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Introduction s

Word formation plays a central role in the structure of every language, since it explains
how new words are created and how languages expand their vocabulary. It is closely
connected with communication needs and reflects social, cultural, and technological changes
within a society.

English and Uzbek represent two different linguistic types, and this difference strongly
influences how new words are formed. English, as an analytic language, mainly creates new
lexical units through compounding, derivation, borrowing, and additional processes such as
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blending, clipping, and acronym formation. Uzbek, on the other hand, is an agglutinative
language where word formation is mainly carried out through systematic attachment of
suffixes to a base word.

The aim of this study is to analyze and compare these two systems in order to identify both
similarities and structural differences between them. Previous studies on English word
formation (Bauer, 1983; Plag, 2003) and Uzbek morphology (Bozorov, 2008) have provided
a theoretical background for this research, while comparative studies between Indo-European
and Turkic languages remain relatively limited (Rahmonov, 2014).

Understanding these processes helps to explain how languages develop new vocabulary
and adapt to changing communicative needs.

Methods .

This research is based on a comparative linguistic approach with a focus on morphological
analysis. The study specifically examines word formation structures, affix usage, and
productivity levels in both languages.

Data Sources

* English data were collected from contemporary dictionaries, linguistic textbooks, and
theoretical works on word formation, “particularly. Bauer (1983) and Plag (2003).
« Uzbek data were taken from academic sources on-Uzbek morphology, including Bozorov
(2008) and comparative studies by Rahmonov (2014).

A total of 200 lexical items were selected for analysis, with 100 words from English and
100 from Uzbek. These examples represent ma'jlor word formation processes such as
derivation, compounding, blending, chppmg, acronyms, and suffixation.

Analytical Procedure

1. Each word was classified accordlng to_its/word formation type (derivation,
compounding, affixation, etc.).

2. Morphological structures were analyzed by idéntifying roots, prefixes, and suffixes.

3. The productivity of each process was evaluated based on frequency in the dataset.

4. A cross-linguistic comparison was carried out to identify similarities and differences
between the two languages.

The combination of qualitative and comparative approaches allowed for a deeper
understanding of how word formation operates in real language use.

Results

1. Compound Word Formation
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The analysis of compound words shows that English compounds (Immediate Constituents
—ICs) can be categorized into three structural types, and similar patterns can also be observed
in Uzbek.

a) Bases that coincide with morphological stems

These compounds are formed directly from simple stems without additional grammatical
modification.

* English examples: day-dream, daydreamer, week-end, pen-friend

* Uzbek examples: temiryo‘l (temir + yo‘l), toshyo‘l (tosh + yo‘l), qo‘lqop, oshxona

Both languages actively use this type of compounding; however, Uzbek structures are
generally more transparent and easier to deeompose.

b) Bases that coincide with word-forms :

These compounds are based on grammatical forms rather than simple lexical stems.

* English examples: wind-driven, paper-bound 7

* Uzbek examples: qo‘lda yozilgan, shamolda qurigan, suvda pishgan

In Uzbek, such meanings are more commonly expressed through participial constructions
rather than fixed compound words. _

¢) Bases that coincide with word-groups' '

These compounds originate from full syntacﬁc phrases.

* English examples: blue-eyed, long-fingered:

* Uzbek examples: ko‘kko‘z, uzunbarmog, ogko‘ngil

In Uzbek, such forms tend to be more lexicalized'é_nd less productive compared to English.

2. Degree of Complexity of Compound Bases

Compound bases in both languages vary dépending on their structural complexity.

a) Simple bases

* English: week-end, pen-friend

» Uzbek: qo‘lqop, oshxona

b) Derived bases :

* English: letter-writer, office-management

« Uzbek: kitobxonlik, o‘qituvchilik

¢) Compound bases

* English: fancy-dress-maker, aircraft-carrier

» Uzbek: temiryo‘Ichi, uy-joy quruvchi, mehnatsevarlik

Uzbek morphology shows clearer and more consistent morpheme boundaries compared to
English.
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3. Affixation (Suffixes and Prefixes)

Affixation is an important word formation process in both languages, but it functions
differently in each system.

a) English affixation

English uses both prefixes and suffixes:

Prefixes:

dis- (disagree), over- (overestimate), mis- (misinterpret)

Suffixes:

-ment (development), -ity (possibility), -ive.(productive)

Although productive, English affixation'1s often influenced by historical development and
irregular usage. o

b) Uzbek affixation .

Uzbek relies almost entirely on sufﬁxatlon and shows a very high level of productivity.

-chi — suvchi

-lik — tinchlik

-siz — umidsiz

-kor — g‘allakor :

Uzbek also allows multiple suffixes to be attached toa smgle root:

o‘qituvchi-lik-dan '

kitobxon-lar-imiz-dan !

This reflects the agglutinative structure: of Uzbek where each suffix carries a clear
grammatical meaning.

4. Productivity Comparison

The analysis shows that:

* Uzbek suffixation is highly regular and productlve

* English affixation is more diverse but less predlctable

* English compounding is flexible and allows variation

» Uzbek compounding is more stable and transparent

Discussion

The findings of this study indicate that English and Uzbek differ significantly in their word
formation systems due to their typological characteristics. English demonstrates a high level
of flexibility in creating new words. Compounds may be formed not only from simple lexical
items but also from grammatical forms and phrases. In addition, modern English frequently

Volume 4 Issue 2 [April 2026] Pages | 443


https://spaceknowladge.com/

JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH
Volume 4, Issue 2, April 2026 Online ISSN: 3030-3508
https://spaceknowladge.com

uses processes such as clipping, blending, and acronym formation, which are strongly
influenced by technological development and everyday communication.

In contrast, Uzbek word formation is more stable and systematic. Most new words are
created through suffixation, where each affix has a fixed and transparent meaning. This makes
Uzbek morphology more predictable and easier to analyze structurally.

Despite these differences, both languages share important similarities. They both use
compounding and affixation as essential mechanisms for expanding vocabulary. However,
English tends to emphasize creativity and variation, while Uzbek prioritizes regularity and
clarity in structure.

Conclusion

This comparative analysis shows that English and Uzbek differ in their word formation
strategies due to their linguistic typology: English is characterized by flexibility, diversity,
and structural variation, whereas Uzbek demonstrates regularity, transparency, and
morphological stability. ..

Although both languages use similath basic mechanisms such as compounding and
affixation, their implementation differs @ significantly. These findings are useful for
understanding linguistic structure, language teaching,.and translation studies.

Further research may include spoken language data‘ermodern digital vocabulary to explore
how new words are formed in contemporary communication.
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