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Abstract:

This article explores the comparative typology of English and Uzbek, focusing on their phonetic,
morphological, syntactic, and lexical differences. English belongs to the Indo-European family
and is an analytic language, while Uzbek is a Turkic, agglutinative language. Despite these
structural differences, both languages have experienced lexical borrowing due to globalization.
The study provides insights into their linguistic features, which are essential for translation
studies, language learning, and cross-linguistic analysis.
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Language typology is a crucial area in linguistic studies, providing a structural comparison
of languages from different families. English, a Germanic language, and Uzbek, a Turkic
language, differ significantly in their phonetic, morphological, and syntactic structures. While
English is an analytic language that relies on word order and auxiliary verbs, Uzbek is an
agglutinative language that uses suffixes to express grammatical relations. Despite these
differences, the increasing globalization and technological advancements have led to notable
lexical exchanges between the two languages. This article examines their typological distinctions
and similarities.

Phonetic Differences and Similarities English has a complex phonetic system with a
significant number of vowel sounds, including diphthongs (e.g., “time” /taim/) and unstressed
schwa sounds (e.g., “sofa” /'sou.fo/) [1,19]. In contrast, Uzbek follows a vowel harmony system,
meaning vowels within a word tend to harmonize based on frontness or backness [2, 34].
Consonant clusters are common in English (e.g., “strength”), whereas Uzbek tends to avoid them
by inserting vowels or modifying borrowed words (e.g., “student” becomes “talaba”) [3, 20].

Morphological Typology. English is predominantly an analytic language, meaning it relies
on auxiliary verbs and word order rather than inflectional morphology to indicate grammatical
relationships*. For instance, tense is expressed using auxiliary verbs (“She will go”) rather than
suffixes. In contrast, Uzbek is an agglutinative language, meaning it adds multiple suffixes to a
root word to indicate grammatical relations (e.g., “Men boraman” - “I will go,” where “bor-" is
the root, “-a” marks tense, and “-man” marks the subject [5, 22 ]. Unlike English, Uzbek does not
use articles (the/a/an), and definiteness is inferred from context.

Syntactic Structure English follows the Subject-Verb-Object (SVO) word order, as in “She
reads a book. Uzbek, however, follows a Subject-Object-Verb (SOV) order, meaning the same
sentence would be structured as “U kitob o’qiydi” (“She book reads”) [4, 53]. Another key
syntactic difference is the use of prepositions in English (“in the house”), whereas Uzbek uses
postpositions (“uyda” - “in the house,” where “-da” is the locative suffix) [3,29].

Lexical Borrowings and Influen ceBoth languages have undergone lexical influence from
other languages. English has borrowed extensively from Latin, French, and Greek due to
historical events such as the Norman Conquest [2,16]. Uzbek, on the other hand, has borrowed
words from Arabic, Persian, Russian, and more recently, English. Many modern terms in
technology and business have been adopted into Uzbek, such as “internet” and “market [7,98].

The typological differences between English and Uzbek highlight their unique linguistic
structures. While English is analytic and relies on word order, Uzbek is agglutinative and rich in
suffixation. Their phonetic, morphological, and syntactic variations make them distinct, yet
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globalization has facilitated lexical exchanges. Understanding these typological contrasts is
crucial for linguists, translators, and language learners.
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