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AHHOTAIIUA

B o9r0ii craThe paccmaTpuBaeTCs CpaBHHTENbHAs (POHETHKAa Y30EKCKOTO S3bIKa II0
OTHOHICHUIO K APYIrHM THOPKCKUM A3bIKaM, BKIIIOYasa TypeHKHﬁ, Ka3axCKUH H KPIpl"H?»CKHﬁ.
AHanu3upyss (OHEMHblE HHBEHTapH, (OHOTAKCUYECKHE OrpaHUYEHUs, CHUCTEMbl TapMOHUU
I'IaCHbBIX MW IIPOCOAUYCCKHUC OCO6CHHOCTI/I, HCCIICAOBAHUEC IIOJYCPKHUBACT KakK O6IJ.ICC
(oHODOrHUECKOE HAcleaANe, TaK U YHUKaIbHbIE (POHETHUYECKHE IBOJIIOLIMU B TFOPKCKO A3BIKOBOM
CEMbBC. I/ICCJ'IC,ZLOBaHI/Ie HCIIOJIBb3YCT THUIIOJOIHYCCKYI0O W OIIHMCATCIbHYIO JIMHIBUCTHYCCKYIO
MCTOAOJIOTUI0, OIMUpPAsICh Ha aK}ICTI/I‘IeCKI/Iﬁ aHajlin3, HCTOPHUYCCKYIO q)OHOJ'IOFI/IIO N IIOJICBBIC
JaHHBIC. Pe3yJIBTaTLI IIOKa3bIBAKOT, YTO, XOTA y36€KCKI/II>'I A3BIK  COXPAHACT MHOI'UC
IIPOTOTHOPKCKUC (bOHeTI/I‘{CCKI/Ie QJICMCHTBI, OH TaKXC JEMOHCTPUPYECT OTUCTIMBLIC WHHOBAIINH,
TaKue Kak ocliabiaeHue rapMOHHH TI'JIACHBIX U BJIUSAHHC HepCHﬂCKOﬁ u pYCCKOP'I (I)OHOJ'IOI“ NYCCKUX
cucteM. Pe3ynbraThl CcHOCOOCTBYIOT Oojiee IIMPOKOMY TOHUMaHUIO  (hoHETHUEeCKOn
KOHBCPIC¢HUIUHU U JTUBCPICHIUHU B TCHCTHYCCKH POACTBCHHBIX A3bIKAX.
KuroueBbie ciioBa. Y36ekckast GoHETHKA, TIOPKCKHE S3bIKH, TAPMOHUS TJIACHBIX, CPABHUTEIBHOE
SA3BIKO3HAHHUC, (I)OHCMaTI/ILIeCKI/II\/'I HHBCHTApPb, (bOHOJ'IOFI/I‘{CCKaH THUIIOJIOI'UA, (l)OHOTaKTI/IKa,
IpoCcoaus, 3BYKOBBIC U3BMCHCHUS, A3BIKOBBIC KOHTAKTHI.

Abstract

This article examines the comparative phonetics of the Uzbek language in relation to other
Turkic languages, including Turkish, Kazakh, and Kyrgyz. By analyzing phonemic inventories,
phonotactic constraints, vowel harmony systems, and prosodic features, the study highlights both
the shared phonological heritage and the unique phonetic evolutions within the Turkic language
family. The research employs a typological and descriptive linguistic methodology, drawing on
acoustic analysis, historical phonology, and field data. Results reveal that while Uzbek preserves
many Proto-Turkic phonetic elements, it also displays distinct innovations such as the weakening
of vowel harmony and the influence of Persian and Russian phonological systems. The findings
contribute to a broader understanding of phonetic convergence and divergence in genetically
related languages.
Keywords. Uzbek phonetics, Turkic languages, vowel harmony, comparative linguistics,
phonemic inventory, phonological typology, phonotactics, prosody, sound change, language
contact.

INTRODUCTION
The Turkic language family, encompassing over 30 languages spoken across Eurasia, presents a
rich field for comparative phonetic analysis. Among them, Uzbek occupies a significant position
due to its Central Asian roots, literary development, and phonetic shifts influenced by historical
language contact. Phonetics, as the study of speech sounds, provides a crucial perspective for
understanding the structural and functional similarities and differences among Turkic languages.
Uzbek, a southeastern (Karluk) Turkic language, shares a common ancestry with other Turkic
tongues, yet it exhibits phonetic features that set it apart. While Turkish (Oghuz), Kazakh
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(Kipchak), and Kyrgyz (Kipchak) retain robust vowel harmony systems and certain consonant
inventories, Uzbek reflects both preservation and deviation. Notably, its vowel harmony has
weakened considerably, and its consonantal system has been shaped by prolonged contact with
Persian, Arabic, and Russian.
A comparative phonetic study enables linguists to trace the evolution of sound systems, identify
typological patterns, and assess the impact of internal change and external influence. Phonetics not
only underpins orthographic design and pronunciation norms but also reflects broader historical,
cultural, and social dynamics within language communities.
This article investigates the phonetic features of Uzbek in comparison with Turkish, Kazakh, and
Kyrgyz, focusing on phoneme inventories, vowel harmony, syllable structure, prosodic features,
and phonological processes such as assimilation and elision. The aim is to outline the shared
phonological framework of Turkic languages while documenting the specific phonetic trajectories
taken by Uzbek.

LITERATURE ANALYSIS AND METHODOLOGY

Linguistic research on Turkic phonetics has a long-standing tradition, with foundational
studies by scholars like Radloff (1893), Samoilovich (1922), and more recently Johanson (1998)
and Vaux (2009). These works provide comprehensive descriptions of phoneme systems and
diachronic changes within Turkic languages. The field has increasingly turned to comparative
phonology to understand typological consistencies and variation.

Uzbek phonetics has been addressed in the works of Nazarov (1976) and Abdullaev (1990), who
highlighted the reduction in vowel harmony and influence of neighboring languages. Their
analyses note the increased presence of pharyngeal and uvular consonants due to Arabic
loanwords, as well as Russian palatal consonants through Soviet-era borrowings.

In contrast, Turkish phonetics has been thoroughly documented in modern phonological works by
Lewis (2001) and Goksel & Kerslake (2005). These studies affirm the strength of Turkish vowel
harmony, a symmetrical eight-vowel system, and strict syllabic rules that prevent consonant
clusters at word-initial positions.

Kazakh and Kyrgyz phonology have been explored in Central Asian linguistic surveys, such as
those by Kuntze (2000) and Vajda (2005), showing robust vowel harmony systems, presence of
front-back and rounded-unrounded distinctions, and velar-uvular contrasts. Kazakh, for instance,
exhibits a rich vocalic inventory with nine primary vowels and pharyngealized consonants that
differ notably from Uzbek.

Despite the availability of individual language studies, comprehensive comparative phonetic
research between Uzbek and its sister Turkic languages remains limited. This article seeks to fill
this gap by synthesizing available data into a systematic contrastive framework, thereby
contributing to the typological and historical phonological discourse.

This study utilizes a qualitative and descriptive comparative methodology grounded in traditional
phonetic analysis and supplemented by instrumental phonetics. Four Turkic languages were
selected for comparison: Uzbek (Karluk), Turkish (Oghuz), Kazakh (Kipchak), and Kyrgyz
(Kipchak). The selection aims to cover diverse branches of the Turkic family to capture both
conserved and divergent phonetic features.

The primary sources include:

1.  Descriptive grammars and phonological studies of each language.

2. IPA (International Phonetic Alphabet) transcription data.
3. Phonemic inventories from authoritative databases like PHOIBLE and WALS.
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4. Audio recordings of native speakers, transcribed and analyzed using Praat software to
measure vowel formants (F1, F2) and consonantal features.
The study focuses on the following phonetic domains:

o Phonemic Inventory: Cataloging and comparing the number and nature of vowels and
consonants.

e  Vowel Harmony: Describing the systems of vowel agreement in suffixation and identifying
regularity or erosion.

o Phonotactics: Exploring permissible syllable structures and consonant clusters.

o Prosody: Analyzing stress placement, intonation patterns, and syllable duration.

o Sound Changes: Tracing diachronic shifts (e.g., y — j, @ — k) and effects of loanwords.
Data are presented in tabular and graphic form, including vowel charts and consonant grids, to
allow clear visual comparison. Emphasis is placed on observable, articulatory phonetic phenomena
rather than abstract phonological rules.

This methodology allows for a balanced examination of synchronic and diachronic phenomena
and supports a typologically informed understanding of phonetic variation across Turkic languages

RESULTS
The comparative phonetic analysis revealed several key similarities and distinctions between
Uzbek and other Turkic languages:

1. Phonemic Inventories: Uzbek has 6 vowel phonemes (/a, e, i, 0, u, 6/) and approximately
24 consonants. Turkish maintains an 8-vowel system with front-back and rounded-unrounded
contrasts, while Kazakh and Kyrgyz show richer vowel systems (Kazakh has 9 oral vowels) and
consonants including uvulars (/g/, /¥/). Uzbek notably lacks the front-rounded vowel harmony that
Turkish and Kazakh maintain.

2. Vowel Harmony: Turkish, Kazakh, and Kyrgyz strongly adhere to vowel harmony
principles, whereby suffix vowels harmonize with stem vowels in frontness and rounding. Uzbek,
however, exhibits significant erosion of this system. For example:

o Turkish: ev — evler (house — houses)
o Kazakh: kitap — kitaptar (book — books)
o Uzbek: kitob — kitoblar (book — books; suffix not harmonized)

3. Phonotactics: All compared languages prefer CV syllable structures. However, Turkish and
Uzbek prohibit initial consonant clusters, whereas Kazakh and Kyrgyz tolerate limited clusters.
Uzbek allows final consonant clusters due to Russian influence (e.g., sport, rasm), while traditional
Turkic forms avoided them.

4.  Prosodic Features: Turkish and Uzbek display predictable stress patterns—final syllable in
Turkish, penultimate or final in Uzbek. Kazakh and Kyrgyz show variable stress that is often
phrasal. Uzbek intonation has been affected by Russian prosody, resulting in flatter contours.

5.  Sound Change and Contact Influence: Uzbek demonstrates phonetic influence from
Persian and Russian, introducing phonemes like /f/, /x/, and /ts/. For instance, Uzbek ‘faylasuf’
(philosopher) and ‘tramvay' (tram) exhibit borrowed consonants. Kazakh and Kyrgyz, meanwhile,
have integrated Arabic and Mongolic phonemes differently.

The table below summarizes core contrasts:

Feature Uzbek Turkish Kazakh Kyrgyz

Vowel System 6 vowels 8 vowels 9 vowels 8 vowels

page 2666


https://www.academicpublishers.org/journals/index.php/ijai

?’\) INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE

&
§ . AMERICAM
Late -

A\
ISSN: 2692-5206, Impact Factor: 12,23
2O

Q) ?SL‘ American Academic publishers, volume 05, issue 05, 2025

Journal: https://www.academicpublishers.org/journals/index.php/ijai

VVowel Harmony Weak Strong Strong Strong
Loanword High (Persian, Moderate Moderate Moderate
Influence Russian) (Arabic, French) (Russian) (Arabic, Russian)
Consonant 24 29 28 97
Inventory

Stress Pattern Penultimate/Final Final Variable Variable

These findings confirm that while Uzbek shares fundamental Turkic phonetic traits, it has diverged
significantly due to historical contact and internal innovation. Nonetheless, the presence of cognate
phonemes, prosodic tendencies, and syllable patterns affirms a shared phonetic substratum across
the family.

CONCLUSION
The comparative phonetic analysis of Uzbek and other Turkic languages underscores both the
shared heritage and divergent evolution of these closely related languages. Uzbek retains many
features from its Proto-Turkic roots but shows marked deviations in its vowel harmony, loanword
adaptation, and phonotactic flexibility. These deviations, driven largely by Persian and Russian
influence, distinguish Uzbek from more conservative Turkic languages such as Kazakh and
Kyrgyz.
Despite these differences, the Turkic languages continue to exhibit remarkable phonetic cohesion:
common syllable types, shared consonantal inventories, and universal tendencies in prosody and
phonological processes. This confirms the robustness of the Turkic phonetic typology and provides
a framework for future diachronic and synchronic studies.
The findings of this article contribute to the typological and historical study of Turkic phonology.
They also support broader linguistic discussions on language contact, convergence, and structural
innovation within related language groups. Further instrumental phonetic research, especially on
dialectal variation within Uzbek and acoustic properties across the Turkic spectrum, would offer
even more precise insights into the ongoing evolution of these sound systems.
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