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Annotatsiya. Mazkur tadgiqot ingliz va o zbek tillarida zidlov bog ‘lovchilar orqali
bog‘langan qo‘shma gaplarning strukturaviy-semantik xususiyatlarini qiyosiy-tahliliy
yondashuv asosida o ‘rganishga bag ‘ishlangan. Ishda zidlov bog ‘lovchilarning lingvistik
tabiati, ularning sintaktik tizimdagi o ‘rni hamda nutqiy realizatsiyasi kompleks tarzda tahlil
qilinadi. Tadqiqot jarayonida qo ‘shma gaplarning struktur modellari, komponentlararo
semantik munosabatlar (zidlik, garama-garshilik, kutilmagan natija, kontrastivlik) hamda
ularning ifodalanish vositalari aniglanadi. Shuningdek, ingliz va o ‘zbek tillarida zidlov
munosabatining ifodalanishidagi tipologik umumiylik va differensial belgilar kontrastiv
lingvistika tamoyillari asosida yoritiladi. Natijada, har ikki til tizimida zidlov bog ‘lovchilar
orqali hosil gilinadigan qo‘shma gaplarning funksional-semantik xususiyatlari
tizimlashtirilib, ularning o ‘ziga xos va umumiy jihatlari ilmiy asosda umumlashtiriladi.
Tadgiqot natijalari giyosiy tilshunoslik, tarjimashunoslik va xorijiy tillarni o ‘qitish
metodikasi uchun muhim nazariy va amaliy ahamiyatga ega.

Kalit so‘zlar: zidlov bog ‘lovchilar, qo ‘shma gap, struktur-semantik tahlil, kontrastiv
lingvistika, sintaktik munosabat, diskurs, tipologiya

Abstract. This study is devoted to a comprehensive comparative analysisof structural and
semantic types of compound sentences connected by adversative conjunctions in English and
Uzbek. The research adopts a contrastive-linguistic approach to examine the grammatical
nature, syntactic status, and discourse functions of adversative conjunctions in both
languages. Particular attention is paid to the structural patterns of compound sentences, as
well as to the semantic relations between clauses, including opposition, contradiction,
concessive contrast, and unexpected result. The study also explores the typological
similaritiesand differencesinthe realization of adversative relations across the two language
systems. The findings contribute to the systematization of functional -semantic properties of
adversative constructions and reveal both universal and language-specific features. The
results of the research may serve as a valuable resource for comparative linguistics,
translation studies, and foreign language teaching methodology.

Keywords: adversative conjunctions, compound sentences, structural-semantic analysis,
contrastive linguistics, syntactic relations, discourse, typology

AHHOTaIII/IH. Hacmo;m;ee uccredosanue NnOCEAULEHO KOMNIEKCHOMY CpABHUMETbHOMY
aHaIU3y CMpyKMypHO-CEMAHMUUECKUX MUNOB CIOJNHCHLIX NPeONONCEHUU, COeOUHEHHbLX
npomueunmelbHbiMU CON3amMu 6 AHSAUUCKOM uy36eKCKOM A3bIKAX. Bpa60me ucnoibzyemcs
KOHMPACMUBHO-IUHEBUCTNUYECKULL NOO0X00 OJisl U3YHUEHUS 2PAMMAMUYecKkol npupoovl,
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CUHMAKCUYECKO20 CIMAmyca U OUCKYPCUBHbIX YHKYUL npomusumenvhulx coto308. Oco boe
BHUMAHUE YOeNAemcs CMPYKMYPHbIM MOOENAM CAOJNCHLIX NPEONONCeHUU, A MAKICce
CeMaHmMuyecKuM OMHOWEHUAM MeAHCOY UX KOMNOHEHMAMU, 6KAI0YAS NPOMUBONOCMABNIEHUE,
KOHMpAacm, ycmynumeabHOCmb U 8blpadCeHue HeodcuoanHo2o pezyavmama. Kpome moeo,
BbIAGIAIOMCA ~ MUNOJOCUYECKUe CX00cmea U pas3iudus 8 cnocobax peanuzayuu
NPOMUBUMENbHBIX OMHOWEHUL 8 08YX A3bIKOGLIX cucmemax. B pezyivmame ucciedosanus
cucmemamusupyomesi @YHKYUOHALHO -CeMaHmuyecKue xapaxkmepucmuxu
NPOMUBUMENbHLIX KOHCMPYKYUL, ONpeoessiomcss Ux YHUgepcalvhvle U cheyuguyeckue
ocobennocmu. Ilonyuennvle pezyrbmamovl uMerOm 6adicHoe 3HaueHue OJisl CPAGHUMENbHO20
A3bIKO3HAHUS, NEPeBo00B8eOeHUs U MEMOOUKY NPENnoOa8aAHUs UHOCPAHHBIX S3bIKOSB.

KiioueBble cioBa: npomuegumenbHvle COI03bl, CLONCHOE NPeEONIOHCEHUEe, CMPYKMYPHO -
CeMaHmuyecKull aHau3, KOHMPACMUBHASA JUHSBUCTNUKA, CUHMAKCUYECKUEe OMHOUIeHUS,
OUCKypc, munoao2us

Hozirgi zamon tilshunosligida turli tillar grammatik tizimlarini qiyosiy o‘rganish muhim
ilmiy yo‘nalishlardan birihisoblanadi. Aynigsa,qo‘shma gaplar tizimi va ularning bog‘lanish
vositalari tilning sintaktik imkoniyatlarini ochib berishda katta ahamiyat kasb etadi. Zidlov
bog‘lovchilarorqalibog‘langan qo‘shma gaplar nutqda qarama-qarshi fikrlarni ifodalashning
muhim vositasi bo‘lib xizmat qiladi. Mazkur tadqiqotning dolzarbligi ingliz va o‘zbek
tillarida zidlov munosabatining ifodalanish usullarini chuqur tahlil gilish zarurati bilan
belgilanadi.

1. Zidlov bog‘lovchilarning lingvistik tabiati

Zidlov bog‘lovchilar ikki sodda gap orasida qarama-garshilik, zidlik yoki kutilmagan
natija munosabatini ifodalaydi. O‘zbek tilida bunday bog‘lovchilarga ammo, lekin, biroq,
vaholanki kabi birliklar kiradi. Ingliz tilida esa but, however, yet, nevertheless kabi
bog‘lovchilar shu vazifani bajaradi. Bu bog‘lovchilar sintaktik jihatdan teng bog‘lovchilar
sirasiga kiradi va ular bog‘layotgan gaplar o‘zaro grammatik jihatdan mustaqil bo‘ladi.

2. Struktur xususiyatlarining qiyosi

Ingliz tilida zidlov bog‘lovchilar odatda gap o‘rtasida yoki boshida keladi: She was tired,
but she continued working. However, he refused to participate. O‘zbek tilida esa zidlov
bog‘lovchilar ko‘proq ikkinchi gap boshida ishlatiladi: U charchagan edi, lekin ishlashda
davom etdi. U kelmadi, biroq sababini aytmadi. Shu jihatdan, ingliz tilida bog‘lovchilarning
pozitsion erkinligi nisbatan yuqori, o‘zbek tilida esa ular aniqroq sintaktik joylashuvga ega.

3. Semantik turlar va ularning ifodalanishi

Zidlov bog‘lovchilar orqali bog‘langan qo‘shma gaplar quyidagi semantik turlarga
ajratiladi:

Oddiy zidlov munosabati (garama-garshi holatlar ifodasi). He is rich, but unhappy. U boy,
lekin baxtsiz.

Kutilmagan natija: She studied hard, yet failed the exam. U qattiq o‘qidi, biroq imtithondan
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Qisman zidlik (kontrast): He likes tea, whereas I prefer coffee. U choyni yaxshi ko ‘radi,
men esa kofeni afzal ko‘raman.

Mazkur semantik turlar har ikkala tilda mavjud bo‘lsa-da, ularning ifodalanish vositalari
va intensivligi farq qgiladi.

4. Umumiylik va fargli jihatlar

Qiyosiy tahlil natijasida quyidagi xulosalarga kelindi:

Umumiyliklar:

Har ikkala tilda zidlov bog‘lovchilar qarama-qgarshi fikrlarni ifodalaydi Gaplar teng
bog‘lovchilar orqali ulanadi Semantik munosabatlar o‘xshash kategoriyalarga ega

Farglar:

Ingliz tilida bog‘lovchilar pozitsiyasi erkinroq

O‘zbek tilida bog‘lovchilar ko‘proq ikkinchi gap boshida keladi

Ingliz tilida stilistik variantlar (formal/informal) ko ‘proq rivojlangan

Xulosa qilib aytganda,Tadqiqot natijasida ingliz va o‘zbek tillarida zidlov bog‘lovchilar
orqali bog‘langan qo‘shma gaplarning struktur-semantik xususiyatlari o‘rtasida sezilarli
umumiylik va farglar mavjudligi aniglandi. Har ikkala til tizimida zidlov munosabatlari
muhim sintaktik vosita sifatida xizmat giladi, biroq ularning ifodalanish shakllari tilning
tipologik xususiyatlariga bog‘liq holda farqlanadi. Mazkur tadqiqot natijalari qiyosiy
tilshunoslik, tarjimashunoslik hamda xorijiy til o‘qitish metodikasida muhim ahamiyat kash
etadi.
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