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Introduction

Uzbek (ISO 639-1: uz) is a Turkic language spoken mainly in Uzbekistan, where the lan-
guage is accorded the ‘state language’ status (Figure 1). Outside Uzbekistan, ethnic Uzbek
populations are scattered across and beyond Central Asia in such countries as Afghanistan,
Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan, China, and Saudi Arabia (Balc1, 2004; Yakup, 2020:411).
Many Uzbeks in the diaspora speak one or more languages in addition to Uzbek for intereth-
nic communication (Naby, 1984:11). Some ethnic Uzbek communities are reportedly being
linguistically assimilated to ethnic groups that are dominant in their countries or regions
(Shalinsky, 1979:12-13; Fevzi, 2013:256; Yildirim, 2019:64). 1t is therefore unclear exactly
what proportion of ethnic Uzbeks retain Uzbek as their first language today. In the case
of ethnic Uzbeks in Xinjiang in China, gauging the extent of linguistic assimilation can be
difficult because of the limited range of contrasting features that exist between their vari-
ety of Uzbek and Uyghur, the interethnic language of Xinjiang, with which it is generally
mutually intelligible (Cheng & Abudureheman, 1987:1-2). The varieties of Uzbek spoken in
Afghanistan and China have developed autonomously from those spoken within the bor-
ders of the former Soviet Union, and hence differ from the present-day standard Uzbek of
Uzbekistan, a former Soviet republic, most notably in lexica but also in phonology, mor-
phology, and syntax (Jarring, 1938; Abdullaev, 1979: Reichl, 1983; Cheng & Abudureheman,
1987; Hayitov et al., 1992:36; Giiltekin, 2010).

The language variety whose phonology is described in the present article is the stan-
dardized variety of Uzbek used in Uzbekistan, where it is a preferred medium of offi-
cial communication, Many Soviet (ReSetov, 1964:21; Guljamov, 1968:8; Shoabdurahmonov,
1976:7; Maxmudov, 1986:16; Rajabov, 1996:26) and non-Soviet (Sjoborg, 1962:237; Laude-
Cirtautas, 1977:41; Waterson, 1980:xiv; Shogaito, 1988) scholars have effectively concurred
in taking the dialect of Tashkent to be the primary basis of standard Uzbek fonetika
‘phonetics/phonology’ and orfoepija ‘orthoepy’. Attempts at shifting the basis of standard
pronunciation away from the Tashkent dialect (Kamol, 1957:14; Rasulov et al., 1980:21-22;
Sodiqov et al., 1981:68) emerged continually during Soviet times, but seem to have largely
receded in post-Soviet Uzbekistan. Accordingly, all but one of the recordings accompanying
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Figure 1. Map of the main area where Uzbek is spoken.

the present article are from a speaker of Tashkent Uzbek.! The speaker (henceforth referred
to simply as ‘the main informant’) is male, and was born in 1994. He had resided in the
Chilonzor district of Tashkent for 21 years since the age of three before moving out of the
city in 2018, when the recordings were made. As with most Uzbek speakers brought up in
Tashkent, he is fluent in Russian.

Consonants
Bilabial Labio- Alveolar Alveolo- Palatal | Velar | Uvular | Glottal
dental palatal
Plosive p b t d k g|q ?
Nasal m n 1
Tap r
Fricative f v s z |¢ x ¥ |h
Affricate 1s e dz
Approximant j
Lateral 1
approximant

! Due to scarcity of Russian loanwords in the recorded speech of the main informant, the recording for TETs
‘thermal power plant’ in the consonants section is from a different speaker, a female (Russian-dominant) bilingual
Russian-Uzbek speaker (born in 1989) brought up in the Yunusobod district of Tashkent.
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/p/  pesh  /pee/  ‘front’ /f/ fahm  /fahm/  ‘quick-wittedness’
/b/  besh  /bec/  ‘five’ Nl vahm  /vahm/  ‘fright’

1t/ tor [tor/ ‘narrow’ fte/ chin Jtein/ ‘genuine’

/d/ dor  /dot/  ‘rope’ /dz/  jin /dzin/ ‘genie’

y/  jing /dzin/ ‘complaints’
/sl sol /sol/ ‘raft’

/z]  zol /zol/  ‘adept’ /k/ ko'r /kor/ ‘blind’
/el shol  /eol/  ‘woolen fabric’  /g/ go'r /gor/ ‘tomb’
/m/ " mol  /mol/ ‘livestock’ /q/ qo'r /qor/ ‘coal’

m/ nol /mol/ ‘zero’

N lol  /l/  ‘speechless’  /yx/  xam /xam/ ‘adroop’
i/ yol  fjpol/  ‘mane’ /¥l g'am /sam/ ‘grief’
/t/  rol  /rol/  ‘role’ /h/ ham /ham/ ‘also’
(/t/ is realized here as [}]; see explanation below)

/Y san’at  /san?at/  ‘art’

fts/  TETs /tets/ ‘thermal power plant’

The digraphs «chy, «<shy, and «ng> each represent a single phoneme in Uzbek orthogra-
phy, as does «g", in which the inverted comma serves as a kind of diacritic indicating both
fricativization and uvularization.

Voice Onset Time (VOT) discriminates between word-initial voiced and voiceless plo-
sives, with the latter set of plosives showing VOT values indicative of a degree of aspiration
(Figure 2). The limited amount of data considered here precludes one from drawing firm
conclusions about VOT in Uzbek, though they seem to indicate the commonly reported
effect of place of articulation on VOT values (Lisker & Abramson, 1964) for voiceless
plosives.

The velar plosives /k/ and /g/ in native Uzbek words and loanwords nativized in Uzbek
are normally palatalized to [ki] and [¢], respectively, before underlying (/i/, /e/, /3/, /a/) or
inserted ([1]; see ‘vowels’) non-back vowels, or where the plosive closure is released in word-
final position. Hence, for example, there is palatalization of velar plosives in such words as
/kam/ [kiam] ‘insufficient’, /gap/ [¢iap] ‘talk’, /tegds/ [tegid3] ‘s/he touched’, in which [1] is
an inserted vowel, /burtcak/ [burtcaki] ‘corner’, and /kerak/ [kieraki] ‘necessary’.

The glottal plosive /?/ distinguishes few minimal pairs. Its occurrence is limited to a
fairly small proportion of loanwords from Arabic whose orthographic representations con-
tain the sequence of a letter, the <> symbol, and a vowel letter, such as san’at /san?at/
‘art’ and in‘om /in?om/ ‘gift’ (Figure 3: left side). Note, however, that <> in Uzbek orthogra-
phy is not a representation of the glottal plosive but is merely a transliteration of Arabic
word-medial ‘ayn <«¢> and hamza <>, which represent // and /?/, respectively, in Arabic
orthography. Thus, <> may represent not /?/ but /:/ when it appears after a vowel letter, or
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Figure 2. (Colour online) VOT values of the word-initial plosives in the test words of /pe;.;/, oeg/, /tor/, /dor/,
/kor/, /gor/, and /qor/ as produced by the main informant. Each bar represents a single token/repetition.
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Figure 3. in‘om /in2om/ ‘gift’ (left), in which a glottal closure/constriction precedes the second vowel for signalling
the presence of word-medial ‘ayn <¢> in the source language, and /ip ec/ [ip?ec] ‘weave (a) thread(s)! (right), in
which /ec/ ‘weave!” is preceded by a boundary-marking glottal closure.

may represent no sound or phonetic feature whatsoever (Tog‘ayev et al., 2012:36-37). Non-
phonemic [?] or glottal constriction optionally precedes the word-initial vowel for marking
phrase and prosodic boundaries (Figure 3: right side).

The velar nasal /n/ does not occur in word-initial position. In careful speech, word-final
/y/ can be produced with an audible release burst of the velar closure, as can be observed in
the recording of /o1)/ ‘consciousness’.

The phoneme /t/ does not occur word-initially in native Uzbek words. In non-word-
initial position, /t/ occurs in both loanwords and native words. Word- initial /t/,which occurs
only in loanwords, is realized as [r] or [r], but can also be realized as [i] (as in the main
informant’s pronunciation of /ral/ ‘role’) or [£], though the latter are apparently considered
less standard. Word-finally, /¢/ is usually realized as a trill, as it is in the main informant’s
pronunciation of /gor/ ‘tomb’. Word-final /t/ can also be either fully or partially devoiced,
and can accompany frication (Klimenko, 1958:53), as it is in the main informant’s pronun-
ciation of /kor/ ‘blind’. The trill component of the rhotic is often lost in its word-final
realization, leaving only its fricative component intact. The recording of /bor/ ‘existent’
produced by the main informant exemplifies this type of fricative realization.
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Figure 4. Spectra of word-initial /s/, /¢/, /x/, /n/, and /f/ in the test words of /sol/, /¢ol/, /xam/, /ham/, and
/fahm/ as produced by the main informant. Each spectrum was computed from a 40 ms window centred around
the beginning to middle of each fricative to reduce coarticulation effects.

Tashkent Uzbek traditionally lacks a contrast between standard Uzbek /y/ and /h/
(Rajabov, 1996:83). The main informant makes this distinction in his careful pronunciation
(Figure 4), but often realizes /h/ as [x], as he does in the recording of /vahm/ [vax3m] ‘fright’
accompanying this article.

A number of descriptive works published in the twentieth century, such as Borovkov
(1959:682), ReSetov (1959:212-214), Kononov (1960:28-29), and Ismatullaev (1991:20),
endorse the phonemic status of both /§/, the voiceless bilabial fricative, and its voiced
counterpart /B/. However, in today’s standard Uzbek, the bilabial fricatives seem to
be in the process of being replaced by their labiodental counterparts, namely /f/ and
v/ (Abdurahmonov, 1992:26; Hamroyev, 2004:25; Otamirzayeva & Yusupova, 2004:40;
Matkarimova et al., 2013:10-11), possibly under the influence of Russian, whose own labial
fricatives are labiodental. The bilabial fricative [§] is still in use in Uzbekistan at large. For
instance, monolingual Uzbek speakers in Bukhara can often be distinguished by their use
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of [$] from Tajik-dominant Bukharan bilinguals who typically use [f] instead of [¢] in their
speech. However, in recent decades, [§] appears to be only equivocally perceived as the
standard pronunciation for the Uzbek voiceless labial fricative phoneme.

A number of descriptive and pedagogical treatments, including Kissen (1952:19, 74-76),
Borovkov (1959:682), Kononov (1960:30), Safaev (1965:12), and Ismatullaev (1991:16), men-
tion ‘softness’, i.e., palatalization, with regard to Uzbek /¢/, te/, and /dz/ (or certain major
allophones thereof), often putting it in contrast with the ‘hardness’ of Russian /[/ and /3/,
which are characterized by posterior articulation and/or a lack of palatalization (Jones &
Ward, 1969:134, 137; Kamiyama, 2012; Yanushevskaya & Bunci¢, 2015; Kochetov, 2017). In
particular, Kissen (1952:74-75) describes the articulation of Uzbek /¢/ and /dz/ as involv-
ing the tongue body being moved forward, the front-to-middle part of the tongue being
raised towards the hard palate, and the tip of the tongue being lowered. These descrip-
tions strongly suggest anterior tongue position, palatalization, and non-apical (laminal)
articulation, for the phonemes.

However, the articulation of /¢/, /t¢/, and /dz/ is subject to much inter- and intra-speaker
variation, with these phonemes often being realized as [[], [tf], and [d3]-like sounds, not
only by some Tashkent Uzbek speakers but also by a number of newsreaders at the national
television and radio broadcasting station. This synchronic variation precludes unequivocal
identification of standard Uzbek /¢/, /t¢/, and /dz/ as palatalized postalveolar consonants.

The fricative [z] can occur as an allophone of /dz/ where it precedes a plosive, e.g., in
/adzdar/ [azdar] ‘dragon’ as well as in some words of onomatopoeic origin. Otherwise, its
occurrence is largely limited to loanwords from Russian.

The occurrence of the affricate /ts/ is limited to loanwords from Russian.

Vowels

N

\

i/ M fiz/ iz ‘trace’

/el © lez/ ez ‘crush’

/a/ @ fazm/ azm  ‘firm decision’
1o/ > /oz/ oz ‘few’

/o/ 05  oz/ 07 ‘self’

/ W /uz/ uz ‘tear off’

/3% @ /b3z/  biz ‘we’

The vowels in the trapezoid above are placed so as to conform to the formant frequency
values of the Uzbek vowel phonemes produced by the main informant (Figure 5).

2 No recording of /3/ in isolation accompanies the present article, because its elicitation was not possible due to
the absence of any orthographic representation uniquely assigned to /3/.
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Figure 5. (Colour online) FI and F2 values of Uzbek vowels produced in isolation and of those vowels produced
in isolated words by the main informant. Numbers suffixed to some of the words distinguish between homographs.
Each point represents a mean of three to five tokens.> The test words that do not appear in the lists accompanying
the consonant and vowel charts are /agt/ ‘Asht district’, /b3r/ ‘one’, /bor/ ‘go!’ (borl), /bor/ ‘existent’ (bor2), /er/
‘husband’, /ec/ ‘weave!’, /hue/ ‘sense’, /i¢/ ‘matter’, /kar/ ‘enter! (ksrl), /ksr/ dirt’ (ksr2), /oc/ ‘braid?’ (orl), /or/
‘mow!” (or2), /og/ “Osh city’, /o¢/ ‘exceed? (0¢1), and /oe/ ‘pilav’ (0¢2).

The inverted comma serves as a diacritic in «o%. The diacritic orthographically distin-
guishes <0 from 0> and indicates the greater closeness of /0/ as opposed to /o/.

The vowels that are transcribed in the present description as /i/ and /3/ distinguish no
minimal pairs in standard Uzbek. It is therefore possible to identify them as allophones of
a single phoneme, as in fact most textbooks and the current orthography of Uzbek do. The
present description, on the other hand, recognizes their phonemic status on the basis of
their phonetic distinctiveness and the existence of near-minimal pairs, of which there are
not many, e.g., /iz/ ‘trace’ vs. /b3z/ ‘we’ (see Figure 5). This practice is partly in line with that
of Polivanov (1922), who proposes that seven vowel symbols including ‘i’ and ‘o’ be used in
transcribing Tashkent Uzbek.

In native Uzbek roots, /o/ occurs almost exclusively in root-initial syllables
(Otamirzayeva & Yusupova, 2004:30). Some interjections which end in /o/ (Qo‘ng‘ulov, 1975)
are exceptions to this rule.

Close vowels and /3/ are frequently devoiced when adjacent to voiceless consonants or
are elided outright, especially in unstressed syllables. The elision of /u/ and /3/ in /kutgli/

3 All the formant frequency data presented in Figure 5 and Table 1 were obtained from the audio data using
Barreda’s (2021) plugin for Praat (Boersma & Weenink 2022). R packages (R Development Core Team 2022; Wickham
2022) were used for data visualization in Figures 5 and 9.
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Figure 6. Elision of /sl in /qu«;l:)q/ ‘village’.

‘strong’ in the ‘North Wind and the Sun’ passage and /qsgloq/ ‘village’ (Figure 6) serve as
examples. They are also highly susceptible to coarticulatory effects from adjacent sounds.
Hence, for instance, the close realization of /3/ in the palatal context of /plagsga/ [placigia]
‘to his/her cloak’ in the same passage.*

The phonetic realization of /o/ ranges between [a] and [9]. This variability is observed
among words, speakers, and even among utterances from a single speaker. Thus, for exam-
ple, one speaker may produce [ate] and [bor] for /ote/ ‘hungry’ and /bor/ ‘existent’, for which
another may produce [ote] and [bor]. Presumably because of this variability, some descrip-
tions characterize the vowel phoneme as unrounded (Reshetov & Shoabdurahmonov,
1957:191; Doniyorov, 1980:51, 54) or as weakly rounded (Jamolxonov, 2009:70).

Many Uzbek dialects have front rounded vowels that contrast with back rounded vow-
els (Reshetov & Shoabdurahmonov, 1978:45-46). Such dialects, which are geographically
widely distributed across and beyond Uzbekistan, also exist in some non-urban areas
within the Tashkent region (ReSetov, 1952; Shoabdurahmonov, 1976). Perhaps owing to
the existence of such dialects, some descriptive treatments of Uzbek postulate a phono-
logical backness contrast in the non-dialectal (standard) variety (e.g., Coskun, 2000:2-5;
To‘ychiboev & Hasanov, 2004:45; Yakup, 2020:414). Such treatments postulate that Uzbek
has [0]/[ce]/[e]-like and [y]-like front rounded vowel phonemes, which they often tran-
scribe as ‘6’ and ‘I, as is customary among Turkologists. Thus, for example, Boeschoten
(1998:358) writes in his description of Uzbek that ‘there are minimal pairs such as bol-
‘become, be’ vs. bdl- ‘divide’ and ud ‘extremity’ vs. ii¢ ‘three”.

Contrary to this observation, a formant frequency analysis of the close and close-mid
rounded vowels produced by the main informant in the test words /bol/ ‘become!” and
/bol/ “divide!’, and in /ute/ ‘fly!” and /ute/ ‘three’,’ found no clear or consistent distinction
between them (Table 1). This indicates that they are homophonemic in Tashkent Uzbek,
hence their identical phonemic transcriptions (/bol/ and /utg/) in the present article and
identical orthographic representations (bo’l and uch) in standard Uzbek. Note that if the
backness contrast existed in his speech, the vowels in /bol/ ‘divide!” and /utg/ ‘three’ would
be front vowels with high F2 values and would contrast in backness—and hence also in
formant frequency values—with those in their homographic counterparts, namely /bol/
‘become!” and /ute/ ‘fly!".

¥y ¢

4/, pla;;/ is a Russian loanword whose source word, plas¢ ‘cloak’, ends in Russian /¢:/. Given the main informant’s
fluency in Russian, the formation of the palatal context in /plagaga/ can be ascribed to the palatal nature of Russian
/&:/ and/or to that of Uzbek [¢] and [gi].

5 This study contrasted Jutg/ “three’ not with u¢ ‘extremity’ (Boeschoten 1998: 358) but with Jute/ ‘fly!’, another
word that Boeschoten (1998: 365) transcribes as u¢, in order that the pair of words should share the same dialectal
vowel length (see below).
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Table | Mean formant frequency values in Hz of the vowels in two homographic word pairs
(three to four tokens per word) produced by the main informant

Fi F2 F3
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
/bol/ ‘become!’ 434 7 873 43 2833 161
/bol/ ‘divide! 407 4 836 46 2890 95
Jute/ “Fly? 307 36 1077 212 2325 239
Jutg/ ‘three’ 310 24 895 226 2572 47
/ m a: n 9 / / m a n a /
B T

5000 ‘” 5000 T
| a1 I | |
: ,””lpmnul.m i : A
g Hh i) .,flh|m“‘fml’!“ g

Time (s) Time (s)

Figure 7. ma’no /mano/ ‘meaning’ (left), an Arabo-Persian loanword, and mana /mana/ ‘here; look’ (right).

Vowel lengthening occurs in a number of words of foreign origin, though it distinguishes
few minimal pairs. For example, /a:/ in /ma:qul/ ‘acceptable’ and /ma:no/ ‘meaning’, both of
which are loanwords, contrasts in length with /a/ in /maqol/ ‘proverb’, another loanword,
and /mana/ ‘here; look’ (Figure 7). Some instances of vowel lengthening in Arabo-Persian
loanwords are orthographically indicated with >, as in ma’qul /ma:qul/ and ma’no /mamo/,
where the sequence of <a» and > represents /a/.

Vowel length distinction in words of native origin exists in a number of Uzbek dialects
(Tekin, 1995), such as those spoken in the Khorezm and Iqon-Qorabuloq areas (Abdullaey,
1961; Abdullaev, 1967; Dobos, 1974; Reshetov & Shoabdurahmonov, 1978:47; Madrahimov,
1999). As for Tashkent Uzbek, an Uzbek linguist/folklorist from Tashkent made a claim in
1935 that his native variety had two long (close) vowel phonemes in addition to having six
short vowel phonemes (Junus, 1935:15). In addition, some dialects spoken in the vicinity
of Tashkent, namely in and around Qoraxitoy in the Tashkent region, also reportedly uti-
lize long vowels in native Uzbek words (Shoabdurahmonov, 1976:10), though it is unclear
whether their length is phonological.

Perhaps contrary to what might be expected based on these facts, vowel length in native
words is not phonological in present-day Tashkent Uzbek or in standard Uzbek. No con-
sistent native vowel length distinction is observed in the main informant’s speech. For
example, /bor/ ‘go!’ vs. /bor/ ‘existent’ and /otg/ ‘fade !’ vs. /ote/ ‘vengeance’, which would be
heterophonemic word pairs in most of the aforementioned dialects, with the first member
of the pair having a shorter vowel than the second, are pronounced as homophonemic pairs
by the main informant.®

6 An analysis of 8 such word pairs (3 tokens per word) found no statistically significant effect of dialectal vowel
length on vowel duration, but found a significant difference in vowel duration by word pair.
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Figure 8. /vahm/ [vax3m] ‘fright’, an Arabo-Persian loanword, in which the consonant cluster is broken up by
an epenthetic vowel (left),” and /tegdfz/ [tegiid3] ‘s/he touched’, in which a front vowel occurs between the two
voiced plosives (right). /tegd3/ consists entirely of native Uzbek morphemes, thus /teg/-/d3/ ‘touch-PST.3".

Vowel insertion rarely receives mention in the Uzbek linguistic literature except in rela-
tion to vowel epenthesis in loanwords (Kononov, 1960:47-49; Figure 8: left side). However,
insertion of vowels in Uzbek is not limited to loanwords. It also takes place in native Uzbek
words, though little is known about what motivates it or what determines the quality of the
inserted vowel. The audio data elicited from the main informant contain some instances of
native Uzbek vowel insertion, of which /tegds/ [tegiid3] ‘s/he touched’ contains a relatively
well-defined and clearly audible inserted vowel (Figure 8: right side).

All the instances of vowel insertion are found in consonant clusters formed at sylla-
ble/morpheme boundaries where a velar or uvular plosive is followed by a consonant
produced with a more anterior articulation, e.g., in /tegmogq/ [tegiimoq] ‘to touch’ (/teg/-
/moq/ ‘touch-INF’) and /joqds/ [jogdds] ‘it was to someone’s liking’ (/joq/-/d3/ ‘be of one’s
liking-PsT.3").® This apparent bias towards heterorganic ‘posterior-to-anterior’ consonant
clusters and the acoustic variability of the inserted vowels may lead one to a cautious spec-
ulation that native Uzbek vowel insertion results from minimization of gestural overlap in
the clusters (Chitoran et al., 2002; Hall, 2006:407-410). However, the limitations of the data
and the fact that native Uzbek vowel insertion is as yet an unexplored topic preclude any
general discussion of the phenomenon.

Suprasegmental features

Figure 9 shows three acoustic measurements (duration, mean f0, and mean intensity) taken
from the vocalic portions of disyllabic and trisyllabic native Uzbek words recorded in cita-
tion form. The words, which the main informant read from a word list, are of different word
classes and comprise mono- and multi-morphemic nouns, pronouns, verbs, and participles.

7 As a reviewer points out, it is not entirely unfeasible that a vowel had been inserted between /h/ and /m/ in a
colloquial variety of Arabic or Persian before the loanword was borrowed into Uzbek. I speculate that the presence
of [3] here resulted from Uzbek or Turkic vowel epenthesis, based on the following admittedly circumstantial evi-
dence: 1) New Persian varieties, through which Uzbek is considered to have borrowed the majority of its loanwords
from Arabic, permit a wide variety of consonant clusters in the coda position (Xaskasev 1985: 48; Mahootian 1997:
298-299), 2) vowel epenthesis in Arabic loanwords is commonplace in a number of other Turkic languages (e.g.,
Turkish vahim), and 3) Central Asian Arabic dialects have long been borrowers rather than lenders of loanwords
(Chikovani 2003; Jastrow 2005: 133-139).

8 In the latter example, [3] is partially devoiced.
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Figure 9. Duration, mean fundamental frequency, and mean intensity measures obtained from vocalic portions of
syllables in 22 disyllabic and 5 trisyllabic native Uzbek words produced in citation form. The numbers of tokens are
82 for disyllabic words and 30 for trisyllabic words.

It can be observed in Figure 9 that the vowel duration increases in the final syllable and that
both the mean frequency and mean intensity are the highest on the penultimate syllable.
Given that previous descriptions of Uzbek are unanimous in locating the primary lex-
ical stress on the final syllable (Kononov, 1960; Sjoborg, 1962; Bodrogligeti, 2003), one
potentially feasible interpretation of these observations is that vowel duration correlates
with lexical stress in native Uzbek words and/or that certain acoustic properties (such
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as a high f0) of the penultimate syllable contribute to the perceived prominence of the
final syllable. However, only words with canonical (final) stress are analysed in this study,
due to the scarcity of words with non-canonical stress in the recorded speech of the main
informant.’ They were also read aloud in isolation. The observed increase in vowel duration
could therefore be due to phrase-final lengthening rather than stress, and the penultimate
rise in f0 might also result from intonational phenomena such as pitch accents. Future stud-
ies are therefore needed to clarify which acoustic properties correlate with lexical stress
in Uzbek. In this respect, it may be worth noting that the aforementioned observations
align with Athanasopoulou et al.’s (2020:7-8) findings on Uzbek lexical stress. Their findings
are that the vowel in the final syllable is longer than the vowels in the preceding syllables
and that f0 is raised in the penultimate syllable (intensity is not examined in their study).
Like the present study, Athanasopoulou et al. (2020) obtained their results from words with
canonical (final) stress. Unlike in the present analysis, the words they analysed consist of
trisyllabic nouns that occur sentence-medially, within a noun phrase, and as the initial com-
ponent of a compound noun. The fact that similar results are obtained across these two
studies may suggest that Athanasopoulou et al.’s two findings on lexical stress in Uzbek are
consistent across certain different phrasal and/or syllabic contexts.

Words which are identified in the literature as having non-canonical stress include some
proper names, loanwords, and interrogative pronouns. Uzbek linguists are in agreement
that certain morphemes repel stress. A list of such stress-repellent morphemes is found
in Bodrogligeti (2003:41-43). Some stress-repellent suffixes share their morphemic and
orthographic representations with other suffixes that do not repel stress. As a result, there
are pairs of words derived from the same stem which are distinguished only by stress.
Some textbooks (e.g., Oripov & Obidova, 1994:49; Andaniyozova et al., 2012:34) contain
(non-exhaustive) lists of such word pairs.

Tashkent Uzbek, and hence also standard Uzbek, exhibit very limited vowel harmony.
The near-absence of vowel harmony in Tashkent Uzbek is often ascribed to language con-
tact in Central Asia, where Turkic languages, most of which are harmonizing languages,
have been in contact with non-harmonizing Iranian languages for centuries (Polivanov,
1926:19; Polivanov, 1933; Menges, 1945). The deverbalizing suffix which may be realized
as [q, 39, 0q, uq] depending on phonological context is one of the few affixes that exhibit
vestiges of harmony in standard Uzbek, with [uq] being invariably preceded by a stem-final
syllable containing /u/.

The North Wind and the Sun (Orthography)

Bir kun shimoliy shamol va quyosh qaysi biri kuchliroq ekanligi o‘rtasida tortishib qol-
ishibdi. Shu paytda ularning ko‘zi plashga o‘ranib yo‘lda ketayotgan yo‘lovchiga tushib,
qaysi biri yo‘lovchining plashini birinchi yechishga majbur etsa, o‘sha kuchli hisoblanadi
deb kelishibdi. Shunda shimoliy shamol bor kuch-qudrati bilan esishni boshlabdi-yu, lekin
shamol qanchalik kuchayganligi sari, yo‘lovchi ham shunchalik oz plashiga o‘ranib olibdi va
shamol o'z fikridan gaytishga majbur bo‘libdi. Shunda quyosh porlab chigibdi va yo‘lovchi

9 The interrogative pronoun /qajss/ ‘which’, which a number of descriptions identify as a word with non-final
stress (Sjoborg 1962: 258; Kononov 1960: 54; Oripov & Obidova 1994: 48; Bodrogligeti 2003: 39) appears twice in
the ‘North Wind and the Sun’ passage. It seems to carry not as high an f0 on the first syllable as the canonically
stressed disyllabic words analysed here, while having a long vowel duration not in the final syllable but in the first
syllable. These observations somewhat support the interpretation mentioned above, as does the cross-linguistic
commonality of syllable duration as a correlate of lexical stress (Gordon & Roettger 2017), though the propensity
of /3/ for elision makes it difficult to interpret this observation.
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asta-sekin isib, tezda plashini yechib olibdi. Shunday qilib, shimoliy shamol quyoshning
undan kuchli ekanligini tan olishga majbur bo‘libdi.

The North Wind and the Sun (Phonemic transcription and morphemic gloss)

bar  kun gimolij camol va qujoe qajs3  bsrs| kutgliroq

Bir  kun shimol-iy shamol va  quyosh qaysi  bir-i  kuch-li-rog

one day north-apjz wind and sun which one-3 strength-Apjz-cMPRr
ekanligs ortassda tort3esb qol3e3bds |

e-kan-lig-i o'rta-si-da tort-ish-ib qol-ish-ib-di.

coP-PTCP-NMLZ-3 middle-3-Loc  drag-RECP-CVB remain-RECP-EV-PST.3

cu  pajtda ularnin koz3 | plagga oransb jolda |

Shu payt-da  u-lar-ning  kozii  plash-ga  ora-n-ib yo'l-da

this time-Loc 3sG-PL-GEN eye-3  cloak-DAT wrap-PAss-CVB  road-LocC
ketajotgan  jolovtgiga tuesb | qajs3 bsrs jolovteinin
ket-ayotgan  yo‘lov-chi-ga tush-ib, qaysi bir-i  yo'lov-chi-ning
g0-PROG.PTCP approach.NMLz-er-DAT descend-cvB which one-3 approach.NMLz-er-GEN
plagsns bsrintes  jetesega madzbur  etsa | oca

plash-i-ni bir-inchi  yech-ish-ga majbur et-sa, o‘sha

cloak-3-acc  one-orp  take.off-NMLZ-DAT compelled do-conDp that

kuteli hisoblanads deb  kelsesbds | cunda
kuch-li hisob-la-n-a-di deb  kel-ish-ib-di. Shun-da
power-ADjz calculation-vBz-PASS-PRS-3 COMP come-RECP-EV-PST.3 this-Loc
cimolij camol bor kute qudra:ts bslan ec:!®| es3gns
shimol-iy ~ shamol bor kuch-qudrat-i bilan es-ish-ni
north-apjz wind existent strength.and.might-3 with blow-NMLZ-ACC
boglabdsju | lexkin camol qantealik kutcajganligs sar3 |
bosh-la-b-di=yu, lekin  shamol ganchalik kuch-ay-gan-lig-i sari,

head-vBz-Ev-pPsT.3=and but wind how.much strength-vBz-pTcP-NMLZ-3 forward

10 Here /eg:/ represents misread /es3¢/. The main informant immediately corrects it in self-repair to /es3¢/ in
the ensuing phrase /es3ens/.
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jolovtA;;i ham cuntealik oz plagaga oransb olsbds |l
yo'lov-chi ham shunchalik o'z plash-i-ga  ora-n-ib ol-ib-di

approach.NMLz-er also so.much self cloak-3-DAT wrap-pass-cve take-Ev-PST.3

va camol oz  fikesdan qajtaega madzburr  bolsbds |
va shamol oz fikr-i-dan qayt-ish-ga majbur bol-ib-di.

and wind self idea-3-ABL  return-NMLz-DAT  compelled become-Ev-PsT.3

cunda qujog  porlab te3q3bds va  jolovtei a:sta sekin
Shun-da  quyosh porla-b chig-ib-di va  yo'lov-chi asta-sekin
this-Loc  sun shine-cvB  go.out-Ev-pPsT.3 and approach.NmLz-er gradually
3s3b | tezda plagsn3 jetesb olsbds | cundaj

isi-b, tez-da plash-i-ni  yech-ib ol-ib-di. Shun-day

get.warm-cve quick-Loc cloak-3-acc take.off-cve take-Ev-pPsT.3 this-like

gslsb cimolij camol  qujoeniy undan kuteli
qil-ib, shimol-iy shamol  quyosh-ning  un-dan  kuch-li
make-cvB  north-Apjz  wind sun-GEN 3SG-ABL  pOwer-ADJZ
ekanligsn3 tan  olsgga madzbur  bolsbds |
e-kan-lig-i-ni tan  ol-ish-ga majbur bo'l-ib-di.

COP-PTCP-NMLZ-3-AcC share take-NMLz-DAT compelled become-Ev-psT.3

3 third person cop copula PASS  passive

3sG third person singular  cvs converb PL plural

ABL ablative DAT  dative PROG  progressive
ACC accusative EV evidential PRS  present
ADJz  adjectivizer GEN genitive PST past

CMPR  comparative Loc locative PTCP  participle
coMP  complementizer NMLZ nominalizer RECP  reciprocal
coND  conditional orRD  ordinal vBz  verbalizer
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The North Wind and the Sun (Free translation)

One day, the North Wind and the Sun were disputing which of them was stronger. At that
moment, they noticed a passenger who was walking down the road wrapped in a cloak, and
they agreed that the one who made the passenger take off his cloak first would be judged
the stronger. Then the North Wind began to blow with all its might, but the stronger the
wind, the more tightly the passenger wrapped himself in his cloak, and the Wind was forced
to abandon this attempt (lit. its idea). Then the Sun shone (in a thorough manner) and
the passenger gradually warmed up and soon took off his cloak (to his benefit). Thus, the
North Wind was compelled to admit that the Sun was the stronger of the two (lit. stronger
than it).
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