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Abstract. The current problem of the study is to clearly distinguish the functional
distribution of native and borrowed units in written texts of 2015-2024, since in existing
descriptions their boundaries often remain at the level of general annotation. The goal is to
show on the basis of the corpus how these two layers form a functional relationship in the
lexical structure of the modern Uzbek language. Corpus research, concordance analysis,
collocational observation and comparative-stylistic interpretation were used as methods,
written samples from various genres were used as material. The analysis showed that native
units serve as a stable support in the neutral informational part of the text, while borrowed
units enhance terminological clarity, formality and stylistic density. In the lines of
concordance, softening, specialization and the addition of an evaluative tone were observed
around some borrowed units; this indicates that they are not only a naming, but also a
pragmatic management tool. As a result of comparative stratification, it was found that the
functional interchange of the two layers within the texts prevails, rather than the absolute
opposition. As a scientific contribution, a descriptive model is proposed for the
lexicographical determination of the relationship between layers; it allows combining text
analysis, explanatory dictionary construction, and methodological description.

Keywords: corpus linguistics, lexical stratification, assimilation units, own stratum,
semantic prosody, methodological analysis

INTRODUCTION
Determining the ratio of native and

of functional criteria [3]. However, a
consistent analysis that links genre,

borrowed words in written texts from register, and collocational environment in

2015-2024 indicates a functional shift in
the lexical structure of the modern Uzbek
language [1]. Boqiyeva showed the
stylistic load of borrowed words [2], and
Qosimov interpreted the distribution of
layers within the literary language in terms
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one corpus is not enough. Therefore, the
relationship was examined based on
frequency, collocation, and distribution
indicators in a balanced written corpus of
1.2 million words [4].
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In this work, the lexical composition
of the modern Uzbek language was
studied; the focus was on the functional
relationship between the native and the
borrowed layers [5]. The aim of the study
was to determine the interlayer
distribution in the corpus material for
2015-2024. 1) the lexical density in genre
groups was determined; 2) the
collocational scope of borrowed units was
distinguished; 3) the normative activity of
native units was described; 4) the
difference  between  registers  was
examined in concordance lines; 5) the
discursive foundations of functional
distribution were explained.

Corpus linguistics, discourse
analysis, and lexicographic analysis were
used [6]. Frequency lists, concordances,
and MlI-score and log-likelihood criteria
were calculated using AntConc and Sketch
Engine [7]. The scientific novelty lies in
the fact that the functional differentiation

of the native and acquired layers

depending on the genre is shown in a
unified model in a 1.2 million-word corpus
[8]. The results obtained serve as a basis
for lexicography and methodological
descriptions and are useful for
lexicographers and textualists [9].

CORPUS AND
METHODOLOGY

The lexical layer relationships
defined in the previous section are clearly
delimited here by corpus units. The
research material was compiled from a
balanced written corpus of 1.2 million
words; it covered the years 2015-2024, 4
genre groups, 3 written registers and 12
segments. The corpus structure was
annotated manually and semi-
automatically according to the signs of its
layer, assimilation layer, lexical content
and functional relationship. This approach
made it possible to see the genre-
dependent distribution in the lexical
structure of the modern Uzbek language

[1].

Table 1. Corpus structural parameters and annotation criteria

Indicator Value Note
1,200,000 :
Total volume T Balanced written corpus
tokens

Period 2015-2024 Ten years of written history
Segments 12 . Categorized by genre and

register

Own layer, assimilation layer,

Annotation units 4 lexical content, functional

relationship

Source: author's development
The data in Table 1 show the corpus
as a structure suitable for functional
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comparison, not a random collection. In
each segment, the intersection of genre,
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register, and period was preserved, so that
collocational environments were
compared with the same criterion. Both
the degree of termination of the
assimilation units and the proximity of the
own-layer units to the normative center
were examined within these segments. As
a result, discourse analysis was combined
with lexicographic description and a stable
basis for text analysis was created [3].

The criterion of MI-score > 3 was
used to distinguish collocational strength,
and the differentiation was determined by
log-likelihood. These two indicators
complemented each other: one revealed a
stable combination, the other revealed a
significant difference between genres.
Frequency lists were compiled in the
AntConc and Sketch Engine
environments, and concordance lines
showed cases of semantic prosody and
pragmatic softening. Thus, the activation
of the acquired layer in specialized
registers and the primacy of the native
layer in the general speech field were
observed in one system [6].

For the historical-comparative layer
of the analysis, synchronous and
diachronic sections were distinguished.
Written materials from 2015-2024
showed the current state on the one hand,

and the direction of the influx of new
appropriations on the other. Comparative
linguistic analysis linked the functional
division between the own layer and the
appropriation layer with genre, style, and
communicative function. This connection
served as a basis for interpreting the ratio
of normativity and specialization in the
subsequent discussion [10].

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS

The above-mentioned concordance
and collocation units showed the historical
stability of the etymological layer [11].
Against this background, the relationship
between the active core of the native layer
and the specialized zone of the adopted
layer is interpreted more clearly.
Mengliyev emphasized the normative
center function of the native layer in
Uzbek lexicology [12], and this corpus
shows that this center is not unevenly
distributed across genres, but
systematically. Bokiyeva noted that the
stylistic features of adopted words depend
on the speech function [2]; our frequency
lists also reinforce this trend. As a result,
the adopted layer is strengthened in
popular news and terminological texts,
and the native layer prevails in artistic and
normative writing.

Table 2. Relative distribution of own and assimilated layers across genres

Genre group

Own layer share

The share of the
acquired layer

Fiction writing 64.2

35.8

Official-departmental 517
writing '

48.3
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Genre group

Own layer share

The share of the
acquired layer

Scientific text 55.9

44.1

Popular text 60.4

39.6

Source: author's calculations

The data in Table 2 confirm that the
share of the assimilation layer in official-
departmental and scientific texts expands
due to normative needs. Qosimov [3]
showed that the functional distribution is
preserved in the literary language, but in
this corpus this distribution is even more
pronounced within the genre. Brown [§]
wrote that lexical separation in Uzbek
depends on contact; our results reveal that
contact is governed by the type of text.
Shcherbak [13] identified a historical
boundary between the Turkic and non-
Turkic layers, but in the current written
text this boundary is softened by a
functional criterion. Therefore, semantic
field analysis was effective in determining
the terminological classification of
assimilation units, and component analysis
was effective in determining their stylistic
marking. Such differences are probably
associated with the convergence of digital
records and editorial standards in 2015—
2024. Sattorova [14] noted the primacy of
its layer in the structure of the active
vocabulary; This
maintaining this priority, shows the
assimilation layer as a channel of

corpus, while

specialization. As a limitation, the corpus
covers only written texts and does not
include the oral layer of regional dialect
careful

zones, which requires

interpretation of the results. In the next
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stage, lexicographic
discourse analysis are interconnected, and
the criteria for functional labeling are
further refined.

QUALITY ANALYSIS

The interaction of semantic prosody

marking  and

and pragmatic softening along lines of
concordance explains the above results
[3]. In own-level compounds, semantic
clarification prevails, while in assimilation
units, terminological and stylistic marking
are more pronounced [2]. This difference
indicates that the internal hierarchy of
lexical content is not accidental, but is
associated with the speech task [I].
Kasimov [3] showed the functional
distribution at the center of the literary
norm; this observation reveals its
microstructural basis at the level of
concordance.

Bokiyeva [2] specifically identified
the stylistic features of loanwords; our
contexts showed that this feature is
enhanced by the genre of the text.
Mukhmedova [15] noted semantic
adaptation in Russian loanwords; in this
material, adaptation is not limited to
meaning, but also softens the evaluative
load. Karimova [16] noted the speed of
renewal in the Internet and media lexicon;
in this direction, the dominance of stable
terms in the written corpus was much

stronger. Together, these three
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observations confirm that the activity of
the loanword layer is closely related to
genre and register.

The classification in Table 1
distinguishes three tasks: clarifying
meaning, enhancing evaluation, and
adapting the text to the genre. Native units
performed the first task more, while
acquired units were more active in the
second and third tasks [14]. Smirnov [6]
assessed the functional load of the
acquired lexicon as expanding; here, the
load was seen not to be limited to
specialization, but to become a means of
controlling  discourse. = Brown  [§]
interpreted functional differentiation as a
result of contact; in this material, the effect
of contact was manifested precisely
through stylistic delimitation.

At the same time, 40 contextual
examples indicate that the corpus has
deviated from the written register, so that
exchanges in oral speech are not fully
covered. ~The ambiguity in the
concordance labeling made some units
ambiguous in terms of semantic space.
The lack of separate separation of
materials from the Tashkent region and the
Fergana Valley in the dialect zone section
limits the territorial granularity. In the next
stage, combining lexicographic marking
with text analysis and phraseology will
make functional boundaries more clearly
visible.

DISCUSSION

The above-mentioned concordance
and collocation units showed the stability
of the historical layer, so the normative
center of the native layer and the
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specialization function of the assimilation
layer are not opposed, but are distributed
[11]. Dadaboev [11] interpreted the
change in historical lexical layers as an
exchange of internal heritage and external
influence; this observation is also
preserved in the modern written corpus.
Mengliyev [12] determined the active core
of the native layer in the lexicological
description, but the above results
additionally revealed that assimilation
units are strengthened precisely in places
related to the genre. While Qosimov [3]
linked the functional distribution to the
literary language norm, in this corpus the
norm and stylistic adaptation complement
each other. Thus, the lexical composition
of the modern Uzbek language is
redistributed under the pressure of
discourse, while maintaining historical
continuity.

Based on the classification in Table
1, it was found that the terminological,
media and socio-political manifestations
of the assimilation layer are separated into
separate functional areas. Bokiyeva [2]
linked the stylistic feature with the scope
of application of the assimilation words;
this observation was more pronounced in
units with increased terminization.
Karimova [16] showed the renewal of the
Internet and media lexicon, so new
assimilations are more active in the
expressive and operational layer of the
text. Rustamova [17] emphasized the
process of normativity, where normativity
is determined not only by the lexical
status, but also by the function of the text.
Therefore, for lexicography, it is
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appropriate to define the assimilation unit
not only by its origin, but also by its
functional load.

The most frequent verbally colored
borrowings were observed in texts from
the Tashkent region and the Fergana
Valley !. Islamov [18] interpreted
interlayer exchange as a differentiation
process; this interpretation was confirmed
in this corpus at the intersection of the
dialect zone and the stylistic register.
Sattorova [14] associated her layer priority
with the active vocabulary, but this
priority does not suppress the borrowing
layer, but rather directs it to clarify the
meaning. Petrov [4] and Smirnov [6] came
to a similar conclusion regarding the
functional load, but in this study this load
was more clearly delimited through
concordance and semantic field analysis.
As a limitation, it is noted that the corpus
is limited to written texts and oral speech,
especially dialect classification materials,
are not included as a separate layer. On
this basis, at the next stage it will be
necessary to  link  lexicographic
designation with text analysis and
phraseology.

CONCLUSION AND
SUGGESTIONS

Based on the annotation criteria in
Table 1 and the inter-genre ratios in Table
2, neither the native nor the borrowed layer
alternate randomly in modern Uzbek; they

Regional symbols were recorded at
the text source level, not authorship, in
concordance lines
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are functionally distributed depending on
genre, register, and communicative
purpose.
composition appeared as a stable system,
but this stability is a balance of functions,
not of identical units.

Therefore, the lexical

The first scientific contribution is
that it was found that in a corpus of 1.2
million words, inter-layer relationships
can be interpreted not only by frequency,
but also by collocation and concordance.
This approach justifies the need to assign
stylistic labels to assimilation units in
lexicography, and to indicate their scope
of application in grammatical
developments.

Lexicographers should distinguish
units of language by functional rather than
normative signs. Textologists, on the other
hand, can identify interlayer transitions at
the intersection of phraseology, stylistics,
and discourse analysis. Updating the
corpus every 2-3 years, especially when
monitoring Internet and media lexicon,
keeps the ratio of layers relevant.

At the next stage, it is appropriate to
separately  examine the territorial
differentiation of the assimilation layer in
the texts of the Tashkent region and the
Fergana Valley by dialect zone. Then the
territorial model of functional relations in
the lexical structure of the modern Uzbek
language will be more clearly described.
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