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Abstract: This research explores the multi-faceted nature of synonymy in
English and Uzbek through a comparative lens. It addresses the lack of
absolute equivalence between synonymous terms and analyzes how cultural,
historical, and structural factors influence lexical selection. By using detailed
semantic tables, the study demonstrates that synonymy is a tool for precision
rather than mere repetition.
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Introduction

Synonymy remains one of the most intricate and debated topics in modern
linguistics, sitting at the intersection of semantics, pragmatics, and lexicology.
The core problem lies in the traditional definition of synonyms as words with
identical meanings. However, modern research suggests that "absolute
synonymy" is a rare, if not non-existent, phenomenon in natural languages.

In English, the vastness of the synonymous rows is a direct consequence
of its "hybrid" history. The language maintains a Germanic foundation but has
absorbed waves of Latin, French, and Scandinavian vocabulary. This has
created a unique "triple scale" of synonymy:

1. Native Germanic words (e.g., rise) — usually neutral or informal.

2. French borrowings (e.g., mount) — often more literary or formal.

3. Latin/Greek terms (e.g., ascend) — strictly academic, technical, or
high-formal.

In contrast, Uzbek synonymy reflects its Turkic roots enriched by

centuries of contact with Arabic and Persian (Farsi), and more recently, Russian.

While English often uses synonyms to denote levels of formality, Uzbek
frequently utilizes them to express emotional-expressive nuances and "odob"
(honorific/etiquette). For instance, the concept of "face" can be expressed as
yuz (neutral), chehra (poetic), or bashara (pejorative/insulting).

The "problem" of synonymy arises when learners or translators attempt to
substitute one word for another without considering the semantic micro-fields
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or collocational restrictions. Misusing a synonym can lead to "pragmatic
failure," where the sentence is grammatically correct but culturally or
contextually jarring. This article aims to categorize these differences to provide
a clearer framework for comparative linguistics.

Methods

To ensure a rigorous academic analysis, this study employs a combination
of qualitative and quantitative linguistic methods:

1. Contrastive-Typological Analysis:

This method serves as the primary tool for identifying structural parallels
between English (an Indo-European, Germanic language) and Uzbek (an Altaic,
Turkic language). We analyze how each language builds its synonymous chains
and identify the dominant "motivating factors" behind word choice.

2. Componential Analysis (Seme Analysis):

This involves breaking down a word's meaning into its smallest distinct
components, or "semes." By isolating the denotative seme (core meaning) and
the connotative seme (emotional or stylistic baggage), we can map out exactly
where synonyms diverge. For example, "shout" and "whisper" share the core
seme [utterance] but differ in the seme [volume].

3. Contextual and Distributional Analysis:

Since the meaning of a word is often defined by its neighbors, we
examine "collocations"—words that naturally go together. We utilize corpus
data to see how often certain synonyms appear in specific contexts (e.g., "fast
food" vs. "quick food") to prove that synonyms are rarely interchangeable.

4. Lexicographical Comparison:

We conducted a comparative review of "O‘zbek tili sinonimlarining izohli
lug‘ati" and the "Oxford Dictionary of Synonyms". This allows us to observe
how different linguistic traditions categorize lexical relations and to identify
gaps where one language may have a "lexical gap" (a concept that exists but
lacks a single-word synonym).

5. Quantitative Data Sampling:

Five hundred pairs of synonyms (250 English, 250 Uzbek) were selected
from literary texts and news media to determine the percentage of absolute vs.
relative synonyms in current usage.

Results

The following tables summarize the findings of our comparative analysis,
highlighting how synonyms differ in shade, style, and intensity.

Table 1: Comparative Sources of Synonymy (Historical/Etymological)

Concent English Row Uzbek Row Linguistic
oncep Native/Borrowed | (Turkic/Arabic-Persian | Observation
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Start Both use
(Native) / Boshlamogq borrowings for
Begin (Turkic) /  Ibtido 5
Commence i (A formal/religiou
(French) q q s contexts.
Ask (Native) So‘ramoq showf:gsllllzh or
Ask / Interrogate (Turkic) / Savol m rpin
(Latin) bermoq (Mixed) Jump

formality level.

Uzbek
Beautifu Pretty ittt () [
1 (Native) / / Go‘zal (Persian) SYNomyms - are
Gorgeous (French) more
poetic/literary.

Table 2: Ideographic (Semantic) Nuances in English and Uzbek

Semantic English Uzbek Difference
Nuance Examples Examples Seme
L walk < dim};ﬁoq z Relates to speed
v Stride < Dash Chgmog 1 and physical effort.
Big < "Azim" is often
NivENICIC Huge < Ulkafjt:lzim = restricted to nature
Colossal (mountains/rivers).
Qaramoq < "Bogmoq"
<
Duration Gaze Iéoé)tl;re Tikilmoq < 1implies a deep, often
Bogmoq poetic observation.

Table 3: Stylistic and Pragmatic Distribution

Register English Uzbek Pragmatic
£ Group Group Impact
. Aldamoq / Used in
Deceive / . .
Formal . Yolg‘on legal or official
Fabricate .
so‘zlamoq reports.
Standard
Neutral Lie / Trick A.l damogq / everyday
Lallaytirmoq .
communication.

in

Highly
. Bamboozle Uxlatmoq informal; implies
RS | Rip off / Shilish social  group
identity.
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Discussion

The data presented in the results section confirms that synonymy is a
dynamic process rather than a static lexical state. The "problem" of synonymy
is not just a linguistic one, but a cognitive and cultural one.

In English, the primary driver of synonymy is precision and register.
Because English is the global language of science and law, its synonyms have
evolved to provide highly specific technical distinctions. Using a Germanic
word in a medical report (e.g., "heart-stopping" instead of "cardiac arrest") is
seen as a lack of professional precision.

In Uzbek, the primary driver is emotive and honorific. The language
places high value on "ma’naviyat" (spirituality) and "hurmat" (respect). The

choice between synonyms often signals the speaker's relationship to the listener.

For example, verbs like "kelmoq" (to come) can be replaced with "tashrif
buyurmoq" (to honor with a visit) when addressing someone of higher status.
This social dimension of synonymy is much more rigid in Uzbek than in the
modern, more egalitarian English usage.

Furthermore, our Results indicate that "Absolute Synonyms" (words that
are 100% interchangeable in all contexts) account for less than 3% of the
sampled rows. Most synonyms are Relative Synonyms, where shifting one
word for another alters either the feeling of the sentence or its ftechnical
accuracy.

Conclusion

The comparative study of synonymy in English and Uzbek reveals that
while both languages use synonyms to expand their expressive range, they do
so through different structural and cultural filters. English relies on its
multi-etymological history to create layers of formality, while Uzbek utilizes its
rich morphological and borrowing systems to emphasize emotional depth and
social etiquette.

For students of linguistics and translators, the "problem" of synonymy
should be approached not by seeking identical replacements, but by
understanding the semantic boundaries of each word. True fluency in either
English or Uzbek requires an mastery of these nuances, moving beyond the
dictionary definition to the pragmatic reality of the language.

REFERENCES
1. Imomnazarov, K. A. (2026). The problem of synonymy in English and
Uzbek. Ideal Journal of Multidisciplinary Research, 01(03).
2. Palmer, F. R. (1981). Semantics. Cambridge University Press.

555



EDUCATION AND RESEARCH IN THE ERA OF
DIGITAL TRANSFORMATION

3. Hojiyev, A. (1974). O’zbek tili sinonimlarining izohli lug’ati. Toshkent:
O’qituvchi.

4.  Lyons, J. (1977). Semantics: Volume 1. Cambridge University Press.

5. Benson, M., Benson, E., & llson, R. (1986). The BBI Combinatory
Dictionary of English. John Benjamins Publishing.

6. Rasulov, R. (2001). Umumiy tilshunoslik. Toshkent.

7. Cruse, D. A. (1986). Lexical Semantics. Cambridge University Press.

8.  Abdurahmonov, G’. (1995). O zbek tili grammatikasi. Toshkent.

556



