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Abstract: This study explores the notion of lexical systemicity within the English and Uzbek
languages and examines how lexical units are structured and represented in ideographic
dictionaries. Drawing on comparative linguistics and lexicographic theory, the paper first defines
lexical systemicity as the dynamic interrelation of vocabulary items within a language system. It
then analyzes the role of semantic fields and thematic groupings in ideographic dictionaries,
illustrating how such resources reveal underlying systemic patterns. Through a contrastive
approach, differences and similarities between English and Uzbek lexicons are highlighted, with
special attention to morphological complexity, semantic granularity, and cultural specificity. The
findings indicate that while both languages exhibit coherent systemic organization, Uzbek’s
agglutinative morphology yields more granular subfields, whereas English ideographic entries
tend toward broader semantic clusters. Implications for dictionary design, language teaching, and
further lexicographic research are discussed.
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AHHoTauusi: B nmanHOW paboTe paccMaTpuBaeTCs MOHATHE JIEKCHUYECKOH CHUCTEMHOCTH B
aHIJIMMCKOM M Y30€KCKOM S3bIKaX M HCCIEAyeTCs OpraHu3alus JEKCHMYECKMX €IUHMIl B
uaeorpaguueckux — ciuoBapsx. Vcmome3yssh  METOABI  CPAaBHUTEIBHOW  JIMHTBUCTHKU U
JeKcuKorpauu, cTaTbs ONpeeseT JEKCUYECKYI0 CUCTEMHOCTh KaK B3aMMOCBSI3b CIIOBApHOTO
COCTaBa BHYTPM S3BIKOBOW CHCTEMBl. AHAIU3UPYETCS POJIb CEMAHTHMYECKUX TMOJEH U
TEMAaTUYEeCKUX TPYNIHUPOBOK, JEMOHCTPUPYS, Kak wHjeorpauyeckue CIOBapH OTpPa)xaroT
CHCTEMHBIE 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH sI3bIKa. [10Ka3aHbl OTIMYMSA U CXOJCTBA aHTIMICKON M y30EKCKOU
JEKCUK, C aKLEHTOM Ha MOP(OJIOrMYECKYIO CIIO)KHOCTh, CEMaHTHYECKYIO JAETaJIbHOCTh U
KyJIbTYypHYIO  crneun(puKky.  YCTaHaBIMBaeTCs, 4YTO  y30€KCKMl  s3bIK,  Onaromaps
arrIlOTUHATUBHOM Mopdosoruu, obpasyer Ooiiee JeTaau3UpOBAHHBIE MOJIMONE, TOTJa Kak B
AHTJIMICKUX CIIOBapsAX BCTPEUAIOTCs 0oJiee MIMPOKHE CeMaHTHUecKue Kiacteprl. OOCyx)aaroTcs
BBIBOJIbI U1 IPOEKTUPOBAHUS CJIOBApEl U METOJUKHU IPENIOJAABAHUS A3bIKA.

KioueBble cJjioBa: JIEKCHMYECKass CHCTEMHOCTb, HJeorpapuMuecKuil ciaoBapb; JIEKCHUECKas
€MHMILIA; aHTTIMHCKUHN S3bIK; Y30EKCKUN A3bIK

Annotatsiya: Ushbu maqolada ingliz va o‘zbek tillarida leksik tizimlilik tushunchasi hamda
ideografik lug‘atlarda leksik birliklar qanday tashkil etilishi o‘rganiladi. Taqqoslash usuli va
leksikografik nazariya asosida leksik tizimlilik — til birliklarining o‘zaro bog‘ligligi sifatida
aniqlanadi. Keyin semantik maydonlar va tematik guruhlashning ideografik lug‘atlardagi roli
tahlil gilinadi, bu lug‘atlar tilning ichki qonuniyatlarini ochishga xizmat qiladi. Ingliz va o‘zbek
tilidagi lug‘atlar taqqoslanib, morfologik murakkablik, semantik aniglik va madaniy
xususiyatlarga e’tibor qaratiladi. Natijalar shuni ko‘rsatadiki, ikkala til tizimli tuzilishga ega
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bo‘lsa-da, o‘zbek tilida qo‘shimcha morfemalarning ko‘pligi submaydonlarni yanada nozik
ajratib beradi, ingliz tilida esa kengroq semantik klasterlar uchraydi. Lug‘at tuzish, til o‘qitish va
kelgusidagi tadqgiqotlar uchun tavsiyalar berilgan.

Kalit so‘zlar: leksik tizimlilik; ideografik lug‘at; leksik birlik; ingliz tili; o‘zbek tili
Introduction

Lexical systemicity refers to the network of relationships that interlink lexical items within a
language, forming a coherent system of meaning and usage. In contrastive lexicography,
understanding systemicity is essential for mapping how different languages organize their
vocabularies. Ideographic dictionaries—Ilexical resources arranged by concept or semantic field
rather than alphabetically—offer unique insight into the structure of a language’s lexicon. By
grouping related lexical units, these dictionaries make explicit the systemic connections that
underpin vocabulary organization. This paper investigates the concept of lexical systemicity in
English and Uzbek and examines how ideographic dictionaries represent lexical units in both
languages.

The Concept of Lexical Systemicity

Lexical systemicity emerges from the principle that words gain part of their meaning through
their relationships with other words. Semantic fields, paradigmatic and syntagmatic relations,
synonymy, antonymy, and hyponymy all contribute to systemic coherence. In agglutinative
languages like Uzbek, morphological processes such as affixation enhance systemic connectivity
by generating predictable word families. In English, derivational and inflectional morphology,
although less extensive, still supports robust semantic networks. A systemic approach considers
both core vocabulary and peripheral expansions, ensuring that the lexicon remains adaptable and
internally consistent.

Ideographic Dictionaries and Lexical Units

Ideographic dictionaries organize words around themes—such as “Emotion,” “Movement,” or
“Environment”—allowing users to navigate vocabulary by semantic domain. Each thematic
entry comprises lexical units (single words, compounds, or fixed expressions) that share a
conceptual core. The structure typically progresses from general to specific terms, illustrating
hierarchical relationships. For example, under “Transport,” entries might range from broad terms
like “vehicle” to specific modes such as “bicycle” or “helicopter.” This arrangement foregrounds
systemic patterns and helps users infer meaning through spatial proximity on the page.

Comparative Analysis of English and Uzbek Lexicons

When comparing English and Uzbek ideographic dictionaries, several contrasts emerge:
Morphological Granularity: Uzbek’s rich affixal system yields numerous derivations and
inflected forms clustered under a base concept. English, while offering derivation (e.g.,
“movement,” “movable”), exhibits fewer morphological variants per lemma.

Semantic Clustering: English entries often group broad clusters (e.g., all transport modes under

one heading), whereas Uzbek resources may subdivide categories into finer-grained subfields
reflecting subtle semantic distinctions marked by affixes.
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Cultural Specificity: Lexical units unique to Uzbek culture—terms for crops, social relations, or
indigenous practices—populate ideographic fields differently than in English, indicating the
influence of cultural context on systemic organization.

Methodological Considerations

This study employs a qualitative, contrastive methodology. Selection criteria for dictionary
samples included contemporary electronic ideographic dictionaries available in both languages.
Entries were analyzed for thematic coherence, morphological variation, and hierarchical
structuring. While no quantitative corpus analysis was conducted to maintain an insiteless
approach, careful manual examination ensured accurate mapping of systemic patterns.

Discussion

The contrastive examination reveals that both English and Uzbek lexicons exhibit systemic
organization, but the mechanisms differ. Uzbek’s agglutinative morphology affords finer
differentiation within semantic fields, benefiting learners who must navigate subtle meaning
shifts. English ideographic dictionaries, by clustering more broadly, may facilitate rapid access
to core vocabulary but risk underrepresenting nuance. For lexicographers, these findings suggest
that combining broad thematic clusters with morphological subfield markers could optimize
dictionary usability across language types.

Conclusion

Lexical systemicity underpins the organization of vocabularies in both English and Uzbek.
Ideographic dictionaries make these systemic patterns explicit, aiding learners and researchers
alike. Differences in morphological complexity and cultural specificity shape how lexical units
are grouped, with Uzbek offering more granular subfields and English emphasizing broader
clusters. Future research could incorporate corpus-based frequency analysis to quantify systemic
relations and explore digital visualization tools for dynamic lexicon mapping.
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