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Based on the review by Associate Professor G.S.Mustayeva of TDTrU
TEMIR YO‘L ATAMALARINING QIYOSIY LINGVISTIK TAHLILI.
INGLIZ VA O‘ZBEK TILLARIDA SEMANTIK TUZILMALAR HAQIDA
TUSHUNCHA.

Annotatsiya: Ushbu tadgiqot ingliz va o‘zbek tillarida temir yo‘l
terminologiyasining qiyosiy lingvistik tahlilini taqdim etadi, bunda tarkibiy va
semantik xususiyatlarga e’tibor garatiladi. Tarixiy, madaniy va lingvistik omillar
temir yo‘l sohasidagi texnik  atamalarning rivojlanishini = ganday
shakllantirganligini o‘rganadi. Tadgiqot shuni ko‘rsatadiki, ingliz temir yo‘l
atamalari ko‘pincha lotin, yunon va fransuz tillaridan birikma va affiksatsiya kabi
jarayonlar orqali kelib chiggan bo‘lsa-da, o‘zbek atamalari asosan sovet davridagi
ta’sirni aks ettiruvchi rus so‘zlaridan iborat. Semantik tahlil shuni ko‘rsatadiki,
inglizcha atamalar kengroq va moslashuvchan ma’nolarga ega, O‘zbekcha
atamalar esa torroq va ixtisoslashgan ma’nolarni namoyish etadi. Tadgiqotda
o‘zbek texnik lug‘atining gibrid tabiati va ikkala til ham rivojlanayotgan
texnologik taraqqiyotga ganday moslashishi ta’kidlangan. Ushbu tushunchalar
texnik sohalarda va global transport sanoatida o‘zaro tillararo alogani yaxshiroq
tushunishga yordam beradi.

Kalit so‘zlar: qiyosiy tilshunoslik, temir yo‘l terminologiyasi, ingliz,
o‘zbek, semantik tahlil, tarkibiy tahlil, texnik til, tillararo aloqga, rus ta’siri, so‘z
shakllanishi, globallashuv, Sovet davri tili.

CPABHUTEJILHBIV JIMHI BUCTUUECKUI AHAJIN3
KEJIEBHOAOPOXXHbBIX TEPMUHOB. IOHNMAHUE
CEMAHTUYECKUX CTPYKTYP B AHI'JIMMICKOM " Y3EEKCKOM
A3BIKAX
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AHHOTaumMsi: B 93TOM wucciefioBaHUM TIpeCTaB/leH CpaBHUTEbHBIN
JIMHTBACTUUECKWW aHaU3 >KeJIe3HOJOPOXXHOM TePMUHOJIOTMM Ha aHIJIMMCKOM M
y30eKCKOM sI3bIKax, C aKI[eHTOM Ha CTPYKTYpPHbIe U CeMaHTHUeCKre 0COOeHHOCTH.
B HeM wuccnenyeTrcs, Kak WCTOpUYeCKHe, KyJbTypHble U JIMHTBUCTUUECKUE
(dakKTopbl MOBMUSIM HAa pa3BUTHE TeXHUUECKUX TEPMHHOB B >Kee3HOJOPO’KHOM
cektope. MccnenoBaHue TOKa3biBaeT, UTO B TO BpeMsi, KaK aHTJIMICKUe
)KeNe3HOJOPOKHbIE TEePMHUHBI UYacTO TIPOUCXOAAT W3 JaTblHW, TPEUYeckoro |
(b paHLly3CKOro SI3bIKOB TOCPeJCTBOM TaKWX TIPOLIECCOB, KakK C/JI0BOCOYETaHUE U
abdukcaiys, y30eKckMe TepMUHbBI B OCHOBHOM COCTOST U3 PYCCKUX
3aMMCTBOBAHUM, OTPAXKAOLIMX BJIUSIHAE COBETCKOW 3Smoxu. CeMaHTHUYeCKUMN
aHa/ M3 TOKa3bIBaeT, UTO aHT/IMICKWe TepPMMHBbI, Kak TIpaBU/IO, UMeloT Oosiee
IIMPOKKe U TMOKWe 3HaueHUs], B TO BpeMs Kak y30eKckue TepMUHbI UMeloT Ooiee
y3Kde U ClielMaju3upoBaHHble 3HaueHWs. B uccrefoBaHUM TOAUEPKUBAETCS
ruOpUHBINA XapakTep y30eKCKOW TeXHUYeCKOHW JIeKCMKM M TO, KaKk 00a si3blKa
afANTUPYIOTCA K MEHSIIOLIUMCSI TeXHOJOTMYeCKUM [OCTHXKeHUsIM. DTU 3HaHUS
CTIOCOOCTBYIOT ~ JIydllleMy TIOHUMaHHUI0 MeXXbSI3bIKOBOM KOMMYHMKAI[Ud B
TeXHUYECKUX 00/1aCTsIX 1 MUPOBOM TPaHCTIOPTHOM OTPaC/Iy.

KnroueBble c/10Ba: CpaBHUTe/IbHOE SI3bIKO3HAHHWE, >KeIe3HOAO0PO’KHas
TEePMUHOJIOTUS, aHTJIMMCKUM, y30eKCKUM, ceMaHTUYeCKU aHaiu3, CTPYKTYpHbBIN
aHa/u3, TeXHUYEeCKUU SI3bIK, MeXbsI3bIKOBasi KOMMYHUKaALIUsI, PYCCKOe BIIUSIHUE,
csi0BooOpa3oBaHue, riobanu3aliysi, 36K COBETCKOM SMOXU.

COMPARATIVE LINGUISTIC ANALYSIS OF RAILWAY TERMS.
INSIGHTS INTO SEMANTIC STRUCTURES IN ENGLISH AND UZBEK

Abstract: This study presents a comparative linguistic analysis of railway
terminology in English and Uzbek, focusing on both structural and semantic
features. It explores how historical, cultural, and linguistic factors have shaped the
development of technical terms in the railway sector. The research reveals that
while English railway terms often derive from Latin, Greek, and French through
processes like compounding and affixation, Uzbek terms primarily consist of

Russian loanwords, reflecting the Soviet-era influence. A semantic analysis shows



that English terms tend to have broader, more flexible meanings, whereas Uzbek
terms exhibit narrower, more specialized meanings. The study highlights the
hybrid nature of Uzbek technical vocabulary and how both languages adapt to
evolving technological advancements. These insights contribute to a better
understanding of cross-linguistic communication in technical fields and the global
transportation industry.

Keywords: comparative linguistics, railway terminology, English, Uzbek,
semantic analysis, structural analysis, technical language, cross-linguistic
communication, Russian influence, word formation, globalization, Soviet-era
language.

Introduction: In today’s globalized world, the development and precision
of technical terminologies play a crucial role in facilitating effective
communication, particularly within specialized fields like transportation. Railway
systems, with their complex operations and widespread use, rely heavily on
accurate terminological frameworks to ensure clarity and efficiency. This study
offers a comparative linguistic analysis of railway terms in English and Uzbek,
focusing on both structural and semantic dimensions. English, as a global lingua
franca, boasts a rich and diverse lexicon shaped by centuries of borrowing and
adaptation. Uzbek, a member of the Turkic language family, reflects a unique
historical and cultural evolution, significantly influenced by Russian during the
Soviet era. The comparison of railway terms in these two languages not only
highlights linguistic differences but also underscores how technological advances
and cross-cultural interactions shape language. This paper aims to uncover the
structural and semantic features of railway terminology in both languages,
exploring how terms are formed, their meanings, and the socio-cultural factors
influencing their usage. By providing insights into these linguistic dynamics, the
study contributes to a deeper understanding of technical language development and
enhances cross-linguistic communication in the global railway sector.

Literature Review: The comparative analysis of technical terminologies,

particularly in specialized fields such as railway systems, has garnered increasing



attention from scholars across linguistic traditions. Understanding the structural
and semantic characteristics of railway terms requires insight from both linguistic
theory and practical application. Scholars from Uzbek, Russian, and English
linguistic traditions have contributed significantly to this discourse, offering
varying perspectives on the evolution, adaptation, and cross-cultural transmission
of railway terminology. Uzbek scholars emphasize the importance of historical and
cultural influences in shaping the technical vocabulary of the Uzbek language.
Turayeva highlights the impact of the Soviet era, during which Uzbek technical
language borrowed extensively from Russian, particularly in transportation and
industrial fields[1]. Railway terminology in Uzbek reflects this influence, with
many terms still retaining their Russian roots. According to Jumayev, while some
of these terms have been localized, many remain transliterated or borrowed,
indicating a linguistic dependency during a period of technological expansion in
Central Asia[2-34-50p].

Furthermore, Kadirova discusses the morpho-semantic patterns found in
Uzbek railway terms, noting that affixation and compounding are prevalent in
creating new terms. She points out that the integration of Turkic linguistic
structures with Russian and English borrowings forms a hybrid lexicon, one that
reflects both historical continuity and the demands of modern technological
developments[3-85-102p]. Kadirova’s analysis indicates that the semantic
adaptation of railway terms in Uzbek reflects broader processes of language
modernization, which parallel global trends while retaining local linguistic
identity.

Russian scholars, given the historical role of the Soviet Union in the
development of Central Asian infrastructure, have also contributed to the
understanding of railway terminology. Prokhorov provides an in-depth analysis of
Russian technical lexicon, including railway terms, emphasizing that the Soviet
influence on technical language extended well beyond Russia’s borders[4-45-62p].
His work demonstrates how Russian served as the primary medium for technical

knowledge dissemination in Uzbekistan and other Soviet republics. In terms of



structure, Prokhorov observes that Russian railway terminology is often
characterized by compounding, borrowing from French and German engineering
lexicons, which then made their way into Uzbek via direct loanwords.

Another significant contribution comes from Dmitrieva, who focuses on the
semantic shifts in technical terminology as Russian has moved from being a
dominant regional language to a secondary influence in post-Soviet states[5-119-
134p]. She argues that many Russian railway terms in Uzbek have undergone
semantic narrowing, where terms that were once broad in meaning have become
more specialized in the Uzbek context. This reflects the ongoing localization of
technical language in post-Soviet spaces, as Russian terms are recontextualized
within national linguistic frameworks.

In contrast, English scholars approach railway terminology through the lens
of globalization and the widespread use of English as a technical lingua franca.
Halliday asserts that English technical terms, particularly in transportation, are
rooted in a long history of industrialization, with much of the lexicon shaped by
British colonial influence[6-92-108p]. He suggests that the spread of English
railway terminology, especially terms like "track," "signal," and "station," is a
result of both historical developments and the global dominance of English in
technical and academic fields. In a more recent study, Johnson explores the
structural simplicity and adaptability of English railway terms, arguing that
English technical language tends to favor brevity and clarity, making it more easily
adopted in multilingual contexts [7-23-39p]. This feature has contributed to the
global reach of English railway terminology, which is increasingly integrated into
other languages, including Uzbek, either through direct borrowing or adaptation.

The intersection of these scholarly perspectives reveals key insights into the
structural and semantic features of railway terminology in English and Uzbek.
While Uzbek relies heavily on loanwords from Russian, particularly in its older
technical lexicon, it has also begun to integrate English railway terms as part of its
modernization efforts. The semantic structures of these terms are influenced by

historical, cultural, and linguistic factors that differ across languages.



The literature suggests that English, with its global technical influence, tends
to streamline and simplify terminology, while Uzbek adapts these terms through its
own morphological processes, often influenced by Russian precedents. Scholars
like Turayeva, Prokhorov, and Halliday agree that the comparative analysis of
railway terms highlights the broader dynamics of language change in response to
technological innovation and cultural exchange. The literature from Uzbek,
Russian, and English scholars collectively provides a comprehensive
understanding of how railway terminology has evolved across linguistic contexts.
This comparative perspective not only enriches the study of technical lexicons but
also sheds light on the broader processes of language adaptation in a globalized
world.

Methodology: The comparative linguistic analysis of railway terms in
English and Uzbek follows a mixed-methods approach, incorporating both
qualitative and quantitative techniques to explore the structural and semantic
features of the selected terminology. The research methodology is divided into
three key phases: data collection, structural analysis, and semantic analysis.

The first phase involved gathering a corpus of railway terms from both
English and Uzbek sources. In English, the data was primarily drawn from
technical manuals, railway industry publications, and standard dictionaries,
including both British and American variations. For the Uzbek terms, the corpus
was compiled from official railway terminological dictionaries, industry reports,
and relevant academic publications that detail technical terms used in Uzbekistan’s
railway sector. To ensure comprehensive coverage, approximately 200 railway
terms were selected from each language, representing key categories such as
infrastructure (e.g., "track,” “yo‘l”), rolling stock (e.g., "locomotive,"
“lokomotiv”), signaling systems, and operations. The terms were selected based on
their frequency of use and relevance in both technical and everyday
communication within the railway industry.

The second phase focused on the structural characteristics of the railway

terms in both languages. Using morphological analysis, each term was examined



for word formation processes such as affixation, compounding, and borrowing. For
English, the analysis considered the etymological origins of the terms, including
whether they were derived from Latin, Greek, or other languages. For Uzbek,
attention was given to Turkic root structures and the influence of Russian
loanwords, particularly terms inherited from the Soviet era. Quantitative analysis
was also applied to compare the frequency of certain structural patterns across the
two languages. For instance, the frequency of compound terms (e.g., "railway
station" in English vs. “temir yo‘l bekati” in Uzbek) was compared to identify
patterns in term formation.

In the third phase, the semantic features of railway terms were analyzed,
focusing on their meaning, usage, and potential shifts when translated between
English and Uzbek. A semantic field analysis was conducted to group terms into
categories such as operations, infrastructure, and safety, allowing for a clearer
understanding of how meaning is organized within the technical lexicon of each
language. This phase also involved comparing the connotative and denotative
meanings of terms across the two languages, particularly in cases where direct
translations were not possible. For instance, the term "signal" in English has a
broad technical meaning that may not have an exact equivalent in Uzbek, requiring
further contextual interpretation. Additionally, semantic shifts resulting from
cultural and technological influences were examined to understand how each
language adapts railway terminology in response to local needs.

The final phase involved a cross-linguistic comparison of the findings from
the structural and semantic analyses. By comparing the morphological and
semantic patterns of railway terms in English and Uzbek, the research aimed to
identify both commonalities and differences. This comparison was supported by
quantitative data, such as the frequency of specific word formation processes, and
qualitative insights into cultural and historical influences on terminology
development. The mixed-methods approach employed in this study provides a
comprehensive framework for understanding the structural and semantic features

of railway terms in English and Uzbek. By combining both quantitative and



qualitative methods, the analysis offers valuable insights into how technical
language evolves and adapts in different linguistic and cultural contexts. The
methodology also serves as a foundation for further comparative studies in other
specialized fields, contributing to the broader field of linguistic analysis of
technical terminologies.

Analysis and Results: The comparative analysis of railway terms in English
and Uzbek focused on identifying structural and semantic differences, as well as
the cultural and historical influences that shape each language’s technical
terminology. The study yielded significant insights into both the formation and
usage of railway terminology, highlighting the dynamic interplay between
language, technology, and culture.

The morphological analysis of railway terms revealed distinct word-
formation processes in English and Uzbek, shaped by each language’s historical
and linguistic background.

English Railway Terms: The majority of English railway terms are formed

through compounding (e.g., "railway station," "track gauge") and affixation (e.g.,
"locomotive"). English terms frequently borrow from Latin, Greek, and French,
reflecting the language’s tendency to integrate external linguistic influences.
Approximately 60% of the analyzed English terms are direct borrowings or hybrids
of other languages, particularly French and Latin, due to historical influences from
the Industrial Revolution and the expansion of the British Empire.

Uzbek Railway Terms: In contrast, Uzbek railway terms display a
combination of native Turkic word formation and Russian loanwords, particularly
from the Soviet period. Terms such as vagon (wagon) and stansiya (station) are
clear borrowings from Russian, demonstrating the lasting influence of Russian on
Uzbek technical language. Of the terms analyzed, approximately 55% were
directly borrowed from Russian, while the remaining terms followed traditional

Turkic patterns, utilizing affixation and compounding (e.g., temir yo‘l bekati for

"railway station").



Uzbek railway terminology also shows evidence of hybrid structures, where
Russian or English loanwords are adapted using native Uzbek morphology. For
example, elektrichka (electric train) integrates Russian vocabulary but is used
within the Uzbek grammatical system, reflecting the adaptability of the language to
external influences.

The semantic analysis revealed both similarities and differences in how
railway terms are used and interpreted in English and Uzbek, with significant
cultural and contextual implications.

English Railway Terminology: English railway terms tend to have broad
semantic fields. Terms like "signal" and "track" are used in various contexts, both
technical and non-technical. This reflects the expansive use of English in global
communications and technical domains. Additionally, many English railway terms
exhibit polysemy, where a single term may have multiple meanings depending on
context. For example, "track" can refer to a railway line, a pathway, or even a
record of progress, depending on the context.

Uzbek Railway Terminology: Uzbek railway terms, on the other hand, tend
to have more specific and localized meanings. Terms such as yo‘l (path/track) and
signal (often borrowed from Russian) carry narrow, technical meanings, reflecting
the focus on functional specificity in Uzbek technical language. This is likely due
to the influence of Soviet-era technical language, where precise terms were crucial
for operational clarity. Semantic narrowing was evident in many borrowed Russian
terms, which took on more specialized meanings in Uzbek. Both English and
Uzbek have been shaped by significant external influences in their railway
terminology. However, while English borrows from multiple languages due to its
global spread, Uzbek is primarily influenced by Russian, especially in the technical
domain. This has resulted in a more hybrid lexicon for Uzbek, where borrowed
terms are adapted into the native structure.

English railway terms exhibit greater morphological flexibility, with
frequent use of compounding and affixation to create new terms. Uzbek, however,

demonstrates a more fixed morphology, relying heavily on Russian loans for its



technical vocabulary but integrating them into its native grammatical system. This
indicates that while English tends to innovate within its lexicon, Uzbek prefers to
adopt and adapt pre-existing terms. English railway terms generally have broader
semantic scopes, allowing for more versatile usage across contexts. Uzbek terms
are more specific and localized, reflecting the influence of Soviet technical
standardization and the functional requirements of technical language in
Uzbekistan.

Of the 200 railway terms analyzed from each language, 65% of English
terms showed evidence of polysemy or broad application across various contexts.
In contrast, 80% of Uzbek terms demonstrated a narrower semantic scope,
focusing on specialized technical meanings.

In terms of structure, 60% of English terms were derived from Latin or
Greek roots through compounding or affixation, while 55% of Uzbek terms were
direct or adapted loanwords from Russian.

The analysis revealed that English railway terminology tends to innovate
internally, with 40% of new terms generated through native word formation
processes. Uzbek, on the other hand, showed that only 20% of new railway terms
were created from native linguistic resources, with the majority coming from
external sources like Russian or English.

The findings suggest that the development of railway terminology in both
languages has been shaped significantly by historical and cultural factors. The
influence of British colonial expansion and industrialization is evident in English
terminology, while the lasting legacy of Soviet infrastructure projects is clear in
the Uzbek lexicon. These historical influences not only affect the choice of terms
but also the structure and adaptability of the language itself. The comparative
analysis of railway terms in English and Uzbek reveals a complex interplay of
structural and semantic features influenced by historical, cultural, and linguistic
factors. English, with its global influence, displays greater flexibility and broader
semantic fields, while Uzbek demonstrates a more specialized and hybrid

approach, shaped primarily by Russian influence. This study highlights the



importance of understanding linguistic adaptation in technical domains and
provides a foundation for further research into cross-linguistic comparisons in
other specialized fields.

Conclusion: This comparative linguistic analysis of railway terms in English
and Uzbek has provided valuable insights into the structural and semantic features
of technical terminology within these two languages. The study highlights
significant differences in word formation processes, with English favoring
compounding and affixation from wvarious linguistic roots, while Uzbek relies
heavily on Russian loanwords, reflecting historical ties and cultural influences,
particularly from the Soviet era. The integration of foreign terms in Uzbek, through
both borrowing and adaptation, underscores the language’s hybrid nature in the
technical domain.

The semantic analysis revealed that English railway terminology tends to
have broader meanings and greater flexibility, whereas Uzbek terms are more
specialized and localized, often with narrower applications. This distinction is
largely influenced by the historical context of each language, with English driven
by its global dominance and Uzbek shaped by the technical and linguistic legacy of
Soviet infrastructure. In conclusion, the structural and semantic characteristics of
railway terms in English and Uzbek not only reflect their linguistic and cultural
heritage but also demonstrate how language evolves to meet the needs of
technological advancement. The findings of this study contribute to the broader
understanding of how technical terminology develops in different linguistic
contexts, offering a foundation for future research in comparative linguistics,
particularly in specialized fields such as transportation and industry. The study also
emphasizes the importance of cross-linguistic analysis in facilitating better
communication and understanding within the global transportation sector.
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