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ABSTRACT: This article explores the structural and semantic characteristics of
landscape terms in Uzbek and English, analyzing their linguistic, cultural, and cognitive
dimensions. The study examines the morphological and syntactic structures of these
terms, focusing on how they reflect the natural environment and cultural perceptions of
landscapes in both languages. A ‘cémpar%(li?ve approach is employed to highlight
similarities and differences in the Iexical\com ‘ sif[ion, metaphorical usage, and semantic
nuances of landscape terminology./By inj[e"grating insights from linguistics and cultural
studies, the research sheds light on how/language embodies environmental realities and
cultural values. The findings-contribute-to cross-linguistic studies of landscape lexicons
and provide a framework for understandlng the mterplay between language, culture, and
nature. _

KEY WORDS: Landscape- terms, - structural “analysis, semantic- analysis, Uzbek
language, linguistic comparison, mqrphologlcal structure, syntactlc structure, lexical
composition, cultural perceptions. | :

AHHOTAULMUSA: B dannoti cmamve ucciedyrmes cmpyKkmypHule U ceMaHmuiecKkue
xapakmepucmuxku mepmuHnos8, “€6A3aHHblX C Jzaﬂdmaquom, 6 y35eKCKOM U AQH2IUUCKOM
A3bIKAX, C AKYERMOM HA UX TUHZ6UCMUYECKUE, KYIbNYPHblE U KOCHUMUBHbLIE ACNEKNIbL. B
pabome ananuzupyromcs  mopgonocuueckue U CUHMAKCUYECKUE CMPYKMYpbl IMUx
MepMUHO8, a Mmakxdce ux ompagiceHue NPUPOOHOU CPedbl U KYJIbMYPHBIX 60CRPULMULL
nanouaghmos 8 oboux sazvikax. CpasHumenvHwlll NOOX00 NO360AAEN BbIABUNb CXOOCMEA
u  pasaudus 6 JIeKCUYEeCKoOM cocmaee, Memaqbopuqecxom ynompe6ﬂeHuu u
cemMarHmu4d4ecKux OmmeHKax JzaHdmaquﬂozZ mepmuHol0cUU. HHmeepauuﬂ OAHHBbIX U3
JAUHSBUCMUKU U KYJIbmM)YpojlocuU nomoecaent npojlums ceent Ha no, KakKk A3blK eonjiowiaem
IKOJI02UYECKYIO pedlibHOCMb U KYJIbmM)ypHblIE UEHHOCNIU. Pe3yjzbmambz uccie008anus
CI’ZOCO6CI’I’16y10m PassuUmuIo MeNCvA3blKOBblX uccneoosanuil ]laH()maquHblx JIEKCUKOHOB U
npeodoCcmasisaiom OCHO8Y Ol NOHUMAHUS 83AUMOCEI3U MeHCOY S3bIKOM, KVIbMYpou U
npUpoooll.

K/IIOYEBBIE CJIOBA: Jlanowagmuvle mepmunsl, CMPYKMYPHuIL aHAIU3,
cemanmu4eckull aHAIu3, y36e;<c;<u11 A3bIK, JUHZBUCMUYECKOoe CpaesHerue,
Mopgonocuneckas cmpykmypa, CUHMAKCUYECKAsl CMPYKMypa, JeKCU4ecKull cocmas,
KYJlbmypHble 60CHPUIMUSL.

ANNOTATSIYA: Mazkur maqgolada o zbek va ingliz tillarida landshaft bilan bog ‘lig
atamalarning struktura va semantik xususiyatlari, shuningdek, ularning lingvistik,
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madaniy va kognitiv o‘lchamlari tadqiq qilinadi. Ishda ushbu atamalarning
morfologik va sintaktik tuzilmalari, shuningdek, ular orgali tabiiy muhit va
landshaftlarning madaniy talginlari ganday aks etishi tahlil gilinadi. Taqqgoslash usuli
yordamida landshaft terminologiyasining leksik tarkibi, metaforik ishlatilishi va semantik
nozikliklaridagi o ‘xshashlik va farqlar aniglanadi. Lingvistika va madaniyatshunoslik
bo ‘yicha olib borilgan tadgiqotlar tilning ekologik haqgiqat va madaniy qadriyatlarni
ganday aks ettirishini yoritishga yordam beradi. Tadgigot natijalari landshaft
leksikonlari bo ‘yicha tilaro tadqiqotlarni rivojlantirishga xizmat qiladi va til, madaniyat
hamda tabiat o ‘rtasidagi o zaro alogalarni tushunish uchun asos yaratadi.

KALIT SO‘ZLAR: Landshaft atamalari, strukturaviy tahlil, semantik tahlil, o zbek
tili, lingvistik taqqoslash, morfologik tuzilma, sintaktik tuzilma, leksik tarkib, madaniy
talginlar

INTRODUCTION ¢« 4

Languages encapsulate the cultural and er{mronmental perspectives of their speakers,
reflecting how people interpret the world around them. Landscape terms—words
describing natural and man-made features of the environment—play a vital role in how
people conceptualize space, -nature, and their,place within-it. By examining landscape
terms in both Uzbek and English, we can uncover structural and semantic patterns that
reveal cultural, environmental; and Jfinguistic distinctions between the two languages.
This article aims to conduct a comparative structural-semantic-stud)f of. dandscape terms
in Uzbek and English, exploring theif; Grganlza’cmn usage and meanings.

LITERATURE REVIEW: | —

1. Word Formation Patterns ‘

English: English landscape~terms often derive from=@Id English, Latin, or French
origins, reflecting the language's history of external influences. Many landscape terms are
single morphemes (e.g., "hill," "lake™) or simple compounds (e.g., "waterfall™).
Compounds such as "mountaintop” or “riverbed" are also common, illustrating a
descriptive approach that emphasizes visible features. -

Uzbek: In Uzbek, many landscape terms are formed through root words with added
affixes or are borrowed from Persian, Arabic, and Russian. Uzbek compounds, such as
“tog® yonbag‘ri” (mountainside), frequently utilize the structure "noun + modifier,"
creating descriptive terms similar to English compounds. Affixes like "-lik" (e.g.,
"cho‘llik" for desert-like areas) modify

nouns to indicate specific characteristics of landscapes.

2. Nominalization and Adjectival Forms

Both languages use nominalization (nouns derived from verbs or adjectives) to
describe landscape features. In English, terms like “foothills" or “uplands™ derive from
adjectives or spatial descriptors. Similarly, Uzbek terms often use adjectival endings or
suffixes to indicate particular attributes, such as "cho‘qqi" for "peak" or "cho‘l" for
"desert."”

3. Use of Borrowed and Indigenous Terms
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English has incorporated numerous foreign terms for unique landscapes (e.g.,
"canyon" from Spanish, "tundra™ from Russian), whereas Uzbek landscape terminology
also includes Russian and Persian loanwords due to Uzbekistan’s historical context.
Words like "daryo" (river) and "cho‘l" (desert) are originally Persian but are now
standard in Uzbek.

Semantic Aspects of Landscape Terms

1. Types of Semantic Categories

Topographical Terms: In both English and Uzbek, there are clear terms for prominent
topographical features like mountains, valleys, rivers, and deserts. However, the nuances
in meaning often differ. For instance, "river" in English has a specific connotation of
flowing water and is often distinguished from "creek™ or "stream,” while Uzbek primarily
uses "daryo™ for rivers without as many gradations in scale.

Vegetation and Terrain Descriptors: Terms describing vegetation and terrain vary due
to environmental conditions. For ‘example/' “savanna" and "prairie” have specific
ecological connotations in English“, while UZh k focuses more on terms for desert and
steppe landscapes (e.g., “dasht" fgr stepﬁe). These differences reveal how landscape
terms adapt to regional ecosystems. /

2. Metaphorical Usage-

Both languages use landscape terms metaphorically, reflecting cultural associations. In
English, "peak™ can signify the highest point in life or.achievement, while "valley" often
implies hardship. In Uzbek; similar‘metaphors*exist ‘but- are influenced by cultural
perceptions, with "tog*"
representing isolation or resilience. |

3. Semantic Fields and Conceptual Domains

English landscapes are oftemcategorized by specific distinctions within semantic fields
(e.g., "marsh," "swamp,” "bog" for wetlands). Uzbek; in contrast, may employ broader
terms for similar features, which reflects the language’s adaptive terminology suited to its
own physical environment.

The concept of "water bodies"” (e.g., "river," "lake™) and-*elevation" (e.g., "mountain,"
"valley") is present in both languages, but Uzbek tends to generalize due to its unique
landscape influences.

Comparative Analysis of Landscape Terms

1. Cultural Influence on Landscape Terms

English reflects a diverse range of landscape terms due to cultural influences from
around the world. The language includes terms for many biomes and terrains not present
in the British Isles. Uzbek, by contrast, is shaped largely by the arid and semi-arid
landscapes of Central Asia. This cultural context has influenced a specialized vocabulary
for desert and steppe terrains, with less emphasis on terms for forested or aquatic
landscapes.

2. Environmentally Influenced Vocabulary

English speakers have historically developed distinct terms for various environments,
such as "woods" vs. "forest” or "hill" vs. "mountain.” Uzbek, meanwhile, lacks some of

(mountain) symbolizingstability or strength, and "chol" (desert)
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these distinctions but has nuanced terminology for desert-related features,
reflecting the ecological environment of Uzbekistan. For example, Uzbek includes terms
like "gumtepalar” (sand dunes) and "cho‘l" (desert), crucial for describing the region’s
arid landscape.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The comparative analysis of landscape terms in Uzbek and English reveals
significant insights into their structural and semantic features, reflecting linguistic and
cultural specificity. The findings are discussed under the following categories:

e Structural Features of Landscape Terms

Lexical Composition: In both languages, landscape terms are often composed of
simple, compound, and derivative forms.

English: Compound forms like waterfall, grassland, and hillside are frequent,
reflecting the syntactic tendency to describe landscapes by combining descriptive
elements. O A

Uzbek: Compound terms such ?5 to’g‘\ c}lcéquisi (mountain peak) and ko‘l sohil (lake
shore) showcase a similar approach but'often rely on agglutinative structures and
possessive suffixes for clarity. s

e Morphological Features:

Uzbek relies heavily on affixation for creating nuanced meanings. For example, the
suffix -lik in cho‘llik (desert area) denotes "characteristic of a place." English, on the
other hand, frequently uses prefixes and suffixes like -land (e.0:, woodland) to designate
terrain types. S

e Semantic Features of Landscabe Terms |

Denotative Meanings: landscape:terms in both languages-primarily denote natural
features such as mountains, Tivers, and forests. However, cultural and environmental
contexts influence their semantic scope. In English, terms like valley and meadow often
have broad, universally understood meanings. In Uzbek, terms like ovul (village near a
natural feature) incorporate @ socio-geographical ' connotations, emphasizing the
relationship between nature and settlement. -

Connotative Meanings: Uzbek landscape terms are deeply rooted in cultural traditions
and often evoke historical or spiritual associations. For instance, tog® (mountain) is a
symbol of strength and resilience in folklore. In English, terms such as prairie or moors
carry literary and historical connotations tied to specific regions or eras.

e Cross-Linguistic Differences

Categorization: English tends to have more specialized terms for certain landscapes
due to its global exposure and environmental diversity, e.g., archipelago, canyon, and
savanna. Uzbek, with a focus on regional landscapes, often uses broader terms like cho‘l
(desert) or daryo (river) with contextual modifications.

Loanwords and Influence: English has borrowed extensively from other languages
(e.g., fjord from Norwegian, oasis from Arabic), enriching its lexicon. Uzbek, influenced
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by Persian, Arabic, and Russian, has terms like soy (stream) from Persian and ob-
hayot (water of life) from Arabic.

e Cultural and Geographic Implications

The semantic richness of landscape terms reflects the unique geography and cultural
heritage of each language. Uzbek: Terms like qumtepa (sand dune) and dasht (steppe)
underscore the significance of arid and semi-arid environments, vital to the region's
history and economy. English: Words like coastline and peninsula reflect the maritime
orientation of English-speaking countries.

e |diomatic and Metaphorical Usage

Both languages exhibit metaphorical extensions of landscape terms. In Uzbek, tog‘dek
(like a mountain) is used to describe a steadfast person, while daryo misol (like a river)
signifies abundance. In English, terms like desert symbolize isolation or barrenness,
while mountain represents challenges _

CONCLUSION '

A structural-semantic study of IandscapeLt‘erms in Uzbek and English highlights how
language is shaped by cultural and envwonmental factors. English landscape terms reflect
a diverse lexicon influenced by multiple”cultures, while Uzbek terms emphasize Central
Asia's unique terrain. ~These differences reveal how both languages categorize,
understand, and interact with their landscapes, shaped by their speakers’ geographical
and cultural experiences; ‘Such rstudies, are \invaluable - for understanding linguistic
adaptation to the physical™ world™and ‘offer “insight into" how languages reflect the
collective experience of their speakefs. This“Comparative analysis demonstrates that
landscape terminology not only provides functional descriptors of the natural world but
also encapsulates cultural knowledge and environmental interaction. As languages
continue to evolve, further comparative studies can illuminate the changing relationships
between people, language, and the land they inhabit.
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