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Abstract:  

This study presents a comparative structural-semantic analysis of complex 

sentences with subordination in Uzbek and English, focusing on three 

interconnected parameters: the typology of subordinate clauses, the linguistic 

devices that establish clause linkage, and the ordering principles that shape 

component distribution in discourse. Although both languages employ 

subordination to encode logical relations such as cause, condition, purpose, time, 

and concession, they differ substantially in how these relations are 

grammaticalized. The analysis examines how English predominantly relies on 

finite subordinate clauses introduced by conjunctions and relative markers, while 

Uzbek shows a strong preference for non-finite predicative forms, converbs, and 

nominalized clause-like structures that function as syntactic dependents. 

Particular attention is given to the mapping between semantic relations and 

formal exponents, including the functional range of subordinators, correlatives, 

and morphosyntactic markers of dependency. The study also addresses 

component order as an interpretive factor, comparing the relatively flexible but 

information-structure-sensitive placement of subordinate clauses in English with 

the head-final tendencies and clause-chaining patterns characteristic of Uzbek. 

By integrating structural description with semantic classification and 
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distributional evidence from contemporary written and academic registers, the 

research clarifies how comparable meanings can be realized through different 

grammatical strategies. The findings aim to support contrastive linguistics, 

translation studies, and advanced grammar pedagogy in EFL and Uzbek 

philological contexts, offering an empirically grounded account of subordination 

that prioritizes functional equivalence and intelligibility across typological 

boundaries. 

 

Keywords: Complex sentence, subordination, subordinate clause types, linking 

devices, clause order, contrastive syntax, Uzbek syntax, English syntax, 

structural-semantic analysis, information structure 

 

Introduction 

Complex sentences are a central resource of human language for packaging 

experience, negotiating interpersonal meaning, and constructing coherent 

discourse. Through subordination, speakers and writers are able to represent 

relations between events and propositions, including temporality, causation, 

condition, purpose, concession, comparison, and specification. In philological 

research, the structural-semantic study of complex sentences provides a link 

between formal grammar and interpretive meaning, because subordinate 

constructions simultaneously involve syntactic dependency and semantic 

integration. For students and researchers working with Uzbek and English, the 

contrastive description of subordination is especially relevant: the two languages 

represent different typological profiles and employ distinct grammatical 

mechanisms for encoding similar semantic relations. English, as an analytic 

language with relatively limited inflectional morphology, typically expresses 

subordination through finite clauses introduced by subordinating conjunctions, 

relative pronouns, and complementizers. Uzbek, as an agglutinative and 

predominantly head-final language, possesses a rich inventory of non-finite 
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predicative forms and nominalization strategies that often function as equivalents 

of subordinate clauses in English. These structural differences create both 

theoretical interest and practical challenges in translation, academic writing, and 

language pedagogy. 

Within English grammar, subordinate clauses are commonly classified into 

complement clauses, relative clauses, and adverbial clauses. Complement clauses 

function as arguments of a predicate and are often introduced by markers such as 

that, whether, and if, or realized as infinitival constructions. Relative clauses 

modify a nominal head and are introduced by relative pronouns and adverbs such 

as who, which, that, where, and when, including zero relativization in certain 

contexts. Adverbial clauses modify the matrix clause and are introduced by a 

broad set of subordinators such as because, although, when, if, since, and so that. 

In Uzbek, a comparable functional space is distributed across finite dependent 

clauses, participial modifiers, converbal clause chains, and nominalized units that 

behave like clausal complements. Uzbek subordinate relations are frequently 

marked not only by conjunction-like elements but also by suffixal morphology, 

including participles, verbal nouns, and converbial forms that encode temporal, 

causal, conditional, or purposive relations in a compact way. Consequently, a 

direct form-to-form mapping between English and Uzbek subordinate structures 

is rarely straightforward. 

The linking devices that establish dependency constitute another key contrastive 

parameter. In English, subordination is signaled primarily by function words, 

fixed complementizers, and relative markers; the dependent clause is often 

formally finite and its boundaries are indicated by subordinators and punctuation 

conventions in writing. In Uzbek, dependency is frequently encoded by 

morphology on the verb of the dependent unit, and the clause boundary may be 

expressed through agglutinative suffixes that simultaneously contribute 

aspectual, modal, and relational meaning. In addition, correlatives and discourse 

particles may participate in building semantic cohesion between clauses, shaping 
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how readers recover the intended logical relation. These differences affect not 

only sentence structure but also the distribution of information and the rhetorical 

rhythm of academic texts. 

Component order, finally, interacts with both grammar and discourse. English 

allows subordinate clauses in preposed, postposed, and medial positions, with 

placement often governed by processing considerations, emphasis, and 

information structure. Uzbek, with strong head-final tendencies, commonly 

places dependent material before the head or matrix predicate, while clause 

chaining may lead to sequences where multiple dependent units precede a final 

finite predicate. This raises methodological questions about what counts as a 

subordinate clause in contrastive analysis: whether the unit should be defined by 

finiteness, by dependency marking, or by functional role in clause combining. 

The present study addresses these issues by providing a comparative structural-

semantic analysis of complex subordinate constructions in Uzbek and English, 

focusing on subordinate clause types, linking devices, and component order. The 

purpose is to identify systematic correspondences and divergences, and to explain 

how similar semantic relations are realized through different grammatical 

strategies. By situating the analysis within contemporary contrastive syntax and 

functional semantics, the study aims to contribute to Uzbek-English philology, 

translation practice, and university-level grammar instruction. 

 

Methods 

The study employs a qualitative-quantitative contrastive methodology combining 

descriptive grammar analysis, structural distributional analysis, and functional-

semantic classification. The object of analysis is complex sentences with 

subordination in contemporary Uzbek and English, restricted to written registers 

that are typical for a philology university context: academic articles, university 

textbooks, analytical essays, and formal informational texts. This register choice 

is motivated by two considerations. First, academic writing maximizes explicit 
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logical relations and thus provides rich data on subordination. Second, it reflects 

the target competence domain of the intended audience, where syntactic choices 

are linked to clarity, argumentation, and coherence. The corpus is compiled as a 

balanced sample of comparable texts in both languages, controlling for genre and 

communicative purpose to reduce distortions caused by register-specific 

conventions. 

Data collection proceeds in three stages. First, candidate complex sentences are 

extracted using manual screening supported by pattern-based identification. In 

English, the screening targets typical subordinators and relative markers, 

including because, although, if, when, since, while, so that, in order that, that, 

whether, and relative forms such as who, which, that, where, and when, as well 

as non-finite complements (to-infinitives and -ing clauses) in argument positions. 

In Uzbek, the screening targets conjunction-like items and, crucially, verbal 

morphology associated with dependency, including participial and converbial 

forms, verbal nouns, and constructions functioning as clausal complements or 

modifiers. Because Uzbek frequently realizes subordination through non-finite 

forms rather than overt conjunctions, the sampling criteria are functional: a unit 

is included if it encodes a proposition that is semantically dependent on a head 

clause and is syntactically integrated as its modifier or argument. 

Second, each extracted sentence is segmented into a matrix clause and its 

dependent unit(s). Segmentation is guided by three diagnostics: dependency 

marking (function words in English, morphological markers in Uzbek), syntactic 

role (argument vs modifier), and semantic relation (e.g., cause, condition, time). 

Where segmentation is ambiguous, the unit is tested by substitution and 

extraction diagnostics at the level of phrase-structure approximation: if the 

dependent unit can be replaced by a proform-like element or nominal equivalent 

without destroying the grammatical frame, it is treated as a complement-like 

dependent; if it modifies a nominal head, it is treated as relative/attributive; if it 

modifies the proposition, it is treated as adverbial. For Uzbek, additional evidence 
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is taken from head-final dependency patterns: dependent material typically 

precedes the predicate of the matrix unit and is marked by participial or 

converbial morphology that constrains its integration. 

Third, annotation is performed according to a unified comparative scheme with 

three parameter sets: subordinate clause type, linking device, and component 

order. Subordinate clause types are coded into complement, relative/attributive, 

and adverbial categories, with adverbials subclassified by semantic relation: 

temporal, causal, conditional, concessive, purposive, resultative, comparative, 

and manner. Linking devices are coded by their formal exponent. In English, this 

includes subordinating conjunctions, complementizers, relative 

pronouns/adverbs, and zero marking; in Uzbek, this includes conjunctions, 

correlatives, particles, and morphological dependency markers on the dependent 

predicate (participles, converbs, verbal nouns), as well as postpositions or case 

marking that contribute to the relation. Component order is coded as preposed 

(dependent before matrix), postposed (dependent after matrix), medial 

(embedded within the matrix), and chained (multiple dependents preceding a final 

finite predicate). For each token, the position is recorded together with a brief 

discourse-function note, such as backgrounding, framing, emphasis, or 

afterthought. 

To ensure reliability, a subset of the data is re-annotated after an interval and 

compared for category stability. Disagreements are resolved by refining 

operational definitions, especially in borderline cases where Uzbek nominalized 

dependents resemble simple noun phrases, or where English non-finite clauses 

alternate with infinitival complements. Quantitative summaries are then produced 

to identify distributional tendencies, such as the proportion of adverbial vs 

complement structures, the frequency of specific linking devices, and the 

dominant placement patterns in each language. Finally, representative examples 

are selected for close reading to interpret how formal choices align with semantic 

relations and discourse organization. This mixed approach supports both 
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generalization and explanatory depth, allowing the study to describe regular 

correspondences while accounting for typological asymmetries between Uzbek 

and English subordination systems. 

 

Results 

The comparative analysis reveals that Uzbek and English share a broadly similar 

functional inventory of subordinate relations, yet they differ markedly in the 

grammatical packaging of those relations. Across the corpus, both languages 

regularly employ subordination to encode temporal sequencing, causality, 

condition, purpose, concession, and specification. However, English shows a 

higher proportional reliance on finite subordinate clauses introduced by explicit 

subordinators and relative markers, whereas Uzbek more frequently realizes the 

same semantic relations through non-finite dependent predicates and clause-like 

nominalizations that are structurally integrated into the matrix clause. As a result, 

functional equivalence is often achieved through different formal strategies rather 

than direct structural matching. 

In the distribution of subordinate clause types, English demonstrates a clear 

predominance of finite adverbial clauses in academic register, especially causal, 

conditional, and concessive clauses introduced by because, since, if, although, 

and while. Complement clauses in English are frequent in reporting, evaluation, 

and epistemic stance constructions, where that-clauses and infinitival 

complements function as objects or extraposed subjects. Relative clauses appear 

systematically in definitional and classificatory statements, supporting the 

informational density characteristic of academic prose. Uzbek, by contrast, shows 

a strong preference for attributive and adverbial dependency realized via 

participial and converbial forms. Structures functioning as relative clauses are 

commonly encoded as participial modifiers preceding the nominal head, allowing 

compact nominal expansion without the need for a relative pronoun. 

Complement-like relations are frequently expressed through nominalized 
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predicates that behave as clausal arguments, often taking case marking and 

participating in postpositional government. Finite subordinate clauses exist in 

Uzbek, but in the examined register they occur less often than non-finite 

dependent constructions, particularly when the relation can be expressed by a 

converb or participle. 

With regard to linking devices, English is dominated by function-word 

subordinators and complementizers. Subordinate linkage is overt and 

segmentable: a dependent clause typically begins with a marker that signals the 

semantic relation, and clause boundaries are further supported by punctuation. 

Relative linkage relies on a stable set of pronouns and adverbs, with occasional 

zero marking in restrictive relatives. Uzbek linkage, in contrast, is predominantly 

morphological. Dependency is typically encoded on the verb of the dependent 

unit through suffixation that simultaneously expresses aspectual-temporal 

meanings and subordination. Converbial forms are especially productive in 

encoding temporal overlap, sequence, and causal adjacency, producing clause 

chains that accumulate background conditions before the matrix predicate. 

Participial forms support attributive relations by turning predicative content into 

a modifier. Nominalized forms contribute to complement relations, allowing a 

proposition to be treated as an argument of a higher predicate via case marking 

and postpositions. Conjunctions and particles are present and play a role in 

disambiguation, but they do not constitute the sole or primary mechanism of 

subordination in many tokens. 

Component order exhibits a stable cross-linguistic contrast shaped by typology 

and information structure. In English, subordinate clauses display flexible 

placement. Postposed adverbial clauses are frequent when the dependent relation 

is presented as an explanation or justification following the main claim; preposed 

adverbials are common when the subordinate clause frames the discourse by 

establishing time, condition, or contrast; medial placement occurs mainly in non-

restrictive relatives and parenthetical concessives. This flexibility supports 
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rhetorical maneuvering, allowing writers to foreground the main proposition or 

to guide the reader by framing before assertion. In Uzbek, preposed placement of 

dependent material is dominant. Dependent units commonly precede the matrix 

predicate, consistent with head-final tendencies and the syntactic integration of 

non-finite forms. Clause chaining is a salient pattern: multiple dependent units, 

often converbial, may occur in sequence, culminating in a final finite predicate 

that carries the primary assertion. Postposed dependents are comparatively 

limited and tend to arise in explanatory afterthought constructions or where 

discourse management motivates postponement. 

Mapping subordinate clause types across languages shows systematic 

correspondences but also frequent asymmetries. English adverbial clauses of time 

and cause often correspond to Uzbek converbial constructions; English relative 

clauses correspond to Uzbek participial modifiers; English that-complements 

correspond to Uzbek nominalized predicate constructions. Yet the mapping is 

many-to-one in multiple domains: a single English category such as “adverbial 

clause of cause” can align with different Uzbek forms depending on nuance, 

aspect, and textual density, including converbs, postpositional constructions, or 

finite subordinate clauses with conjunction-like markers. Conversely, Uzbek non-

finite dependent forms may correspond to English finite adverbials, reduced 

clauses, or even prepositional and nominal phrases, depending on how explicitly 

English encodes the relation. 

Overall, the results indicate that the most robust contrastive parameters are the 

dominance of overt function-word linkage in English versus morphological 

dependency marking in Uzbek, and the preference for flexible dependent-clause 

placement in English versus predominantly preposed, chain-friendly organization 

in Uzbek. These parameters explain recurrent translation shifts and common 

learner difficulties, particularly the tendency to overuse conjunctions in Uzbek-

to-English writing or to underrepresent explicit subordinators in English-to-

Uzbek rendering. The observed patterns suggest that effective contrastive 
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instruction should focus on functional equivalence across different formal 

exponents and on the discourse motivations that govern subordinate clause 

placement in each language. 

 

Discussion 

The findings confirm that a structural-semantic comparison of Uzbek and English 

subordination must treat “subordinate clause” as a functional domain rather than 

a single uniform form. While both languages encode comparable relations 

between propositions, the formal resources they mobilize are distributed 

differently across grammar. English makes dependency highly visible through a 

stable inventory of subordinators, complementizers, and relative markers, which 

facilitates segmentation and explicit signaling of logical relations in academic 

writing. Uzbek, by contrast, frequently compresses dependency into the 

morphology of the dependent predicate and into nominalized units that behave 

syntactically like noun phrases while retaining propositional content. This 

typological difference explains why formal one-to-one correspondences are 

limited and why contrastive analysis benefits from a meaning-to-form mapping 

instead of a form-to-form approach. 

The predominance of non-finite dependent predicates in Uzbek has important 

semantic consequences. Because converbial and participial forms often encode 

both temporal-aspectual contours and the dependency relation, they can leave 

certain logical nuances underspecified unless supported by context. English 

subordinators such as although, because, and unless lexicalize the relation more 

directly, reducing interpretive load for the reader at the point of processing. 

Uzbek can achieve comparable explicitness through conjunction-like items, 

correlatives, or postpositional constructions, but the corpus suggests that 

academic register often prefers compact morphological packaging for economy 

and cohesion. This leads to a difference in how argumentation is paced: English 

commonly alternates a main claim with an overtly introduced justification or 
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limitation, while Uzbek frequently accumulates background conditions through 

chained dependents before presenting the main assertion. 

Component order further supports this discourse contrast. English placement 

flexibility enables writers to manage information structure by framing, 

postponement, and parenthetical insertion. Preposed adverbials frame the 

interpretive domain, postposed adverbials supply justification or elaboration after 

the central statement, and medial relatives refine reference without interrupting 

overall clause architecture too heavily. Uzbek’s strong tendency toward preposed 

dependency aligns with head-final organization and makes clause chaining a 

natural strategy for building an argumentative scaffold. The observed chaining 

pattern is not merely a syntactic habit but a discourse technique: it creates a 

progressive narrowing of conditions and premises that culminates in a final finite 

predicate carrying the rhetorical peak. In translation and learner writing, 

mismatches arise when this sequencing logic is transferred without adjustment, 

producing English sentences with excessive preposed background material that 

can feel heavy or delay the main proposition. 

The mapping patterns identified in the results also clarify why some learner errors 

are persistent. Uzbek-speaking learners of English may overgeneralize 

conjunction-based linking, adding explicit subordinators where English would 

prefer reduced clauses, infinitival complements, or nominal structures, or 

conversely they may underuse overt subordinators because Uzbek can rely on 

morphological dependency. English-to-Uzbek transfer may lead to an 

overproduction of finite subordinate clauses mirroring English that-clauses and 

relative clauses, even when Uzbek would more naturally use participial modifiers 

or nominalized constructions. These tendencies are not simply mistakes but 

reflect competing grammatical defaults. Pedagogically, this implies that 

instruction should foreground alternation sets: for each semantic relation, 

students benefit from seeing multiple legitimate realizations in both languages 

and from practicing selection based on genre, density, and rhetorical intent. 
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From a theoretical perspective, the findings support a functional-semantic view 

in which subordination is a gradient domain spanning finite clauses, reduced 

clauses, clause-like nominalizations, and modifier constructions. Uzbek 

illustrates how propositional content can be integrated into nominal structure 

without losing semantic dependency, while English illustrates how dependency 

can remain clausal but be compacted through non-finite reduction. Treating these 

as comparable options within a shared functional space allows contrastive 

analysis to avoid misleading equivalences and to describe systematic 

correspondences with greater explanatory power. 

 

Conclusion 

This study set out to compare the structural and semantic organization of complex 

(subordinate) sentences in Uzbek and English by focusing on three parameters 

that are decisive for both description and application: the typology of subordinate 

relations, the devices that encode dependency, and the preferred ordering of 

clause components in discourse. The analysis demonstrates that, although the two 

languages share a broadly comparable functional repertoire for expressing time, 

cause, condition, purpose, concession, and specification, they diverge 

substantially in how these meanings are grammaticalized and distributed across 

syntactic resources. 

The strongest generalization concerns the form of linkage. English academic 

writing relies predominantly on finite subordinate clauses introduced by overt 

subordinators, complementizers, and relative markers, which makes dependency 

relations explicit and readily segmentable. Uzbek, in contrast, frequently realizes 

subordination through morphological dependency marking on non-finite 

predicates, as well as through nominalized constructions that function as clausal 

arguments or modifiers. This difference is not a matter of stylistic preference 

alone but reflects typological properties: English tends to lexicalize clause 
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relations through function words, whereas Uzbek often packages relational 

meaning into agglutinative morphology and head-final integration. 

A second key outcome is the contrast in component order and discourse 

structuring. English shows flexible placement of subordinate clauses, with 

preposing, postposing, and medial embedding used strategically to manage 

information structure and rhetorical pacing. Uzbek displays a strong preference 

for preposed dependent material and productive clause-chaining patterns, often 

culminating in a final finite predicate that carries the main assertion. These 

ordering tendencies shape textual rhythm, reader processing, and the perceived 

“naturalness” of complex sentence formation in academic prose. 

The study also clarifies how functional equivalence between Uzbek and English 

is typically achieved through non-isomorphic mapping. English finite adverbial 

clauses often correspond to Uzbek converbial chains; English relative clauses 

frequently correspond to Uzbek participial modifiers; English complement 

clauses commonly align with Uzbek nominalized predicate constructions. At the 

same time, many-to-one and one-to-many correspondences are pervasive, 

meaning that translation and contrastive instruction should avoid rigid category 

matching and instead train learners to select structures based on semantic nuance, 

genre density, and discourse goals. 

For philology-oriented university contexts, the implications are practical and 

immediate. In pedagogy, effective grammar instruction should emphasize 

alternation sets and the interplay between meaning, form, and placement, rather 

than teaching subordinate types as isolated templates. In translation and academic 

writing, attention should be directed to typical restructuring operations: 

converting Uzbek clause chains into English finite clauses or reduced 

constructions, and converting English relative and complement clauses into 

Uzbek participial or nominalized dependencies where appropriate. Such 

strategies support clarity and stylistic adequacy while preserving logical relations. 
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Finally, the findings suggest directions for further research. Expanding the corpus 

to include spoken academic interaction, media discourse, and student writing 

would deepen understanding of variation and developmental patterns. A finer-

grained analysis of information structure, prosody, and punctuation practices 

could also refine the account of clause placement and interpretive effects. Overall, 

the study supports a functional-semantic approach to subordination that treats 

complex sentence formation as a flexible system of resources, enabling a more 

accurate and usable contrastive description of Uzbek and English. 
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