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sentence constituents, the order of elements, morphological markers, tense and aspect
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Languages, while universal in their function as systems of human
communication, exhibit significant differences in the ways they structure sentences.
Sentence structure—the arrangement of words and phrases to create well-formed
sentences—varies widely depending on a language’s typological and morphological
nature. This paper explores the sentence structures of Uzbek, Russian, and English,
highlighting their similarities and, more importantly, their differences. Uzbek is an
agglutinative Turkic language with a relatively flexible word order, typically subject-
object-verb (SOV), and relies heavily on suffixation and case marking. Russian, a
Slavic and inflectional language, also permits a flexible word order but employs a rich
case system and verb inflection. English, a Germanic and analytic language, depends
heavily on fixed word order, especially subject-verb-object (SVO), due to its minimal
morphological marking. The most fundamental distinction between these languages
lies in the rigidity or flexibility of word order. The flexibility of word order in Uzbek
and Russian compared to the rigid SVO order in English highlights the importance of
syntactic adaptation when translating between these languages. Such adaptation
prevents awkwardness and maintains clarity in communicationl.The rich
morphological case systems in Uzbek and Russian allow for variations in sentence
constituent positions without loss of meaning, unlike English which relies heavily on
fixed word order and function words?.

! Comrie B., Language Universals and Linguistic Typology, Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1981, p. 45
2 Timberlake A., A Reference Grammar of Russian, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004, p. 120
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In English, word order is fixed: “The student reads the book” must follow an
SVO order, as deviation often results in ungrammaticality or ambiguity. In contrast,
both Uzbek and Russian allow for more syntactic variation due to rich morphological
systems. For instance, in Uzbek, both “Talaba kitobni o‘qiydi” and “Kitobni talaba
o‘qiydi” are grammatically correct, though they may differ slightly in emphasis.
Similarly, Russian allows “Ctynent untaer kaury” and “Kuury unrtaer crynent’ with
acceptable semantic shifts based on context and intonation.

The morphological strategies used in these languages influence how
grammatical relations are expressed. Uzbek uses agglutinative suffixes to denote case,
number, possession, and definiteness. Russian employs fusional morphology, where a
single inflectional ending can encode multiple grammatical categories simultaneously.
English, in contrast, has lost much of its inflectional morphology and now relies
primarily on word order and function words (prepositions, auxiliary verbs, articles) to
signal grammatical relationships. In terms of sentence constituents, English uses
function words to express relationships. For example, prepositions like “to,” “from,”
and “of” replace the need for morphological case endings. In Uzbek and Russian,
similar relationships are expressed through case inflections. The Uzbek phrase
“kitobdan yozmoq” (“to write from the book™) uses the ablative case suffix “-dan” to
show the source of the action, while in Russian, “nucarte n3 kauru’ uses the preposition
“u3” in combination with the genitive case “kuuru.” English achieves the same with
the fixed phrase “to write from the book,” where the preposition plays the central
grammatical role.

Another critical difference concerns the role of aspect and tense. Uzbek verbs
are marked analytically and agglutinatively for tense, aspect, mood, and person. For
example, “yozgan edi” (had written), “yozmoqda” (is writing), and “yozadi” (will
write) are formed through auxiliary verbs and suffixes. Uzbek’s agglutinative suffixes
serve as primary markers for grammatical relations, contrasting with English’s
prepositions and Russian’s inflectional endings, necessitating different syntactic
considerations during translation?®.

Russian verbs encode both aspect and tense morphologically, distinguishing
between perfective and imperfective verbs (e.g., “mmcan” vs. “vanucan’). English uses
auxiliary verbs and periphrastic constructions: “is writing,” “has written,” and “will
write.” Notably, English aspect and tense systems are more complex in their
combination and use than those in Uzbek or Russian, particularly in perfect and
progressive aspects. Negation strategies also illustrate syntactic divergence. In Uzbek,
negation is typically affixed to the verb: “o‘qimayapti” (is not reading), while Russian
uses a separate particle “ne” before the verb: “ae umraer.” English similarly uses
auxiliary-based negation: “is not reading.” In both English and Russian, negation often
involves auxiliary verbs or particles, whereas Uzbek integrates the negation directly
into the verbal morphology. Another key area of divergence lies in question formation.

3 Johanson L., Csaté E.A. (Eds.), The Turkic Languages, London: Routledge, 1998, p. 215
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English relies on auxiliary inversion for yes/no questions: “She is reading” becomes
“Is she reading?” Russian and Uzbek do not require inversion. Uzbek uses question
particles such as “-mi” or question intonation: “U o‘qiyaptimi?” Russian uses
intonation and sometimes the particle “mm,” although it is less common in colloquial
speech: “Ona unraer?” or “Uuraer nmu ona?” Word order remains mostly intact in both
languages, making question formation structurally simpler than in English. Verb tense
and aspect systems differ notably: English uses auxiliary verbs and periphrasis, Russian
employs morphological aspect pairs, and Uzbek utilizes suffix chains; translators must
be aware of these to ensure temporal and aspectual accuracy”.

The treatment of passive voice offers another insightful comparison. English
employs auxiliary verbs and past participles: “The book was read by the student.”
Uzbek constructs the passive by verb derivation and case changes: “Kitob talaba
tomonidan o°‘qildi.” Russian uses verb morphology: “Kuura Oblma npounTana
crynentom.” In all three languages, the syntactic prominence of the patient over the
agent is maintained, but the methods of forming the passive differ considerably.
Pronoun usage also reflects sentence structure strategies. In Uzbek, pro-drop is
common: subjects may be omitted when contextually clear due to rich verb agreement
morphology. Russian also allows subject omission, especially in the first and second
person. English, however, requires explicit subject expression due to weak verb
agreement: “I go,” “You go.” Dropping the subject leads to ungrammaticality in
standard usage.

Intonation patterns and pragmatic emphasis further differentiate the sentence
structures. In English, stress and intonation signal information structure—topics, focus,
and new information. Intonational patterns and pragmatic emphasis play a crucial role
in Russian and Uzbek sentence variation, while English relies primarily on fixed
syntactic order and stress, influencing how emphasis is rendered in translation®.
Russian uses intonation for emphasis and pragmatic shifts, particularly due to its
relatively free word order. Uzbek utilizes both word order and suffixation, but to a
lesser extent than Russian, as postpositions and particles can clarify intent. Subject
omission (pro-drop) common in Uzbek and Russian due to rich verb agreement
morphology is virtually absent in English, impacting sentence structure and requiring
explicit subjects in translations®. Despite these differences, some functional parallels
exist. All three languages use conjunctions to join clauses, relative pronouns or markers
for subordinate clauses, and possess mechanisms for coordination and subordination.
However, the structural implementation varies. English uses ‘“that,” “which,”
“because”; Russian uses “uto,” “koTopslii,” “notromy uro’’; Uzbek employs “ki,” “nega
deganda,” and so on, often with different clause sequencing. The syntactic typologies
of these languages—analytic (English), fusional (Russian), and agglutinative

4 Biber D., Johansson S., Leech G. et al., Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written English, London: Longman, 1999, p.
380

5 Comrie B., Language Universals and Linguistic Typology, Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1981, p. 78

6 Kiss K.E., Discourse-configurational languages, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001, p. 17
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(Uzbek)—also affect their overall sentence construction approaches. English's analytic
structure results in a higher dependence on fixed word order and auxiliary verbs.
Russian’s fusional nature grants more flexibility through inflection. Uzbek’s
agglutinative structure promotes a rich suffixal system that allows constituent
reordering without loss of clarity. Passive voice formation differs significantly across
the three languages: English uses auxiliary verbs, Russian modifies verb morphology,
and Uzbek employs verbal derivation and case marking, all of which affect syntactic
translation strategies’.

For language learners and teachers, understanding these contrasts is crucial. An
Uzbek speaker learning English must adjust to stricter word order and less reliance on
suffixation. Similarly, an English speaker learning Russian must grasp case endings
and accept variable word order. Teaching strategies must therefore incorporate
contrastive methods, emphasizing where sentence construction differs and where it
aligns. In translation and interpretation, these differences pose challenges. Literal
translations often fail to preserve emphasis, nuance, or even meaning due to divergent
sentence structuring rules. Accurate translation requires syntactic and semantic
adaptation, not just lexical equivalence.

In conclusion, Uzbek, Russian, and English represent three typologically diverse
approaches to sentence structure. Uzbek utilizes agglutinative suffixation with
relatively free word order; Russian uses rich inflectional morphology and allows
pragmatic rearrangement; English depends on fixed syntactic patterns and function
words. Each system reflects its historical development and cognitive strategies for
organizing information. Understanding their differences not only enhances linguistic
theory but also supports applied domains like language education, computational
linguistics, and translation studies.

References:
1. Biber D., Johansson S., Leech G., Conrad S., Finegan E. Longman Grammar of
Spoken and Written English. London: Longman, 1999. — 1152 p.
2. Comrie B. Language Universals and Linguistic Typology. Oxford: Basil Blackwell,

1981. — 275 p.

3. Johanson L., Csat6 E. A. (Eds.) The Turkic Languages. London: Routledge, 1998.
— 369 p.

4. Kiss K. E. Discourse-configurational languages. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2001. — 232 p.

5. Timberlake A. A Reference Grammar of Russian. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2004. — 497 p.

7 Timberlake A., A Reference Grammar of Russian, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004, p. 152

AR,
www https://scientific-jl.com 306 64-son_3-to’plam_1yun-2025



