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Аннотация 

Қиёслаш муносабати тилшуносликда олдиндан ўрганилиб келинган тушунча бўлиб, замонавий 
тилшуносликда уни ўрганишнинг янгича тус олиши айнан унинг воситаларини  таҳлили  ёрдамида амалга 
ошади. Хусусан, ушбу мақолада  қиёслаш муносабати ўзининг янги унсурлари ва семантик турлари инглиз ва 
ўзбек тиллари мисолида ёритилди. 

Annotation 
The comparative relation is a concept that has been studied in linguistics; the new view of its study is realized 

through the analysis of its constructions in modern linguistics.  In particular, this article describes the comparative relation 
in terms of its new elements and semantic types in the example of English and Uzbek languages. 

Аннотация 
Сравнительные отношения в лингвистике ‒ это понятие, которое ранее изучалось в лингвистике. 

Однако анализ его конструкций привёл к формированию нового взгляда на его изучение в современной 
лингвистике. В частности, в данной статье описывается сравнительное отношение с точки зрения его 
новых элементов и семантических типов на примере английского и узбекского языков. 

 
Таянч сўз ва иборалар: қиёслаш муносабати, таққослаш, таққослаш стандарти, стандарт маркерни 

таққослаш, даража, даража маркери. 
Keywords and expressions: comparative relation, compare ,standard of comparison, standard marker 

comparison, degree (parameter) or degree marker. 
Ключевые слова и выражения: сравнительные отношения, сравнение, стандарт сравнения, 

сравнение стандартного маркера, степень, маркер степени. 
 

Any subject appears as a result of direct 
observation of the universe and its perception 
by means of sensory organs, comparison with 
other states, identification of different and 
similar signs, and drawing certain conclusions. 
The concept of comparison plays an important 
role in the process of knowing the world. The 
reason is that the process of cognition involves 
two types - emotional and intellectual cognition, 
and it is the knowledge that comes out as a 
result of comparison, generalization of sensory 
knowledge that forms intellectual knowledge. 
Prof. A.Nurmonov gives the following 
description of comparison: “Comparison of the 
studying object plays a big role in knowledge of 
the world. Comparing a previously studied 
object to a newly studied object is one of the 
most basic ways of knowing. The general and 
specific features of the objects are defined by 
the comparison.”[6,55-56] It is known that the 
process of cognition consists of two stages - the 
empirical and theoretical stage. In the empirical 
(practical) stage, observation, experiment and 
comparison methods are used.[6,34-37] It is 

can be seen from this, comparison is one of the 
most important processes in human cognitive 
activity. 

Many scholars have given their definitions 
of comparison; it is expedient to give the 
following general definition, as it has been 
studied not only in linguistics, but also in such 
fields as logic, philosophy, literature, theology: 

Comparison is a multifaceted logical 
category, philosophically it is the first stage of 
cognition, a cognitive process that determines 
quantitative and qualitative features, based on 
judgments about the similarity or difference of 
an object, the style that is  used in the literary 
representation of reality, it is a way  of 
acquaintance with any theme, and in linguistics 
it is a linguistic phenomenon that reflects the 
signs, characteristics of the environment, thing 
or event, and their similarities and differences. 

In linguistics, however, comparison is a 
specific category that enters the form of thought 
from the simplest unit to the complex unit of 
language, a concept aimed at determining the 
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qualities, properties of objects, their specificity 
or distinctive features.[19,10] 

The study of the relation of comparison in 
linguistics began in the XVIII century, when 
linguists such as FI Buslaev, A.A. Potebnya 
identified the peculiarities and differences in 
several languages, and they historically 
approached the phenomenon of 
comparison.[22,13]  

The emergence of structuralism in 
linguistics in the nineteenth century caused a 
new impetus to the study of comparative 
relation. A new approach to the study of 
comparative relation began in the twentieth 
century with the focus on the study of such a 
semantic process, the analysis and 
identification of its constructions[22,13]. In 
particular, in the middle of the twentieth century, 
French linguists began to study comparative 
construction in stylistic and rhetoric 
works[12,14]. The comparative relation has 
been studied by many linguists  combining 
stylistic and syntactic aspects. 

Comparative constructions were studied 
in world linguistics by H.Zimer [9] and 
H.Jensen[12,108-130]. R.Ultan identified the 
superlative and equal types  of comparative 
constructions with  the example of 123 
languages and created their modern 
typology.[8,117-162] In his research, L. Stassen 
identifies the particle, conjoined, adverbial  
types of comparatives [7]. B. Hayne also dwells 
on the types of comparatives, precisely, he 
developed L.Stassen’s particle comparatives 
and  created a pure comparative[4,109-130]. R. 
Dixon created a typology of comparative 
constructions, which identifies other species on 
the basis of morphosyntactic parameters. It 
outlines eight types of simple or compound 
sentence constructions, the syntactic function of 
the main parts of the comparative scheme, and 
the grammatical level of the its constructions 
and their place in the sentence[3, 345-353]. 

Many scholars have commented on the 
comparative relation in the Uzbek linguistics. 

The Academician G.Abdurahmanov 
expressed his views on this with the example of 
comparative compound sentences and the 
constructions of their formation (if any, 
etc.)[10,24-26]. 

Professor A.Mamajonov in his research 
on the stylistics of compound sentences 
emphasizes that comparison is an important 
tool in the use of speech styles in compound 
sentences, especially in the literary style, and 

the scientist also points out the comparative 
and similative types of compound 
sentences[15,51-52]. 

Professor N.Mahmudov gives detailed 
information about similarity and its types, 
comparative constructions, he distinguished 
them into simulative and pure construction of 
comparison. The comparison based on 
similarity is called similative and the view based 
on differentiation is called pure comparison by 
him[16, 65-71]. 

Sh.Safarov notes that the role of 
comparative process is great in the transition of 
human thinking from the cognitive to the 
linguistic stage, such as analysis and 
synthesis[21,165].  

Comparison is a mental process that 
explores the similarities and differences of two 
or more things[1,1]. It is clear from this 
definition that in the formation of a comparative 
relationship, at least two objects are compared 
on the basis of a certain sign, and the signs and 
means of these comparable objects are the 
elements of the comparative  relation. The 
elements of comparison are named with 
different terms in scientific language by 
linguists. 

Among the world linguists, A.A. Potebnya 
gives his opinion on comparison, noting that it 
consists of three elements: 

a) a concept that requires expanation; 
b) a concept that serves to clarify; 
c) the element that connects the above 

concepts.[20,11] 
L.A. Ivanova clarifies comparison and 

says that it consists of five elements: 
a) comparative activities performed by 

subject; 
b) the object being compared; 
c) the object to which the first object is 

compared; 
d) the basis of comparison - the sign to be 

compared; 
d) the marker of equality and 

similarity.[14,18] 
Many linguists point out that the process 

of comparison consists of three main elements, 
because the comparison takes place between 
at least two objects and requires a common 
basis. Namely: 

a) comparable object; 
b) standard comparison;  
c) the presence of a common feature 

between two objects. 
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Then, the third element - the general sign 
terms in the comparison is observed in 
linguistics with terms such as "basis of 
comparison"[11,15], "comparison 
conclusion"[13,179], "comparison result - R =, 
R>, R <,".[24, 288-338] 

In Uzbek linguistics, M. Mukarramov uses 
the term similarity. He says three main 
elements are involved in this process. They are: 

a) simulated object; 
b)  similar object;  
c) similar sign(parameter).[17, 6, 8] 
M. Mukarramov emphasizes the 

importance of the similar sign, without which the 
process of comparison will not take place. 
Exactly, he gives complete and incomplete 
types of similarity according to the sign. If the 
similarity consists three elements, in particular, 
if the similar sign is represented by lexical units, 
it is complete, if it is not represented by lexical 
units, it is understood from the meaning of the 
words represented by the similar object, it is 
incomplete. In addition, depending on the 
location of these elements, there will be 
prepositional and postpositional similarities [17, 
9-10]. 

N.Mahmudov notes that the relation of 
comparison consists of four components - the 
subject of comparison, the standard of 
comparison, the formal indicator of comparison 
and the basis of comparison [16, 67]. 

D.Khudoyberganova also says that 
comparison consists of four elements (subject 
of comparison, standard of comparison, basis 
of comparison and comparative constructions). 
It gives implicit types of comparisons if the text 
contains all the elements of comparison, explicit 
(hidden) if not fully expressed [24,30]. 

In modern linguistics, especially in 
English, the following elements are present in 
the process of comparison, which can be 
explained by the following linguistic argument. 

Hovliga kirishimiz bilan,bo’yi mandan 
tikroq…qopqora kallaxum bola chopib 
keldi.(O’.Hoshimov.”Ikki eshik orasi”) 

His room was certainly much messier 
than the rest of the house (J.Rowling “Harry 
Potter”) 

Through these examples, we identify the 
elements of comparison that help in the 
emergence of a comparison relationship: 

1.Comparee - something being compared 
(bola and  his room). 

2. Standard of comparison - what is 
being compared (men, the rest of the house). 

3. Standard marker - a mark of the 
grammatical function of the comparison 
standard (-dan, than). 

4. Comparison parameter - comparable 
character (tik, messy). 

5. Degree (parameter) mark (degree 
marker) - (-roq, -er)[1,3]. 

Two of the five elements involved in this 
comparison process - the standard sign and the 
degree sign - are grammatical comparison 
tools. While some languages do not have a 
degree character, in some languages it is 
difficult to distinguish a degree character from a 
standard character, and they both come in the 
same function [9,3]. In particular, in Uzbek and 
English we can study all the elements 
separately, but  in Uzbek it is sometimes 
observed that the degree marker coincides with 
the standard marker. 

In traditional linguistics, the following 
character levels of comparative constructions 
are indicated: 

a) positive degree; 
b) equalative degree; 
c) comparative degree; 
g) superlative degree[1,3]. 
In modern linguistics, the relation of 

comparison can be divided into the following 
types: 

1. Quantitative comparison: 
a) an equal comparison. Sizdek, as 

beautiful as you.(og’zaki nutqdan) 
b) unequal comparison - superiority 

(relative and absolute superiority) and inferiority 
(relative and absolute inferiority). Kichikroq, 
cleaner, less, more(og’zaki nutqdan). 

2.Qualative comparison: 
a) real similarity. Shodiyona Imona 

yozgandek insho yozdi. Peter is like 
Sarah.(og’zaki nutqdan); 

b) unreal simulation. U otasiga tomdan 
tarasha tushgandek qarab turardi. Sam 
behaves as if he were a child.(og’zaki nutqdan). 

In conclusion, the comparative relation is 
a multifaceted concept, it is a universal concept 
studied by many scholars not only in linguistics 
but also in other subjects, consisting of at least 
three elements in all languages and having its 
own semantic types and it is a synthesis of 
categories such as quality and quantity, which 
determines the equivalence or inequality of the 
object being compared through the category of 
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quantity, similarities and differences through the category of quality. 
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