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Abstract: The relationship between reality and culture is studied from a linguocultural aspect,
various definitions of realities are presented, their place and significance in the system of Uzbek
linguocultural realities are assessed, and the relationship of the modern Uzbek literary language to
these units is determined.
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It is clear that in the linguisticsworld, special attention is paid to studying the language in relation to
the way of life of the person using it and their unique cultural, national and spiritual world. As a result
of such approaches to the study of language, after the middle of the 20th century, the research areas of
linguistics expanded, new areas of linguistics such as ethnolinguistics, lingvoculturology,
sociolinguistics appeared on the scene, and opportunities were created to reveal new aspects of
language related to the human world. As a result, the study of the historical development of the
language and the people speaking in this language, their lifestyle, traditional culture formed during
their daily lives, and their spiritual world in an inextricable connection is becoming one of the
important issues in linguistics. Language and culture are interconnected, and the existence of each
language is determined by culture.

The word reality is derived from the Latin word “realia” and means material, real. In the “Dictionary
of Linguistic Terms” it is defined as follows: “The result of material culture in existence, and in
classical grammar, words expressing the state structure of a particular country, the history and culture
of particular people, a linguistic unit expressing the features of communication in a particular
language.?”

Linguists began to argue about the features of realia reflecting a certain color in the 50s of the 20th
century. It was quite difficult to come to a conclusion on this issue. The main reason for this is that the
real essence of this issue was not the focus of attention in the works of those researchers who were
debating. As a result of the analysis of existing scientific research, it can be seen that there are two
different approaches to assessing realia. These are:

» view from the perspective of translation;
» approach in the context of country studies.

In translation studies, the term "reality"” refers to objects and concepts related to a particular national
culture. Reality has a broad meaning, which does not always coincide with the meaning expressed by a
word. Reality is one of the main elements of the vocabulary of a particular language, directly reflecting
the linguistic sign of objects in everyday life.

Some scientists, when defining reality, make incomplete or abstract conclusions. Only one aspect of
these linguistic units is covered. Therefore, when responding to this concept, it is necessary to review
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the previous definitions. In particular, M. L. Weisburd approaches reality from the perspective of
national studies and expresses the following thoughts about it: “It consists of the names of events of
the social and cultural life of a particular country, the names of social enterprises or organizations, the
names of everyday objects, the names of historical figures and many other things.*”

This idea requires a more serious consideration of the issue of reality. In this regard, it is necessary to
clarify its appearance as linguistic terminology. According to the Russian scientist L.N. Sobolev,
“reality is a national word and phrase that has a special character and has no other equivalents in the
language environment of one language and other countries.*” However, this view ignores the fact that
there are different changes and stages of development in the life of a country, and that what is common
in one country may not be so in another, as well as the possibility of such words crossing over between
languages.

An example of this is the word "sputnik”. This word actually appeared during the former Soviet Union.
Because this work was carried out in this country for the first time. It should not be forgotten that the
appearance of a particular word in the form of a reality is, first of all, associated with the region,
country, nation, people in which that reality was created. As soon as that thing acquires a certain
significance, it can spread to other countries, and even throughout the world. As the well-known
translation expert V.M. Rossels noted, "Realities are words that have entered the language being
translated and represent the name of certain national, local things and objects or concepts in the
original language.®"

Realities consist of words and expressions denoting cultural, social and historical objects, the
development of which directly affects the content and system of realities. The culture of one people
can directly or indirectly influence the culture of another people for socio-political reasons. Some
national and culturally specific items do not have a clear equivalent in another language(s). Therefore,
a special approach to the naming of such items is required®.

The “Brief Encyclopedic Dictionary of Literary Terms” provides a rather detailed explanation of
realia: “Realia are specific words that express objects, concepts and events and characteristic of the
history, culture, everyday life or period of life of a particular people. Realia can also be word
combinations, phraseologisms, proverbs, sayings.”” One of the major theorists of linguistic translation
studies, L. S. Barkhudarov, gave a rather concise definition of realia: “Realia are such words that are
lexical units that do not exist in the languages and practical lives of peoples speaking another
language.®”

A.V. Fyodorov is critical of this definition. In his opinion, “Realia are not just words, but words and
word combinations that express the names of things, objects and events in the life of particular
people.®” This scientist recommends talking not about realities, but about the names of things that exist
in real life. N. Gak also prefers to talk about word-realities?®.

The important feature of realities comes from the essence of the subject they represent. The way of
life, socio-economic development of a particular people in different historical periods, certainly has its
impact on the essence of realities. That is why, when talking about realities, it is impossible to
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overlook the issue of national identity and historical color. Because realities in any case have a
national and historical color at the same time. This requires a special attitude to them.
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