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Summary

The article gives some ideas on development of Contrastive linguistics which is hew
ways of Uzbek linguistics. Contrastive investigation of languages in world linguistics is
shown on the example of Turkic linguists’ heritage such as Mahmud Qoshgariy and Alisher
Navoi. Article indicated Mahmud Qoshgariy’s attitudes toward phonetics, phonology,
lexicology and Contrastive morphology of Turkic languages also issues of Lacunarity and
divergences on lexis level of Turkic and Persian languages in “Muhokamat ul-lugatayn” by
Alisher Navoi.
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Pesome

B cratbe mpuBOAATCS HEKOTOpPHIE WAEH O Pa3BUTHUH KOHTPACTHOM JIMHTBUCTHKH,
KOTOpast SIBJISIETCSI OMHOW M3 HOBBIX TEHAEHINH y30€KCKOTO s3bIKO3HaHMA. CpaBHUTENBHOE
M3ydeHHE S3BIKOB B MHPOBOM S3BIKO3HAHMM WJUTIOCTPUPYETCS NPUMEpPaMH M3 TPYIOB
TIOpKCKMX JHUHrBUCTOB Maxmyna Kamkapu u Amumepa HaBoun. B nanHON crarbe
paccmarpuBaercst oTHourenne Maxmyna Kamkapu k ¢onernke, GpoHOIOrHH, JTEKCHKOIOTHI
U KOHTPACTHOM MOP(OJOTHH TIOPKCKUX S3BIKOB, a TAaKKe CpPAaBHUTENBHBIN aHAIN3
TIOPKCKOTO U MEPCHACKOTO SI3BIKOB B Ipou3BeaeHun Anumepa HaBou B «Myxokamar-yiib-
JIyraTaisy.

KiroueBble c0Ba: OSKBHUBAJCHT, JIaKyHa, JAWBEPreHINs, KOHBEPTEHIIHS,
KOHTpAcCTHAs! IMHIBUCTHKA, (hOHETHUECKas nuddepeHIranus.

From the middle of the 20™ century the world, Russian and Turkish
linguistics, mainly the Uzbek linguistics have been speedily developing. It is
seen that new branches and trends have appeared to meet the needs of the
society in the science. In the 80s of the previous century the paradigm of the
scientific researches underwent the great changes. The fundamental sciences
put forward the theoretical ideas; subsequently they were implemented into
the life. The principle “from theory into practice” dominated, while the
opposite situation can be observed in the contemporary life, as the needs for
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technological development are defining the way to the theoretical researches”
(Nurmonov, 2012: 11 jild., 93). The tendency of developing the linguistics
from the system-structural paradigm to the anthropocentric paradigm can be
observed. The issues of the discussion of the system-structural linguistics
were devoted to the linguistic problems, whereas the researches in
anthropocentric trends are engaged in investigating the relationship between
the language and the person, the mechanism of forming the speech, the place
of the language in the society, the language and culture, the national
characteristics of the language. Otherwise, the special attention is given to
consideration of both internal laws and external impact, the extralinguistic
factors of the language development. In the result of it, the new trends of the
linguistics have appeared. The contrastive linguistics can be placed among the
newly developed trends of the linguistics. The issues of the contrastive
linguistics have not been perfectly studied yet not only in Uzbek linguistics,
but also all over the world. It does not have even its completed contents.
Though the contrastive linguistics considered to be a new trend, the
comparison of the languages began in the ancient time, when the people
needed to communicate with people, speaking other languages. According to
the English scientist J. K. Ketford, the comparison of the languages began
after the Babylon turmoil (Ketford, 1989). As it is known, according to the
legend, cited in the Gospel, it was an incitement bringing to the appearance of
different languages.

As the Russian linguist 1.P.Susov stated, the practical comparison of the
languages began in the ancient times (Susov, 2006:9). E.g. in the kingdoms of
Babylon, Assyria, Hittite the Sumerian, Akkad and Hittite languages were
compared in terms of lexis. The ancient linguists of India compared some of
the features of Sanskrit, Veda and Procrit languages. In the Middle ages in
Europe the Latin and Greek were compared with the local languages in their
grammatical structure. As N. Yartseva asserts, the first researchers engaged
in comparison of the languages were the interpreters (Yartseva, 1981: 30).
However, no one of them was compared as the entire system.

The approach to the investigation of the languages through their
comparison can be observed in the works “Jlesony nyrotut Typk” by
Makhmud Kashgariy and “Myxokamaryn nyrartaitn” by Alisher Navoiy in
the XI century. M. Kashgariy compared the Turkish languages relating to one
family and defined their similar and contrasting features. A.Navoiy tried to
compare the Turkish and Percian languages related to the different language
families, different language systems. A. Nurmonov claimed that A. Navoiy
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was the Father of the contrastive linguistics (Nurmonov, 2012:11 jild., 299),
M. Kashagariy was the founder of the comparative-historical linguistics
(Nurmonov, 2012:11 jild., 252). He studied the languages in diachronic and
synchronic aspects and put the aim to identify the protolanguage. One can
observe the comparative-historical approach and the analyses peculiar to the
contrastive linguistics in the works by M. Kashgariy. According to S.
Mutallibov, the work “JleBony nyratut Typx” by M. Kashgariy is significant
not only to the period of its creating, but also has a great value in the
contemporary Turkology. Indeed, he is worth being a founder of the
Turkology.

Unfortunately, the scientific heritage of the great linguist had been
unknown to the world till the beginning of the XX century. There was no
information on the work “/leBony nyratut Typk” by M. Kashgariy. The work
was accidentally found by Ali Amiriy in 1914 in the town of Diyarbakir,
Turkey. This was a great event in the history of linguistics, as the work
includes many branches of linguistics and is considered to be a constitutional
piece of work.

M. Kashgariy compared the Turkic languages and defined their similar
and contrastive features. Primarily, he distinguished two groups of the Turkic
languages: Turkic (chigil, kashgar, argu, barsagon, yugur), the languages of
Oguz and Kipchak tribes. The Turkic languages were the basic and compared
with Oguz and Kipchak languages.

M. Kashgariy gave the well-grounded information on the comparative
phonetics, phonology, lexicology, word formation and comparative
morphology of the Turkic languages. For instance, the writer showing the
differences in the languages and dialects in his work underlined the initial
sounds y in Turkic languages and j in oguz and kipchak languages. Yilig suv
in Turkic languages corresponded to ilig suv in oguz languages, yinju to
jinju. Furthemore, the phonetic differences in using of the initial m in Turkic
languages and relevant form b in oguz languages, t changes into d, d into t, as
tevay-devay, yigda-yigta were described.

According to the given data the other work by the scientist was
“XKapoxup yH-HaxB ¢wir ayrotuT Typk”, Which was devoted to the syntax.
However, the work did not come to us.

We can also see that A. Navoiy, comparing Turkish and Persian
languages in the lexical layer in his work “Myxokamar yn-nyraraiin”, put
forward the issues of the contrastive linguistics. The comparison from the
phonetic to the syntactic structures of the Turkic (Uzbek) language and Sart
(Persian) language in Iranian branch of Indo-European languages were
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given in the work. In some cases the Arabian which is related to Semite
languages was also compared.

The work consisted of the two parts; the first part includes the
comparative, descriptive and analytic information of the opportunities of
grammar and word-formation of the Turkic language. The second part was
devoted to the issues of creating the scientific works and fiction, their peculiar
features in the Turkic languages on the bases of the works created by A.
Navoiy.

A. Navoiy gave the examples of 100 languages in “Myxokamat yii-
ayrataiin”, such as xyeopmox (to dry, fade), kypyxwamox (to dry up, to
wither), ywapmax (to shorten, to cut into pieces, to break, to demote),
yueoaimox (to direct), uexpumax (to put forward), oymcaimox (to frown, to
scowl), ycanmoxk (to break the promise), ueupmax (to wind), secapmax (to
wind, to turn), yxpanmax (to shudder), mopurxmox (to be bored), anoamox (to
deceive), umanmax (to believe), uznanmax (to be sick), ainanmox (to go for
a walk), spukmax (to be lazy), osynmox (to stop crying), xucmamox (to
hurry), kuinamox (to trouble), xyzeaamox (to start), cospyamor (to blow
sky-high), uaiikanmox (to paddle), desoamumox (to swing), kuiimanmox (t0
shy), kuzzanmox (to feel sorry (pity) for), nuxamax (to follow, to run after),
cuitnanmox; (10 be respect), mannamox (to choose, select), kumupoamox (to
move, to activate), cepnmax (to splash, to sprinkle), cupmamax (to realize, to
steal, to scratch), canopezamax (to be deaf, to be exhausted), cuzpuxmor (to
hide, to inform, to sneak), cuzummox, xurumox (to be afraid, to be
frightened), émunmox (to beg, entreat, supplicate), mymneranmor (to be
suffer), unoamax (1o say, to speak, to tell, to talk), mepzamax (to investigate),
meespamax (t0 make equal), kunezaiimox (to shiver, to treble), wuzanoamox
(to attempt), cumepamox (to weep), cyxpanmor, (to mutter, to muddle),
cuitnamok, (to waste), kopanamox, (blacken, slander), cypxanmox (to rub, to
smear), kyimanmax (t0 sorrow), wumepanmor, (to cry, to complain),
mywanmak (to fall), mynzaimox (to grieve), manuuxamox (to astonish),
manuuxoamok, (t0 be astonished), oymypzanmox ( 10 be angry), 6yxcamox
(to suffer, to mourn), éycmor (to mourn, to be sad, to be discouraged),
oypmax, mypmax (to stand, to live, to re-side), kaxamox (to choke on smth.),
cunkopmok, (to drink), cuszypmox (to burn), eypnaxrammax (to melt, to lose
weight), ouuumor, (to cut out), cumzypmax ( to complain, to mourn),
uucupmax (to weave), uuoamox (to endure, to tolerate), myzmax (to organize,
to compose), kuzzanmox (to be jealous), ecanzupamox (to fail), kaoamox (to
thrust, to stick, to tie), uuxanmox (to stick), xynoypmax (to persuade, to
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con-vince), cyndypmax (to switch off, to turn off, to extinguish), cyxrammox
(to have an appetite). The equivalents of some of the verbs can not be given
in the Persian language. A.Navoiy gave the definitions to all of the verbs.
Furthermore, he cited the poems with the verbs. Some of them can be
explained through the word combinations.

The word menz (state) in the Turkic language does not have its
equivalent in the Persian language.

Moreover, the scientist showed the semantic differentiation between the
synonyms as #auzramcunmor, (to cry on smb.), umnecpamax (to weep),
cunzpamax (to cry slowly), cukmammox (to cry a lot), ykypmax (to sob),
unukupmax (to weep in a low voice), xoit-xou auznamox (to cry one’s heart
out). The examples of divergence and convergence were given in the work.
E.g. in the Persian language the lexeme xop (thorn) corresponds to the two
lexeme muxan (thorn) and upkyp (a large thorn), xypoanii (to eat) in the
Persian language were equivalents with the lexemes emax(to eat) and uumax
(to drink), the lexeme opoiuw (to dress up, to smarten) in the Persian
language were similar to the lexemes ée3anmax and scanmox. The
convergence can be met in denoting the words relating to the family
relationship. E.g. the word éapooap (brother) in the Turkic language
corresponds to the oza and unu, xoxap in the Turkic language were similar
to 9eauu and cuneun. Furthermore, the words mo and wnaxuy (we) in the
Persian language is denoted by éu3, apax and xau (the large drops of the
sweat) are similar only to one word mep in the Turkic language, by these
examples we can speak about the divergence.

In the languages compared the absence of the units denoting the
differentiating of the objective world can bring the notions of convergence
and divergence. We can cite the following examples to them: the species of
the horses in the Turkic language as myéyuox, apzymox, aka, éoy, momy are
not differentiated in the Persian language. Moreover, the words, denoting the
age of the horse as moii, 2zynan, oynan (4 year old horse), myaan (Syear-old
horse), uupza (6 year-old horse), .zanza (colt)do no have their equivalents in
the Persian language.

A. Navoiy paid a special attention to the antonyms and created
maxcnuc and uixom. He defined the meanings of the word om as aram
(name), mapkaé (contest), amp (order). The word um (an animal, to push, to
run away) have three meanings as myw, én, éx, the word éop has 4 meanings
(existence, order, burden, profir), cozun (to remember, to miss, to compare,
milk giver), my3 (the type of weapon with a sharp and thing point, an order
to the agreement, steep, the thing used in the meeting), xkyk (a sky, voice, to
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green, to make a pair, a grass). These words show the absence of their
equivalence in the Persian language.

A. Navoiy was hailed a great promoter and propagator of the Turkic
language by the work “Myxokamat yn-nyrataitn”. The given work attracted
the attention of the world scientists, researchers and linguists.
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Tyiinaeme

Makanaga ©30€K JIMHTBUCTUKACHIHBIH JKaHa TEHACHIMSIAPBIHBIH Oipi 00JbIn
TaOBLIATBIH KOHTPACTBIK JIMHIBUCTHKAHBIH JaMybl Typajbl TYCIHIKTep OepiireH. OlemJiK
JIMHTBUCTHUKAAAFbl TUIIEPAl CalbICTHIPMAIIBl 3€PTTeY, TYPIK JIMHTBUCTUKAIIBIK MYPACHIHBIH
oxinzepi Kamkapsiaer Maxmyr neH Oumimep HayauuiH msirapManapblHAAFbl MbICAIIapMEH
kepceriireH. byn wmakamaga Maxmyt KamkapibelHbIH TYpki TinnepiHiH (oHETHKACHI,
(hOHOJIOTHSICHI, JIEKCUKOJIOTHSCHI J)KOHE KOHTPACTBIK MOPQOJIOTHIChIHA KaThICTBI KO3KApAachl,
coHpaii-aK Omimep Hayaunin «MyKokaMaT-yI-IyraTaifH» eHOETIHAEri TYpKi JKoHE MapChl
TiIAEpIHE CaNBICTHIPMAIIBI TANAY JKacalabl.

Kint ce3mep: >KBUBAJEHT, JIaKyHa, albIpMaIbUIBIK, KOHBEPIeHUHUs, KOHTPACTTHI
JIMHTBUCTHKA, ()OHETHKAIBIK capanay.
(Bakuposa C. KoHTpacTHBTI JMHIBUCTUKAHBIH KAJIbINTACY TAPUXBIHAH)

AHHOTALUSA
Makonaza ¥30eK TIIIIYHOCIMIH/IA STHTY HyHanuImIapaan 6upu Oyinran KOHTPACcTUB
JIMHIBUCTUKAHUHT LIAKJUIAHUIIA Xycycuaa (dbuxpnap OWIITUpUIITaH. Kaxon

TUILIYHOCIWTHA TWIUIAPHU Kuécad YpraHum, TYpKHH TUINIyHOCTAp, XycycaH, Maxmyn
Komrrapuit Ba Anumep HaBouit miamwuii Mepocu acocuna kypcatud Oepuirad. Makomaaa
Maxmyn Komrrapuit  Typkuid THWUIapHHHT Ku€cmii  (hoHeTHKacw, (DOHOJOTHUSCH,
JIEKCUKOJIOTHACH XaMa Kuécuii MOp(hOoJIOTrusCH XaKuIari Kapauuiapy, IyHHHIAEK, AJUiep
HaBowitHunar “Myxokamar yn-iyrataiin” acapuaa TypKHid xamaa (opc THIIapHHU JIEKCUK
carxja JIaKyHapjWK, JMBEpIeHIMs Ba KOHBEPreHIMs Macajajapu Oyiuua Kapaluiapu
KypcatuO yTHUiraH.

Kannr cy3nap: skBUBaJIeHT, JlaKyHa, AMBEPreHIMs, KOHBEPIEHIMs, KOHTPACTUB
JMHTBUCTHKA, CHHXPOH acIIeKT, THaXpOH acIekT, GoHeTnk auddepeHnnanms.
(Zokirova S. KoHTpacTHB JMHIBUCTHKAHUHT INAKJIJIAHAII TAPHUXUIAH)
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Ozet

Makalede, Ozbek dilbiliminin yeni temayiillerinden biri olan kontrast dilbiliminin
gelisimi hakkinda bazi fikirler verilmektedir. Dinya dilbiliminde dillerin karsilagtirmali
incelenmesi, Tirk dilbilimci mirasinin temsilcilerinden Kaggarli Mahmut ve Aligir Nevayi
eserlerindeki orneklerle gosterilmektedir. Makale, Kasgarli Mahmud’un Tirk dillerinin
fonetik, fonoloji, sozlikbilimsel ve karsit morfolojisine yonelik tutumlarmi, Aligir
Nevayi’nin “Muhakemetiil Lugateyn”deki Tirk ve Fars dillerinin karsilastirilmasi ele
alinmaktadir.

Anahtar kelimeler: esdeger, lacuna, 1raksaklik, yakinsaklik, karsit dilbilim,
senkronik goriiniim, diakronik goriiniis, fonetik farklilagma.
(Zokirova S., Kontrast Dilbiliminin Gelisim Tarihi)
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