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Summary. The article envisages nature of pejorative eval-
uation, its verbalization in speech. The language resources of
actualization of pejorative emotional evaluation are defined;
factors of emotional stress and correlation between emotion-
al relationships and certain concepts are clarified. The depen-
dence of emotional and evaluative vocabulary functioning is
determined by extralinguistic factors.
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The problem definition and its connection with important
scientific and practical tasks. While cognizing world, a man
expresses his attitude to reality (subjects, objects, qualities, ac-
tions), and in his consciousness their value is actualized, causing
object of thought to get one or another evaluation, depending on
individual’s attitude to it. The mechanism of correlation between
emotions and evaluations is presented in general terms as fol-
lows: in process of cognition primarily certain interest (stimulus)
arises and then evaluation of cognized environment is formed,
and finally, emotional activities saturate an evaluation with emo-
tions, conveying human emotional relationship to environment.

In relation to world (and to oneself in this world) subject of
evaluative action has a range defined by boundaries of absolute
evaluative predicates «good» — «bady (axiological evaluation).
Thus, area of research is expressed in terms of axiological pe-
joratives.

The pejorative vocabulary functions in national and linguis-
tic model of world as such, that gives connotative meaning to
word painted with emotional and evaluative negative or pejo-
rative value. Axiological component of a negative attitude and
irony is connected in Ukrainian, Russian and English with value
of exaggeration, neglecting, disapproval, and pejorativeness.

The relevance of study is determined by the multidimension-
al functioning of pejorative vocabulary, and therefore there is a
need of linguistic understanding of problem of linguistic repre-
sentation of emotional evaluation of pejorative units.

The object of research is emotional evaluation of pejorative
orientation. The subject of study consists in pejorative semantics
and pragmatics of pejorative predicates, which are implemented
at textual level.

The purpose of study consists in clarifying language resourc-
es of realization of emotional and evaluative content of pejora-
tive vocabulary.

The main research material. The semantic unit «emotional
evaluation» is a semantic invariant, which at a particular level
serves in two antonymous options: positive or ameliorative emo-
tional evaluation (and its modifications: approval, admiration,
affectionate attitude, etc.) and negative or pejorative emotional
evaluation (and its modifications: exaggeration, neglecting, dis-
approval, pejorativeness, etc.).

The evaluative component of lexical meaning of word is
generally perceived as one expressing a positive and a negative
evaluation. The markers of «good» and «bad» can be seen as rel-
ative according to zero-polar evaluation, which serves as a ref-
erence point during evaluation qualification of object [12, s. 11].

A wide description of evaluations, including their classifica-
tion based on different aspects of object being evaluated, is pre-
sented by N.D. Arutiunova. The researcher distributes numerous
assessments into classes, defining sensor (hedonistic, psycholog-
ical, emotional), sublimated (aesthetic, ethical) and rationalistic
(utilitarian, normative, teleological) assessments [2, s. 75-77].
By nature, evaluation is anthropocentric. In order to assess an
object or subject person tries it on himself. The nature of eval-
uation corresponds to human nature, i. €. needs of a person are
evaluated. Evaluation represents a man as a goal; world is turned
onit[2,s. 58].

The concept of «emotiony is in close connection with con-
cept of «evaluation». Emotion and evaluation in most forms of
verbal and mental activities of a person are single vector.

The issue on emotions in language is one of most discussed
because of its terminological uncertainty. Diverse definitions
used in description of emotional characteristics of word prove
it. In views of some authors emotion is emotional coloring of
speech [1, s. 92]. Others call it as expressive and stylistic col-
oring. There are studies on expressive and evaluative compo-
nent of language value [6, s. 400] or additional meaning of word,
which is superimposed on its fundamental importance as a se-
mantic and stylistic values necessary for expression of various
types of expressive and evaluative variations [7, s. 135]. The
expressive component of meaning can be represented as infor-
mation about emotional (positive or negative) relation of speaker
to property of denotation reported by expressive word [10, s. 16].
Expressiveness is a communicative and pragmatic category,
transmitting all sorts of emotional and evaluative connotations,
that is, all semantic values of meaning that express positive and
negative attitude of speaker to denoted subject [3, s. 5].

Socio-cultural factors play a significant role in determining
emotional evaluation. Every culture has certain standards ac-
cording to which behavior in a given society is evaluated, and
violation of these rules is undesirable. In society there are certain
social conventions; and difference between good and evil, posi-
tive and negative factors relevant to representatives of society is
established according to those conventions [3; 8, s. 28].

In linguistic literature there is pointed out that expressive
lexical units with negative emotional evaluations significantly
prevail with lexical units with emotions and feelings of a posi-
tive nature, which can be explained by a number of psychologi-
cal and social reasons.

The mentality of Ukrainians, as well as Russians, is charac-
terized by emotional and sensual character, which is caused by a
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certain peculiar worldview. The formation of Slavonic nation is
influenced by following extralinguistic factors: racial, geograph-
ical, historical, sociological, psychological, cultural and mental.

British and American population, in contrast to Ukrainian
and Russian, show the so-called economy in words and emo-
tions, they are hostile to any expression of their feelings. English
of XX-XXI centuries is characterized by a general tendency to
colloquial literary and conversational standards at all levels. To-
tal tendency to democratization, removal of all restrictions led
to looseness, ease of usage, even in those social levels that are
usually characterized by restraint and conservative speech.

The loss of many of ideals, crisis of family values leads to
formation of skill of mocking, ironic, negative attitude to all
events. As a result, frequency and range of communicative usage
of pejoratives have significantly increased, they became explicit.

Pejorative vocabulary is an alternative, by which speaker
performs his choice to achieve an optimum impact on recipient.
For example: «You are a nervy foolish baggage. That’s what you
aren. She scowled» (K. Smith).

The vocabulary units with pejorative value consist of much
larger group than semantic subgroup of lexical units with positive
evaluative meaning or meliorative. Apparently, this is connected
with extralinguistic factors. From point of view of psychology
a human has a greater tendency to notice negative aspects of
world which can be a danger to his/her. And all positive feeling
is perceived simply as a norm, a stereotype.

Lexicographic description of semantics of words does not re-
flect their full emotional and evaluative significance. The native
speakers, depending on intentions in appropriate context can use
almost any vocabulary to express pejorative value.

The spectrum of human emotional reactions, as we know, is
very rich and varied. In this regard it should be noted study of
American linguist R. Aman, who was one of first to compose and
publish a dictionary of swearwords of Bavarian dialect, and he
also proposed psycho-social theory of swearwords. Currently, un-
der his editorship magazine «Maledicta: The International Journal
of Verbal Aggression» is published in United States. A significant
place is devoted to serious scientific researches on swearing, but
above all, it is valuable as a source of abundant factual material.

A great interest takes study of German researcher F. Kinner,
based mainly on German language, including German dialects.
The study contains a number of deep observations and conclu-
sions about true nature of invective communication, main pur-
pose of which, according to author, is expression of negative
emotions. The researcher points to its connection with concept
of catharsis and aggression.

The linguists R. Aman and F. Kinner are called founders of
modern science of verbal aggression — maledictology. It is obvi-
ous that awakened scientific interest in taboo language sphere is
birth of a new trend of linguistics — maledictology or invectology
(from Latin «maledicere» means «to swear» or «to curse», and
from Greek Adyoc means «doctrine») —doctrine of aggressive,
abusive speech. It can be assumed that elements of emotional
evaluation of pejorative direction are placed in following lexi-
cal units as invectives, vulgarisms, grobianizms, jargons, slang,
argot and like.

Conclusions. The analysis of semantic structure of pejora-
tive statements indicates that contextually functioning of emo-
tional and evaluative subjective vocabulary of negative content
is conditioned by speaker’s intentions.

The pejorative connotation is almost always accompanied by
negative emotions. The categorical expression of pejorativeness
depends on mood and status of speaker’s statement. The reason
for use of pejorative vocabulary is to express speaker’s negative
attitude to subject of speech.

The research has shown that range of pejorative vocabulary
is wide enough, that is term pejorative vocabulary is most exten-
sive in relation to above mentioned lexical categories, seman-
tics of which is complemented by variants of pejorative values
— from ironic and unceremonious attitude to disapprobative and
pejorative depreciation.
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Momraxk O. B. JliHrBicTH4Huii acneKkT oliHHOI KaTero-
pii neiiopaTruBHOCTI

Amnoranisa. CtaTTa npucBsSYeHa BUBYCHHIO MPUPOIN TEH-
OpaTWBHOI OIiHKH, 11 BepOaizaiii B MOBJICHHI. Y CTarTi BH-
3HAYAIOThCSI MOBHI PECypCH aKTyaui3allii eMOIIHHOT OI[IHKH
NeHopaTUBHOI CIPSIMOBAHOCTI, 3’SCOBYIOTHCS YMHHHKH BH-
HUKHCHHSI €MOIIIMHOTO HABaHTA)KCHHS JIGKCEMH 1 KOPEJISIis
EMOLIIHHUX BIIHOCHH 13 TICBHUMH TOHSTTAMH. 3aJCKHICTh
(DYHKIIIOHYBaHHSI €MOIIIMHO-OILIHHOI JICKCUKH BH3HAYAE€THCS
EKCTPaJIIHIBICTHYHUMH (PAKTOPaMH.

KurouoBi ciioBa: neiiopaTtiBHa JIEKCHKA, €MOIIis, OLlIHKa,
EMOLIIHO-OI[IHHE 3HAYCHHsI, aKCIOJOriyHa OILliHKa, EeKCTpa-
JIHTBICTHYHI (PaKTOPH.

Momrak O. B. JInHrBucTHYECKH acleKT OLeHOYHOI
KATeropuM NneiopaTuBHOCTH

Annoranmsi. CTaTbs OCBSIIIEHA U3yYSHUIO TIPUPOJIBI TIEH0-
paTHBHO# OIICHKH, ee BepOann3anuu B peur. B crarbe onpenens-
IOTCS SI3BIKOBBIE PECYPCHI AKTYaIN3aLHU YMOLIMOHAIBHON OLIEHKH
MEHOPATUBHOW HAIPABJICHHOCTH, BBISICHSIOTCS (DAKTOPBI BO3-
HHUKHOBEHUSI SMOIIMOHAIILHOM HAarpy3KH JIEKCEMbI U KOPPEIISILIHS
9MOIMOHANBHBIX OTHOLIEHUH C ONPEHENCHHBIMU TOHATHSIMHU.
3aBUCHMOCTD (DYHKIIMOHMPOBAHHS SMOIMOHATBLHO-OLCHOUYHON
JIEKCUKH OIPEAEIISETCs SKCTPATMHIBUCTHICCKUMH (haKTOpPaMHU.

KuioueBble cioBa: meifopaTuBHAs JEKCHKa, SMOLUSA,
OLICHKA, 3MOILIMOHAIBHO-0IICHOYHOE 3HAYCHUE, aKCHOJIOTHYe-
CKasi OIICHKA, SKCTPAIMHTBUCTHYECKUE (DAKTOPBI.
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