In such environments,
directness is often perceived as psychologically or
socially hazardous, resulting in the creation of culturally
marked euphemistic expressions that soften or veil
realities considered sensitive, shameful, or dangerous.

The use of euphemisms in Uzbek linguoculture is
strongly conditioned by family structure and respect
for elders. As shown in Jorayeva’s research (2021),
Uzbek speakers frequently avoid addressing older
family members, spouses, or authoritative individuals
by their personal names; instead, they employ kinship-
based euphemisms such as “dadajonisi,” “oyijonisi,”
“bolalarning otasi,” or “jufti halolim.” These forms
serve not only as linguistic etiquette but as symbolic
markers of familial hierarchy and cultural upbringing.
Even within spousal relationships, the substitution of
names with terms anchored in kinship reflects
historical patterns rooted in modesty and moral codes.

Religious norms further reinforce these euphemistic
practices. Within Islamic tradition, harsh, harmful, or
emotionally distressing words are discouraged;
therefore, references to illness, death, misfortune, and
physical or mental impairment frequently appear in
softened forms. Expressions such as “vafot etdi,”

” a“ns

“olamdan o‘tdi”, “ahvoli yomonlashgan”, “imkoniyati
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cheklangan shaxs” do not merely mitigate emotional
discomfort but also align with cultural expectations of
compassion, moral restraint, and verbal delicacy.

Another dimension of euphemism in Uzbek and
broader Turkic linguoculture stems from ancient
taboos and mythical beliefs. For centuries, fear of
supernatural consequences led communities to avoid
direct naming of dangerous animals or malevolent
forces. As documented by Ashirova (2024), renaming
the bear as “momiqvoy” or the snake as “arqon”
demonstrates the protective function of euphemism —
that by altering linguistic form, one symbolically
distances oneself from danger. This phenomenon
parallels European traditions in which taboo creatures
(such as the bear, wolf, or devil) were referred to
indirectly to avoid invoking their presence.

From a semantic perspective, euphemism formation
relies on several interconnected mechanisms. One of
the most fundamental is attenuation — softening the
emotional intensity or social harshness of an
expression. This mechanism is evident in
transformations such as o‘ldi - vafot etdi or gari
yoshi ulug’, which maintain denotational content while
reducing emotional force. Metaphorization is equally
significant: through symbolic imagery, speakers
reinterpret potentially disturbing realities, as in
“mangu uyqu” for death or “ikki jon” for pregnancy.
Periphrasis, or circumlocution, offers a means of
indirectly referencing taboo topics through descriptive
phrases that mitigate directness. For instance, “ahvoli
biroz og'‘irlashgan” avoids naming a serious illness
explicitly. These strategies illustrate how euphemisms
emerge not from arbitrary substitution but from
culturally meaningful processes of conceptual
reframing.

Modern institutional and labor discourse introduces
yet another layer to euphemism's complexity. As
demonstrated by Akramova (2025), bureaucratic and
corporate communication frequently employs
euphemisms to mask negative organizational actions,
shift responsibility, and sanitize institutional decisions.
Terms such as “rightsizing,” “workforce optimization,”
“position eliminated,” or their Uzbek equivalents
“shtatlarni optimallashtirish,” “strukturaviy
o‘zgarishlar,” conceal the severity of actions like layoffs
or demotions. Through nominalization the
transformation of actions into abstract nouns —
institutions obscure agency, making decisions appear
procedural rather than personal. For example, the
expression “o‘zi ariza yozdi” linguistically frames a
forced resignation as voluntary, thus protecting both
organizational reputation and the individual’s dignity.
Critical discourse analysts argue that such euphemisms
not only soften unpleasant truths but serve ideological
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functions by diffusing accountability and constructing a
narrative of inevitability around organizational actions.

Cross-cultural comparison reveals both universal
tendencies and distinct cultural signatures in
euphemism use. While politeness, face-saving, taboo
avoidance, and emotional protection are widespread
motivations, the linguistic realization of euphemisms
varies across societies. In Western bureaucratic
environments, euphemisms tend toward abstraction
and legal neutrality, reflecting concerns about liability
and corporate image management. Conversely, Uzbek
euphemisms typically emphasize relational harmony,
familial etiquette, and respect-based modesty. Despite
differing motivations, both traditions exhibit common
structural strategies, such as metaphorization,
abstraction, and periphrasis.

Euphemisms also undergo dynamic change, evolving
through the processes of euphemization and
dysphemization. As Ashirova (2024) notes, once-
popular euphemistic terms gradually lose their
euphemistic force, eventually acquiring neutral or even
negative connotations. This semantic erosion requires
the creation of new euphemisms, demonstrating the
responsiveness of language to shifting cultural values,
social tastes, and communicative needs. The historical
trajectory of the French term “toilette” — from
euphemism to dysphemism — exemplifies how cultural
shifts drive linguistic recycling and replacement.

In contemporary contexts, euphemism serves multiple
communicative functions: it facilitates interpersonal
courtesy, reduces psychological distress, reflects moral
values, and allows speakers to navigate sensitive or
taboo topics. Simultaneously, it enables institutions to
exercise discursive power, shaping public perception
through strategic language choice. Euphemism,
therefore, occupies a dual position as both a social
lubricant and an ideological instrument.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, euphemism must be understood not
merely as a linguistic substitution but as a
comprehensive cultural practice shaped by historical
memory, religious ethics, social hierarchy, emotional
etiquette, and institutional power structures. In Uzbek
linguoculture, it embodies centuries-old traditions of
respect, modesty, and symbolic restraint. In global
discourse, it reflects corporate strategies, political
framing, and evolving social sensibilities. As societies
modernize and communicative norms transform,
euphemisms will continue to function as adaptive
linguistic expressions of collective identity and cultural
consciousness, mediating the relationship between
harsh reality and human sensibility.
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