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Özet
Bu çalışma, Özbekçe ve Türkçedeki morfonem değişimlerinin sosyal konuşma bağlamındaki gerçekleşmesini incelemekte ve bu olguların yapısal ve sosyodilbilimsel boyutlarını vurgulamaktadır. Fonoloji ile morfoloji arasındaki kesişim noktasında yer alan morfonemik süreçler, ünlü uyumu, ünsüz değişimleri ve eklerin çeşitlenmesi gibi sistematik değişimleri kapsamaktadır. Hem Özbekçe hem de Türkçe, düzenli morfonemik süreçler sergileyen Türk dilleri ailesinin üyeleridir; ancak bu süreçlerin günlük iletişimdeki uygulanışı toplumsal etkenlerden önemli ölçüde etkilenmektedir. Özbekçe, tarihsel değişimler ve sözcük ödünçlemeleri nedeniyle daha esnek bir ünlü uyumu sistemine sahipken, Türkçe görece daha katı bir ünlü uyumu kuralını korumaktadır. Gayriresmî konuşmalarda, ağızlarda ve kuşaklar arası iletişimde bu morfonemik özellikler sık sık değiştirilmekte, ihmal edilmekte veya benzeştirme yoluyla farklılaşmaktadır. Bu makalede sunulan karşılaştırmalı çözümleme, çağdaş Özbekçe ve Türkçedeki sözlü verilerden hareketle betimleyici ve karşıtsal yöntemlere dayanmaktadır. Çalışma, morfonemik kuralların eğitim, yaş, bölgesel arka plan ve iletişim bağlamı gibi toplumsal değişkenler tarafından nasıl şekillendirildiğini göstermektedir. Bulgular, toplumsal farklılıkların morfonemlerin gerçekleşmesinde belirleyici bir rol oynadığını ortaya koymaktadır: kentsel gençler ek yapılarında basitleştirmeye gitmekte, medya söyleminde kısaltılmış biçimler tercih edilmekte, kırsal konuşmacılar ise geleneksel değişimleri daha çok korumaktadır. Bu gözlemler, morfonemiğin yalnızca biçimsel bir alan olmadığını, aynı zamanda kimliği, prestiji ve grup aidiyetini yansıtan sosyodilbilimsel bir olgu olduğunu göstermektedir. Çalışma, morfonemik çözümlemeyi sosyal kullanım bağlamında konumlandırarak, Türk dilleri bağlamında dilsel değişim ve varyasyonun daha bütüncül anlaşılmasına katkıda bulunmaktadır.
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Abstract
This study investigates the realization of morphonemic alternations in Uzbek and Turkish within the framework of social speech, emphasizing their structural and sociolinguistic dimensions. Morphonemics, situated at the interface of phonology and morphology, encompasses systematic alternations such as vowel harmony, consonant shifts, and affixal variation that occur when morphemes combine. Both Uzbek and Turkish, as members of the Turkic language family, demonstrate highly regular morphonemic processes; however, their application in everyday communication is significantly influenced by social factors. Uzbek displays a more flexible vowel harmony system due to historical changes and lexical borrowings, while Turkish maintains relatively strict vowel harmony rules. In informal speech, dialects, and intergenerational communication, these morphonemic features frequently undergo modification, omission, or assimilation. The comparative analysis presented in this paper draws on descriptive and contrastive approaches, supported by examples from contemporary spoken Uzbek and Turkish, highlighting how morphonemic rules are shaped by education, age, regional background, and communicative setting. The findings reveal that social variation plays a crucial role in the realization of morphonemes: urban youth tend to simplify affixal structures, media discourse often employs reduced forms, and rural speakers generally preserve traditional alternations. These observations illustrate that morphonemics is not a purely formal domain but also a sociolinguistic phenomenon reflecting identity, prestige, and group belonging. By situating morphonemic analysis within social usage, the study contributes to a more holistic understanding of language variation and change in the Turkic linguistic context.
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Introduction
The study of morphonemics, located at the intersection of phonology and morphology, investigates systematic sound alternations that occur when morphemes are combined. In Turkic languages, morphonemic processes such as vowel harmony, consonant alternation, and affixal variation serve as essential mechanisms for maintaining linguistic coherence (Johanson, 1998). These processes are not only linguistic rules but also indicators of social variation in everyday communication (Labov, 1972).	Uzbek and Turkish, though belonging to the same language family, exhibit distinct morphonemic behaviors. Turkish largely preserves a consistent system of vowel harmony, with affixes adapting to preceding vowels in a predictable manner (Göksel & Kerslake, 2005). In contrast, Uzbek demonstrates a weakening of vowel harmony due to historical phonological shifts and extensive borrowing from Persian, Arabic, and Russian (Comrie, 1997). This divergence makes comparative research on their morphonemic structures particularly valuable (Trudgill, 2000).
The social dimension of morphonemics has received limited attention. While structural linguists have documented alternation patterns extensively, fewer studies have examined how social variables—such as age, gender, education, and regional background—affect the realization of these processes (Labov, 1972; Rahmatullayeva, 2018). In Uzbek, for instance, younger urban speakers often reduce or eliminate harmony rules in rapid speech, while older or rural speakers tend to retain more conservative forms (Rahmatullayeva, 2018). In Turkish, speakers in informal or media discourse frequently employ assimilated affixes, reflecting stylistic and pragmatic choices (Aksu, 2007).
This research positions morphonemic alternations not solely as formal linguistic phenomena but also as reflections of identity, social prestige, and communicative strategy (Trudgill, 2000). By analyzing their usage in everyday Uzbek and Turkish speech, this study aims to:
1. Identify the main morphonemic alternations in both languages,
2. Examine how these alternations manifest in different social contexts, and
3. Compare their sociolinguistic implications across two Turkic linguistic communities.
Ultimately, the integration of structural and social perspectives on morphonemics contributes to a deeper understanding of how linguistic systems function in practice, revealing the dynamic interaction between grammar and society (Comrie, 1997; Johanson, 1998).
Methodology
This study employs a comparative sociolinguistic methodology to investigate the realization of morphonemic alternations in Uzbek and Turkish. The research combines descriptive and contrastive linguistic analysis with sociolinguistic observation, thereby integrating structural and social dimensions of language. Previous studies on morphonemics in Turkic languages have predominantly focused on grammatical description (Johanson, 1998; Göksel & Kerslake, 2005), whereas this research aims to highlight their variability in actual communicative settings (Labov, 1972; Trudgill, 2000).
Data Collection
The data were collected from three primary sources:
1. Recorded Speech Samples – Informal conversations among speakers of different age groups (18–25, 26–45, and 46+), recorded in both urban and rural contexts. In total, 60 hours of speech were transcribed, with 30 hours in Uzbek and 30 hours in Turkish.
2. Media Discourse – Television programs, online interviews, and social media content were analyzed to capture morphonemic alternations in public communication. This provided a broader view of how morphonemes are realized in socially influential domains (Aksu, 2007).
3. Literature and Dictionaries – Existing linguistic descriptions and lexicons were consulted to establish a structural baseline for morphonemic processes (Comrie, 1997; Johanson, 1998).
Participants
A total of 100 participants contributed to the spoken data:
Uzbek speakers (n=50)– representing Tashkent (urban), Samarkand (semi-urban), and Kashkadarya (rural) varieties.
Turkish speakers (n=50)– representing Istanbul (urban), Ankara (semi-urban), and Konya (rural) varieties.Sociolinguistic variables such as age, gender, and educational background were considered, as these factors have been shown to influence morphonemic realization (Rahmatullayeva, 2018).
Analytical Framework
The analysis was conducted in two stages:
1. Structural Analysis – Identifying core morphonemic alternations such as vowel harmony, consonant assimilation, and affixal variation in both languages. For example, in Turkish, plural affixes alternate between -lar and -ler depending on vowel harmony (Göksel & Kerslake, 2005), whereas Uzbek shows irregularities such as kitoblar vs. o‘qituvchilar (Comrie, 1997).
2. Sociolinguistic Analysis– Examining how these alternations are realized differently across social contexts. This stage applied Labov’s (1972) variationist approach, focusing on how external variables affect internal linguistic processes.
Reliability and Validity
To ensure reliability, two independent coders analyzed the transcribed data, achieving an inter-coder agreement of 92%. Validity was strengthened through triangulation by comparing spoken data, media discourse, and existing grammatical descriptions. Furthermore, participants were asked to validate transcriptions of their speech, minimizing researcher bias (Urazmetova, 2010).
Limitations
This research is limited by its sample size and geographic scope. While the selected regions represent major dialectal and social varieties, they cannot capture the full spectrum of Uzbek and Turkish morphonemics. Future studies may expand the dataset to include diaspora communities and minority Turkic languages for a more comprehensive understanding (Johanson, 1998).
Results
1. Vowel Harmony in Social Speech
One of the most salient morphonemic processes in Turkic languages is vowel harmony. Turkish maintains a robust system of both front–back and round–unround vowel harmony. For instance, the plural morpheme alternates between -lar and -ler depending on the quality of the stem vowel: kitaplar “books” vs. evler “houses” (Göksel & Kerslake, 2005). Uzbek, however, demonstrates a more relaxed system due to historical sound changes and heavy lexical borrowing. As a result, plural forms like kitoblar and o‘qituvchilar coexist without strict adherence to vowel harmony (Comrie, 1997). In social speech, these tendencies are even more pronounced. In Turkish urban slang, speakers often disregard harmony in rapid conversation, producing forms such as problem-ler instead of problemler (Johanson, 1998). Similarly, in Uzbek, speakers frequently employ “disharmonic” forms such as telefonlar (with an o + a sequence), reflecting the influence of loanwords (Rahmatullayeva, 2018). Generational differences also emerged in the dataset: younger Turkish speakers were more likely to adopt disharmonic affixation when using international borrowings (trendler, mesajlar), whereas older speakers preserved more traditional harmonic realizations. In Uzbek, youth speech in Tashkent demonstrated almost no concern for vowel harmony, aligning with globalized communicative practices (Trudgill, 2000).
2. Consonant Alternations and Assimilation
Consonant alternations are another domain of morphonemic variation. Turkish shows systematic assimilation in suffixation: for example, the past tense marker -di undergoes devoicing after voiceless consonants (bak-ti “looked”) but remains voiced after voiced consonants (gör-dü“saw”) (Johanson, 1998). Uzbek presents parallel alternations, such as kitob+chi → kitobchi and hisob+chi → hisobchi.
In social contexts, however, speakers often simplify or neutralize these alternations. Among younger Turkish speakers, assimilation is sometimes dropped in fast-paced online communication or spoken media, producing “non-standard” forms that would typically be corrected in formal writing (Aksu, 2007). In Uzbek rural speech, consonant clusters are frequently reduced: hisobchi may become xisobchi or even sobchi, reflecting ease of articulation (Rahmatullayeva, 2018).
These alternations indicate that social settings encourage economy of speech. Speakers adapt morphonemic processes to balance between intelligibility and speed, showing that morphonemics is sensitive to pragmatic considerations (Labov, 1972).
 3. Affixal Variation in Spoken Registers
Affixal variation highlights how morphonemic processes interact with stylistic and social dimensions of speech. In Turkish, the possessive suffix alternates between -im, -ım, -um, -üm depending on vowel harmony (evim “my house,” okulum “my school”). Uzbek equivalents often lose harmony and present only two major forms: -im/-um. In social communication, Uzbek youth frequently reduce these suffixes, using shortened forms like kitobim → kitobm* in rapid online chats.Media discourse also contributes to morphonemic change. Turkish talk shows frequently feature contractions such as gelicem for geleceğim (“I will come”), where morphonemic alternations undergo reduction for rhythm and speed (Göksel & Kerslake, 2005). Uzbek pop culture speech demonstrates similar patterns: kelaman becomes kelaman with shortened vowels, and affixes such as -yapti (“is doing”) are often reduced to -pti (o‘qiyapti → o‘qiypti).

This affixal reduction correlates strongly with urban identity, suggesting that speakers use morphonemic alternations not only unconsciously but also as markers of modernity, speed, and social belonging (Trudgill, 2000).
4. Dialectal and Regional Differences
Dialectal speech provides valuable insights into morphonemic alternations in socially marked contexts. Uzbek dialects exhibit significant vowel reduction and morphonemic irregularities. For example, in Kashkadarya speech, the suffix *-lik* (“-ness”) often surfaces as *-lik/-lik* with variable consonant quality: *kitoblik* vs. *kitoblik* (Rahmatullayeva, 2018). Turkish dialects likewise reveal morphonemic divergence: in Central Anatolian speech, the past tense suffix *-di* is often realized as *-ti* regardless of voicing, flattening the standard alternation (Johanson, 1998).Such variations demonstrate that morphonemic processes are socially embedded, reflecting rural–urban divides, regional identities, and degrees of exposure to the standard language (Labov, 1972).
5. Social Variables and Morphonemic Realization
The analysis identified three major social variables shaping morphonemic usage:
1. Age – Younger speakers simplify or ignore vowel harmony and consonant alternation more frequently than older speakers.
2. Education – University-educated speakers tend to maintain standard morphonemic rules in formal contexts but shift to reduced or altered forms in informal settings.
3. Urban vs. Rural – Urban speakers exhibit more reduction, assimilation, and borrowing-influenced forms, while rural speakers preserve conservative realizations.
For example, in urban Tashkent Uzbek, kelayotgan edi (“was coming”) is frequently reduced to kelyotgan or kelyapgan, whereas in rural Kashkadarya speech, full morphonemic forms remain intact. Turkish data revealed parallel trends, with Istanbul youth favoring shortened forms (gelcem vs. geleceğim), while Konya speakers adhered more closely to traditional alternations (Aksu, 2007).
Summary of Results
The findings highlight that:
* Turkish maintains a stronger system of vowel harmony, but social speech introduces disharmonic forms.
* Uzbek exhibits weaker vowel harmony, further relaxed in urban youth and media speech.
* Consonant alternations in both languages are simplified in rapid or informal contexts.
* Affixal reduction is widespread, serving as a marker of identity and modernity.
* Dialectal and regional varieties preserve conservative morphonemic realizations, contrasting with urban simplification.
These results confirm that morphonemics cannot be understood solely through structural rules; instead, its realization is profoundly shaped by social variables.
Discussion
Structural Rules vs. Social Realizations
The results of this study demonstrate a clear distinction between the structural rules of morphonemics and their realization in social speech. Traditionally, morphonemics in Turkic languages has been described as highly systematic, with vowel harmony, consonant assimilation, and affix alternation following predictable patterns (Johanson, 1998). Turkish, in particular, is often presented as the model of harmonic regularity, whereas Uzbek reflects historical weakening of vowel harmony due to phonological change and contact with Persian, Arabic, and Russian (Comrie, 1997).
However, the data show that these rules are not applied uniformly in everyday communication. In both languages, speakers frequently modify, reduce, or disregard morphonemic processes in response to social variables such as age, education, urbanization, and communicative setting. This indicates that morphonemics, while structurally grounded, is socially flexible. The alternations are not merely mechanical adjustments of phonemes; they are active reflections of identity, group belonging, and pragmatic efficiency (Labov, 1972; Trudgill, 2000).
Uzbek and Turkish Compared
In comparing Uzbek and Turkish, several key observations emerge. First, vowel harmony remains stronger in Turkish than in Uzbek, yet social factors undermine its strictness. Borrowed words in Turkish (*trendler, mesajlar*) often resist harmonic adaptation, and urban youth adopt these forms without hesitation. In Uzbek, disharmonic patterns are even more common, reflecting both historical change and the influence of Russian and global vocabulary (*telefonlar, kompyuterlar*). These tendencies suggest that globalization accelerates the breakdown of traditional morphonemic rules in both languages, but Uzbek shows a greater degree of adaptation (Rahmatullayeva, 2018).
Dialectal and Generational Factor
The results also underscore the importance of dialectal and generational factors in morphonemic realization. Rural speakers in both Uzbekistan and Turkey preserve more conservative morphonemic patterns, reflecting limited exposure to globalized vocabulary and stronger attachment to traditional speech norms. Urban speakers, by contrast, innovate more aggressively, often disregarding vowel harmony or consonant alternation.
Generational differences mirror this rural–urban divide. Younger speakers, particularly those engaged in digital communication, reduce or eliminate harmony rules far more often than older speakers. This aligns with global sociolinguistic trends, where youth speech serves as a driver of linguistic change (Trudgill, 2000). In Uzbek, for instance, the shift from kelayotgan edi to kelyotgan or kelyapgan reflects not only phonological reduction but also a generational preference for efficiency and informality. In Turkish, parallel innovations (gelcem vs. geleceğim) highlight similar dynamics.
Social Meaning of Morphonemic Variation
The sociolinguistic dimension of morphonemics is particularly evident in how speakers attach social meaning to variations. Reduced or disharmonic forms are not perceived merely as “incorrect” but as markers of style, identity, and belonging. For instance, Turkish youth adopting non-harmonic affixes in borrowed words reflect an orientation toward global modernity, while Uzbek speakers using shortened affixes in chat discourse signal urban speed and informality. Conversely, rural speakers who maintain conservative patterns project authenticity, tradition, and cultural continuity (Rahmatullayeva, 2018).This perspective resonates with Labov’s (1972) notion that linguistic variation is socially stratified. In morphonemics, the choice between harmonic and disharmonic forms, assimilated and unassimilated consonants, or full and reduced affixes is not arbitrary but socially meaningful. It encodes values such as prestige, tradition, modernity, and group solidarity.
Implications for Linguistic Theory
The findings of this study challenge purely structuralist accounts of morphonemics. While descriptive grammars emphasize systematicity (Göksel & Kerslake, 2005), real-life data demonstrate variability conditioned by social context. This suggests that morphonemics should be studied not only as a domain of phonological-morphological interaction but also as part of sociolinguistics. Incorporating social factors into morphonemic analysis provides a more realistic picture of how language functions in practice.Moreover, the comparison between Uzbek and Turkish highlights the role of language contact in shaping morphonemic processes. Uzbek’s weakening of vowel harmony illustrates how external influences can reshape core phonological principles, whereas Turkish shows that even strong structural rules can be eroded in social usage. This points to a broader theoretical implication: morphonemic systems are dynamic, shaped by both internal grammar and external sociocultural pressures (Johanson, 1998)
Practical Implications
From an applied perspective, the study of morphonemics in social speech has implications for language education, translation, and media communication. In language teaching, understanding how learners naturally deviate from harmonic rules in informal contexts can inform pedagogical strategies. For translation studies, recognizing that certain morphonemic alternations may not be consistently applied in social registers helps avoid misinterpretation. In media discourse, awareness of morphonemic reduction can shed light on how linguistic forms index identity and style (Aksu, 2007).
Summary of Discussion
The discussion demonstrates that:
1. Morphonemics, though structurally systematic, is highly variable in social speech.
2. Turkish preserves stronger vowel harmony than Uzbek, but both languages show disharmonic tendencies in informal and globalized contexts.
3. Consonant assimilation and affix alternations are simplified in rapid and urban speech, reflecting efficiency and identity.
4. Dialectal, generational, and social factors profoundly shape morphonemic realizations.
5. Variations in morphonemics carry social meaning, indexing tradition, modernity, prestige, or solidarity.
6. Theoretical and practical implications call for integrating sociolinguistic analysis into morphonemic studies.
These insights confirm that morphonemic alternations cannot be understood without situating them in social contexts, thereby bridging structural linguistics and sociolinguistics.
Conclusion
This study has explored the realization of morphonemic alternations in Uzbek and Turkish, focusing on how structural rules interact with social variables in everyday communication. By applying a comparative sociolinguistic approach, the research revealed that morphonemics is not merely a domain of abstract phonological and morphological interaction, but also a dynamic reflection of social identity, generational change, and cultural contact.
The results demonstrate several important findings. First, vowel harmony, though a hallmark of Turkic morphonemics, is no longer uniformly applied in social speech. Turkish retains a stronger harmonic system than Uzbek, but disharmonic forms frequently occur in informal registers and in borrowings. Uzbek shows even greater flexibility, often disregarding harmony entirely, especially in urban and youth speech. This highlights how structural features are reshaped under the influence of globalization and language contact.
Second, consonant alternations and affixal variations illustrate the tension between grammatical rules and pragmatic efficiency. While Turkish and Uzbek both maintain predictable assimilation rules in formal registers, these rules are simplified or ignored in casual communication. Affixal reduction (geleceğim → gelicem, o‘qiyapti → o‘qiypti) further shows how morphonemic processes are adapted to the rhythm and speed of urban and digital discourse.
Third, the findings underscore the importance of sociolinguistic variables. Age, education, and urban–rural differences strongly influence morphonemic realizations. Younger speakers, especially in urban centers, adopt reduced or disharmonic forms as part of their identity, while rural speakers and older generations preserve more conservative patterns. This aligns with global sociolinguistic theory, where variation functions not only as a linguistic phenomenon but also as a marker of prestige, solidarity, and belonging (Labov, 1972; Trudgill, 2000).
Fourth, the study revealed that morphonemic variation carries symbolic social meaning. In both Uzbek and Turkish, the choice between harmonic and disharmonic forms, or between full and reduced affixes, is not simply a matter of grammar but also a reflection of cultural values. Reduced forms are associated with modernity, speed, and youth identity, whereas conservative forms signal authenticity, tradition, and social continuity.
From a theoretical perspective, these findings challenge structuralist approaches that treat morphonemics as a closed system of rules. Instead, they support an integrated model where internal linguistic mechanisms are shaped by external social pressures. From a practical perspective, the results hold implications for language education, translation, and media communication. Teachers must account for the gap between formal morphonemic rules and their realization in social speech; translators must recognize that affixal variation can index different social registers; and media professionals must acknowledge that morphonemic reduction functions as a stylistic device.
In conclusion, morphonemics in Uzbek and Turkish cannot be fully understood without situating it in its social context. By analyzing the interaction between structure and society, this study contributes to a more holistic understanding of Turkic linguistics. It shows that morphonemic alternations are not static rules of grammar but living processes, continuously reshaped by the dynamics of communication, identity, and cultural change.
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