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typological, componential and contextual methods are applied. The

results show three types of semantic variation, namely full divergence,

partial divergence and stylistic differentiation. They also reveal a

similar three-level functional model in both languages: native words

serve everyday neutral speech, words borrowed in the earlier period

serve literary and expressive speech, and learned borrowings serve

formal, religious, scientific and official discourse. The study also

shows that absolute doublets are unstable and tend either to

differentiate or to drop out of use. The findings may be applied to

teaching lexicology, to bilingual lexicography and to translation

between English and Uzbek.
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ANNOTATSIYA

KALIT SO‘ZLAR

Magolada ingliz va o‘zbek tillaridagi leksik dubletlar
giyoslanadi. Asosiy e’tibor ularning ma’nolari ganday farglanishiga va
go‘llanishi uslub hamda registrlar bo‘yicha ganday tagsimlanishiga
garatiladi. Har ikki tilda dubletlar asosan til alogalari natijasida paydo
bo‘lgan: ingliz tilida skandinav tillari, fransuz va lotin tillari bilan,
o°zbek tilida esa fors va arab tillari, keyinroq rus va boshga Yevropa
tillari bilan alogalar orgali. Magolada bir manbaga borib tagaladigan
etimologik dubletlar hamda kelib chigishi har xil, ammo ma’nosi bir
xil yoki juda yaqgin bo‘lgan sinonimik dubletlar farglanadi. Material
sifatida leksikologik va leksikografik manbalar hamda muallifning
kontekstual misollari olindi. Tavsifiy, giyosiy-tipologik, komponent
va kontekstual tahlil metodlari qo‘llanildi. Natijada semantik
variatsiyaning uch turi aniglandi: to‘lig ajralish, gisman ajralish va
uslubiy farglanish. Har ikki tilda o‘xshash uch bosgichli funksional
model ham ko‘rsatildi: oz gatlam so‘zlari kundalik neytral nutqda, ilk
o‘zlashmalar adabiy va ta’sirchan nutqda, kitobiy o‘zlashmalar esa
rasmiy, diniy, ilmiy va idoraviy nutgda qo‘llanadi. Shuningdek,
absolyut dubletlar bargaror emasligi aniglandi: ular yo ma’no jihatdan
farglanadi, yo iste’moldan chigadi. Natijalardan leksikologiya
o‘gitishda, ikki tilli leksikografiyada va ingliz hamda o‘zbek tillari

o‘rtasidagi tarjimada foydalanish mumkin.
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AHHOTALIUA

KJIIOYEBBIE CJIOBA

B cratbe  comocTaBISIOTCS  JIEKCHYECKHE  TyOieTh
AHTJIMHACKOTO M y30E€KCKOTO 53bIKOB. OCHOBHOE BHUMAHHE YACISACTCS
PACXOXIECHHIO UX 3HAYEHUH U paclpeesIeHUI0 UX yIOTpeOIeH s 110
CTWISIM U peructpam. B o6oux s3pikax myOneTs! BOSHUKIM TJIaBHBIM
0o0pa3oM B pe3yJNbTaTre S3bIKOBBIX KOHTAKTOB: AaHIJIMHCKOTO CO
CKaHIMHABCKUMHU SI3bIKaMH, (QPaHIy3CKUM M JIATBIHBIO, a Y30EKCKOTO
C TEepCUJICKUM U apabCKUM, IO3JHEE C PYCCKHUM H JAPYTHMH
€BPONECUCKUMHU  SI3BIKAMHM. B  pabGote  pasrpaHHYMBaroOTCs
STUMOJIOTHYECKHE yOJIeThI, BOCXOAALINE K OJAHOMY HCTOYHHKY, H
CHHOHHMMHYECKHUE AyOJIETHI, TO €CTh CJIOBA PA3HOTO MPOUCXOKACHHS C
OJMHAKOBBIM WJIM O4YEHb OJM3KUM 3HayeHueM. Marepuaniom
MOCITY>KWIIN JIEKCUKOJIOTHYECKHE | JIEKCHKOTpaduieckne HCTOYHUKH,
a TaKXKe KOHTEKCTHbIE IpUMEpPHI aBTopa. [IpuMeHeHsb! OnucaTenbHbIH,
CPaBHUTENBHO-TUIIOJIOTHYECKUH, KOMIIOHEHTHBIH W KOHTEKCTHBIN
MeTOAbl. BBIOeneHsl TpH THNA CEMaHTHYECKOTO BapbUPOBAHUS:
MOJIHOE PACXOXKIICHUE, YACTHYHOE PACXOXKACHUE U CTHUIUCTUYCCKAs
middepennpanmss. B obomx  s3bIKax  yCTaHOBIEHA  CXOJHAs
TPEXypOBHEBas  MOJAENb  (PYHKLUMOHAJIBHOIO  paclpeleeHus:
HCKOHHBIE CJIOBAa OOCIY’>KHBAIOT HEHTPaJbHYIO HOBCEIHEBHYIO PEUb,
paHHUE 3aMMCTBOBaHMs HCIOJB3YIOTCS B  JIMTEPATypHOH H
9KCIPECCUBHOW peun, a KHW)KHBIE 3aMMCTBOBAaHHMS OTHOCSTCA K
odHIIMaTBEHOMY, PEIUTHO3HOMY, HAYYHOMY H JIEJIOBOMY IHMCKYPCY.
ITokazaHo Takxe, 9T0 aOCOMIOTHBIE Ty0JIeTHl HEYCTOWYUBEI: OHU JTHOO
TUQhepeHITPYIOTCs, THO0 BBIXOAAT U3 yHoTpeOneHus. Pe3ynbraTel
MOTYT OBITh HCIIOJIb30BaHbl B IIPEMOJABAHUU JIEKCUKOJIOTHH, B
IBYS3BIYHON JIEKCUKOTpaQUUu ¥ B MpPaKTUKE TIEPEBOAAa MEKIY

AHTIIMHACKUM 1 y36eKCKI/IM SA3bIKaAMU.
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INTRODUCTION
Every language with a long history of contact keeps traces of that contact in

its vocabulary. One of the clearest traces is the lexical doublet: a pair or group of
words that share a source or a meaning but differ in form, in shade of meaning, or in
the situations where they are used. English has been shaped by Scandinavian
settlement, the Norman Conquest and centuries of learned borrowing from Latin
(Durkin Ph., 2014 & Baugh A.C., Cable T., 2013). Uzbek, in turn, absorbed a large
layer of Persian and Arabic vocabulary through Islamic culture and classical
literature, and later borrowed widely from Russian and, through Russian, from other
European languages (Begmatov E., 1985).

As aresult, both languages often have two or three words for one idea. English
speakers choose between ask, question and interrogate; Uzbek speakers choose
between yurak, dil and galb for “heart”. The choice is rarely free. It depends on the
meaning the speaker wants, on the style of the text, and on the relationship with the
listener. Studying doublets therefore shows not only the history of a vocabulary but
also how a modern language divides its resources between meaning and function.

Lexical doublets have been described separately for English and for Uzbek,
but the two systems have seldom been compared. Such a comparison is useful
because the two languages are unrelated and typologically different, yet both
developed layered vocabularies through contact with prestige languages. A
comparison can show whether similar historical conditions produce similar patterns
of semantic and functional distribution.

The aim of the article is to identify the types of semantic variation and the
patterns of functional distribution of lexical doublets in English and Uzbek. The
objectives are: 1) to clarify the notion of the lexical doublet and its types; 2) to
describe the sources of doublets in each language; 3) to classify the semantic
relations within doublet pairs; 4) to describe how doublets are distributed across

styles and registers; and 5) to outline the implications for teaching and translation.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
The Notion of the Doublet in English Lexicology. In the English

lexicological tradition, a doublet is defined mainly by etymology. 1.V.Arnold
describes etymological doublets as words that come from the same source but
entered the language by different routes or at different times, such as shirt and skirt
or chief and chef (Arnold I. V., 1986). R.S.Ginzburg and co-authors place doublets
within the study of the etymological structure of English vocabulary and show that
they usually differ in meaning, in use, or in both (Ginzburg R.S., Khidekel S.S.,
Knyazeva G.Yu., and Sankin A.A., 1979). Ph.Durkin provides a detailed history of
borrowing into English and explains how words from Scandinavian, French and
Latin came to sit side by side with native words (Durkin Ph., 2014). A.C.Baugh and
T.Cable connect this layering with social history, especially with the period after
1066, when French became the language of power and Latin remained the language
of learning (Baugh A.C., Cable T., 2013).

Recent work refines the notion. M.K.Smirnov traces how the concept of the
etymological doublet has changed in lexicology and proposes a single definition:
lexemes with a common etymon that may differ in meaning, form, pronunciation,
morphology or part of speech (Smirnov M.K., 2024, 44-54). In a later study he
shows that doublets can also consist of two native words that descend from the same
Germanic or Indo-European root, such as frost and freeze or flood and flow (Smirnov
M.K., 2025). W.Kamola-Uberman analyses the morphosemantics of selected
English doublets and argues that following their semantic history helps to explain
why absolute synonymy does not survive in a language (Uberman W., 2018, 9-39).

Doublets in Uzbek Linguistics. In Uzbek linguistics, the term dublet is used
in a somewhat different sense. It usually refers to words of different origin with the
same meaning, that is, to absolute or near-absolute synonyms, especially in
terminology. E.Begmatov describes the historical layers of the Uzbek lexicon,
namely the native Turkic layer, the Persian-Tajik layer, the Arabic layer and the
Russian-European layer, and shows how they interact in the modern language
(Begmatov E., 1985). A.Hojiyev’s dictionary of Uzbek synonyms records many
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synonymic rows in which words from these layers stand side by side (Hojiyev A.,
1974). N.N.Rajabov distinguishes doublets from variants and from ordinary
synonyms. He argues that doublets appear when the renewal of the language
produces an alternative to a word already in use, and that doublets with a native
equivalent tend to give way to it over time (Rajabov N. N., 2023, 29-36).
O.Ya.Yusupov examines doublets borrowed from Arabic and Persian and shows that
the earlier and later senses of such words developed through semantic broadening,
narrowing, metaphor and metonymy (Yusupov O.Ya., 2020, 75-80).

Synonymy and Semantic Relations. The general theory of lexical semantics
provides the tools for describing how doublets differ. D.A.Cruse distinguishes
absolute, cognitive and near-synonyms and shows that absolute synonyms are
extremely rare, because languages tend to give each word a distinct role (Cruse D.A.,
1986). M.L.Murphy treats synonymy as a relation that depends on context and argues
that two words are synonyms only for a particular purpose (Murphy M.L., 2003).
These views explain why doublets rarely remain identical in meaning and function.

Research Gap. The review shows two separate traditions. English studies
define the doublet by etymology, while Uzbek studies define it mainly by synonymy
and by the coexistence of words from different layers. Both traditions describe the
semantic and stylistic differences between doublets, but they do so with different
terms and are rarely brought together. There is no study that applies one set of criteria
to both languages and compares the resulting patterns of semantic variation and
functional distribution. The present article attempts to fill this gap.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
The material consists of doublet pairs and groups selected from lexicological

descriptions and dictionaries of English and Uzbek (Durkin Ph., 2014; Begmatov
E., 1985; Ginzburg R.S., Khidekel S.S., Knyazeva G.Yu., and Sankin A.A., 1979;
Hojiyev A., 1974) together with the author’s own sentences that illustrate their use
in context. The selection covers three groups for each language: etymological
doublets, synonymic doublets of the native and borrowed type, and terminological
doublets.
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To make the two traditions comparable, the study uses two working definitions.
An etymological doublet is a pair of words in one language that go back to the same
source but entered the language by different routes or at different times (English ward
and guard). A synonymic doublet is a pair of words of different origin that have the
same or nearly the same denotative meaning (English freedom and liberty, Uzbek
erkin and ozod). Both types are treated as lexical doublets in this article.

Four methods were applied. The descriptive method was used to present the
doublets of each language. The comparative-typological method was used to
compare the two systems. Componential analysis was used to identify the shared
and distinctive semantic features within each pair. Contextual analysis was used to
determine the stylistic and register restrictions of each member, based on the
author’s examples and on dictionary usage labels.

Limitations. The study is qualitative. It does not rely on a corpus and reports
no frequency data. The patterns described below are based on lexicographic
evidence and on typical contexts. A corpus study of written and spoken texts in both
languages would be needed to measure how often each member of a pair is used in
each register.

RESULTS
Sources of Doublets in the Two Languages. In English, doublets arise mainly

from three sources. The first is the meeting of Old English with Old Norse, which
produced pairs such as shirt (native) and skirt (Scandinavian), both going back to
one Germanic root (Durkin Ph., 2014; Arnold I. V., 1986). The second is borrowing
from French at different periods or from different dialects, which produced warden
and guardian, catch and chase, and cattle and chattel (Baugh A.C., Cable T., 2013;
Arnold I. V., 1986). The third is the borrowing of the same Latin word twice, first
through French and later directly from Latin, which produced pairs such as frail and
fragile, loyal and legal, and poison and potion (Ginzburg R.S., Khidekel S.S.,
Knyazeva G.Yu., and Sankin A.A., 1979). In addition, native words often stand
beside French and Latin borrowings of similar meaning, forming synonymic rows
such as rise, mount and ascend.

502



KOMPARATIVISTIKA (Comparative Studies) Ned (12)-2026

In Uzbek, the main sources are the Turkic, Persian, Arabic and Russian-
European layers of the lexicon (Begmatov E., 1985). Native Turkic words stand
beside Persian and Arabic borrowings, forming synonymic doublets and triplets:
erkin (Turkic), ozod (Persian) and hur (Arabic) for “free”; bilim (Turkic) and ilm
(Arabic) for “knowledge”; el (Turkic) and xalg (Arabic) for “people”; and yurak
(Turkic), dil (Persian) and galb (Arabic) for “heart”. A newer source is terminology,
where an international term and a native coinage often coexist: lingvistika and
tilshunoslik, sinonim and manodosh, antonim and zid ma’noli so z (Rajabov N. N.,
2023, 29-36). Etymological doublets in the English sense also exist, for example
when an Arabic word entered Uzbek both directly and through Persian, but they are
less frequent (Yusupov O.Ya., 2020, 75-80).

Types of Semantic Variation. The comparison shows three types of semantic
relation within doublet pairs.

Full divergence. The members of the pair have developed unrelated meanings,
and the link between them is visible only through etymology. English examples are
hostel, hotel and hospital, or dish, disk and desk. In the sentence The students moved
from the hostel to a cheap hotel near the hospital, all three words are needed and
cannot replace each other. In Uzbek, full divergence is rarer, but it is found in some
Arabic borrowings whose two senses separated over time, as described by
O.Yusupov (Yusupov O.Ya., 2020, 75-80).

Partial divergence. The members share a core meaning but differ in scope or
In an additional feature. English chief and chef both go back to the idea of “head”,
but chef has narrowed to the head of a kitchen. Shirt and skirt share the idea of a
garment but name different pieces of clothing. In Uzbek, el and xalq both mean
“people”, but el has kept the senses of “homeland” and “community” (el-yurt), while
xalq has become the neutral and official term (xalg ta’limi, “public education”).
Similarly, bilim is the general word for “knowledge”, whereas ilm tends to mean
“science” or “learning” in a higher sense (ilm-fan).

Stylistic differentiation. The members have the same denotative meaning but

differ in style, register or emotional colouring. This is the most common type in both
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languages. In English, ask, question and interrogate describe the same act at
different levels of formality: She asked her friend, The committee questioned the
minister, The police interrogated the suspect. In Uzbek, yurak, dil and galb all
denote the heart, but yurak is the anatomical and everyday word (yurak xastaligi,
“heart disease”), dil is poetic and emotional (dilim ezildi, “my heart ached”), and
galb is elevated and often spiritual (pok galb, “a pure heart). The pair erkin and
ozod works in a similar way: erkin is neutral (erkin vaqt, “free time”), while o0zod
belongs to solemn and political discourse (ozod xalqg, “a free nation”).

Functional Distribution. When the stylistic differences are arranged by

register, both languages show a three-level model, summarised in Table I.

Table 1. Functional distribution of doublets by register in English and Uzbek

Register level English (source) Uzbek (source) Typical context
Everyday, rise, ask, fire, kingly yurak, erkin, conversation,
neutral (native) bilim (Turkic) everyday writing
Literary, mount, question, dil, ozod fiction, poetry,
expressive flame, royal (French) (Persian) journalism
Elevated, ascend, interrogate, _ o o
_ galb, hur, ilm religious, scientific,
learned, conflagration, regal _ o
. _ (Arabic) official texts
official (Latin)
_ _ heart attack / tilshunoslik / education vs.
Terminological o ) o o
myocardial infarction lingvistika specialist use

In English, native words occupy the everyday neutral level (rise, ask, kingly,
fire), French borrowings occupy a more literary or courtly level (mount, question,
royal, flame), and Latin borrowings occupy the learned and formal level (ascend,
interrogate, regal, conflagration) (Baugh A.C., Cable T., 2013; Ginzburg R.S.,
Khidekel S.S., Knyazeva G.Yu., and Sankin A.A., 1979). In Uzbek, native Turkic
words occupy the everyday level (yurak, erkin, bilim), Persian borrowings tend
towards the literary and poetic level (dil, ozod), and Arabic borrowings occupy the

elevated, religious and learned level (galb, hur, ilm) (Begmatov E., 1985; Hojiyev
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A., 1974). The parallel is not exact, because many Persian and Arabic words in
Uzbek are fully neutral today, but the general direction is the same: the later and
more learned the source, the higher the register.

Terminological doublets show a fourth pattern. In Uzbek, the international
term and the native coinage often divide the field by audience: lingvistika is used in
specialist and international contexts, while tilshunoslik is preferred in education and
in official names (tilshunoslik fakulteti). In English, terminological doublets usually
separate everyday and technical use, as in heart attack and myocardial infarction.

Instability of Absolute Doublets. Both languages show that complete identity of
meaning and function is unstable. When two words are fully interchangeable, one of three
things usually happens: they differentiate in meaning (shirt and skirt), they differentiate
in style (freedom and liberty), or one of them drops out of use. N.N.Rajabov notes that
Uzbek doublets with a native equivalent tend to give way to it (Rajabov N. N., 2023, 29-
36), and D.A.Cruse explains this with the general principle that languages avoid absolute
synonymy (Cruse A., 1986). In the history of English, many French borrowings displaced
their native counterparts completely, while others survived only by taking a narrower or
more formal role (Durkin Ph., 2014 & Baugh A.C., Cable T., 2013).

DISCUSSION
The results show that two unrelated languages, under similar historical

conditions, developed similar ways of dividing their doublets. In both cases, contact
with a prestige language of power or religion (French in England; Persian and Arabic
in Central Asia) and with a language of learning (Latin; Arabic) created a layered
vocabulary in which the source of a word partly determines its register. This supports
the view, found in the work of A.C.Baugh and T.Cable for English (Baugh A.C.,
Cable T., 2013) and E.Begmatov for Uzbek (Begmatov E., 1985), that the social
history of a language is reflected in the stylistic structure of its lexicon.

At the same time, the comparison reveals important differences. English
doublets are more often etymological and more often fully divergent in meaning,
because English borrowed the same Latin word several times. Uzbek doublets are
more often synonymic and stylistically differentiated, because Uzbek borrowed
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whole parallel words for the same concept from different languages. This difference
explains why the two traditions use the term “doublet” in different ways: each
tradition has generalised from the type that dominates in its own language (Smirnov
M.K., 2024, 44-54; Rajabov N. N., 2023, 29-36).

The results also confirm the semantic principle that absolute synonymy is
temporary (Uberman W., 2018, 9-39; Cruse A., 1986; Murphy M.L., 2003). In both
languages, doublets either acquire distinct meanings or distinct functions, and those
that do not are gradually lost. This makes doublets a useful indicator of ongoing
change in the lexicon. The current competition between international terms and
native coinages in Uzbek terminology is one example of this process.

For translation and teaching, the findings have practical consequences. An English
—Uzbek translator must match not only the meaning of a doublet but also its register. For
example, regal is closer to shohona or podshohona in elevated style than to the neutral
girollik (adjective), and Uzbek galb in a solemn text may require soul or heart depending
on the context. Teachers of English to Uzbek learners can use the familiar Uzbek pattern
(Turkic, Persian, Arabic) as a bridge for explaining the English pattern (native, French,
Latin), because learners already sense register differences in their own language.

CONCLUSION
The study has compared lexical doublets in English and Uzbek on the basis of

one set of criteria. It has shown that in both languages doublets arose mainly through
contact with prestige languages and that their members develop in three directions:
full divergence of meaning, partial divergence, and stylistic differentiation. Stylistic
differentiation is the most widespread type in both languages.

Both languages show a similar three-level functional model: native words in
everyday neutral speech, earlier borrowings in literary and expressive speech, and
learned borrowings in formal, religious, scientific and official discourse. English
doublets are more often etymological and fully divergent, whereas Uzbek doublets
are more often synonymic and stylistically marked. In both languages, absolute

doublets are unstable and tend either to differentiate or to fall out of use.
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