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ABSTRACT

Transliterating recreational place names betweeglish and
Uzbek involves complex linguistic considerationisis Tstudy
examines how parks, gardens, and other recreational
toponyms from modern Britain and Uzbekistan are
transliterated, highlighting the challenges of diint writing
systems and phonologies. We review the transliterat
systems in use (historical Cyrillic-based and cutréatin-
based Uzbek), and analyse orthographic issues, (eaqudling

of digraphs, special characters), phonological ations
(such as approximating sounds absent in the tdayguage),
and the effect on semantic transparency. Usingrapamative
analysis of real examples from both languages, lustiate
common patterns and problems in English Uzbek and
Uzbek ~ English transliteration. The results include a
comparative table of recreational toponyms, revealihow
semantic integrity is maintained or altered through
transliteration versus translation. We discuss hbistorical
intermediaries (like Russian) have influenced tligemtions

of Uzbek place names, and how globalisation and
standardisation efforts (e.g., adoption of Latinrigt) are
shaping current practices. Findings indicate thatile many
well-known toponyms have established transliterafens
(often preserving recognizability), lesser-knowmes exhibit
inconsistent approaches, requiring a balance betwee
phonetic accuracy and preserving original identithis paper
emphasises the need for consistent transliterattandards to
ensure clarity and cultural integrity in bilinguabntexts.
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INTRODUCTION

Place names (toponyms) often carry significant ohisal,

cultural, and semantic information. When transfeyrioponyms
between languages with different writing systemandliteration
is typically employed to preserve the name’s formroas
alphabets. Transliteration is defined as the remtesion of text
from one writing system in the characters of anof8g183]. In

contrast, transcription attempts to represent theund
(pronunciation) of a name, and translation conubgssemantic
meaning. This study focuses on the transliteradiorecreational
place names — names of parks, gardens, leisure angasimilar
sites — between English and Uzbek. We examine Hwmsget
toponyms are rendered in each other's language, velmat

linguistic challenges arise.

Transliteration between English and Uzbek is egtlgci
interesting due to the languages’ differing scriptd
phonologies. English uses the Latin alphabet arsl deamplex
phonetic combinations (such #s, sh, ey, while Uzbek has
undergone script changes (Arabic to Latin in thdye&900s,
then Cyrillic, and back to Latin post-1990s) [1®lodern Uzbek
is written in a modified Latin alphabet, but oldgmerations and
many resources still use Cyrillic. Moreover, Uzhahkonology
lacks some English sounds (e.g., the “tb" dnd /&/ fricatives,
and the “w” /w/ semivowel), requiring adaptations i
transliteration. For example, English “th” is ugyakndered as a
simple t (e.g.; Martha” becomed&/arta in Uzbek) and “w” may
be rendered as v or o' (e.g., “Walter” ¥alter’ or Uolter).
Conversely, Uzbek contains letters like “q,” “x,hd,” or “0"
(representing sounds /g/, /x/~/khd/,/and a distincto/), which
have no direct single-letter equivalents in Engtisihography [8,
184]. These differences necessitate careful ortpige
decisions to approximate the original names.
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Transliterating recreational toponyms carries aditamhal
layer of complexity: preserving semantic integritfany parks
or recreational sites have descriptive names (#rglependence
Square,” MustagillikMaydoni in Uzbek). Transliteration alone
may obscure such meanings to those unfamiliar thighsource
language. For instance, transliterating the Uzbeamen
Mustagillik Maydonias “Mustakillik Maydoni” in English text
might be phonetically accurate, but an English eeadbuld not
grasp that it means “Independence Square”. In igmct
translators often provide a direct translation dpdndence
Square” alongside or instead of a transliteratiorcanvey the
meaning. On the other hand, certain iconic placmesaare
treated as proper nouns and kept in their origfoain or a
widely accepted transliteration without translatithg meaning
(e.g., “Hyde Park” in London remains “Hyde Park” Wzbek
usage, albeit pronounced “Hayd Park”). The balabeaveen
maintaining the original name’s identity and coringy its
meaning is a key consideration in toponym handlirig.

Historically, transliteration practices for Englklzbek
toponyms have been influenced by third languagesinD the
20th century, many Uzbek geographical names be&amen in
English through Russian-transliterated forms [4,7]12For
example, the Uzbek cityoshkent(with o and sh in Uzbek)
entered world maps via the RussiBinuxenm, thus the English
name became “Tashkent,” where Uzbek “0” was repteseby
“a”, and “sh” by “sh” (coincidentally the same inn@ish).
Similarly, UzbekBuxorobecame well-known as “BukharaXiva
as “Khiva,” andFarg‘ona as “Fergana” in English. These forms
often usekh for the Uzbek lettex (/x/ sound) anay/kh or k for
the letter Q (/g/ sound) [5, 185]. Such historitransliterations
sometimes deviate from strict letter-by-letter magp showing
the influence of Russian phonetic rendering (éJghek Qo‘gon
Russian Kokann English Kokand for the city of Kokand).
Understanding these historical layers is importamben
examining modern transliteration practices, as snames have
entrenched spellings that do not match a straigh#ial Uzbek-
English transliteration.
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The goal of this paper is to analyse current tigamation
aspects of recreational toponyms between Engligh @abek,
taking into account the official systems, commonages
orthographic and phonological hurdles, and the guvegion of
meaning. We draw examples from contemporary Britsiu
Uzbek contexts — for instance, how famous UK parksreferred
to in Uzbek, and how Uzbek recreational sites aaeed in
English travel literature, supplemented by histricotes where
relevant. By doing so, we aim to highlight patterigentify
challenges, and suggest implications for transiiten standards
and practices in a globalising world where accuaai culturally
respectful place-name exchange is increasingly itapo

METHODS

This research adopts a qualitative comparative yarsal of
English and Uzbek transliterated toponyms. Theysprdceeded
in several steps. First, we surveyed translitemagjoidelines and
academic literature on Uzbek-Englishtoponyms. Tihiduded
reviewing official standards and linguistic studiesn
transliteration and transcription in Uzbek [1, 66hese sources
provided insight into the expected one-to-one cmoadences
between the scripts and known problem areas (famele,
handling of vowels and consonants that do not lemyeévalents
across the two languages). We also consideredutihhent Uzbek
alphabet, which consists of Latin letters includofigraphs like
sh, chand special characters like, g‘, and how these map to
English letters or digraphs.

Second, we compiled a dataset of recreational piacees
from modern Britain and Uzbekistan. For the Englistaset, we
selected well-known examples of parks, gardens, sindlar
leisure locations (e.g., major London parks, gasderational
parks, and resorts). For the Uzbek dataset, weegatimames of
notable parks, squares, and recreational complekes
Uzbekistan. Sources for these names included alffficiurism
websites, maps, bilingual signage, news articlégith Uzbek
and English. We ensured that each example had usageth
languages, allowing us to observe the translitdrédem. Where
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possible, we relied on scholarly or official refeces to confirm
transliterations. Third, each toponym pair (Engl@iginal and
Uzbek rendition, or vice versa) was analysed terdane the
transliteration method used. We noted whether tmenwas
treated with a strict letter-mapping transliteratiaa phonetic
adaptation, or a translation of meaning (or a mfxtlese
methods). We also identified specific orthograpttiallenges in
each example.

Finally, we constructed a comparative table of el
examples, illustrating transliteration in both difens. This table
serves to visualise the patterns and is accompairgd
commentary. We then interpreted the results, ifleng general
trends (such as common substitutions or use ofblegtad
exonyms) and discussing outliers or inconsistendige analysis
also considered why certain choices were made -n&tance,
whether an English nhame was left unchanged in Uzhek to
international familiarity, or whether an Uzbek namweas
translated in English texts to aid understanding.

By combining document analysis with concrete exaspl
this method provides both a descriptive overview of
transliteration systems and a practical insighto intheir
application for recreational toponyms. The apprdadimited by
the availability of sources for less famous locagiohowever,
focusing on notable examples ensures that traralite forms
can be corroborated by multiple references. Thdovahg
section presents the comparative data and identigg findings
from these observations.

RESULTS

We found that transliteration between English andbék
generally follows the principle of replacing eaaburce-script
letter with a corresponding target-script letter &etter
combination. However, due to script differences aistorical
usage, the practice is not always a one-to-onectdimapping.
Uzbek’s current Latin alphabet shares many leiigtis English,
which simplifies transliteration for some namest divergent
conventions and sound differences still lead to iffeadions.
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Table 1 below presents a set of real examples akational
place names and their transliterations in each ciie
accompanied by brief notes on the approach used:

Table 1. Comparative examples of recreational toponym
transliteration (English-Uzbek and Uzbek-English)

Original Uzbek Original Uzbek [English
English name |trandliteration name (L ocation, |trandliteration
(Location, UK) [(Latin script) uz) (common usage)
“Hvde Park’ Hyde Park(written |G* alababog i |“Victory Park”
(Lc)),ndon) same; pronounced |(Tashkent) — lit. |(translation of
Hayd) “Victory Garden’lmeaning)
“New York” Mustaqillik “Independence
(city, U.S.; Maydoni Square” (meaning
recreational Nyu-York (Tashkent) — translated) or
context: e.g. “Independence |Mustakillikmaydon
“Central Park”) Square” i
“ . . Navro‘ zParki  [“Navruz Park”
Gregnwwh Grmwcfl Pa}rk(oﬂ? n (Tashkent) — (transliterated,
Park” (London) |spelled “Grinvich”) | » P
Navruz Park” |0° -“u")
“Bodomzor”
Bodomzor (transliterated
“Kew Gardens” PR (Tashkent district A
Kyubog' lari meaning “Almond
(London) park; “Almond .
M Garden” not
Grove”) .
obvious)

“Lake District
National Park”
(Cumbria)

LeykDistriktmilliybog
‘i (transliterated
name + “national

park” in Uzbek)

Chorvoq(resort |“Charvak”
area, Tashkent |(anglicized;
region) OL - “a”' q _uk'n )

DisCUSSION

Some English recreational names remain virtuallghamged in
Uzbek usage, especially if they are internationéimous.The
transliteration patterns observed in this studyhijgnt several
important linguistic and practical implications:

1. Orthographic challenges and adaptations

The differences in the English and Uzbek writingsteyns
necessitate certain substitutions, which, if nandardised, can
lead to inconsistency. The English digraph “th” hes direct
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Uzbek equivalent, so transliterators must choose an
approximation (usually) [7]. Similarly, the Uzbek letten’ (a
mid-back rounded vowel often transliterated asrai)aand “g "
(/y/) do not exist in English; translators often dtbp mark and
use plain “0” or “g” (or “gh/kh"), respectively, vith can
obscure the pronunciation. For examg®'gon” Kokandloses
the glottal stop and the distinot , yet Kokand has become the
accepted spelling. These orthographic compromiseetmes
sacrifice phonetic accuracy for readability or itad. In the
context of recreational toponyms, which may notabeglobally
fixed as major city names, there is an opportundiyapply
consistent rules. However, our findings show thanewithin
similar categories (parks, gardens), variation texis e.g.,
Chorvoqvs Charvak, Navro‘zs Navruz Adhering to a standard
transliteration (for instance, always using o' asmas a certain
letter combination in English) would aid in reduginonfusion
on maps and signs.

2. Phonological considerations

Successful transliteration must take into accolatghonological
systems of both source and target languages. Ire s@wes, a
strict letter mapping can result in unpronounceablmisleading
forms for the target audience. Uzbek writers, faraple, could
spell Snowdoniaexactly asSnowdoniain Latin script, but an
Uzbek reader might pronounce every letter (inclgdime w and
the -ia) differently from the English intended puowiation. By
writing it as Snoudoniya the transliterator ensures an Uzbek
reader will come closer to the English sound [9iisTindicates a
tilt towards transcription (sound-based) within thetensibly
transliteration process — effectively a hybrid agmh. Likewise,
English speakers encountering an Uzbek name Qkeabog’
(hypothetical park name meaning “black garden”) M@iruggle
if it were written exactly so; they might interp@b oddly or not
know “g™. If instead it's presented dsoraboghor Karabog it
becomes more digestible, at the cost of alterinterie Our
examples show this balancing act: e.g., Buxeso Bukhara
added an “h” to signal the guttural “x” sound. Fpactitioners,
understanding these phonological adaptation teneends
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crucial. It explains why transliterations are natiform and
suggests that training in both languages’ phonet#cs improve
transliteration accuracy (making foreign namesegafir locals
to pronounce and vice versa). It also points to fidet that
sometimes pure transliteration (letter fidelity) sacrificed to
preserve pronounceability.

3. Semantic integrity and cultural context

A notable discussion point is whether to transéafgace name’s
meaning or not. Recreational place names often taseriptive
elements (“Greenwich Park” refers to the “Greenwatea,
Independence Square” commemorates independeévae;o'z
Park honours a holiday). Transliteration keeps the fpresound
but can render the name opaque in meaning to thgetta
audience. Conversely, translation conveys the mgabut can
break the link to the original name (and potentiatiause
confusion if the translated name isn’t recognisedaa official
name). In our study, we saw both approaches: “laddence
Square” for Mustagqillik Maydoni clearly communicates the
concept and likely resonates more with internatifisitors or
readers, whereadustaqillik Maydoni(if untranslated) might not.
The choice often depends on context and audiehee. English
text is describing a location to tourists, usingldpendence
Square with the original in parentheses maintaiemastic
clarity and factual accuracy. Uzbek texts aboueifpr parks
sometimes add explanations too; for example, aetratticle
might refer to “Hyde Park” and note it agrollikbog‘i (royal
park) to impart its status. Cultural context alsatters: as noted
by Artikova (2024), translators must consider histd and
cultural associations of names [1, 66]. For instafihe Hague
being rendered as Hollandiya in Uzbek was likelye dio
historical usage where the country name was moliensan
context [12]. While not a direct transliteratior, reflects a
cultural translation choice — one that might bedatgd in
contemporary practice but is an interesting artifaaf
transliteration history. We infer that maintainingemantic
integrity sometimes competes with preserving theméd
integrity of a name. Striking a balance — perhdpsexplanatory
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footnotes or dual naming — can enrich understandiimg
scholarly works or formal documents, the trendaspteserve
original names (transliterated) to avoid ambiguityhereas in
popular or guidebook content, a translated desegiptame may
be preferred for clarity.

4. Influence of historical intermediaries

The results reinforce that transliteration canredivorced from
its historical pipeline. Many Uzbek place namessd English
discourse not directly, but through Russian or iBersThis relay
transliteration has left a legacy in how places spelt. The
persistence of “Bukhara,” “Samarkand,” “Khiva” innglish,
instead ofBuxoro, Samargand, Xiydas a prime example. For
recreational names, which often were not as intemally
known, we observe that newer sources are using mineet
transliterations. For example, “Navruz Park” isesvmname, and
English sources use the Uzbek tdwavruz(Persian-origin word
for New Year) rather than some Russian-derived awdri
However, old park names or city parks named agepfe might
have variations: a park named after “Alisher NaVvdiyzbek
poet) might appear dsavoi Parkor evenNavoi National Park,
depending on who transliterates and when. The sson here is
that consistency and clarity benefit from recogrgsithese
historical influences and choosing one system. Wzhdhorities
in recent years have been keen on promoting theeldzbsed
forms internationally (e.g., in official tourism mesials, one sees
Samargand alongside “Samarkand,” or “Tashkentspelt
Toshkentin some publications to reflect local spelling)etyfor
practical purposes, well-established names are tarchange
globally. For translators working on recreationgdnyms, it's
important to consult up-to-date authoritative sesrdo see
preferred spellings. In the absence of that, falhgwa consistent
scheme (for instance, using the Uzbek Latin fornhess an
English exonym exists) is advisable.

5. Errors and misinterpretations
A final point worth discussing is the potential ferrors in
transliteration and the effect on comprehensionor&rcan arise
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from misidentifying letters (e.g., reading Uzbé&irdaryo as
“Sirdargyo” if unfamiliar with the characters) orom over-
translation. For instance, a translator not awlaaé ‘tbog” means
park might transliterate an Uzbek park name endimdpog'i
literally, yielding a tautology likeNavoi Boghi Park.One
example from our review noted that inexperiencexhdlators
sometimes mix methods improperly, such as tramatiteg one
part of a name and translating another incorreddgding to
awkward hybrids or loss of meaning [3]. This empdes the
need for translator training in handling proper mownd for
editorial oversight. In the realm of recreationghdnyms, such
mistakes could mislead tourists (imagine a maplildpe place
in a confusing way). It's therefore recommended t tha
publications adhere to recognised name lists. Tdraparative
table we provided can serve as a reference for smmemon
cases, but a more comprehensive database woulkehleédal.

CONCLUSION

Transliteration of recreational toponyms betweerglish and
Uzbek is a nuanced process requiring linguisticsisieity and
awareness of historical conventions. In this studye
investigated how names of parks, gardens, and asirteisure
sites are rendered across the two languagesraltingf that while
the fundamental goal is to maintain the name’stitigrpractical
adaptations are often necessary. We found thatidbngames in
Uzbek texts are usually rendered via phonetic literation,
adjusting for sounds and letters not native to Wzhdzbek
names in English contexts tend to follow the Uzdekin
spelling, but legacy spellings via Russian influenare still
common for well-known locations. Orthographic chaties such
as handling ofw, th, g, x, o',etc., are managed through a
combination of established conventions and ad-lobations, as
shown by our comparative examples.Crucially, thedyst
underscores that transliteration choices can  affect
comprehensibility and cultural perception. Consistese of
standardized transliteration enhances mutual igieility — an
English reader can recognize “Charvak” as the UzZble&rvoq
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and an Uzbek reader recognidzdgde Parkeven if written in
Latin. Inconsistent or erroneous transliterationsyever, can
lead to confusion or loss of the toponym’s culturahnce. For
transliteration of recreational place names, wemenend the
following best practices based on our findings: (WUse
established transliteration standards (such as Kikhe's
official alphabet mappings) for formal communicaso (2)
consider adding translations or explanations foscdptive
names to preserve semantic meaning in the targguéae, (3)
remain aware of historical forms but lean towardsdern
standardized forms for consistency, and (4) verdynes against
reliable sources (maps, official lists) to avoidraducing new
inconsistencies. By doing so, translators and astban ensure
that the beauty and significance of recreationacgd — from
London’s historic parks to Uzbekistan’s vibrant peilgardens —
are accessible and clear to all, regardless otz

In conclusion, transliteration acts as a bridge neating
languages and cultures through place names. Theofd&nglish
and Uzbek recreational toponyms reveals both thgrpss made
in bridging that gap and the areas that requirefabnavigation.
Ongoing efforts in standardisation, coupled wittansiator
education, promise to refine this process further Uzbekistan
continues to present itself to the world and Eigtipeaking
audiences discover more of Central Asia’s attrastia robust
and intuitive transliteration practice will be ingnental in
sharing these recreational spaces — by name —awtthracy and
respect for their identity.
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