o KamusaT Ba MHHOBaunugaaap-
fiiScience P

O611ecTBO M MHHOBAIUMH —
Society and innovations

Journal home page:
https://inscience.uz/index.php/socinov/index

through time and cpace

indefinite pronouns

Qobil EGAMNAZAROQV!

Samarkand State Institute of Foreign Languages

ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT
Article history: In modern linguistics studied the distributive analysis of the
Received January2021 speech device, the method of direct division into participants,
Received in revised form methods of analysis, transformation, substitution, components
15 January2021 and syntaxemes, the linguistic methods of Uzbek and world
ﬁsgﬁgtbel‘i igﬁi‘;ruary 2021 linguists on the syntactic analysis of the speech device. In
7March2021 defining syntaxemes, in addition to the sentence being analyzed,
the functional status of elements that occur in the same syntactic
Keywords: position in another sentence is also compared. In the analysis of
Structure, syntactic the speech device, the process of syntactic analysis, as well as the
connection, subject, systematic relationship of syntaxemes and their variants serve

predicate, method,
distributive, component,
syntaxeme, transformation,

as basis for the comparative study of indefinite pronouns in
different structural languages.

differential, syntactic and 2181-1415/© 2021 in ScienceLLC.
semaptlc character, This is an open access article under the Attribution 4.0 International
functional model. (CC BY 4.0) license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/deed.ru)

Hoaqu OJIMOIIJIAaPHHUHTI' rall KypuJiMaCHUHHU TaAKHUK 2OTHIIAA
Cl)OIL/’IﬂaJlaHI/IJIFaH JIMHIBUCTHK METOJJIap

AHHOTALIUA

Kanur cyzaap: X03Upru 3aMOH THWILIYHOCJAUTHAA Tral KypUJIMacHHU
TYSHIALL, CAHTAKTHK a/I0K, JUCTPUOYTUB Tax/IUJIM, OEBOCUTA UIITHPOKYUIAPTa XKPATHIL
CyO'BEKT, IPEJUKAT, METO/,

AMCTPUGYTHE, KOMIOHEHT, MeTo/ i, TpaHchopMalysi, Cy6CTUTYIMS, KOMIIOHEHTJ/Iapra Ba
CHHTaKCEMa, CUHTAKCeMaJlapra aXpaTH6 TaxJ/IujJ KWIMII MeTOJJIapH, rarl
TpaHcdopMarus, KyPWIMacCHHUHT CUHTAaKTHK Tax/IM/M Gopacujarv y36ek Ba
AuddepeHal, CHHTAKTHK ’KaxOH  THJIIYHOCJUTHUJATH  OJUMJIAPHUHT  JIMHTBUCTHK
Ba CEMaHTHK Gery, MeTojslapy ypraHuirad. CHHTaKkceMasJlapHU aHHUKJaLga

IOHKIIMOH MO/I€JI. ..
TaxJIMJ KUJIMHETTAH TranjiaH TallKapu, 601IKa ranjaru 6up XuJa

CUHTAKTHUK YpUHJA KeJITaH 3JIeMEeHTJAPHUHT QYHKIHMOHAJ
MaKOMH XaM KuécaaHagu. ['an KypuJMacuHU Tax/Iuja KUJIUIga
CMHTaKceMajlapra axpaTub TaxJUJ KWW J>KapaéHUHH,
HIYHUHT €K, CHAHTaKCeMaJJAPHUHT CUCTEM MYHOCAbaT/IapuHU Ba
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YJApPHUHT  BapUAHTJAPUHU  @XpaTHUIl TYpPJU  THU3UMJIH
TUJIJIap/ia HOAHUK OJIMOILJIM TafJIapHU KUECUHN TaJKUK KUJIHIL
acocui 6a3a cudpaTtraa Xu3MaT KuJiaau.

JIMHrBUCTUYECKUE MEeTO/[ibl, NMPUMeHseMble IPU H3YYEeHUH
pedeBOro anmnapaTa Heolpe/ieJleHHbIX MECTOUMEHU

AHHOTAILUA
Kmogepsie croBa: B coBpeMeHHOM JIMHIBUCTUKE U3Y4alOTCA JUCTPUOYTUBHbBIN
CTPYKTYypd, CHHTaKCHIeCKas aHaJIU3 PeYyeBOro yCTPOMCTBA, METO/, IPSIMOT0 pas/esieHUsT Ha

CBsI3b, CyO'bEKT, IPEUKAT,
Y4aCTHHUKOB, ME€TOZ bl dHAJIN34, Hp606p830BaHI/IH, MMOACTAaHOBKH,
MeTO/, JUCTPUOYLIHS,

KOMIIOHEHT, CHHTAKCEMa, KOMIIOHEHTOB M CHUHTAKCUMbl, JIMHTBUCTUYECKHUE METO/bl
TpaHcopmauus, y30€KCKUX M MHUPOBBIX JIMHIBUCTOB MO CUHTAKCUYECKOMY
AuddepeHInaibHbIe aHaiu3y  peuyeBoro ycrpouctBa. Ilpu  omnpegeneHuu

CHUHTaKCH4YeCKHe U
CeMaHTH4YeCKHe TIPU3HAKH,
IOHKIIMOHHBIE MO EJIN.

CUHTAKCHUMBI, IOMHUMO aHAJIU3UPYEMOTO NMPeJI0KEeHUSs], TAKKe
CcpaBHUBaeTCs: GYHKIUOHAJNBbHBIN CTATYC 3JIEMEHTOB, KOTOPbIE
BCTPEYAIOTCS B OJJHOM U TOM K€ CUHTAaKCHUYeCKOM IMO3UIMU B
JIpyroM npejioxKeHuu. [Ipyu aHa/u3e CTPYKTYPhl pedyH MpoLecc
CUHTAKCUYEeCKOr0 aHa/iu3a, a TaKXKe CHUCTeMaThuyecKas
B3aHMMOCBSI3b CUHTAKCHUM U UX BApPUAHTOB CJIYXKAT 630U JJis
CPaBHUTEJILHOTO M3yYeHUsl Heolpe/ieJIeHHbIX MECTOUMEHHUM B
pPa3HbIX CTPYKTYPHBIX SI3bIKaX.

It is well known that in world linguistics it is common in all practical and theoretical
grammars to analyze the syntactic analysis of the speech device mainly by dividing the
syntactic units into primary and secondary parts [Jigadlo et al. 1956; Sov.rus.yaz. 1979,
Gulomov, Askarova, 1987, Tojiev, 2005]

In this regard, some English scholars point out that only the possessive in the
sentence structure distinguishes it and adds a predicate to the other parts of the sentence.
According to H. Whitehol: "The reporter gave the lady a present” in the sentence "the
reporter” - "subject”, "gave the lady a present" - "predicate” and "the lady" - "inner
complement”, "a present ”- analyzes a sentence using“ external complement "methods
[Whitehall, 1956, 36-34], while P. Roberts models it according to the morphological
expression of the units involved in the sentence structure [Roberts, 2008].

Another group of linguists, recognizing only the main parts, morphologically
classifies the secondary parts with the term “modifiers” as follows: a) attributive Adjective
Modifiers, which modifys a noun or pronoun; b) Objective Modifiers which modify a verb,
an adjective or an adverb; c) Adverbial Modifier, which modify a verb, an adjictive or an
adverb; [Curme, 2006; Jilin, 1990; Kolshanskiy, 1975]. R.B. Zandword calls secondary
parts “Adverbial adjuncts” [Zandworf, 1998].

It is clear from the above considerations that linguists have not yet reached a
complete conclusion on the question of secondary parts, although the main parts of speech
are fully recognized.

There are two different approaches to this issue in Russian linguistics:

-That is, if F.L.Buslaev and M.V.Badchen came from the logical-grammatical
principle, questioning according to the meaning and determining the methods of
interconnection of syntactic units [Buslaev, 1968; Badxen, 1986];
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-others, relying on the method of morphological expression, argue that word groups
arise from the proportionality of parts of speech [Kononov, 1960; Peshkovskiy, 2002;
Potebnya, 1958; Shakhmatov, 1948].

Some researchers have replaced the secondary parts with "Semantic distributors,
yan semantic object, semantic attribute, semantic addressee, independent, determinative
distributors, spatially, temporal, conditional, reasons, goals, setting (situations).”
V.A.Beloshapkova recommends analyzing the parts of speech into "major and minor".
"Major" - the part that forms the predicative part of the sentence, "minor" - units that are
not part of the predicative part of the sentence, which in turn are divided into two, ie those
that are part of the structural scheme of the sentence and those that are not part of the
structural scheme of the sentence. [Beloshapkova, 1977].

Logic linguists recommend analyzing a sentence using linguistic terms such as
“subject” instead of "ega", “predicate” instead of "kesim". But in this regard, it is overlooked
that the similarity aspects of the subject with the possessive, the cut and the predicate, and
their different aspects lead to several problems.

In this regard, the Uzbek linguist A.Nurmonov says: “In system linguistics, the
structural elements of a sentence are parts of speech or syntactic position, the elements of
the propositive structure are isomorphic to the structure of objective reality, the
communicative structure is thematic (known) and rema (new), and the modal structure is
objective. and studied in terms of subjective attitudes ”[Nurmonov, 1988].

According to N.K.Turniyazov, “The use of the concepts of "ega" and "kesim" which
we currently use, with the terms subject and predicate, does not require an explanation
that they are logical categories. They are semantically important. Based on this, we can
explain all the issues related to the analysis of the syntactic structure of the sentence, which
is currently in practice " [Turniyozov, 2013,17].

It should be noted that although these theoretical views have made a significant
contribution to the development of syntax, it is clear from the above comments that they
did not fully define the principles of division into primary and secondary parts in speech
devices and linguistic methods of their study. In distinguishing the types of parts (object,
modifier, attribute), the structure of the sentence is artificially plotted in determining the
relationship of words in the speech device. This forces us to reconsider the secondary
parts of speech. ” [Valgina, 1978; Kert, 1963; Kholodovich, 1969; Back, 2008; Bennett,
2005; Ash Asuden, 2005].

Different approaches of linguists to the syntactic analysis of a sentence are observed.
In summary, the study of the morphological and syntactic properties of each part of speech
takes into account what word group they are represented by, what form the lexical units
take, and on what syntactic connection they are connected to other syntactic units. But
syntactic relationships remain one of the most contentious issues among linguists. Most
scholars have acknowledged adaptation, coherence, and control when referring to
syntactic relations. [Pankryatova, 1978; Uzbek Grammar, 1976; Ilysh, 1971; Irtinyeva
1969] The syntactic connections recognized by them are not of a universal nature, as they
are generally overlooked in the process of analysis at the syntactic level of the sentence. If
we look at them on the basis of linguistic material, it shows that adaptation is a
morphological connection, and that adhesion and control are lexical connections based on
lexical meanings within phrases. In this work, the syntactic relations "nuclear predicative,
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non-nuclear predicative, subordinative, coordinative, introductive" identified by Professor
A.M.Mukhin are widely used in a number of scientific studies [Mukhin, 1968; 1970].

In modern linguistics there are methods of distributive analysis of the speech device,
the method of separation into direct participants, methods of analysis of transformation,
substitution, components and syntax. When linguistic methods are used correctly and
effectively in the research process, it is important to distinguish language levels from each
other, to determine their interrelationships. For example, when using the method of
distributive analysis, it is necessary to distinguish three aspects:

a) additional or complementary distribution;

b) the distribution of comparative contradictions

c) free exchange distribution

The method of distributive analysis can be more widely used at the morphological
level of language. At the syntactic level, the characteristics of the whole group are
analyzed, not the relative position of the derived word forms in the sentence structure.
Such a requirement requires a certain degree of pre-processing of research materials. In
modern linguistics, this method can be widely used to determine the position of selected
syntactic units in the speech device at the syntactic level, to analyze them into components
and syntaxes. When using the method of direct analysis of direct participants, the analysis
of speech is mainly continued from the syntactic level to the lower level of the language, ie
the morphological level. When analyzed by this method, it is difficult to achieve a positive
result in determining the semantic field of indefinite pronouns in the sentence structure.
This method can be useful in modeling the morphological characteristics of participants,
mainly at the syntactic level, dividing the speech device into the largest and smallest
participants. This makes it possible to describe only the external device of the sentence,
i.e. the morphological features.

AM.Mukhin created a method of analyzing a sentence into components and
syntaxemes. The mentioned method is widely used by his followers in the comparative
study of language units at the syntactic level [Mukhin, 1968, 1980; Usmonov, 1992, 213-
216]. It should be noted that when component analysis is applied at the lexical level of the
language, according to O.N. Seliverstova, “... meanings, synonyms, variants of lexical units
are defined in the dictionary and context [Seliverstova, 1975].

In comparing indefinite pronouns in English and Uzbek, the syntactic units of the
sentence are divided into components, their syntactic connections are determined, the
differential syntactic features of the components and their syntactic place and
morphological features in the sentence are syntagmatically contrasted or contraposition,
they can be demonstrated visually using unification and component models. In this
method, when analyzing the syntactic units of a sentence into syntaxes, first of all,
categorical differential syntactic-semantic signs are identified, on the basis of which non-
categorical signs are distinguished according to their position in the sentence.

In defining syntaxes, in addition to the sentence being analyzed, the functional status
of elements that occur in the same syntactic place in another sentence is also compared. It
is worth mentioning the opinion of Professor A.M.Mukhin: “The object of structural syntax
is to analyze the speech device into components, ie to determine the syntactic relationships
of syntactic units and to analyze their differential syntactic features. The task of functional
syntax is to analyze the syntactic units of a sentence in a paradigmatic direction by
syntaxemes ”"[Mukhin, 2007, 154].
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Analysis of a sentence using linguistic methods creates the following possibilities:
first, it is possible to study the formal and semantic features of the syntactic units in the
sentence structure; second, substantiates the syntactic and semantic classification of
sentences; third, in the process of analyzing the elements of a sentence by breaking them
down into syntaxes, the system encourages the study of relationships in the syntactic layer.
Because each syntax consists of the content of syntactic units, which gives the researcher
ample opportunity to determine the paradigmatic sequence of syntaxes; fourth, it opens
the way for the use of modeling and experimental observation techniques. Also, the
separation of systemic relations of syntaxes and their variants serves as a basic basis for
the comparative study of indefinite pronouns in different structural languages.

The above, in our opinion, are vague pronouns are the basic principles of system
analysis. Failure to follow these principles may result in a misinterpretation of the selected
object.

When methods are used correctly and effectively in the research process, it is
important to distinguish language levels from each other, to determine their relationship.

In our opinion, these linguistic methods complement each other in the syntactic
analysis of sentence structure using different methods of distribution and transformation
methods in the use of methods of analysis of indefinite pronouns into components and
syntaxes in the system of unrelated languages.

It should be noted that when analyzing indefinite pronouns sentences by breaking
them down into syntaxemes, the cohesive nucleus in the Uzbek language is replaced by
predicativel [HNP1],it does not occur in English. This is not the case in the Uzbek language,
if the English sentence is given in place of the components non-nuclear subordinate
predicate 1, non-nuclear positive predicate 1.
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