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Annotation. This article examines the structural and syntactic features of slang in
modern Uzbek and FEnglish. Slang, as a dynamic and non-standard linguistic
phenomenon, plays a significant role in informal communication and reflects social
interaction and cultural tendencies. The study focuses on the structural organization of
slang expressions, including sentence patterns, syntactic reduction, ellipsis, and non-
canonical constructions. Using descriptive ‘and comparative methods, the research
identifies both shared and languaig/e-speciﬁc/?yntactic characteristics of slang in Uzbek
and English. The findings contribute to ,a9 deeper understanding of informal language
structure and highlight the relevance of slang for contemporary linguistic research.
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AHHOTAUMA. B cmamper paccMampusaionics | cmpyKkmypivie U CUHMAKCUYECKuUe
0CODEHHOCIU ClleHea 8 COBPeMEHHOM  Y3OCKCKOM U AHSIUNCKOM sswikax. Crene Kax
OUHAMUYHOE U HECMAROGPMHOE [H3bIKO60C T AGNEHUE — UZpaem  6adCHYIO pOlb 6
HeoOpMaTLHOM 0BWeHUI 1-OmPadiaem CoYUaTbHbLE B3AUMOOCICMBUs U KYIbMYpHbIe
menoenyuu. Hccnedosanue cocpeoomoueno na cmpykmypHOU-0Opeanu3ayuu CJleH208blx
8bIPAdNCEHUL, BKII0UASI MOOGTI HPEOTI0AHCEHUU, CUHMAKCUTRCKOE COKpaujenue, LIUNCUC U
HEeKOH8eHYUOHANbHble — KoHcmpykyuu.  C npuMeHeHuem — ONUCAMENbHO20 U
CPABHUMENbHO20 MemOod08  BblAGIAIMCA KAk 0Owue, max u cneyuguyeckue
cuMmaxkcuyeckue yepmol cleHed 6 V30eKCKOM U aHeautickom sasvikax. Ilomyuenmuvie
pe3yaibmamul Cnocoocmeyrom onee 21y00KOMY NOHUMAHUIO CMPYKIMYPbL PA32080PHOL
ey u ROOUEPKUBAIOM HAYUMOCb U3YUEHUs CIeH2A 8 COBDEMEHHOT TUHRGUCTIUKE.

KawueBble ciaoBa: ciene, cuHmaxkcuweckas Cmpykmypd, He@dOpMAaibHbulll sI3biK,
HecmaHoapmmubvle KOHCMPYKYUU, COBPEMEHHAS TUHSBUCMUKA

Annotatsiya. Maqolada zamonaviy o zbek va ingliz tillaridagi sleng birliklarning
strukturaviy va sintaktik xususiyatlari tahlil qilinadi. Sleng tilning dinamik va nostandart
hodisasi bo ‘lib, norasmiy mulogotda muhim o ‘rin tutadi hamda ijtimoiy munosabatlar va
madaniy tendensiyalarni aks ettiradi. Tadqiqot sleng ifodalarning tuzilishiga, jumladan
gap modellariga, sintaktik qisqarish, ellipsis va noan’anaviy konstruksiyalarga e’tibor
qaratadi. Tavsifiy va qiyosiy metodlar asosida o ‘zbek va ingliz tillaridagi slengning
umumiy hamda tilga xos sintaktik jihatlari aniglanadi. Tadqiqot natijalari norasmiy nutq
tuzilishini chuqurroq anglashga xizmat qiladi va zamonaviy tilshunoslikda slengni
o ‘rganish dolzarbligini ko ‘rsatadi.
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Kalit so‘zlar: sleng, sintaktik tuzilma, norasmiy til, nostandart konstruksiyalar,
zamonaviy tilshunoslik

Introduction

Slang has become an integral part of modern linguistic communication, functioning as
a dynamic and expressive form of informal language. It reflects social interaction,
cultural values, and the communicative needs of speakers in everyday discourse. Unlike
standardized language varieties, slang is characterized by structural flexibility and
syntactic innovation, often deviating from prescriptive grammatical norms. These
deviations are not arbitrary; rather, they represent systematic patterns shaped by usage,
context, and social function. Consequently, the study of slang from a structural and
syntactic perspective has gained increasing importance in contemporary linguistics.

In modern Uzbek and English, slang plays a particularly significant role in spoken
communication and digital discourse, \%f\hereéewty, expressiveness, and immediacy are
prioritized. Slang expressions in Both ]ang ges frequently exhibit reduced sentence
structures, ellipsis, fragmentation, and /Mon-canonical syntactic constructions. Such
features contribute to the informal tone of communication and enable speakers to convey
meaning efficiently while maintaining-emotional-and stylistic impact. Although Uzbek
and English belong to different typological language families, the presence of similar
structural tendencies in, their 'slang usage, suggests the existence of universal principles
governing informal language structure. == h s ~ R

Despite growing scholarly interesgifi slang, Much of the existing research has focused
primarily on its lexical and sociolinguistic dimens:ions, leaving its structural and syntactic
characteristics relatively underexplored. A comparative examination of Uzbek and
English slang from a syntactic standpoint therefore offers-valuable insights into how non-
standard language varieties are formed and function within distinct grammatical systems.
This approach allows for the identification of both shared and language-specific
structural features, contributing to a more comprehensive understanding of informal
discourse.

The present study aims to analyze the structural and syntactic features of slang in
modern Uzbek and English by examining sentence patterns, syntactic reduction, and
deviations from standard grammatical norms. The relevance of this research lies in its
contribution to descriptive and comparative linguistics, as well as its practical
significance for discourse analysis, sociolinguistics, and translation studies. By
investigating slang as a structured and rule-governed phenomenon, this study seeks to
demonstrate that informal language varieties play a crucial role in shaping contemporary
linguistic communication.

Main part

A detailed analysis of the structural and syntactic features of slang in modern Uzbek
and English reveals that informal language operates according to identifiable linguistic
principles rather than random deviation from standard norms. One of the most salient
characteristics of slang in both languages is syntactlc reduction, which manifests itself
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through ellipsis, fragmentation, and the omission of grammatically obligatory
elements. In English slang, the omission of auxiliary verbs and subject pronouns is
particularly widespread, as illustrated by constructions such as “You coming?” instead of
“Are you coming?” or “Seen that?” in place of “Have you seen that?”. These reductions
do not hinder comprehension because meaning is inferred from situational context and
shared knowledge between interlocutors. Similarly, Uzbek slang frequently exhibits the
omission or phonetic reduction of verbal affixes and auxiliary elements, as in “Borasmi?”
instead of the standard ‘“Borasanmi?” or “Qilyapsan” reduced to “Qvosan”,
demonstrating a parallel tendency toward structural economy.

Another significant feature of slang syntax in both languages is the frequent use of
sentence fragments that function as complete communicative units. English slang
expressions such as “No chance”, “Too much”, or “So done” lack a finite verb but
convey full pragmatic meaning. Comparable constructions are common in Uzbek slang,
for example “Gap yo‘q”, “Bo‘ldi”, Or\*{Zo‘r”{ which operate as independent utterances
despite their syntactic incompleteness. \Fror/rTa functional linguistic perspective, such
fragments illustrate how communicative effectiveness often takes precedence over formal
syntactic completeness in informal discourse.

Word order variation-also-plays-a crucial-role in the-structural organization of slang.
Although standard English adheres to a relatively fixed Subject—Verb—Object order, slang
usage allows for deviations, motivated by: emphasis and expressiveness. Constructions
such as “Crazy, this place” foreground cvaluation by fronting ad; ectivakelements. Uzbek
slang, benefiting from the language’s ‘inherently. flexible word order, makes even more
extensive use of such variations: An|utterance like “Zo‘r bu kino” instead of the neutral
“Bu kino zo‘r” illustrates how pragmatic focus influences syntactic arrangement. Despite
typological differences, both~tanguages exploit non-canenical word order in slang to
highlight speaker attitude and emotional stance.

Morphological structure significantly affects syntactic realization in slang, particularly
in Uzbek. As an agglutinative language, Uzbek allows for extensive manipulation of
suffixes, which in slang speech are often reduced, merged; or omitted. For instance, the
standard form “kelayapman” may appear as “kelyapman” or even “kelyamman” in
informal usage, where syntactic and morphological boundaries become blurred. English
slang, lacking such agglutinative morphology, relies instead on contractions and
phonological reductions such as “gonna”, “wanna”, and “ain’t”. Although structurally
different, these mechanisms serve a similar syntactic function by simplifying clause
structure and increasing conversational efficiency.

The influence of spoken discourse and digital communication further intensifies these
syntactic tendencies. In both Uzbek and English online slang, messages often consist of
minimal syntactic units, for example “Later then”, “All good”, or “Keyin gaplashamiz”,
“Hammasi joyida”. Such constructions reflect the dominance of pragmatic meaning over
grammatical form and demonstrate the adaptability of slang syntax to rapidly changing
communicative environments. The prevalence of these patterns supports usage-based
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linguistic theories, which argue that grammar emerges from repeated patterns of
actual language use.

From a theoretical standpoint, the syntactic features observed in Uzbek and English
slang confirm that non-standard language varieties are rule-governed and systematic.
Slang syntax reflects universal communicative principles such as economy,
expressiveness, and social alignment, while simultaneously being shaped by language-
specific grammatical structures. The comparative evidence suggests that although the
surface realization of slang syntax differs between Uzbek and English, the underlying
functional motivations remain remarkably similar.

The focus is on syntactic mechanisms, theoretical grounding, and cross-linguistic
comparison between Uzbek and English slang.

A more profound examination of slang syntax in modern Uzbek and English reveals
that non-standard constructions are governed by underlying grammatical constraints
rather than representing mere surfa&—leve{eirregularities. From the perspective of
generative and functional linguistics, sla\ng utterances can be interpreted as instances of
syntactic economy, where speakers systerrfatically minimize structural complexity while
preserving communicative effectiveness! This phenomenon aligns with the principle of
least effort, according to which-linguistic -forms- tend toward maximal efficiency in
informal interaction.

One of the most theoretically, significant. processes observed in both languages is
radical ellipsis, particularly at the clausal level. In ‘English slang; full tense and agreement
projections are frequently suppressed;” resultinig in constructions such as “All good?”,
“You done?”, or “Still mad?” These utterances lack explicit verbal inflection yet retain
temporal and modal interpretation through discourse context. From a syntactic viewpoint,
such structures can be analyzed as reduced clauses in-which functional projections are
deleted or remain unpronounced. Uzbek slang demonstrates a parallel process, though
realized through different morphosyntactic means. Constructions like “Hammasi
joyidami?” reduced to “Joyidami?” or “Kelyapsanmi?” shortened to “Kelyapsan?”
indicate the optional i suppression of agreement and tense markers when pragmatic
inference suffices.

Another critical syntactic phenomenon in slang is reanalysis, whereby originally
complex structures become lexicalized and function as single syntactic units. In English
slang, expressions such as “What’s up”, “No way”, or “My bad” function syntactically as
fixed constructions rather than compositional sentences. These units resist internal
modification, which suggests that they occupy a constructional slot rather than being
generated anew in each instance. Uzbek slang exhibits similar constructionalization, as
seen in expressions like “Gap yo‘q”, “Bo‘pti”, or “Mayli-da”, which operate as
pragmatically complete utterances with reduced syntactic transparency. Construction
Grammar provides an effective theoretical framework for explaining such patterns, as it
treats grammar as a network of form—meaning pairings shaped by usage frequency.

The interaction between slang syntax and information structure also deserves closer
attention. In both Uzbek and Engglish:' slang constructions often prioritize focus and
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evaluation over propositional completeness. English slang frequently employs left-
dislocation and predicate-fronting, as in “Crazy, that movie” or “So annoying, this guy”,
where evaluative elements precede referential material. Uzbek slang, with its
typologically flexible word order, uses similar focus-fronting strategies, for example
“Zo‘r ekan bu kino” or “Juda asabiy u bola”. These structures indicate that slang syntax
is closely aligned with discourse-pragmatic functions, particularly emphasis, stance-
taking, and emotional alignment.

Negation in slang further illustrates systematic syntactic restructuring. English non-
standard negation patterns such as “ain’t nothing” or “don’t know nothing” violate
prescriptive rules but conform to internally consistent grammatical logic. Uzbek slang
employs intensified or condensed negation forms like “Umuman yo‘q”, “Hech gapmas”,
or “Yo‘q-da endi”, which combine syntactic reduction with pragmatic strengthening.
These constructions reveal that slang syntax often amplifies meaning through
simplification rather than elaboration: \ / :

Digital communication environments hav% accelerated the development of such
syntactic strategies. In online slang, both Uzbek and English users increasingly rely on
verbless clauses, nominal predicates, and emoji-supported syntax, for example “Mood”,
“Same here”, or “Zo‘r”: These examples demonstrate the-emergence of multimodal
syntax, where textual ‘structure is supplemented by visual cues. From a syntactic
standpoint, this represents, an, expansion -of \what, counts, as a-grammatical utterance in
contemporary discourse. e ~ R

At a deeper theoretical-level, thej¢Omparafive analysis confirms that slang syntax is
shaped by the interaction of three'core forces: typological constraints, pragmatic pressure,
and social identity construction. Uzbek slang reflects agglutinative morphology and
pragmatic word order flexibility, whereas English slang~exploits analytic structure and
auxiliary reduction. Nevertheless, both languages converge in their reliance on syntactic
compression, fragmentation, and constructional fixedness. This convergence supports the
hypothesis that informal syntax is governed by universal communicative principles while
remaining sensitive to language-specific grammatical architecture.

Conclusion

In sum, the syntactic behavior of slang in Uzbek and English provides compelling
evidence that non-standard language varieties possess internal grammatical organization
and theoretical relevance. Slang syntax challenges traditional sentence-based models of
grammar and reinforces the need for discourse-oriented, usage-based, and constructional
approaches in modern syntactic theory. By examining slang at this deeper level, the study
contributes to a more inclusive understanding of grammar as a flexible and socially
embedded system.
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