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Abstract. Compares the phonetic and orthographic characteristics found in the musical
vocabulary of English and Uzbek languages. It investigates how musical words are sounded and
written in both languages, stressing the effects of their individual sound systems and writing
customs. The paper looks at loanword adaptation, the depiction of comparable musical ideas using
various phonetic and orthographic structures, and the issues caused by transliteration and
translation. The research intends to offer insights into the connection between language and music
across several cultural settings by means of a comparison of these linguistic features, hence
supporting a better knowledge of musical vocabulary from a linguistic angle.

Annomayusn. CpaBHHBaroTCs  (poHeTnueckne u  opdorpaduueckue XapaKkTepPUCTUKH,
oOHapy>KEHHBIE B My3BbIKAJIbHOM CJIOBape aHTJIMHCKOTO M y30€KCKOTo s3bIKOB. B Hell uccnemyercs,
KaK My3bIKaJbHBIE CJIOBA 3By4aT M MHUIIYTCA B OOOMX S3bIKaX, NOJYEPKHUBasl BIUSHUE HX
WH/MBUYalbHBIX 3BYKOBBIX CHCTEM M OOblYaeB nucbMa. B craThe paccmaTpuBaeTcs ajanTanus
3aMMCTBOBAaHHBIX CIJIOB, M300pa)k€HHE COIMOCTABUMBIX MY3BIKAJbHBIX HJIE€H C HCIIOJIb30BaHHEM
pa3nuuHbIX (QoHEeTHYecKuX M opdorpadpuyeckux CTPYKTYp, a Takke MpoOieMbl, BbI3BaHHBIE
TpaHcauTepauuen u nepeBojoM. Llenpro nccnenoBanus sBisieTcs NpeaocTaBieHue nHpopmauu o
CBSI3M MEXIY SI3bIKOM M MY3BIKOM B Pa3jIM4YHBIX KYJbTYPHBIX YCIOBHUSAX IOCPEACTBOM CPaBHEHMS
3THX S3BIKOBBIX OCOOEHHOCTEH, TEM CaMbIM HOJIEP)KUBas JTydlllee 3HaHUE MY3bIKAIbHOTO CIIOBaps
C JINHIBUCTUYECKOHN TOUYKH 3PEHHUS.
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Musical terminology is studied not only in terms of meaning and origin but also in terms of
phonetic (pronunciation) and orthographic (spelling) realization. A comparative study of these
characteristics in English and Uzbek, two languages with different sound systems and writing
norms, is the main emphasis of this paper. Effective communication, translation, and cross-cultural
awareness in the domain of music depend on a grasp of these distinctions and commonalities.
English, a Germanic language with a Latin-based alphabet, and Uzbek, a Turkic language with a
changed Latin and historically Cyrilic script, provide an interesting case study for exploring the
interaction between language and musical expression.

A focused corpus of musical terminology was gathered from reliable English and Uzbek
sources. This covered: Music encyclopedias and standard English dictionaries (e.g., The New Grove

Tun auyenszuu CC: Attribution 4.0 International (CC BY 4.0) 736



Bronnemens nayku u npaxkmuxu / Bulletin of Science and Practice T. 11. Ne6 2025
https://www.bulletennauki.ru https://doi.org/10.33619/2414-2948/115

Dictionary of Music and Musicians, Oxford English Dictionary). Dictionaries of English-Uzbek and
Uzbek-English, as well as specialist glossaries of musical words in Uzbek (where applicable).
Musical vocabulary found in academic papers, musical scores, and journalistic writing in both
languages. Phonetic transcriptions for English words mostly relied on the International Phonetic
Alphabet (IPA) as shown in reliable dictionaries and phonetics tools. Where differences occurred,
the more frequent or standard pronunciations were recorded. Considering the phonetic values of the
letters in the present Latin script, phonetic transcriptions for Uzbek words were founded on the
generally acknowledged pronunciation norms of modern Uzbek. Where dialectal or regional
variances in pronunciation are known to occur for certain musical terminology, they were recorded
for possible debate. A comparative study was done to find similarities and variations in the phonetic
realisation of cognate terms — words having a same origin — and loanwords taken in by each
language. This included looking at stress patterns, syllable structure, and vowel and consonant
inventory. The musical terminology' regular spellings in both English and Uzbek (using the present
Latin script) were documented. To grasp the history of its written form, historical variances in
orthography — especially when phrases may have been once written in the Cyrillic script — were
taken into account for Uzbek. A comparative study emphasizing the link between spelling and
pronunciation in both languages, the representation of comparable sounds using distinct graphemes
(letters or combinations of letters), and the orthographic adaption patterns seen in loanwords. Using
a comparative linguistic method, this paper examined the phonetic and orthographic characteristics
of musical vocabulary in English and Uzbek. The approach included the following main steps:
Phonological Systems: A Short Comparison

Feature English Uzbek
Vowel inventory 12 pure vowels + diphthongs 6 vowel phonemes
Consonants Rich in fricatives, clusters (e.g.,/[/,/0/) Simpler consonant clusters
Stress Lexical stress (can change meaning) Mostly predictable stress (often final
syllable)
Loanword adaptation Minimal changes Phonological nativization common

Example: English: symphony/'sim.fa.ni/

Uzbek: simfoniya [sim.fo.ni.ya] — vowel epenthesis is added to break up consonant clusters.

Orthographic Features and Issues Loanwords in Uzbek and English: Adaptation Musical
words acquired from English and Uzbek both change their spelling to different degrees. Especially
from Romance languages, English keeps the original spelling of loanwords. Uzbek usually alters
the spelling more closely to its phonetic system, which might cause orthographic modifications
making the source less instantly clear to a speaker of the source language. For example, a very
straight phonetic and orthographic translation of the Russian word “cumdonus” (simfoniya) in
Uzbek Latin script is “simfoniya”. To show the phonetic and orthographic variations, let us look at
some instances of musical terminology in both languages:

. English Phonetic . Uzbek Phonetic Uzbek
Musical Ny English L
Term Tmnscrzptzgn (IPA - Orthography Transcrz'ptlon Orthog}.”aphy
Approximate) (Approximate) (Latin)
Note /mout/ note [nota] nota
Melody /'meladi/ melody [melodi'ja] melodiya
Rhythm /'r1dom/ rhythm [ritm] ritm
Symphony /"simfoni/ symphony [simfoni ja] simfoniya
Magom /'ma:ka:m/ (approximate) magam [maqom] maqom
Usul /"u:su:l/ (approximate) usul [usu:]] usul
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These instances show how different sounds and spellings reflect similar or identical musical
ideas because of the unique phonetic and orthographic systems of English and Uzbek. Though the
degree of orthographic adaptation may differ, loanwords — especially those of international origin
— often experience phonetic adaptation in both languages. The variations in phonetic and
orthographic characteristics create difficulties in the translation and transliteration of musical
vocabulary between English and Uzbek:

Phonetic Approximation: Because each system has its own sounds, it can be hard to find exact
phonetic matches between two languages when transliterating words. A lot of the time,
transliterations use the best match they can find, which can mean that some sound details are lost.
Consistency in spelling: For clarity and consistency, it is important to set uniform spelling rules for
copied words. It's important to think carefully about whether to keep the original spelling (which is
what most people do in English) or change it to fit the orthographic rules of the target language
(which is what most people do with Uzbek phonetic adaptation). While this piece is mostly about
phonetics and orthography, it's important to keep in mind that the cultural and historical background
of musical terms can also make it harder to translate them in a way that is semantically equivalent.
Even if two words look or sound the same, they might have different meanings or refer to slightly
different singing practices.

It is well known that English orthography is “non-phonemic”, which means that writing does
not always match speech. As an example, choir is pronounced/ kwayor/, while bass is pronounced
/beys/ in music but is spelled like “bass” (the fish).

On the other hand, Uzbek spelling is based more on sound, especially in the Latin and Cyrillic
systems: Most of the time, what is written is what is said. There are still some differences, though,
mostly with loanwords. Examples.

Term (English)  Uzbek Equivalent — Spelling in Uzbek Phonetic Adaptation
Orchestra Orkestr orkestr / opkecTp Cluster simplified if needed
Melody Navo navo / HaBo Semantic substitution, not transliteration
Note Nota nota / HOTa Phonetic spelling adapted to Uzbek sounds
Jazz Joz joz / %03 Spelled phonetically to match Uzbek phonology

Common Patterns of Adaptation in Uzbek. Uzbek musical terminology has been subjected to
a process of adaptation that has been influenced by Russian, Arabic-Persian, and, to a greater
extent, English sources. In order to accommodate Uzbek phonotactics (i.e., the permissible sound
combinations), Uzbek speakers naturally adapt foreign terms. This is due to the disparities in
phonological systems. The following are the most frequently observed strategies during the
adaptation process. Several patterns are observed when English or Russian musical terms are
borrowed into Uzbek: Epenthesis (Vowel Insertion)To disrupt consonant clusters:

Piano — pianino (via Russian);

drum — baraban (adapted from Russian).

Final vowel addition to align with Uzbek word structure:

Rock — rok — rok musiqa (compound to contextualize the meaning).

Phoneme Substitution, Sounds that are absent from Uzbek are replaced: /6/, as in theatre,
frequently undergoes a transformation into /t/ or /s/. However, /f/ and /3/ from Russian are
preserved (e.g., joz). Translation vs. Transliteration Certain terms are borrowed phonetically, while
others are semantically translated:

Melody — navo (semantic match), while Symphony — simfoniya (transliteration).

Phonetic Adaptation: Uzbek phonetic principles are applied to the pronunciation of foreign
musical terms, including vowel harmony tendencies, consonant substitutions, and a stress transfer to
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the final syllable. The concluding inflection in the Uzbek word “simfoniya” is derived from the
Russian word “cumdonus” (simfoniya). The word “jazz” in English is pronounced with Uzbek
consonant sounds. Morphological Adaptation: The integration of foreign musical terms into Uzbek
grammar is achieved by utilizing Uzbek plural suffixes (-lar), case endings, and the formation of
verbs with auxiliary verbs such as qilmoq (to do). “Nota” (derived from Latin) is rendered as
“notalar” (notes). “Aranjirovka qilmoq” (to arrange — derived from the Russian words
“apamxupoBka’ and “qilmoq”). Semantic Adaptation: The meaning of borrowed musical terms may
be condensed, expanded, or adopt slightly different nuances in the Uzbek musical context. The term
“klassik” (from the Russian/international language) encompasses both the Western classical music
and the Uzbek classical maqom tradition.

Incorporation of Musical Elements from Other Cultures into Uzbek Music This reading
emphasizes the musical material itself. Though having deep native origins, Uzbek music has also
been affected by and incorporated aspects from various musical heritages over time. Interactions
with adjacent civilizations along the Silk Road most certainly resulted in the acquisition and
modification of certain melodic patterns, scales, or ornamentation techniques. Especially important
is the impact of Persian and Tajik music, which share modal systems and melodic contours.
Rhythmic Influences: Although Uzbek music has its own intricate rhythmic cycles (usul),
interaction with other cultures may have affected or introduced certain rhythmic patterns or tools.
Instrumental Adoption and Adaptation: Uzbek musical groups include instruments of both native
provenance (such as the dutor, tanbur, sato, rubob, doira) and those taken and modified from other
countries (such as the gijjak, which has Central Asian ancestors). The Uzbek musical aesthetic has
absorbed the playing methods and functions of these instruments into the group. In some kinds of
Uzbek popular and contemporary music, often mixed with traditional melodic and rhythmic
structures, aspects of Western harmony (chords, chord progressions) have started to emerge with
more interaction with Western musical traditions, especially during the Soviet era and in modern
times. This is a continuous region of change. Although the maqom tradition has its own unique
shapes (e.g., shashmaqom), modern genres might borrow or modify Western song structures,
instrumental piece forms, or hybrid forms combining Eastern and Western components. Phonetic
and orthographic variations can lead to: Pronunciation difficulties for Uzbek students of English
(e.g., “rhythm”/'ridom/), Spelling problems with English vocabulary in Uzbek literature,
Difficulties in translation: deciding between a native equivalent and a loanword.

The phonetic and orthographic traits of English and Uzbek musical vocabulary show the
unique linguistic qualities of both languages. English, with its complicated vowel system and
historically affected spelling, differs from Uzbek's more phonemic writing system and diverse set of
defining sounds. Loanword adaptation and the portrayal of common musical ideas show how every
language fits and incorporates musical terminology. Accurate communication, efficient translation,
and a greater awareness of the linguistic variety inside the worldwide scene of music all depend on
an understanding of these phonetic and orthographic distinctions. Further study might investigate
the perceptual elements of these phonetic and orthographic differences and their influence on the
knowledge and learning of musical vocabulary across language boundaries.
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