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B maHHOII cTaTbe UCCIeIYeTCS KOHTEKCTYaIbHASI MOIYJISIIST JIEKCUKO-CEMaHTUYECKIUX
0COGEHHOCTE B aHTIMIICKOM U Y36€KCKOM ITPaBOBOM AVICKYPCE, C aKIIEHTOM Ha TO, KaK
I0PUANYECKME TEPMIMHBI MEHSIIOT CBO€E 3HAUEHME B CyIe6GHOM, 3aKOHOZATEIbHOM U JIOK-
TPUHAIBHOM KOHTeKCTaX. C ITOMOIIbIO CPABHUTEIBHOTO CTPYKTYPHOTO ¥ CEMaHTHUJe-
CKOTO aHa/I13a UCC/IeA0BaHME BbISB/ISIET 3aKOHOMEPHOCTU TIOJIMCEMUM, TEPMUHOJIOTMUECKOIA
BapMaTUBHOCTY U IIPAarMaTUUECKO IepenHTepIpeTali. Pe3ynbTaThl MOKa3bIBAIOT
MEKbSI3bIKOBbIE ACMMMETPUY B CEMAaHTUUECKOM 06beMe M QYHKIMOHAIBHO HATpy3Ke,
TTOAYEePKUBAst IIOCIEACTBUS IJISI OPUAMUECKOTO TIEPEBOAA, TaPMOHM3AIINY U TTPAKTUKYA
IBYSI3bIYHOTO COCTABJIEHUS JOKYMEHTOB.

KiioueBsle ciioBa: HpaBOBOﬁ ONCKYPC, KOHTEKCTYyaJIbHas MOOYJ/ISIINA, ITIOJIMCEeMUA, CMHO-
HUMMSA, CEMaHTMUYeCKasad BapMaTUBHOCTD.

Introduction

The study of lexico-semantic features in legal language has increasingly attracted scholarly
attention due to the intricate relationship between legal terminology and precise communi-
cation. Legal terms are not merely labels for concepts; they carry nuanced meanings that
are shaped by historical, institutional, and procedural contexts. Unlike general language,
the vocabulary of law is governed by norms of precision, clarity, and unambiguity, yet it sim-
ultaneously exhibits flexibility to accommodate interpretative needs. The lexicon of legal
discourse often reflects complex semantic networks, including polysemy, synonymy, and hi-
erarchical relationships, which interact with contextual factors to influence legal reasoning
and decision-making. Understanding these features is crucial not only for linguists but also
for legal practitioners, translators, and policymakers who operate in multilingual or cross-
jurisdictional environments.

Context plays a pivotal role in shaping the meaning of legal terms, particularly within judi-
cial discourse. The interpretation of a term can vary depending on its syntactic environment,
the communicative purpose of the utterance, and the legal framework within which



Joxnane! bamkupckoro yausepcurera. 2026. Tom 11. Ne2 77

it is used. Judicial texts, including court opinions, procedural documents, and legislative ref-
erences, reveal that terms often undergo semantic modulation in response to specific case
facts, evidential requirements, or argumentative strategies. Such contextual modulation en-
sures that legal communication remains functional and adaptable, while still preserving

the clarity necessary for authoritative decision-making. Comparative analysis between Eng-
lish and Uzbek judicial texts demonstrates that semantic flexibility interacts with linguistic
and cultural conventions, further complicating the understanding and translation of legal
terminology.

This study aims to explore the mechanisms through which context modulates the lexico-se-
mantic features of legal terms in judicial discourse. By employing a corpus-based and com-
parative methodology, it seeks to identify patterns of semantic variation, including poly-
semy, synonymy, semantic narrowing, and broadening, as well as the roles of collocations
and lexical frequency. The research is significant in highlighting the dynamic interplay be-
tween lexical meaning and contextual application, providing insights for legal linguistics,
translation studies, and bilingual legal drafting. The primary questions guiding this research
focus on how judicial context influences the semantic interpretation of legal terms, what
patterns of lexical and semantic flexibility emerge in English and Uzbek legal texts, and how
such modulation affects legal clarity and consistency. Addressing these questions contrib-
utes to a deeper understanding of the functional and cognitive dimensions of legal language,
and it offers practical implications for improving precision and comprehension in multilin-
gual judicial contexts.

Literature Review

Research on legal terminology has progressed from descriptive accounts of legal lexis to so-
phisticated analyses of semantic variation and context-dependent meaning. Early linguistic
frameworks recognize legal language as a specialized register with distinct lexical properties
that influence interpretation and application [34]. Within legal linguistics, scholars like
Bhatia [6] propose functional categorization of legal texts to uncover how lexical and se-
mantic patterns vary across judicial opinions, statutes, and other legal genres, emphasizing
that meaning in legal contexts is not static but modulated by communicative purposes

and institutional norms.

More recent studies foreground the lexico-semantic features that characterize legal termi-
nology in comparative contexts. Jumabayeva [18] explores how semantic nuances, contex-
tual usage, and translation challenges shape the meaning of legal terms in English and Uz-
bek, highlighting the complexity that arises when terms lack direct cross-linguistic equiva-
lence. Similarly, Xasanbayeva and Mannonova [23; 38] examine polysemy, synonymy,

and borrowings in English and Uzbek legal lexis, noting that lexical and semantic features
are shaped by historical influences as well as by differing legal traditions.
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Cross-linguistic research also identifies systematic differences in terminological structures.
Khujakulov [20] argues that English legal vocabulary, rooted in common law, and Uzbek le-
gal terminology, emerging from civil law traditions, reflect divergent semantic hierarchies
and conceptual mappings, which complicate direct equivalence in bilingual legal communi-
cation. Pulatova and colleagues [27] further demonstrate that globalization affects term ad-
aptation and use, with English influence increasing in Uzbek legal practice while sometimes
leading to semantic distortions if context is ignored.

Despite these contributions, there remains a gap in systematic analysis of how judicial con-
text actively shapes lexico-semantic meaning within legal discourse itself. Most existing
studies focus on term formation, translation equivalence, or structural differences between
languages, rather than examining how the situational and argumentative contexts of judicial
texts modulate semantic interpretation. This research addresses that gap by combining cor-
pus-based methods and comparative analysis to reveal patterns of semantic variation

and contextual modulation that are integral to judicial reasoning and interpretation, thus
contributing to legal linguistics, translation studies, and comparative legal communication.

Methodology

The present study employs a corpus-based methodology to examine the contextual modula-
tion of lexico-semantic features in judicial discourse. The research corpus was carefully
compiled to ensure representative coverage of both English and Uzbek legal texts. Primary
sources include judicial opinions, court transcripts, and statutory documents spanning mul-
tiple domains of law, including civil, criminal, and administrative law. English texts were
drawn from publicly accessible case law databases, whereas Uzbek texts were sourced from
national court reports and legislative repositories. Selection criteria prioritized documents
that exemplify formal judicial language, demonstrate a diversity of legal terms, and include
sufficient contextual information for semantic analysis.

The analytical framework integrates lexico-semantic, corpus-based, and pragmatic ap-
proaches. Lexico-semantic analysis focuses on the meaning, structure, and relational pat-
terns of legal terms, including polysemy, synonymy, and semantic shifts. Corpus-based
methods enable systematic extraction, quantification, and comparison of terms across texts,
allowing patterns of frequency, collocation, and distribution to be identified. Pragmatic
analysis considers the role of context, including the communicative purpose of sentences,
argumentative structures, and institutional conventions, in shaping term meaning.

Data coding involved annotating the corpus for lexical items, identifying semantic variants,
and tagging instances of polysemy, synonymy, and context-driven semantic narrowing

or broadening. Semantic variation was assessed based on definitional consistency, co-occur-
ring terms, and hierarchical relationships within the legal discourse. Cross-linguistic com-
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parisons between English and Uzbek texts were conducted to identify divergences in seman-
tic scope and contextual usage, providing insights into the interplay between language, law,
and judicial reasoning.

Analysis and Results

Legal discourse demonstrates that the meaning of legal terms is rarely fixed, but rather dy-
namically shaped by context. In both English and Uzbek courts, terms such as “/iability,”
“negligence,”and “due process”acquire nuanced interpretations depending on procedural
circumstances, evidentiary requirements, or the legal function they perform within a sen-
tence [1]. For instance, “assessment”in legal reasoning may refer to deliberation or evalua-
tive judgment rather than a single definitional sense [2]. In Uzbek legal texts, terms such

as “mas’uliyat” (liability) and “vijdonan garor gabul qilish” (acting in good conscience) simi-
larly display semantic flexibility, often influenced by statutory context and judicial framing [3].
These examples illustrate how legal interpretation is shaped by situational usage, support-
ing findings that context modulates semantic meaning in judicial discourse.

Patterns of semantic variation often involve polysemy, synonymy, and semantic narrowing
or broadening. Polysemy appears in terms like “charge, "which in criminal law can signify

a formal accusation, while in administrative contexts it may denote an imposed duty or obli-
gation [4]. In Uzbek, the near-equivalent “ayblov”carries related but contextually adjustable
meanings [5]. Synonymy also plays a role; for example, “appeal”and “petition” may be used
interchangeably within certain judicial contexts, though procedural distinctions emerge

in statutory interpretation [6]. Likewise, Uzbek terms such as “ijroiya qaror” (“enforcement
order”) and “majburiy ijro” (“mandatory execution”) may overlap semantically, yet they dif-
fer pragmatically in scope and application [7]. Semantic narrowing occurs when a term like
“interest”acquires a specialized legal sense — referring to statutory entitlement rather than
its ordinary economic meaning — while semantic broadening appears with terms such

as “precedent,”which can indicate prior decisions or broader judicial guidance [8].

Lexical flexibility is further reinforced by the role of collocations and term frequency. Fre-
quent collocations in English judicial texts, such as “joint liability” and “statutory interpre-
tation, ” signal context-specific meanings and usage patterns [9]. In Uzbek texts, recurring
pairings like “umumiy mas’uliyat” (“joint liability”) and “gonuniy talgin” (“legal interpreta-
tion”) anchor terms in predictable semantic frames [10]. Collocation analysis reveals that le-
gal terms rarely occur in isolation; semantic interpretation depends on surrounding lexical

73

items [11]. For instance, “duty”in “duty of care” differs significantly from its use in “duty
to report, "yet both are constrained by collocational environment [12]. Similarly, “majburi-
yat” (“duty”) in Uzbek appears with modifiers like “fugarolik majburiyati” (“civil duty”)

or ‘Jamoatchilik oldidagi majburiyat”(“public duty”), clarifying legal import through context [13].
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Comparative observations between English and Uzbek judicial texts highlight both similari-
ties and cross-linguistic divergences. Many English terms have direct Uzbek equivalents;

for example, “Jiability” and “mas’uliyat,” or “tort”and “shikast yetkazish” (“infliction

of harm”) demonstrate high translational fidelity [14]. However, semantic ranges often dif-
fer. The English concept of “fiduciary arrangement,” denoting a legal mechanism grounded
in delegated confidence and asset management obligations, does not correspond directly

to an Uzbek equivalent with an identical doctrinal scope, thereby complicating semantic
alignment [15]. Similarly, “/egal detriment,”understood as a prerequisite element in the for-
mation of binding obligations within English jurisprudence, conveys a more technical

and restrictive meaning, whereas the Uzbek expression “qaror asoslari” (“grounds of adjudi-
cation”) reflects a wider framework of procedural and justificatory reasoning [16]. These dif-
ferences underscore the necessity of contextual analysis when mapping legal terms across
languages.

The interplay between semantic variation and judicial reasoning is evident in how courts
utilize flexible terminology to address novel situations. In English texts, “neg/igence”can
encompass physical injury, financial loss, or professional misconduct, depending on statu-
tory references and evidentiary standards [17]. In Uzbek, “beparvolik”similarly adapts

to varied procedural contexts [18]. Judges rely on precedent, statutory definitions, and argu-
mentative framing to modulate meaning, illustrating the pragmatic dimension of legal lan-
guage. Terms such as “appeal”/“shikoyat,” “injunction’/“tagiq,” and “remedy’/“ta’mirlash
chorasi” are interpreted relative to procedural context, demonstrating that lexical flexibility

is embedded in institutional norms [18].

Corpus analysis further demonstrates patterns of semantic frequency that reveal normative
practices in judicial interpretation. High-frequency terms such as “due diligence”and “rem-
edy”in English, alongside “ehtiyot chorasi” (“precautionary measure”) and “ta’mirlash cho-
rasi” (“corrective measure”) in Uzbek, indicate core conceptual priorities in legal reasoning [19].
Less frequent terms like “quantum meruit”or “foydalanish huguqi” (“right of use”) signal
specialized legal constructs requiring contextual interpretation [20]. Collocational networks
highlight that the meaning of these terms depends on both immediate lexical surroundings
and broader judicial discourse patterns.

Finally, comparative observations suggest that cross-linguistic semantic mapping requires
attention to both lexical and pragmatic dimensions. While some terms allow near-direct
translation, others necessitate adaptation to reflect doctrinal and procedural differences.
For instance, “injunction”is broadly understood in English law as a court order to compel

or restrain action, whereas Uzbek “taqiq” may be interpreted more narrowly [21]. Con-
versely, “remedy”in English can be monetary or corrective, while “¢a’mirlash chorasi”in Uz-



Joxnane! bamkupckoro yausepcurera. 2026. Tom 11. Ne2 81

bek emphasizes corrective action [22]. Such divergences illustrate that contextual modula-
tion is a universal feature of judicial discourse, yet manifests differently depending on lin-
guistic and cultural conventions.

In conclusion, the analysis confirms that legal terms are highly context-sensitive, demon-
strating polysemy, synonymy, semantic narrowing and broadening, and frequent colloca-
tional dependencies. English and Uzbek judicial texts share structural patterns yet exhibit
meaningful cross-linguistic differences that reflect legal traditions, procedural norms,

and linguistic constraints. Understanding these patterns enhances the precision of legal in-
terpretation, supports accurate translation, and underscores the centrality of context

in shaping the lexico-semantic landscape of judicial discourse.

Discussion

The findings of this study indicate that judicial discourse exhibits significant contextual
modulation, affecting the lexico-semantic properties of legal terminology in both English
and Uzbek texts. Terms such as “statute,” “jurisdiction,” “settlement,” “hearing,”and “ver-
dict” demonstrate flexibility, acquiring distinct meanings depending on procedural, eviden-
tiary, or institutional context [23]. For example, “sett/lement”may denote a negotiated reso-
lution between parties in one case, while in another it may refer to a formal judicial approval
of an agreement [24]. Similarly, in Uzbek legal texts, terms such as “qonun” (“statute”), “sud
hokimiyati” (“judicial authority”), and “ish ko ‘rib chigish” (“case hearing”) display semantic
variation shaped by procedural norms and the specifics of the case [25]. These examples il-
lustrate that understanding legal terminology requires attention to situational factors

and not merely dictionary definitions.

Patterns of polysemy and synonymy are evident in judicial discourse. English terms like
“hearing” can refer to a formal proceeding before a judge or a preliminary session for proce-
dural decisions, while “session”may overlap in meaning but carry procedural distinctions [26].
In Uzbek, “ish ko rib chigish” can refer to a full trial or to administrative review, depending
on the context [27]. Similarly, “verdict” may signify the outcome of a trial or a formal judg-
ment within broader proceedings, and in Uzbek, “garor”is adapted to reflect both trial deci-
sions and appellate rulings [28]. Semantic narrowing is evident when a general term such

as “appeal”acquires a specialized judicial sense, while broadening is observed in terms like
“remedy, ”which can encompass procedural measures, administrative orders, or corrective
actions [29].

Collocations play a crucial role in determining meaning. In English texts, phrases such
as “judicial review,” “preliminary injunction,” and “statutory interpretation”provide strong
semantic cues [30]. In Uzbek, recurring patterns like “sud nazorati”(“judicial review”),
“taqgiq gqo‘yish” (“restraining order”), and “gonunni talgin gilish” (“legal interpretation”) an-
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chor meaning in textual and procedural contexts [31]. The dependence on collocations con-
firms that legal terms rarely function in isolation; their interpretation is shaped by lexical
surroundings. For example, “duty”in “duty to notify” differs from “duty to comply,”

and in Uzbek, “majburiyat”requires specification via modifiers such as “fugarolik majburi-
yati” (“civil duty”) to clarify procedural scope [32].

Comparative analysis reveals both convergence and divergence between English and Uzbek
judicial terminology. Certain terms, such as “statute’/“qonun,” “hearing”’/“ish ko ‘rib chi-
gish,”and “verdict’/“qaror,” demonstrate conceptual overlap, facilitating cross-linguistic
mapping [33]. However, other terms, such as “injunction” and “taqiq qo‘yish,” reveal nar-
rower interpretations in Uzbek due to differences in procedural law [34]. Similarly, “sett/e-
ment”in English emphasizes negotiation and formal approval, while in Uzbek, “kelishuv”
can refer broadly to mutually agreed resolutions without judicial sanction [35]. These diver-
gences underscore the need for context-aware translation and interpretation strategies.

The pragmatic dimension of judicial discourse is highlighted by flexible usage. Terms such
as “jurisdiction’/“sud hokimiyati” and “remedy’/“ta’mirlash chorasi” adapt to procedural
needs and evidentiary requirements. English terms like “motion” can function as a request
for action or procedural direction, whereas Uzbek “ariza”covers requests for rulings or ad-
ministrative consideration [36]. Judges rely on precedent, statutory interpretation, and argu-
mentative context to ensure that term meaning aligns with procedural and institutional ex-
pectations. Contextual modulation is therefore a key feature of judicial reasoning, guiding
the application and interpretation of terminology.

Corpus analysis demonstrates that term frequency and collocational patterns are critical
for understanding usage. High-frequency terms such as “statutory provision,” “judicial re-
view,”and “hearing”in English, alongside “qonuniy norma” (“statutory provision”), “sud
nazorati” (“judicial review”), and “ish ko ‘rib chigish” (“case hearing”) in Uzbek, highlight
recurring conceptual priorities in judicial decision making [37]. Less frequent terms, such

as “preliminary injunction”or “foydalanish huqugi” (“right of use”), signal specialized legal
constructs that require careful contextual interpretation [38]. This pattern confirms that se-
mantic meaning is closely tied to both immediate collocational environment and broader

procedural frameworks.

The findings have both theoretical and practical implications. Theoretically, they support
the view that legal terminology functions as a dynamic system shaped by institutional
norms, procedural requirements, and lexical environment. Practically, they highlight

the need for context-aware legal translation and interpretation strategies in multilingual ju-
risdictions. Legal professionals and translators must recognize that terms such as “sett/e-

»

ment,” “remedly,

»” -

injunction,” “hearing,” and “verdict” carry meanings that are modulated
by procedural, evidentiary, and cultural contexts [39].
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In conclusion, this study confirms that judicial discourse relies heavily on contextual modu-
lation, with terms exhibiting polysemy, synonymy, semantic narrowing and broadening,
and collocational dependencies. English and Uzbek judicial texts share structural patterns
but display cross-linguistic differences that reflect procedural, doctrinal, and institutional
contexts. Understanding these patterns enhances legal interpretation, translation accuracy,
and comprehension of lexico-semantic structures in multilingual judicial discourse.

Conclusion

The present study demonstrates that meaning in judicial texts is highly dependent on con-
text, highlighting the dynamic relationship between language and institutional practice.
Across both English and Uzbek corpora, words and expressions do not carry fixed or univer-
sal definitions; rather, their interpretation is shaped by procedural circumstances, textual
environment, and broader cultural and institutional frameworks. This dynamic interplay be-
tween language and context reinforces the importance of considering situational factors
when analyzing legal communication. The research confirms that understanding the nu-
ances of professional discourse requires careful attention not only to surface forms but also
to patterns of use, frequency, and co-occurrence within texts.

Comparative analysis between English and Uzbek sources reveals both shared structural pat-
terns and notable differences in the ways meaning is conveyed. While certain expressions
correspond closely in both languages, others diverge due to differences in procedural norms,
institutional traditions, and cultural conventions. These variations demonstrate that cross-
linguistic analysis cannot rely solely on literal equivalence; instead, it must account

for the ways in which communicative practices influence interpretation. Contextual aware-
ness is therefore essential for effective cross-cultural understanding, translation, and inter-
pretation, particularly in professional and institutional settings where precision is critical.

The study also emphasizes the significance of frequency and co-occurrence in shaping
meaning. High-frequency expressions tend to develop conventionalized interpretations
that guide understanding across cases, whereas less common expressions are often contex-
tually determined and require greater interpretive effort. This observation underscores

the importance of corpus-based approaches in identifying semantic patterns and under-
standing how meaning emerges from usage rather than from static definitions. In addition,
the research highlights the role of pragmatic factors, demonstrating that how language

is used in practice — through positioning, sequencing, and interaction with surrounding ex-
pressions — can alter interpretation in subtle but significant ways.

From a theoretical perspective, the findings contribute to an understanding of professional
discourse as a flexible, adaptive system. Language in institutional contexts functions not
merely as a set of static units but as a network of interdependent forms whose meaning

is continuously negotiated. This perspective has implications for studies of multilingual
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communication, terminology research, and discourse analysis more broadly, offering
a framework for examining how specialized discourse operates across languages
and contexts.

In practical terms, the results suggest that practitioners, translators, and researchers must
adopt strategies that account for contextual variability. Reliance on dictionary definitions
or one-to-one translation may fail to capture essential nuances, potentially leading to mis-
understandings or misinterpretations. Instead, careful analysis of usage patterns, textual
environment, and situational factors is required to ensure accurate comprehension

and communication. This approach is particularly relevant in multilingual settings, where
differences in linguistic and procedural conventions may amplify the potential for misalignment.

Finally, the study points to the need for further research into the ways context shapes mean-
ing in professional and institutional texts. Future studies could expand the range of sources,
include additional languages, or explore diachronic changes in usage. Investigating the in-
teraction between semantic flexibility, pragmatic constraints, and cross-linguistic transfer
would deepen our understanding of how specialized discourse functions in diverse settings.
By focusing on the interplay between language and context, such research can contribute

to more effective communication, translation, and comprehension in professional and insti-
tutional environments.

In conclusion, the study demonstrates that meaning in professional discourse is inherently
dynamic and context-sensitive. Cross-linguistic analysis reveals both convergences and di-
vergences that reflect institutional norms and cultural conventions. Frequency, co-occur-
rence, and pragmatic factors play essential roles in shaping interpretation, and awareness

of these factors is critical for accurate understanding and communication. By highlighting
the adaptive, negotiable nature of meaning in specialized texts, the research contributes

to theoretical knowledge, methodological approaches, and practical strategies for navigating
professional discourse in multilingual and multicultural settings.

References

1. Abdullayeva D. Huquqiy terminologiyada semantik variativlik masalalari // O‘zbek tili va ada-
biyoti. 2022. No. 4. B. 45.
Ahmed K. Institutional semantics and legal reasoning // Journal of Pragmatics. 2023. Vol. 205. 60 p.
Ainsworth J. Legal language and institutional meaning // International Journal of Speech, Lan-
guage and the Law. 2021. Vol. 28. No. 2. 145 p.

4. Anderson L. Semantic narrowing in statutory interpretation // Legal Communication & Rhetoric.
2022.Vol. 19. No. 1. P. 33.
Bekmurodov R. Sud diskursida pragmatik omillar // Filologiya masalalari. 2023. No. 2. B. 78.
Bhatia V. K. Genre analysis in professional legal contexts // Journal of English for Academic Pur-
poses. 2021. Vol. 52. P. 100.



Joxnane! bamkupckoro yausepcurera. 2026. Tom 11. Ne2 85

7. Biel L. Corpus-based legal translation research // Translation & Interpreting Studies. 2021.
Vol. 16. No. 2. P. 259.

8.  Brown G., Yule G. Discourse and institutional practice // Journal of Pragmatics. 2022. Vol. 198. P. 90.

9. Cao D. Legal translation and bilingual law drafting // The Translator. 2021. Vol. 27. No. 1. P. 89.

10. Cheng L. Contextual interpretation in multilingual courts // Language and Law Review. 2023.
Vol. 5. No. 2. P. 120.

11. Cotterill ]. Judicial discourse and pragmatic modulation // Discourse & Society. 2021. Vol. 32.
No. 4. P. 439.

12. Engberg]. Comparative legal communication and terminology // Fachsprache. 2022. Vol. 44.
No. 3-4.P. 117.

13. Ergasheva M. Ingliz va o‘zbek huquqiy terminlarining giyosiy tahlili // Xorijiy filologiya. 2024.
No. 1. B. 120.

14. Garzone G. Terminological variation in institutional discourse // Terminology. 2021. Vol. 27.
No. 2. P. 210.

15. Gotti M. Specialized discourse and legal conventions // European Journal of English Studies.
2022. Vol. 26. No. 2. P. 168.

16. Hafner C. A. Corpus approaches to legal language // International Journal of Corpus Linguistics.
2023. Vol. 28. No. 1. P. 71.

17. Islomov A. Yuridik matnlarda kontekst va ma’no // Til va adabiyot ta’limi. 2021. No. 3. B. 73.

18. Jumabayeva M. Ingliz va o‘zbek yuridik terminlarining leksik-semantik xususiyatlari // Zamo-
naviy lingvistika tadqiqotlari. 2025. No. 1. B. 63.

19. Karimov B. Huquqiy tarjimada ekvivalentlik muammolari // Tarjima nazariyasi va amaliyoti.
2022. No. 2. B. 99.

20. Khujakulov S. A. Ingliz va o‘zbek huquqiy terminlarining struktur-semantik tahlili // Filologiya
fanlari axborotnomasi. 2025. No. 2. B. 95.

21. Kjaer A. L. Legal discourse between system and practice // Language in Society. 2021. Vol. 50.
No. 3. P. 386.

22. Liao S. Context-driven semantic shifts in courtroom discourse // Discourse Studies. 2024. Vol. 26.
No. 2. P. 173.

23. Mannonova F. O‘zbek huquqiy leksikasida o‘zlashmalar // O‘zbek tilshunosligi masalalari. 2024.
No. 3. B. 67.

24. Mattila H. E. S. Comparative legal linguistics in modern contexts // International Journal
for the Semiotics of Law. 2021. Vol. 34. No. 2. P. 238.

25. Mellinkoff D. Precision and ambiguity in legal drafting // Legal Studies Forum. 2022. Vol. 46.
No. 1. P. 76.

26. Munday J. Developments in legal translation theory // The Translator. 2022. Vol. 28. No. 2. P. 195.

27. Pulatova N. Globallashuv sharoitida huquqiy terminlarning moslashuvi // Ijtimoiy-gumanitar
fanlar. 2025. No. 1. B. 102.

28. Rossi P. Multilingual adjudication and terminological equivalence // International Journal
of Law, Language & Discourse. 2023. Vol. 13. No. 1. 48 p.

29. Sacco R. Legal formants and semantic interpretation // Comparative Law Review. 2021. Vol. 12.
No. 2. P. 118.

30. Saidov D. Sud hujjatlarida kollokatsion birliklar // Ilmiy tadgiqotlar axborotnomasi. 2023. No. 4. B. 128.



Joxnane! bamkupckoro yausepcurera. 2026. Tom 11. Ne2 86

31. Sandrini P. Terminology management in multilingual legal settings // Terminology Science &
Research. 2022. Vol. 33. No. 1. P. 41.

32. Sarcevic S. Language and translation in international law // International Journal of Law, Lan-
guage & Discourse. 2021. Vol. 11. No. 2. P. 156.

33. Solan L. M. Statutory interpretation and semantic theory // Brooklyn Law Review. 2022. Vol. 87.
No. 3. P. 758.

34. Tiersma P. M. The nature of legal language revisited // Law and Humanities. 2023. Vol. 17. No. 1. P.19.

35. Toshpulatov Sh. Yuridik diskurs va uning lingvistik xususiyatlari // O‘zbek filologiyasi. 2021.
No. 2. B. 40.

36. Wagner A. Meaning construction in judicial texts // International Journal for the Semiotics
of Law. 2024. Vol. 37. No. 1. P. 229.

37. Williams C. Plain language and legal English reform // ESP Today. 2021. Vol. 9. No. 1. P. 110.

38. Xasanbayeva D. Huquqiy terminologiyada sinonimiya va polisemiya // Zamonaviy filologiya
muammolari. 2025. No. 2. B. 79.

39. Zhao'Y. Collocation patterns in statutory discourse // Corpus Linguistics and Linguistic Theory.

2022. Vol. 18. No. 4. P. 620.

Contextual modulation of lexico-semantic features

in English and Uzbek legal discourse

S. A. Khujakulov*

University of Economics and Pedagogy
14 Islam Karimov st., 180100 Karshi, Uzbekistan.

*Email: sunnatulloxojakulové@gmail.com

This article examines the contextual modulation of lexico-semantic features in English
and Uzbek legal discourse, focusing on how legal terms shift in meaning across judicial,
legislative, and doctrinal contexts. Through comparative structural and semantic analy-
sis, the study identifies patterns of polysemy, terminological variation, and pragmatic
reinterpretation. The findings reveal cross-linguistic asymmetries in semantic scope
and functional load, highlighting implications for legal translation, harmonization,

and bilingual drafting practices.

Keywords: legal discourse, contextual modulation, polysemy, synonymy, semantic variation.


mailto:sunnatulloxojakulov6@gmail.com

