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Abstract. Interrogative sentences are an essential aspect of any language, reflecting both linguistic
structures and cultural nuances. This study investigates the lingua-cultural features of interrogative
sentences in English and Uzbek languages, emphasizing their syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic
aspects. The research explores how cultural contexts influence the formulation and use of
interrogative constructions. By comparing these two languages, the study highlights both universal
and language-specific features of interrogatives. The findings contribute to a deeper understanding
of cross-linguistic communication and cultural pragmatics, which is particularly relevant for
language learners and translators.
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Introduction. Interrogative sentences serve as fundamental tools for information exchange across
languages. They play a crucial role in human communication by allowing individuals to request
information, clarify doubts, and engage in social interactions. The structure and usage of
interrogatives vary significantly depending on linguistic and cultural contexts. While English and
Uzbek belong to different language families—Indo-European and Turkic, respectively—their
interrogative constructions reveal both universal and language-specific features.

This study aims to analyze the similarities and differences in the interrogative structures of English
and Uzbek from a lingua-cultural perspective. By examining syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic
aspects, the research provides insights into how cultural norms shape the formulation and
interpretation of questions in both languages. Understanding these differences is essential for
effective cross-cultural communication and language learning.

Methodology. This study employs a comparative linguistic approach, analyzing data from English
and Uzbek corpora, literary texts, and conversational discourse. The research follows a qualitative
method, with a focus on syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic differences between interrogative
structures in both languages.

Data Collection. The data used for analysis is sourced from: English and Uzbek corpora: The British
National Corpus (BNC) and the Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA) are used for
English, while Uzbek linguistic databases and online news articles are used for Uzbek.
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Literary texts: Classic and contemporary literature, including works by William Shakespeare and
Charles Dickens for English, and Abdulla Qodiriy and Chulpon for Uzbek.

Spoken discourse: Transcriptions of natural conversations from media interviews, daily
conversations, and classroom settings.

Survey responses: Native speakers of both languages were surveyed to analyze real-world usage of
interrogative structures in different contexts, including formal and informal settings.

Data Analysis. The collected data is analyzed using three primary approaches: Syntactic Analysis.
The structure of interrogative sentences is examined, including word order, auxiliary usage, and
question formation. For example: English: Did you see the movie? (Auxiliary + Subject + Verb +
Object) Uzbek: Siz filmni ko‘rdingizmi? (Subject + Object + Verb + Question Particle).

The difference in question formation, particularly the use of auxiliary verbs in English and the
question particle mi in Uzbek, is analyzed to identify structural variations.

Semantic Analysis. The meanings and types of interrogative sentences are categorized, including
yes/no questions, wh-questions, and rhetorical questions. Examples include:

Yes/No question:

English: Do you like coffee?
Uzbek: Siz qahva yoqtirasizmi?
Wh-question:

English: Where are you going?
Uzbek: Siz qayerga ketyapsiz?

Differences in how interrogative words like who, what, and where function in each language are
analyzed.

Pragmatic Analysis. The study examines how cultural factors influence the choice and use of
interrogative sentences. This includes: Politeness strategies: In English, indirect questions are often
used for politeness (e.g., Could you tell me where the station is?), whereas in Uzbek, honorific forms
are used (Siz menga yordam bera olasizmi?).

Formality levels: English often relies on intonation to convey formality, while Uzbek uses specific
honorific markers to indicate respect.

Contextual use: Analysis of real-life conversations shows that Uzbek speakers tend to avoid direct
questions in formal settings, preferring indirect questioning to maintain social harmony.

Comparative Framework. The findings are categorized based on linguistic and cultural distinctions,
and a contrastive analysis is conducted to highlight the impact of language structure and cultural
norms on question formation. Tables and charts are used to illustrate key differences.

Results. Syntactic Structures. English interrogatives typically follow the auxiliary-inversion rule.
Examples include: Do you like coffee? Where are you going?

Uzbek, however, often relies on question particles such as mi. Examples include: Siz gahva
yoqtirasizmi? (Do you like coffee?), Siz qayerga ketyapsiz? (Where are you going?). While English
employs subject-auxiliary inversion (e.g., Can you help me?), Uzbek retains a fixed word order with
the interrogative particle placed at the end. This fundamental syntactic difference illustrates the
distinct structural frameworks of the two languages.

Semantic Features. Semantically, interrogative sentences in both languages serve to seek
information, confirm assumptions, or clarify statements. However, the ways in which these meanings
are realized differ:

English questions often rely on intonation and auxiliary verbs to convey subtle nuances. Uzbek
questions use contextual cues and politeness markers to enhance clarity.
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Pragmatic Features. Pragmatically, the formulation and interpretation of questions differ due to
cultural factors. English speakers frequently use indirect questions for politeness: Could you tell me
where the station is? Uzbek speakers, however, use honorifics and formal speech patterns to express
politeness:

Kecha siz mehmonxonaga bordingizmi? (Did you go to the hotel yesterday?)

Discussion. Cultural Influence on Questioning Styles. Cultural norms significantly influence how
questions are structured and received. In English-speaking cultures, direct questioning is common
and often considered efficient. In contrast, Uzbek speakers may avoid direct questions in formal
settings to maintain politeness.

Implications for Language Learning. Understanding these differences is essential for second-
language learners. English learners of Uzbek must grasp the importance of honorifics and
indirectness, while Uzbek learners of English need to be aware of the preference for directness and
auxiliary inversion.

Conclusion. This study highlights the structural, semantic, and pragmatic distinctions in interrogative
sentence formation between English and Uzbek. The findings reveal that English relies on auxiliary
inversion and wh-words, whereas Uzbek depends on question particles and fixed word order.
Additionally, cultural norms play a significant role in shaping how questions are phrased and
perceived.
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