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Introduction: Everyone knows that language is a tool of communication
between people. However, it is a weapon with its own complex system and
structure. The main task of speakers of a particular language is to be able to use
this weapon in practice. Of course, in the process of speaking, we use language
signs. Symbols are the main tool in the system of each language that ensures its
reality.

In the linguistic theory of F. de Saussure, the phoneme is not included in the
language sign sentence. Indeed, it independently expresses neither grammatical nor
lexical meaning'. However, in modern linguistics, some scientists interpret the
phoneme as a language sign, and its distinguishing feature is taken into account”.

In our opinion, interpreting the phoneme as a language sign has no scientific

basis. If we consider its meaning-differentiating feature, this feature is realized not

! Coccrop @. ne. Tpynsl no A3sik03HaHUIO. - Mocksa, 1977. - C. 99-100.
? Bepesun ®.M., Tonosun B.H. O6mee s3pko3Hanme. - Mocksa, 1979. - C. 149.
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independently, but at the level of a specific sign. A phoneme can independently
reflect only the expressive aspect characteristic of language signs, in which the
expressed concept is not observed. In addition, some linguists take the concept of a
sign in a broader sense. According to it, it is necessary to include the sentence
among the language symbols’. In our opinion, we cannot agree with such
reasoning. Because a sentence is a unit of speech, and therefore it is always
presented in an actual way.

The issue of entering a word into a sentence is a very complex process, which
primarily relies on the support of a unit smaller than itself - a morpheme”. Because
without a morpheme (agreement, possessive affixes, etc.), words cannot be
connected to each other, and even words entering into a relationship according to
the method of conjugation are based on a morpheme with zero expression.

However, despite this, the laws of this phenomenon were not consistently
followed until almost the present period of the development of our linguistics. This
can be directly observed in the example of the concept of a compound sentence. It
1s known that in traditional linguistics, in the process of studying syntactic devices
called conjunctions, the means connecting their components are called auxiliary
elements. In our opinion, it is inappropriate to call such tools auxiliary elements.
Even if we take into account the semantic aspects of the formation of a compound
sentence, and if we take into account its realization from the structural-syntactic
point of view, it is completely inappropriate to interpret connectives as an auxiliary
factor. If we compare the compound with a multi-story building, we see that the
connecting means has a dominant position in the area from its threshold to the top

floor. Indeed, without their participation, neither the syntactic activation nor

’ I'ak B.I'. BeIcKa3bIBaHHE U curyanus // IlpobaeMbl cTpyKTypHOM JIMHIBUCTUKH. - MOCKBa,
1973. - C. 353-354.

4 Xaiipymnaes X. [IpenukaTuBIuK xoqucacu Ba yHUHT Uoaa oobektnapu. - Camapkang, 2002. -
b.79.
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interconnection of the components of the compound sentence, nor the character of
polypredicativeness and superpredicativeness are formed.

B. Turniyozov, who conducted research on the syntactic derivation of
complex syntactic devices with equal components, says the following about this:
"There is a terminological imbalance in the study of complex syntactic devices
with equal components in traditional linguistics as connected and non-connected
clauses. In this case, we see that the law of hierarchical relationship of language
units 1s not followed. Because the sentence is activated not within another
sentence, but at the level of a larger unit - the text"”.

In fact, the use of the term "compound sentence" instead of the concept of text
is contrary to the law of the systematic approach. Some opinions about this were
expressed in Russian linguistics at the time. We can see the proof of opinion in the
studies of M.N. Peterson, A.M. Peshkovsky. M.N. Peterson mentioned in his work
"Essay on the syntax of the Russian language" that the ideas about the subordinate
or subjunctive connection of the components of a compound sentence are
extremely confusing and do not have a scientific basis, the concepts of
subordination and equal connection have no linguistic meaning®. A.M.
Peshkovskiy notes that the fact that several sentences are named as one sentence
(compound sentence) causes various misunderstandings’.

Among Russian linguists of the next generation, we can see that opinions
were expressed about the confusing aspects of the concept of "compound
sentence". For example, M.V. In this regard, Lyapon writes the following: "If a

compound sentence (complex sentence) requires the combination of two or more

> Typuuéson b.H. Xo3upru y36ek Tuinga TeHI KOMIIOHEHTJIM Mypakka® CHHTaKTUK KypuiManap
nepusanuscu. - Camapkann, 2008. - b.20.

% Merepcon M.H. Ouepky cHHTAKCHCA PyccKOro s3bka. - Mocksa, 1923. - C. 32-35.

7 Meukockuit A.M. CyliecTByeT i B PYCCKOM SI3bIKE COUHHEHHE UITH MOJUHHEHHUE
npeaioxeHuit // PogHoit s3eik B mikone. Hayuno-nenarornyeckuii coopauk (kH. 11-12). -
Mocksa, 1926; my myamnug: Pycckuii cuHTaKCHC B HAy4YHOM OCBeleHuH. - MockBa, 1956. - C.
455-470.
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(communicative weight) messages representing a complete idea, serious signs of
textual expression are observed at its level"®. This opinion is also emphasized by
Ye. P. Marchenko’.

According to I. F. Wardul, only syntactic structures with subordinate links can
be called compound sentences. There are no equal conjunctions (conjunct and non-
conjunct). Syntactic devices, which are called conjunctions with or without
conjunctions, have no linguistic status at all. After that, there is no need for the
concept of a conjunction with an adverbial clause. In other words, the term
"conjunction" alone is sufficient'.

One of the main reasons for I. F. Vardul to come to such a conclusion is based
on the concept that the main and subordinate clauses are absolutely connected to
each other in the usual adverbial clauses, and none of them can be used separately.
Wardul even sees the preposition as part of a complex device rather than a
sentence. In our view, it is difficult to agree with Wardul's opinion at this point.
For example, in all types of syntactic structures called adverbial clauses in Uzbek,
the main clause can be considered as relative independent:

1. Uni xirurgiya bo'limiga joylab endi tinchiganda, yana ikki kishini keltirib
golishdi (O'. Hoshimov. Nur borki, soya bor).

2. Aql va vijdonim gaysi yo'lga boshlasa, o'sha yo'lga yuraman (Oybek. Nur
qidirib).

3. Yuragim dukkilashidan to'xtamasa ham, o'zimni yengil sezardim (O'.
Usmonov. Nomus).

4. Qizlarki, ko'rib og'zing ochilib qoladi (D.Nuriy. Osmon ustuni).

¥ JIsmor M.B. CMbICIOBast CTPYKTYpa CIIOKHOTO MPETOKEHAS i TeKCT. -Mockaa, 1986. - C. 8.
? Mapuenko E.IT. TTounpeIHKaTHBHEIE CIIOKHBIE MPEUTOKEHIS KK ¢AMHUIIBI TEKCTA //
Bormpocs! s3sik03HaHuA.-MockBa, 2003. - Ne5. - C. 43.

' Bapzysn M., OCHOBBI ONHCATENBHOM THHIBUCTHKH (CHHTAKCHC H CyTIEpCHHTAKCHC). -
Mocksa, 1977. - C. 222-223.
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The above sentence i1s an example of different types of traditional
conjunctions. In the first example, a compound sentence with an adverb clause is
given, the main clause of which is interpreted as the second component. In the
second example, a clause with a determining clause is given, and its main clause is
the second component, and in the third example, a clause with an unobstructed
clause is given, and its main clause is the last component. Each of these main
clauses can be interpreted as a relative independent clause. Even in the last
example, the main clause of the clause with the determining clause expressed by
this word is elliptical, but has a full predicative sign''. In our opinion, L.F. Vardul's
comments about the compound sentence and its types cannot be considered
scientifically valid. Only when the description of the problem is approached from
the point of view of the system, it is possible to abandon the concept of a
conjunction not only with an equal component, but also with a subordinate
component. Already, such devices have the status of a text without any doubt.
However, the text can be represented by a grapheme, a word, a phrase, a sentence,
or a paragraph. If we call a traditional compound sentence a microtext, then there
are also smaller texts. Therefore, it is appropriate to use the term "complex
syntactic device" in this place.

A complex syntactic device can have an equal component and a subordinate
component. Both of them consist of the introduction of at least two sentences into a
syntactic relationship. But the main syntactic relation of the components to them is

different.

! Xaitpynmaes X. [TpeuKaTuBIMK Xoucacy Ba yHHHT nona oobextaapy. - Camapkanz, 2002.
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Each of the components of a complex syntactic device with equal components
relies on a separate basic structure'?, and the structural relationship is also based on
it:

Temur Qur'oni Karimni olib, mehr bilan uch bor o'pdi va bundan o'n yillar
oldin bo'lib o'tgan bir voqea esiga tushdi (M.Ali.Sarbadorlar).

The given complex syntactic device has two components, the first component
of which is based on the basic structures represented by the verbs to kiss and the
second component to remember.

Therefore, each of these components enters into a systematic relationship with
a complex syntactic device independently. When the components of a complex
syntactic device are subordinated, the following sentence is important in the
formation of a systematic relationship. In other words, with a compound device,
the conjunction that follows first, and then the subordinate clause, forms a stepwise
relationship. Because the subordinate sentence enters into a syntactic relationship
with the sentence in the dominant position and through this is systematically
connected to a complex syntactic device: Bir mahal garasam, yonimdan Tursunboy
o'tib qoldi (S.Ahmad. Ufq).

It is possible to imagine that the components of complex syntactic devices
with equal and subordinate links form a systematic relationship with the macro
object as follows:

eComplex syntactic devices with a subordinate component;

eComplex syntactic devices with equal components;

eDominant component;

eSubordinate component.

12 Typunésos b. X03upru y36eK THINAA TEHT KOMIOHEHTIIH MyPaKKab CHHTAKTHK KYpHIMAnap
nepuBanusicu. - Camapkan, 2008. - b. 34-35.
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Conclusion: Thus, in the syntactic structure of an independent sentence, we
see the syntagmatic relationship of words, and in complex syntactic devices, we
see the syntactic relationship of sentences. It is on this basis that the systematic
relationship of independent sentences and words, and in complex syntactic devices,
is formed between them and sentences. But these systemic relations are broad in
character. In fact, each of the components of both independent sentences and
complex syntactic devices is surrounded by a systematic relationship with internal
characteristics. In other words, the more syntagmatic relations there are in the

horizontal line, the more different the structural relations are.
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