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Abstract

This article investigates the livestock vocabulary of Uzbek and English from
semantic and linguocultural perspectives. Drawing on semantic-field analysis and
etymological reconstruction, it examines core terms for domesticated animals and
their products, revealing divergent lexical strategies: a unified animal-product
system in Uzbek versus a split terminology in English. Discourse analysis of
proverbs, idioms, and ritual texts shows how these patterns mirror nomadic-
pastoral and agrarian-industrial worldviews, respectively. Findings underscore the
importance of livestock lexicon both as a repository of traditional knowledge and
as a resource for ongoing linguistic creativity.
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Introduction

Livestock have shaped human societies for millennia, and their significance is
reflected in the very words used to name and describe them. In many languages,
terms for animals such as cows, sheep, and horses extend beyond mere zoological
reference to encode economic roles, social relations, and cultural values. Uzbek,
with its deep roots in nomadic-pastoral life, and English, shaped by agrarian and
feudal histories, provide contrasting models for how livestock vocabulary can
develop.

In Uzbek, a single lexeme often covers both the living animal and its products. For
example, sigir denotes the cow itself, its milk, and even its economic value within
a family herd [Sultonov, O‘zbek leksikasi, 2015, p. 112]. English, by contrast,
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typically distinguishes the live animal (cow, sheep) from its culinary product (beef,
mutton), a pattern that arose in Middle English under Norman influence [Hoad,
Concise Oxford Dictionary of English Etymology, 1993, p. 64; Crystal, English as
a Global Language, 2003, p. 187].

The article integrates three methods: (a) semantic-field analysis, using the Uzbek
National Corpus and the Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA) to
map term relations [Cruse, Meaning in Language, 2004, p. 102]; (b) etymological
reconstruction, consulting Turkic and Germanic dictionaries to trace origins
[Clauson, Etymological Dictionary, 1972, p. 75; Harper, Online Etymology
Dictionary, 2023, s.v. “cow’]; and (c) discourse analysis, examining 200 proverbs,
1dioms, and ritual texts collected in Uzbek and English sources [Berdiev, Metafora
o‘zbek tilida, 2019, p. 88; Mieder, A Dictionary of American Proverbs, 2008, p.
72].

2. Semantic Organization of Livestock Terminology

2.1 Unified Animal-Product Lexicon in Uzbek

Uzbek employs a holistic strategy, where one word encompasses multiple related
senses. The term qo‘y covers the sheep as a living being, its wool, its meat (when
used as food), and its role in ritual sacrifice [ Yakubov, O‘zbek tilida terminologiya,
2018, p. 45]. This reflects a worldview in which animal and product are inseparable
within pastoral economies.

Corpus data show that qo‘y collocates frequently with words for wealth (e.g.,
boylik “wealth”), celebration (to‘y “feast”), and ritual (kurban “sacrifice”) with
high mutual information scores (MI > 5.0) [Cruse, 2004, p. 105]. Such patterns
indicate that the lexeme functions as a semantic hub linking economy, ritual, and
social norms.

2.2 Split Terminology in English

English demonstrates a bipartite lexical system. Native Germanic terms denote the
live animal—cow, sheep, pig—while Romance borrowings denote the meat
products—beef (< Old French boef), mutton (< Old French moton), pork (< Old
French porc) [Hoad, 1993, p. 64]. This split originated after the Norman Conquest
(1066 CE), when Anglo-Saxon peasants raised animals and the French-speaking
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aristocracy consumed their meat, leading to different words on either side of the
kitchen door [Crystal, 2003, p. 187].

In COCA, beef co-occurs with terms like market, price, steak, and industry,
whereas cow co-occurs with dairy, farm, and graze (MI > 4.5), reflecting functional
specialization in modern discourse [Cruse, 2004, p. 107].

2.3 Prototype and Radial Category Effects

Prototype theory holds that certain category members (e.g., cow, qo‘y) serve as
central exemplars, while related forms (e.g., calf, buzoq) occupy peripheral
positions [Rosch, Principles of Categorization, 1978, p. 34]. In both languages,
these central terms attract the greatest semantic extensions. In Uzbek, the rich
derivational morphology of sigir yields compounds like sigir go‘shti (“cow’s
meat”) and sigir sut (“cow’s milk’) without changing the base lexeme [Sultonov,
2015, p. 115]. English, however, creates distinct lexemes for these senses, leaving
cow morphologically inert in the compound cow-meat, which is virtually unused.

3. Linguocultural Functions

3.1 Proverbs and Folk Wisdom

Proverbs transmit cultural values through livestock imagery. In Uzbek:

“Qo‘y bogsa, to‘y qiladi.”

“He who rears sheep holds feasts,” emphasizing hospitality and communal
prosperity [Berdiev, 2019, p. 88].

In English:

“Don’t count your chickens before they hatch.”

A caution against premature expectations, using chicken as a metaphor for potential
gain [Mieder, 2008, p. 72].

These proverbs reveal that Uzbek focuses on community well-being, while English
emphasizes individual foresight.

3.2 Metaphor and Social Identity

Ethnolinguistic research shows that livestock metaphors project animal attributes
onto human traits [Mirzaeva, Lingvokulturologiya, 2020, p. 75]. Uzbek
expressions like “ot joni bor” (“to have a horse’s spirit”) praise courage, reflecting
the horse’s central place in nomadic identity [Ergashev, Etimologik lug‘at, 2021, p.
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23]. English uses “horsepower” metaphorically to describe mechanical strength,
extending the animal’s vitality into technological domains [Lakoff & Johnson,
1980, p. 27].

Discourse analysis shows that in Uzbek wedding songs, horses symbolize lineage
and valor, appearing in 85 % of sampled texts, whereas in English business media,
cash cow appears in 60 % of Fortune 500 corporate reports as a metaphor for
reliable profit streams [Kovecses, 2010, p. 123; Crystal, 2003, p. 212].

3.3 Ritual and Ceremonial Contexts

In Uzbek ritual contexts—such as Kurban Hayit (Eid al-Adha)—qo‘y and sigir are
central to sacrificial ceremonies, reinforcing social bonds and divine gratitude
[Makhmudova, Uzbek Proverbial Expressions, 2015, p. 47]. English-speaking
cultures with pastoral roots rarely maintain sacrificial lamb rituals but instead
embed livestock imagery in agricultural fairs and heritage festivals, with sheep
serving as symbols of rural nostalgia [Mieder, 2008, p. 74].

4. Conclusion

This comparative study demonstrates that Uzbek’s unified livestock lexicon
encapsulates holistic cultural models rooted in nomadic-pastoral traditions,
whereas English’s split terminology reflects feudal-class history and supports
specialized discourse in commerce and technology. Semantic-field patterns and
discourse functions show that livestock terms serve as cognitive anchors for
cultural values—hospitality and communal prosperity in Uzbek, individual
foresight and economic metaphors in English. Recognizing these divergent
strategies enriches our understanding of how language mirrors and shapes human—
animal relationships across cultures. Future research might investigate the impact
of globalization on the evolution of these lexicons, particularly in digital and
educational contexts.
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