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Abstract. The study of comparative constructions is an essential area in linguistic typology and
contrastive linguistics, as it reveals how different languages encode similarity, difference, and
gradation of properties. Comparison is a universal cognitive and grammatical category that allows
speakers to evaluate objects, persons, and phenomena in relation to one another. Although English and
Uzbek belong to different language families and typological systems, both languages possess well-
developed mechanisms for expressing comparative meanings.

This paper provides a detailed contrastive analysis of comparative constructions in English and
Uzbek, focusing on morphological, syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic aspects. It examines how
comparison is expressed in adjective and adverb systems, how comparative and superlative degrees are
formed, and how comparative relations are structured within sentences.

The research is based on a descriptive-comparative method, using theoretical analysis of
linguistic literature and grammatical descriptions of both languages. The findings indicate that English
and Uzbek differ significantly in their structural realization of comparison, despite sharing similar
communicative functions. These differences are especially evident in morphological marking, syntactic
rigidity, and the use of analytical versus agglutinative strategies.

Introduction. Comparative constructions are among the most frequently used grammatical
structures in natural languages. They serve not only to compare physical and abstract qualities but also
to express evaluation, emphasis, and stylistic meaning. In linguistic theory, comparison is considered a
universal category; however, its realization varies across languages depending on typological features.

English is classified as an analytic language with partial inflectional features, while Uzbek is an
agglutinative language characterized by extensive use of suffixes and postpositions. These typological
differences create distinct systems of expressing comparative meaning, making English-Uzbek
comparison a valuable subject for contrastive analysis.

Theoretical Background. According to traditional grammar, comparison is divided into three
degrees: positive, comparative, and superlative. In English, these degrees are expressed through both
inflectional and periphrastic means, while in Uzbek they are primarily formed through agglutinative
suffixation and lexical markers.

Comparative linguistics emphasizes that differences in grammatical structure often lead to
difficulties in second language acquisition. Therefore, analyzing comparative constructions helps to
identify potential areas of interference for learners.

Methodology. This research adopts a qualitative descriptive-comparative approach. The data
were collected from standard English grammar references (Quirk et al., Huddleston & Pullum, Biber et
al.) and Uzbek linguistic sources (O‘zbek tili grammatikasi, Nurmonov, Karimov). The analysis
focuses on:

e Morphological formation of comparison

« Syntactic patterns of comparative sentences

 Semantic and pragmatic functions

The comparative method was used to identify similarities and differences between the two
languages.

Analysis and Discussion

1. Morphological Expression of Comparison
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In English, comparative forms are created through two main mechanisms:
 Synthetic form: suffix -er / -est

o tall — taller — tallest

o fast — faster — fastest

 Analytical form: more / most

o beautiful — more beautiful — most beautiful

Additionally, English contains a large number of irregular forms:
e good — better — best

e bad — worse — worst

In Uzbek, comparison is mainly expressed through:

« Suffixation: -roq

o katta — kattaroq
o tez — tezroq
 Superlative marker: eng
o eng katta

o eng chiroyli

This shows that Uzbek relies more on agglutinative morphology, while English uses a mixed
system of inflection and periphrasis.

2. Syntactic Structures of Comparison

English comparative sentences follow relatively fixed syntactic patterns:

e as...as — She is as tall as her brother.

e more...than — This book is more interesting than that one.

e the more...the more — The more you study, the more you learn.

Word order is strict, and grammatical markers are obligatory.

Uzbek, however, uses more flexible structures:

« u akasidan ko‘ra balandroq

« bu kitob undan qiziqarliroq

« gancha ko‘p o‘qisang, shuncha ko‘p bilasan

Here, postpositions such as -dan ko‘ra, qaraganda, and nisbatan play a major role in marking
comparison.

3. Semantic and Pragmatic Functions

In both languages, comparative constructions are not limited to grammatical comparison. They
also serve:

o Emotional evaluation (more beautiful / juda chiroyliroq)

o Emphasis (far more important / ancha muhimroq)

e Persuasion in discourse

« Stylistic enhancement in academic and literary texts

However, English tends to encode these meanings in fixed grammatical structures, while Uzbek
relies more on context and lexical variation.

4. Contrastive and Pedagogical Implications

The contrast between English and Uzbek comparative systems creates challenges in second
language acquisition:

 Overuse or omission of more/most in English

e Incorrect use of -er/-est with long adjectives

e Difficulty with irregular forms

e Literal translation of Uzbek postpositional structures into English

Therefore, explicit teaching of comparative structures is necessary in EFL classrooms in
Uzbekistan.

Conclusion. The comparative analysis of English and Uzbek reveals both universal and
language-specific features. While both languages share the communicative function of expressing
comparison, they differ significantly in their grammatical realization. English uses a combination of
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inflectional and analytical strategies with fixed syntactic patterns, whereas Uzbek relies on

agglutinative suffixation and postpositional constructions.

Understanding these differences is essential for linguistic theory, translation studies, and foreign
language teaching. A contrastive approach not only clarifies structural differences but also helps
learners overcome common errors in language production.
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