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Abstract: Agricultural discourse represents a specialized form of communication that
reflects professional knowledge, cultural traditions, and social practices in the agricultural
sector. As agriculture continues to develop through scientific and technological innovation,
the comparative study of agricultural discourse has become increasingly important in
linguistics, translation studies, and intercultural communication. This study aims to conduct
a comparative linguistic analysis of agricultural discourse in the Karakalpak and English
languages by examining their lexical, grammatical, semantic, and pragmatic features. The
research employs comparative, descriptive, discourse, and semantic analysis methods to
investigate authentic agricultural texts from both languages. The findings reveal that
English agricultural discourse is characterized by standardized terminology, precise
scientific language, and formal communicative structures, whereas Karakalpak agricultural
discourse preserves traditional vocabulary, culturally specific expressions, and language
patterns shaped by local agricultural practices. The study contributes to comparative
linguistics, discourse analysis, terminology development, and professional communication
in multilingual agricultural contexts.
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INTRODUCTION

Agriculture is one of the oldest and most essential fields of human activity, playing a
significant role in economic development, food security, and environmental sustainability.
Effective communication in agriculture is necessary for exchanging scientific knowledge,
introducing modern technologies, supporting agricultural policies, and promoting
cooperation among researchers, farmers, educators, and policymakers. Consequently,
agricultural discourse has become an important subject of linguistic research because it
reflects both the professional language of agriculture and the cultural values of different
societies. Agricultural discourse includes various types of communication, such as scientific
articles, technical manuals, educational materials, extension publications, governmental
regulations, and everyday communication among agricultural professionals. These texts
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are characterized by specialized terminology, specific grammatical structures, and

communicative strategies designed to ensure accuracy and clarity in the transmission of
agricultural knowledge. The Karakalpak and English languages belong to different language
families and have developed under distinct historical, cultural, and socio-economic
conditions. As a result, their agricultural discourse demonstrates both universal and
language-specific linguistic features. Karakalpak agricultural discourse reflects traditional
farming methods, livestock breeding, irrigation systems, and local environmental
conditions, preserving numerous culturally significant lexical units. In contrast, English
agricultural discourse has evolved through scientific research, technological advancement,
and international cooperation, leading to the widespread use of standardized agricultural
terminology and formal academic language. A comparative linguistic analysis of
agricultural discourse enables researchers to identify similarities and differences in
vocabulary, semantics, grammar, and communicative strategies. Such studies contribute to
the development of bilingual agricultural terminology, improve translation quality,
facilitate foreign language teaching, and strengthen intercultural communication within
the agricultural sector. The aim of this study is to compare the linguistic characteristics of
agricultural discourse in the Karakalpak and English languages, identify their lexical,
semantic, grammatical, and pragmatic features, and evaluate their significance for
comparative linguistics, discourse analysis, translation studies, and professional
communication.

The findings are expected to provide both theoretical and practical contributions to
the study of specialized language in agriculture.

Materials and Methods

This study employed a comparative linguistic research design to investigate the
structural and functional characteristics of agricultural discourse in the Karakalpak and
English languages. The research materials consisted of authentic agricultural texts
collected from scientific journals, agricultural textbooks, government publications,
extension service manuals, bilingual dictionaries, and official documents related to
agriculture. These sources provided representative examples of agricultural discourse used
in academic, professional, and practical communication. A corpus of approximately 500
linguistic units was compiled, including agricultural terms, technical expressions, discourse
markers, phraseological units, and communicative patterns. The selected materials
represented different branches of agriculture, such as crop production, livestock farming,
irrigation, agricultural technology, environmental protection, and sustainable agriculture.
The study applied descriptive, comparative, semantic, discourse, and pragmatic methods
of analysis. Comparative analysis was used to identify similarities and differences between
agricultural discourse in the two languages. Semantic analysis examined lexical meanings
and semantic relationships among agricultural terms. Discourse analysis focused on textual
organization, cohesion, coherence, and communicative structure, while pragmatic analysis
investigated contextual meaning, communicative intentions, and language use in
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professional interaction. The collected data were analyzed qualitatively, and the findings

were interpreted from linguistic and intercultural perspectives.

Results

The comparative analysis demonstrated that agricultural discourse in both Karakalpak
and English fulfills the primary function of transmitting agricultural knowledge and
supporting professional communication. However, notable differences were identified in
vocabulary, discourse organization, and language use.

English agricultural discourse is characterized by standardized terminology, formal
academic style, and precise scientific expressions. Agricultural texts frequently employ
technical vocabulary, passive constructions, and objective language to ensure clarity and
consistency. The discourse is highly structured and follows internationally accepted
conventions for scientific and professional communication. In contrast, Karakalpak
agricultural discourse incorporates numerous traditional lexical units and culturally specific
expressions related to farming, irrigation, livestock breeding, and local environmental
conditions. Agricultural texts in Karakalpak often combine professional terminology with
everyday language, making information more accessible to local farmers and practitioners.
The discourse also reflects cultural traditions and practical agricultural experience. The
study further revealed differences in lexical choice and discourse organization. English
texts predominantly rely on internationally recognized terminology, whereas Karakalpak
texts preserve many indigenous agricultural terms that have no direct equivalents in
English.

Discussion

The findings indicate that the differences between Karakalpak and English agricultural
discourse are influenced by linguistic, cultural, historical, and professional factors. The
standardization of English agricultural discourse reflects its role as the primary language of
international agricultural science and global communication. This ensures effective
knowledge exchange, scientific collaboration, and technological innovation across different
countries. On the other hand, Karakalpak agricultural discourse reflects the historical
development of local agriculture and the cultural traditions of the Karakalpak people. Its
lexical richness and context-dependent expressions strengthen communication within local
communities and preserve valuable agricultural knowledge passed down through
generations. The comparative analysis demonstrates that successful translation and
intercultural communication require consideration of both linguistic structure and
pragmatic meaning. Understanding the similarities and differences between Karakalpak
and English agricultural discourse can contribute to the development of bilingual
agricultural terminology, improve translation quality, enhance foreign language education,
and facilitate international cooperation in agriculture. Furthermore, the results provide
valuable insights for comparative linguistics, discourse studies, and professional
communication research in specialized language domains.

Conclusion
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This study presented a comparative linguistic analysis of agricultural discourse in the

Karakalpak and English languages. The findings demonstrated that agricultural discourse in
both languages serves the common purpose of transmitting professional knowledge,
supporting scientific communication, and facilitating interaction among specialists in the
agricultural sector. Nevertheless, considerable differences were identified in lexical,
semantic, and pragmatic features. The analysis revealed that English agricultural discourse
is characterized by standardized terminology, formal academic style, and precise scientific
language, making it highly effective for international communication and knowledge
exchange. In contrast, Karakalpak agricultural discourse preserves a rich system of
traditional agricultural vocabulary and culturally specific expressions that reflect the
historical development, environmental conditions, and agricultural traditions of the
Karakalpak people. The study also showed that pragmatic differences are influenced by
communicative goals, cultural norms, and professional practices. English agricultural
discourse primarily emphasizes objectivity, clarity, and terminological consistency,
whereas Karakalpak discourse demonstrates greater contextual dependence and cultural
orientation. These findings highlight the importance of considering both linguistic and
cultural aspects in translation, bilingual terminology development, foreign language
teaching, and intercultural communication. Overall, this research contributes to the fields
of comparative linguistics, discourse analysis, and agricultural communication. It also
provides a theoretical basis for future studies on multilingual agricultural discourse, corpus
linguistics, and the digital transformation of professional communication in agriculture.
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