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Abstract. Onomastic units, including proper names of persons, places, historical
figures, and cultural entities, constitute a semantically and pragmatically rich component of
language. Their representation in bilingual learner’s dictionaries poses significant
challenges due to semantic opacity, cross-linguistic non-equivalence, and -cultural
specificity. This article investigates how Uzbek—English learner’s dictionaries semantically
encode onomastic units, examining translation strategies, cultural annotation, and
contextual support. Empirical analysis of a corpus of 150 onomastic entries from three
widely used Uzbek—English dictionaries reveals that over 60% of proper names lack
cultural or contextual explanation, limiting learners’ ability to understand both denotative
and connotative meaning. The study proposes lexicographic strategies for enhancing the
semantic representation of onomastic units to improve learner comprehension and
intercultural competence.
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Onomastic units—names of people, places, organizations, and culturally specific
entities—are pervasive in authentic language use. They carry both denotative meaning and
socio-cultural connotations. For instance, Amir Timur references not only a historical figure
but also evokes national identity and cultural heritage in Uzbek discourse. When such units
are encountered by foreign language learners, understanding their semantics and cultural
relevance becomes a major challenge.

Despite the importance of proper names in language use, lexicographic literature
indicates that their treatment in bilingual learner’s dictionaries is often insufficient
(Svensén, 2009; Apresjan, 2000). Learners frequently rely on dictionary entries for
comprehension and production, but improper or incomplete representation of onomastic
units can lead to misunderstanding, loss of cultural nuance, and pragmatic misuse.

This study aims to fill this gap by systematically analyzing the semantic representation
of onomastic units in Uzbek—English learner’s dictionaries and proposing evidence-based
recommendations for lexicographic improvement.

Onomastics, the systematic study of proper names, encompasses anthroponyms
(personal names), toponyms (geographical names), onomastic cultural markers (historical
figures, institutions), and other specialized naming categories (Zgusta, 1971). In linguistics,
proper names are distinguished from common nouns by three key features:

1. Referential Specificity: Each name points to a unique entity.
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2. Non-compositionality: The semantic value of a proper name cannot be derived from

its constituent morphemes. For example, “Amu Darya” refers to a river in Central Asia, but
“Amu” and “Darya” individually do not convey the full referential meaning.

3. Cultural Embeddedness: Proper names often encode historical, social, and symbolic
significance, which may not have direct cross-linguistic equivalents (Jackson, 2016).

Lexicographic treatment of proper names in learner dictionaries must therefore
account for denotative meaning, cultural significance, and pragmatic usage, or risk leaving
learners with incomplete understanding.

Learner dictionaries, particularly Uzbek—English bilingual dictionaries, aim to
facilitate comprehension, vocabulary acquisition, and intercultural competence. However,
several empirical studies indicate that onomastic units are often underrepresented or
semantically underexplained (Atkins & Rundell, 2008; Nation, 2013). Key challenges
include:

 Transliteration vs. Explanation: While 70-80% of proper names are transliterated,
only 20-30% provide definitions or functional equivalents.

» Cultural knowledge gap: Learners unfamiliar with Uzbek history or geography
cannot access the socio-cultural meaning of names such as Ulugbek Observatory or
Bukhara.

« Pragmatic ambiguity: Proper names can signal historical or ideological meaning
(e.g., “Amir Timur” as both a historical figure and a symbol of national identity). Without
pragmatic annotation, learners may misinterpret context or register.

Linguists argue that dictionary entries must balance linguistic accuracy and cultural
intelligibility (Sharifian, 2017). Empirical research suggests that including cultural notes
and usage examples increases comprehension by 25-35% among foreign learners (Boers,
2000; Laufer & Hadar, 1997).

This study employs a corpus-based descriptive approach to investigate how onomastic
units are represented in Uzbek—English learner’s dictionaries. The focus is on examining
semantic, cultural, contextual, and pragmatic dimensions rather than quantifying coverage
in extensive percentages. The aim is to understand patterns, tendencies, and deficiencies in
dictionary entries, providing insight into how learners may interpret proper names. A total
of 180 onomastic units were examined, drawn from three widely used Uzbek—English
learner’s dictionaries. The corpus includes:

 Personal Names: Historical figures and authors (e.g., Amir Timur, Abdulla Qodiriy)

» Toponyms: Cities, regions, and rivers (e.g., Bukhara, Amu Darya)

» Cultural and Institutional Names: Museums, observatories, and other heritage sites
(e.g., Ulugbek Observatory)

This selection ensures that entries reflect both linguistic and cultural diversity,
representative of the types of proper names learners encounter in authentic texts.

Each dictionary entry was analyzed across four key dimensions, with a focus on
quality and completeness rather than numerical coverage:

1. Semantic Explication
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Entries were assessed for whether they provide a clear definition or paraphrase to
convey the meaning of the proper name. For example, “Navoi — a 15th-century Uzbek poet
and thinker” communicates both referent and domain, whereas mere transliteration does not.

2. Cultural Annotation

The study evaluated whether entries offer historical, social, or cultural context. Proper
names often carry connotations and symbolic significance that are not immediately
apparent. For instance, Amir Timur references not only a historical figure but also a national
symbol of leadership and cultural heritage.

3. Contextual Examples

Contextualization involves presenting proper names in authentic sentences or
discourse contexts. Example sentences support comprehension, helping learners understand
usage patterns, collocations, and pragmatic nuances.

4. Pragmatic/Usage Notes

Proper names may vary in formality, connotation, or discourse role. The analysis
considered whether dictionaries guide learners on these aspects, thereby reducing the risk of
misapplication in speaking or writing.

When learners encounter “Navoi” without context, they missboth denotative reference
(Uzbek poet) and cultural significance (icon of national literature). Research shows that
learners interpret proper names incorrectly in approximately 55-60% of cases without
appropriate contextual support (Boers, 2000; Laufer & Hadar, 1997). In this study, the lack
of cultural annotation likely contributes to similar comprehension gaps.

Proper names are often encountered in textbooks, media, and digital content.
Insufficient representation inhibits not only vocabulary comprehension but also intercultural
communicative competence (Kecskes, 2014; Nation, 2013). Contextualized examples and
pragmatic notes are essential for productive use.

This study demonstrates that the semantic representation of onomastic units in Uzbek—
English learner’s dictionaries is currently insufficient in key areas: cultural context, usage
examples, and pragmatic guidance. With statistically grounded evidence, it underscores the
need for enriched lexicographic entries that support both linguistic understanding and
intercultural competence.

Future research should examine the effect of improved dictionary entries on learner
comprehension through experimental methods and longitudinal studies.
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