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Abstract. This research paper presented an extensive and in-depth comparative examination
of word-formation mechanisms in the Azerbaijani language in relation to several major world
languages, specifically English, Russian, German, Turkish, and Persian. By situating Azerbaijani
within a broader cross-linguistic framework, the study aimed to elucidate both typological
particularities and universal patterns in morphological processes. The methodology integrated
cognitive morphological analysis, corpus-based investigation, computational and digital resource
modelling, and cross-linguistic typological comparison to investigate Azerbaijani morphological
structures. The research demonstrated that Azerbaijani preserved its core agglutinative structure
while developing hybrid formations through loan-affix integration, showing increased frequency
of mixed morphological chains in digital corpora and expanding productive affixation patterns in
response to contact-driven lexical influx. Empirical analysis showed that Azerbaijani morphology
was both flexible and resilient, capable of generating novel lexical items and accommodating
semantic shifts in response to social, technological, and intercultural developments. These
findings underscored the dual character of morphological evolution: it revealed itself as universal
in its structural tendencies while being uniquely shaped by the cultural and linguistic context of
Azerbaijani speakers. By situating Azerbaijani morphology within the comparative landscape of
world languages, this study contributed to a deeper understanding of cross-linguistic creativity,
typological variation, and the interplay between morphology and sociolinguistic dynamics,
offering insights relevant to theoretical linguistics, language teaching, and applied lexicography.
The practical value of this research lies in providing linguists, lexicographers, educators, and
digital language-technology developers with empirically grounded models of Azerbaijani word-
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formation that can be directly applied to dictionary compilation, curriculum design, automated
morphology processing, and the development of NLP tools such as morphological analysers and

spell-checkers

Keywords: agglutinative structure; typological contrast; lexical innovation; contact-induced
change; affix productivity; digital corpora; cross-linguistic creativity

Introduction
Word formation represents the most dynam-
ic layer of linguistic structure, serving as the
mechanism through which languages expand
conceptual possibilities and encode shifting
realities. The study of morphological creativi-
ty provides insight into how linguistic systems
maintain internal coherence while remaining
open to innovation, particularly in contexts
where multilingual interaction accelerates the
emergence of new forms. The subject matter
of this research is justified by the need to un-
derstand how Azerbaijani morphology func-
tions as a productive system capable of both
preserving structural identity and integrating
external influences through affixation, hybrid-
isation, and semantic extension.

Researcher G.Y. Rakhimova (2023) exam-
ined derivational productivity in Azerbaijani
through corpus-tagged datasets and found that
suffixation remained the dominant word-for-
mation mechanism, although hybrid forms
constructed from English stems showed meas-
urable growth in social media registers. This
study highlighted that productivity could be
quantified statistically, demonstrating that
digital communication environments contrib-
ute strongly to the expansion of derivational
categories. Linguist V. Abdullayeva-Nebiye-
va (2025) analysed semantic shifts triggered by
foreign lexical input and concluded that Azer-
baijani speakers assimilate new stems using na-
tive derivational models rather than adopting
foreign morphology wholesale. According to re-
sults, morphological adaptation occurs through
cognitive schema integration rather than struc-
tural replacement. In a study conducted by
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B. Ozeng et al. (2018) the authors explored re-
duplication as a multifunctional mechanism in
Azerbaijani and demonstrated that reduplica-
tive constructions served intensifying, iterative,
and stylistic purposes across both colloquial
and literary registers. Their findings confirmed
that morphological repetition supported prag-
matic expressivity and discourse-level nuance.

D. Beck (2017) investigated derivational
patterns across academic and journalistic text
corpora and established that affixes related to
abstraction and agentive meaning, particular-
ly -lig/-lik and -¢1, exhibited the highest pro-
ductivity indices. The author concluded that
morphological creativity was strongly mo-
tivated by social and occupational diversifi-
cation after 2020. According to international
researcher. Researcher M. Huseynova (2019)
offered a computational typology model that
compared word-formation networks across Ka-
zakh, Turkish, German, and Russian. The study
demonstrated that hybrid derivation increased
most rapidly in languages with significant dig-
ital borrowing pressure, thereby supporting
the relevance of computational contrastive
analysis. Another contact-focused study was
conducted by Finally, in a comparative acqui-
sition-based study, I. Plag (2025) noted that
learners of agglutinative languages produce
derivational expansions earlier than learners
of fusional ones, suggesting that morpholog-
ical transparency facilitates lexical growth and
frequency-driven generalisation.

The reviewed scholarship identified impor-
tant features of Azerbaijani morphology, but
none of the works simultaneously quantified
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productivity, compared Azerbaijani with struc-
turally diverse languages, and evaluated con-
tact-induced derivation within a unified an-
alytical model. The aim of this research was
to establish a comprehensive cross-linguistic
framework for examining how Azerbaijani word-
formation systems function, evolve, and interact
with contact influences by integrating cogni-
tive, corpus-based, and computational methods.

Materials and Methods

The study employed a comparative, descrip-
tive, typological, and corpus-based method-
ology to examine Azerbaijani word-formation
in a cross-linguistic perspective. Qualitative
morphological analysis was combined with
quantitative corpus procedures, including mor-
phological segmentation, derivational pattern
classification, and frequency-based statistical
modelling using contemporary digital corpora.
A dedicated historical-philological approach
was applied to manuscripts and classical texts
through the use of authoritative editions, nor-
malisation of variant forms, and chronological
interpretation of interfixes and derivational
structures, ensuring that diachronic claims
were empirically grounded. The research inte-
grated qualitative description with quantitative
corpus metrics, combining morphological seg-
mentation, historical interpretation, and fre-
quency-based statistical modelling.

The analysis was grounded in five intercon-
nected theoretical principles (Booij, 2018). First,
a comparative-typological perspective was ap-
plied, contrasting Azerbaijani with fusional lan-
guages such as Russian and German, analytic
structures such as English, and other synthetic
systems including Persian and Turkish, in order
to determine points of convergence and diver-
gence in affix behaviour. Second, productivity
was assessed through established quantitative
measures — primarily frequency-per-million
indices and type-token ratios - to evaluate the
output of derivation, compounding, and redu-
plication. Third, diachronic development was
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examined by consulting historical corpora and
etymological dictionaries, enabling the tracing
of morphological change across four chron-
ological layers spanning 1900 to 2024. (Dur-
kin, 2015; Lépez-Couso, 2016; Tsanko, 2025).
Fourth, sociolinguistic dynamics were con-
sidered through the analysis of loan-driven
innovations documented in digital media cor-
pora, including conversational registers and
youth-oriented discourse. Finally, the study
adopted a cognitive-functional perspective in
which derivational patterns were interpreted
as reflections of conceptual categorisation pro-
cesses and indicators of relative processing ef-
ficiency. In response to concerns regarding the
representation of hybrid morphological forms
such as bio-i-tahliikasizlik (bio-safety) and oth-
er interfix compounds, the present study adopt-
ed a multi-step methodology to ensure that
analysed forms reflect genuine usage rather
than occasionalisms, neologistic experiments,
or errors arising from machine translation.

Corpus-based data selection: All morpho-
logical forms were extracted from a combination
of contemporary corpora, including The Azer-
baijani National Corpus (National Corpus of
Azerbaijani Language, n.d.) (spanning written,
journalistic, and academic texts); Social media
and digital communication corpora (Twitter,
Instagram, blogs, online news portals); Official
administrative and scientific documents from
2000-2025 (Milli Arxiv Idaresi, n.d.).

Validation criteria required that forms be in-
cluded only if they appeared in at least three in-
dependent sources or texts, demonstrated clear
semantic transparency according to Azerbaijani
morphological rules, and were consistent with
the language’s phonological and interfixation
patterns, while excluding forms found solely in
machine-translated content or arising from in-
dividual user idiosyncrasies. Frequency Analysis:
Each candidate form underwent quantitative fre-
quencyanalysis. This confirms functional produc-
tivity by demonstrating repeated use across reg-
isters (formal, academic, digital) and age groups.




Comparative analysis across formal, infor-
mal, and digital registers ensures that identified
forms are not artifacts of a single medium but
represent active, productive morphology in real
communicative contexts. By incorporating these
methodological steps, the study substantiates
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claims regarding hybrid morphology and in-
terfixation in Azerbaijani, providing empirical
grounding rather than relying solely on isolated

examples. The study drew on four major corpo-
ra, including national, multilingual, and media
datasets, as summarised in Table 1.

Table 1. Corpus data

Azerbaijani National . s s .
Corpus (n.d.) 50M+ diachronic +literary tagged, lemmatised
SketchEngine (EN/RU/ 6 corpora cross-language concordance pulled
DE/TR) P comparison 2024-2025
Google Books Dataset 10M sample diachronic expansion query-filtered by author
Author-compiled Media . . Telegram, news,
Corpus (2020-2024) 11.2M neologism tracking Twitter-X

Source: compiled by the author based on Russian National Corpus (n.d.), British National Corpus (n.d.), Turkish
National Corpus (n.d.), Humboldt-Universitdt zu Berlin, Institute of Linguistics (n.d.), National Corpus of Azerbaijani
Language, (n.d.)

To ensure data reliability and eliminate
noise, strict selection criteria were applied to

all lexical items retrieved from the corpora, as
shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Selection criteria applied to avoid noise, occasionalisms and MT-generated anomalies

Min. attested occurrences >50 tokens across >3 sources

Exclusion of errors MT-detected orthographic patterns removed

Concordance verification Human-validated across two corpora

Hybrid forms counted only if productive must form >3 independent derivatives

Notes: examples such as bio-i-tahliikasizlik (bio-safety) were excluded from productivity claims because they did not
meet the attestation or derivative-branch thresholds
Source: compiled by the author

The data presented in the tables are in-
terpreted and discussed in the running text,
as tables serve only as a means of structured
presentation and do not, by themselves, con-
stitute analysis. Accordingly, each table in this
section is accompanied by an explicit analytical
commentary that explains the relevance of the
selected criteria, thresholds, and exclusions for
the research objectives. This approach ensures
that the tabulated data are fully integrated into
the methodological and analytical argument
of the study rather than remaining descrip-
tive. The analysis drew on four major corpora

for Azerbaijani (National Corpus of Azerbaija-
ni Language, n.d.) and comparable corpora for
English, Russian, German, and Turkish, as sum-
marized in Table 3. All lexical items included
in the analysis were filtered according to the
selection criteria outlined in Table 2, ensuring
that only forms attested in at least 50 tokens
across three independent sources and produc-
ing at least three independent derivatives were
considered. Forms failing these thresholds,
such as occasional or machine-generated items
(e.g., bio-i-tahliikasizlik; bio-safety), were ex-
cluded from productivity counts.
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Table 3. Corpora used in the study for diachronic and cross-linguistic analysis

Corpus Token Count Notes
Azerbaijani | ANC + Media 61.2M DlaChr(,)(mC’ neologism Tagged, lemmatised
racking
. . . Concordances extracted
English | SketchEngine 25M Cross-language comparison 2024-2025
Russian RNC 30M Diachronic + derivational Tagged, lemmatised
analysis
Diachronic +derivational -
German DWDS 28M analysis Tagged, lemmatised
- Diachronic +derivational -
Turkish TNC 22M analysis Tagged, lemmatised

Source: compiled by the author based on Azerbaijani National Corpus (n.d.), Milli Arxiv Idarasi. (n.d.) Russian
National Corpus (n.d.), Turkish National Corpus (n.d.), British National Corpus (n.d.), HumboldtUniversitdt zu

Berlin, Institute of Linguistics, (n.d.)

The study drew on both national and mul-
tilingual corpora, including Azerbaijani, Turk-
ish, Russian, and English language datasets, to
provide a robust foundation for cross-linguis-
tic analysis and to examine patterns of mor-
phological, phonological, and lexical variation
across different languages.

Results and Discussion
Suffixation dominates Azerbaijani word-for-
mation, accounting for 82.4% of all tokens
(n=43,912 types) in the 2020-2024 corpora. As
shown in Table 4, the suffixes -lig/-lik, -¢1/-¢i,
-s1z/-siz, and -11/-1i contribute the majority of
derivational output. The high concentration of

derivational productivity in these four suffixes
indicates a core agglutinative engine, where
speakers preferentially use these morphemes
to generate new lexical items. The prominence
of -lig/-lik, for example, aligns with previous
claims regarding nominalisation productivity
in Azerbaijani (Huseynova, 2019), but com-
piled corpus-based data provide measurable
confirmation. The diminishing frequency of
less productive suffixes such as -vari/-vari
demonstrates that, while the language remains
agglutinative, productivity is highly skewed
toward a limited set of high-yield morphemes,
reflecting both historical continuity and con-
temporary lexical stability.

Table 4. Frequency of top suffixes in 2020-2024 corpora

Suffix Tokens
-lig/-lik 17,504
-¢1/-ci 9,612
-s1z/-siz 7,921
-li/-li 5,332
-vari/-vari 1,543

Source: compiled by the author

The table confirmed derivational density
concentrated in four high-yield morphemes,
supporting M. Huseynova (2019), but replac-
ing citation-only claims with original data.
Hybrid derivations — where borrowed stems
combine with native affixes — demonstrate
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measurable productivity. SketchEngine con-
cordances from 2024 (Table 5) show that forms
like follow-cu (follower) and blok-lamaq (to
block) generate multiple derivatives (e.g., fol-
lowgular, followgulug, bloklanma, bloklayici;
follower, following, block, blocker), confirming
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productive integration into Azerbaijani mor-
phology. By contrast, items such as like-lomak
(to like) fail to reach the three-branch deriva-
tional threshold and are therefore non-pro-
ductive. These results indicate that produc-
tive hybridisation depends not only on stem
familiarity but also on compatibility with the
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native morphological system. High fpm values
(e.g., 112.6 for blok-lamagq; to block) suggest
widespread usage and acceptance in both dig-
ital media and everyday speech, supporting
the hypothesis that contact-driven innovation
can expand the lexicon while respecting ag-
glutinative constraints.

Table 5. SketchEngine concordance output (2024 scrape)

o

Confirmed Derivatives

follow-cu (follower) 78.3 | Followgular (followers), followculuq (following) PRODUCTIVE

blok-lamagq (block) 112.6 Bloklanma (blocking), bloklayici (blocker) PRODUCTIVE

koment-¢i (comment) 61.1 Komentgilik (commenting) PRODUCTIVE
like-lamak (like) 324 - no 3-branch derivation NON-PRODUCTIVE

Source: compiled by the author

Although prefixation remains rare, rep-
resenting only 11.3% of new derivations, its
domain-specific usage shows systematic pat-
terns. Table 6 reveals that geyri- dominates in
academic and news registers, anti- in medical
and political contexts, and super- and ekstra-
primarily in youth discourse and marketing.
This distribution demonstrates that prefixa-
tion in Azerbaijani is register-sensitive and

semantically specialised, often emerging in
response to new lexical needs (e.g., techno-
logical, sociopolitical, or marketing contexts).
While the total number of prefixal tokens is
smaller than suffixal derivations, the increas-
ing frequency in specific domains suggests a
gradual acceptance and productive adaptation
of prefixal strategies, complementing the dom-
inant suffix-based morphology.

Table 6. Corpus attested prefix counts (2020-24)

Prefix Tokens Register Peak
qeyri- 4,480 academic +news
anti- 2,931 medical + political
super- 1,282 youth +social media
ekstra- 731 marketing

Source: compiled by the author

Azerbaijani morphology represents a hy-
brid and adaptable system, combining tradi-
tional agglutinative structures, inherited liter-
ary influences, and modern digital innovations.
This hybrid system is typologically unique, as it
integrates concatenative processes (classic suf-
fixation and interfixation), non-concatenative
processes (apophony/internal stem alterna-
tion), and zero-derivation/conversion, enabling
speakers to generate complex words efficient-
ly while maintaining semantic transparency

(Kornfilt, 2002). Interfixation in Azerbaijani
serves multiple linguistic functions: phono-
logical linking, semantic integration, stylistic
marking, and cognitive facilitation. Histori-
cally, interfixes entered Azerbaijani through
contact with Persian and Arabic during the
development of the literary language. Classi-
cal texts and administrative manuscripts fre-
quently show interfixes connecting roots from
different languages, e.g., elm-i-fon (science
of knowledge), adeb-i-noazar (literary theory),
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tarix-i-dovlet (history of the state), and qa-
nun-i-madsniyyat (law of culture). These com-
pounds demonstrate precision, clarity, and
aesthetic balance, confirming J. Kornfilt (2002)
observations that interfixes preserve formal
and semantic integrity.

In the XX century, interfixation expanded
to scientific and administrative neologisms,
such as bio-i-tahliikesizlik (biosecurity), tex-
nologiya-i-inkisaf  (technological develop-
ment), virtual-i-muzey (virtual museum), and
onlayn-i-tahsil (online education). These ex-
amples confirm M. Huseynova (2019) asser-
tion that interfixes are not mere borrowings
but partially grammaticalised morphemes,
contributing to formal integration and seman-
tic transparency. In digital communication,
young speakers further innovate by hybridiz-
ing Azerbaijani roots with English or Turkish,
e.g., selfi-cubugu, zoom-masq, blog-yazi, and
e-poct-maktub (selfie stick, zoom workout,
blog post, and email) (Huseynova, 2019). For
example, compounds like virtual-muzey (vir-
tual museum) and onlayn-tshsil (online educa-
tion) show consistent presence in educational
and digital corpora, while younger digital users
frequently employ hybrid forms such as selfi-
cubugu (selfie stick) or zoom-masq (zoom work-
out), validating their integration into contem-
porary spoken and written Azerbaijani. These
forms demonstrate morphological creativity
and cognitive efficiency: multi-root compounds
are processed as single lexical units, aiding
comprehension in fast-paced communication.

Typologically, Azerbaijani interfixation ex-
hibits systematic linking, often guided by vowel
harmony, similar to Turkish, and shows func-
tional parallels with German linking elements
(e.g., -e-, -s-) in technical compounds. English
generally lacks native interfixation in core vo-
cabulary; however, in words of Latin or Greek
origin (e.g., speed-o-meter, psych-o-path), con-
necting vowels perform an interfix-like func-
tion, linking stems within complex compounds.
This nuance indicates that Azerbaijani’s
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interfixation system is both productive and
regular, facilitating cognitive parsing in native
compounds, while English relies on histori-
cal borrowings and orthographic markers to
achieve similar linking effects (Kornfilt, 2002).
Sociolinguistic variation is also notable: urban
youth employ hybrid digital forms, whereas old-
er or rural speakers retain classical interfixes,
showing register-sensitive morphological ad-
aptation. Historical and contemporary corpora
confirm that interfixation preserves hierarchical
and formal semantic relationships across reg-
isters (Nasirova et al., 2023). Reduplication is
a highly productive process, serving plurality,
intensity, repetition, stylistic nuance, and soci-
olinguistic marking. Traditional folk poetry, oral
storytelling, and proverbs exploit reduplication
to enhance rhythm, memorability, and cogni-
tive salience, e.g., sirin-sirin, ¢ox-cox, yavas-
yavas, g0z-g0z, ¢irp-cirp (sweetly, very much,
slowly, eye for eye, flutter by flutter). Cognitive
research supports that repeated phonological
elements reinforce mental representation, fa-
cilitating processing and memory retention in
agglutinative systems (Nasirova et al., 2023).

In digital communication, reduplication
adapts to stylistic conventions, e.g., tez-tez
yenilonen, paylasila-paylasila, siiratli-siirst-
li (frequently updated, shared over and over,
quickly-quickly), often combined with interfix-
es and conversion, producing complex hybrid
compounds like tez-tez-yenilonan-onlayn-
molumat (frequently updated online informa-
tion) as stated by O.B. Jalilbayli (2022). These
findings confirm A. Mirzayeva (2021) and
G.Y. Rakhimova (2023), showing that Azerbai-
jani reduplication preserves traditional cog-
nitive and expressive functions while adapt-
ing to technological contexts. Typologically,
Azerbaijani reduplication shares features with
Japanese, Indonesian, and Malay, where it sig-
nals plurality, iteration, or emphasis, whereas
English employs it primarily for onomatopoe-
ia or colloquial intensifiers, illustrating Azer-
baijani’s exceptional expressive flexibility.




Sociolinguistic variation indicates younger,
digitally literate speakers innovate reduplica-
tions for humor and style, whereas older or ru-
ral speakers preserve canonical patterns.
Apophony, or internal stem alternation,
allows roots to signal tense, aspect, causativi-
ty, plurality, or derivation, e.g., al - aldi, yaz —
yazdir, otur — oturt, gozle — gozlet (buy —
bought, write —» wrote, sit — sat, wait —» wait-
ed) (Rakhimova, 2023). This non-concatena-
tive process differs from English (sing — sang)
or German (sprechen — sprichst), allowing
semantic nuance without external affixation.
Historically, apophony was influenced by Per-
sian and Arabic and appears in literary and ad-
ministrative texts, e.g., miidiir —» miidiirlesdir,
tahsil — tahsillondir (director — direct, educa-
tion — educate). In modern contexts, apophony
continues in formal and digital registers, adapt-
ing to technological verbs (oxu — oxut, yiikle —»
yiiklat; read — read, load — load), demonstrat-
ing morphological resilience and continuity.
Cognitively, internal alternation reduces pro-
cessing load, supporting faster comprehension
and production. Typologically, Azerbaijani
uniquely combines agglutinative suffixation
and non-concatenative alternation, contrast-
ing Turkish (suffix-only) and English (analytic).
Conversion enables lexical category shifts
without overt affixation, e.g., oyun — oyun
oynamaqg (game — to play a game), film — film
¢cokmak (to make a film), zoom — zoom etmoak
(to zoom). Conversion often interacts with af-
fixation, interfixation, and reduplication, cre-
ating morphologically complex, semantically
transparent forms like tez-tez-yenilanan-on-
layn-moalumat (frequently updated online
information). Historically, zero-derivation
maximised lexical productivity in classical lit-
erature (ders — dars etmak, maktub — maktub
yazmag; lesson — to give a lesson, letter — to
write a letter). Cognitive efficiency is enhanced
as speakers generate novel verbs without mem-
orising additional affixed forms. Sociolinguis-
tically, younger urban speakers innovate with
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playful conversions (selfi-¢cak-cok; take a self-
ie), whereas older speakers maintain classical
forms, illustrating register- and context-sen-
sitive morphological adaptation. The digital
revolution accelerates hybrid morphological
processes. Affixation, interfixation, redupli-
cation, apophony, and conversion now oper-
ate in digital, English, and Turkish borrowing
contexts, e.g., onlayn-dars (online lesson), vir-
tual-muzey (virtual museum), bio-i-tahliikasi-
zlik (bio-security), selfi-cubugu (selfie-stick),
video-goriis (video call), chat-baslamagq (start
a chat). Hybrid compounds carry phonological
and semantic cues, supporting rapid parsing
and comprehension in digital communication.
Historical continuity is evident: interfixes and
reduplication transfer classical patterns into
modern, technologically mediated registers.
Typologically, Azerbaijani shares certain
linguistic features with Turkish, Russian, Eng-
lish, Japanese, and Persian, while still retaining
distinct cognitive and expressive advantages.
For instance, in comparison with Turkish, Azer-
baijani exhibits similar agglutinative structures
and vowel harmony, but it uses fewer inter-
fixes and internal alternations. Compared to
Russian, which is heavily fusional, Azerbaijani
preserves agglutinative roots with optional in-
ternal alternation, as in yaz — yazdir (write -
print) versus the Russian mmcartp (pisat; to
write) — 3actaBuTh nucaTh (zastavit pisat; to
make someone write). In relation to English,
which is largely analytic and exhibits limited
morphological productivity, Azerbaijani can
compress complex semantic information mor-
phologically. With respect to Japanese, which
often employs reduplication for plurality or
emphasis, Azerbaijani integrates similar se-
mantic effects through the use of interfixes and
stem alternations. Finally, in comparison with
Persian, Azerbaijani has borrowed roots and in-
terfixes that have been adapted to its agglutina-
tive patterns, as seen in examples like elm-i-fon
(science) and odab-i-nazar (litetature). Soci-
olinguistically, urban digital users innovate,
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whereas formal and classical registers preserve
historical morphology. Cognitively, this hybrid
system supports efficient parsing, recognition,
and production, particularly in digital and mul-
tilingual environments (L6pez-Couso, 2016).

The present study demonstrates that Azer-
baijani retains its agglutinative core while gen-
erating productive hybrid derivations under
contact-driven influence. This pattern aligns
with recent findings in morphological typolo-
gy, psycholinguistics, and contact linguistics,
and situates Azerbaijani within broader global
research on language adaptation. The present
study demonstrates that Azerbaijani retains
its agglutinative core while simultaneously
expanding its derivational potential through
contactdriven hybrid formations - a dynamic
mirrored in recent crosslinguistic and typolog-
ical research on Turkic and other languages.
Recent semanticmorphological work by C. Is-
moilova (2025) on Turkish has shown that in
agglutinative languages, affixation is guided by
semantic coherence rather than purely formal
concatenation. This supports the find that many
of the productive hybrid derivatives in Azerbaija-
ni preserve semantic transparency, which helps
them integrate smoothly into everyday usage
rather than remain sporadic borrowings. In oth-
er words, semantic consistency appears to ena-
ble hybrid affixation to become part of the pro-
ductive core, rather than marginal exceptions.

Further, studies on loan-verb adaptation
in Russian reveal systematic patterns in suffix
assignment: loan verbs often receive variant
suffixes and coexist with native morphological
patterns (Sokolova et al., 2025). This resonates
with current observation that borrowed stems
in Azerbaijani likewise take native affixes or
hybrid stemaffix combinations systematically
rather than haphazardly. The crosslinguistic
similarity suggests that contactinduced mor-
phological adaptation may follow universal
tendencies shaped by phonological compatibil-
ity and morphological economy, regardless of
the donor or recipient language’s typology.
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Notably, a study on prefix-like formation in
Turkish by G. Booij (2018) — which documents
emergent “prefixoids” derived from adjecti-
val constituents (e.g.,ana “main/primary,” 6n
“pre”) - argues that even languages without
traditional prefixation may develop creative
wordformation strategies to address lexical
gaps. This parallels current finding of hybrid
affixation in Azerbaijani: as contact and lexical
influx introduce new stems, speakers exploit
the flexibility of the agglutinative system to
generate novel forms. In doing so, Azerbaijani
expands its wordformation repertoire in a way
reminiscent of emergent morphological inno-
vation observed in related Turkic languages.

However, computationalmorphology re-
search cautions about the consequences of
such morphological diversity. A recent study on
language modelling for morphologically rich
languages by C. Toraman et al. (2022) showed
that standard tokenisation and NLP tools often
struggle with complex affixation and irregular
morphology. This suggests that while hybrid der-
ivations may enrich the lexicon and ease human
processing, they pose challenges for automated
processing, morphological tagging, and compu-
tational lexicography — a limitation that must be
acknowledged when considering applications
of this research (e.g., morphological analysers,
spell-checkers). Moreover, historicalphilological
investigation of ancient Turkic root morphemes
revealed the long-standing productivity of af-
fix-based derivation in the family, pointing to
diachronic continuity in word-formation strat-
egies, as proved by D. Beck (2017) in a recent
study. This supports diachronic findings made in
this work: hybrid and novel forms in Azerbaijani
may not be aberrations but part of a deep-root-
ed morphological tradition, albeit one evolving
under modern sociolinguistic pressures. From
that perspective, the hybrid derivations docu-
mented in this study — especially those combin-
ing borrowed stems with native affixes — might
blur the boundaries between derivation, com-
pounding, and morphological construction. This




raises the question whether some of identified
“words” in this work are better analysed as con-
structionlevel or compoundderived units, sug-
gesting a fruitful direction for future research.

In light of these comparisons, the present
study contributes to a growing body of evidence
that morphological systems — even in agglutina-
tive languages — are not static. They respond to
sociolinguistic dynamics, contact, lexical influx,
and speaker needs. For Azerbaijani, this means
that hybrid derivation and loanaffix integration
are not peripheral anomalies but active mecha-
nisms enriching the lexicon and reflecting real
language use. At the same time, current findings
highlight a tension: the same processes that en-
hance expressive capacity and cognitive accessi-
bility may complicate computational processing
or formal standardsation. Thus, while supporting
many of the generalisations found in contempo-
rary studies — about agglutination, borrowing ad-
aptation, semantic transparency, and cognitive
processing — this research also pushes the bound-
ary of typological and morphological theory by
showing how language contact can dynamical-
ly reshape morphological productivity without
erasing core structural traits. In sum, Azerbaijani
emerges as a morphologically resilient, flexible,
and adaptive system: rooted in agglutination,
yet capable of accommodating hybrid innova-
tion — a finding that bridges typological tradi-
tion with modern contact-induced evolution.

Conclusions
The present study demonstrated that Azerbai-
jani morphology is highly dynamic, adaptive,
and cognitively optimised, integrating multiple
word-formation mechanisms-including suffix-
ation, interfixation, compounding, reduplica-
tion, apophony, and conversion-to generate a
rich, expressive, and efficient lexicon. Corpus
analysis of 2020-2024 data revealed that suf-
fixation dominates derivational productivity,
accounting for 82.4% of all tokens (n=43,912
types), with the most productive suffixes being
-lig/-lik (17,504 tokens), -¢1/-¢i (9,612 tokens),
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-s1z/-siz (7,921 tokens), and -li/-1i (5,332 to-
kens). Hybridisation with borrowed stems was
also productive: forms such as follow-cu (fol-
lower) and blok-lamaq (blocker) generated
multiple derivatives, achieving frequencies per
million (fpm) of 78.3 and 112.6 respectively,
whereas less integrated forms like like-lomak
(to like) remained non-productive (fpm=32.4).
Prefixation remains limited (11.3% of new der-
ivations), with domain-specific prominence in
technological, academic, and youth discourse
(e.g., qeyri- 4,480 tokens; anti- 2,931 tokens).
Interfixation and compounding enhance formal
clarity and cognitive processing, while redupli-
cation supports emphasis and memorability.
Apophony allows precise derivational adjust-
ments, and conversion facilitates flexibility
and rapid lexical expansion. Historical layers of
Persian, Arabic, Turkish, and Russian influence
coexist with modern digital innovations, pro-
ducing a morphological system that operates
effectively across literary, formal, and online
registers. Comparative analysis showed that
Azerbaijani integrates features of agglutinative,
concatenative, and non-concatenative languag-
es while maintaining semantic transparency
and processing efficiency, distinguishing it as
a hybrid system capable of accommodating ne-
ologisms, hybrid compounds, and contact-in-
duced borrowings. Future research should
expand the integration of corpus linguistics,
psycholinguistic experiments, and computa-
tional modelling. Large-scale spoken, written,
and digital corpora can be used to track frequen-
¢y, productivity, and register variation of der-
ivational mechanisms. Cognitive experiments
measuring reaction times and accuracy for
parsing complex forms (e.g., tez-tez-yenilonan-
onlayn-melumat; frequently updated online in-
formation) can validate hypotheses about pro-
cessing efficiency. Computational approaches,
including NLP and Al-based morphological
analysers, will benefit from comprehensive
morphological databases to handle compounds,
reduplications, and apophony. Dialectal
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MexaHi3MH CJIOBOTBOPEHHA B a3epOai/I>KaHChKil Ta CBITOBHX MOBax:
NopiBHAJBHe Mop(oJIoriuHe JOCTiIKeHH

Pamina ®apaaskoBa

IlokTop dinonoriunnx HAyK

Asepb6aiimkaHcbka [lepskaBHa MopchKa AKagemist
AZ1000, Byn. 3apidu Aniesoi, 18, M. Baky, Azepbaiimkan
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AHoTanig. VY 1iif gocaigHUIBKIA poOOTi IpencTaBieHo posilupeHe Ta IMM60Ke MOPiBHSIbHE
LOCTiI)KeHHS MeXaHi3MiB CJIOBOTBOPeHHSI B a3epbaiiKaHCbKiil MOBi y 3B’SI3Ky 3 KiJbkoma
OCHOBHMMM MOBaMM CBiTy, 30KpeMa aHIWiiCbKOI0, POCiiCbKOI0, HiMELIbKOI0, TYPeLbKOI Ta
MepchKoi0. Posminnyioun asep6aiii>kaHChKy MOBY B HIMPIIMX MiXXMOBHMX paMKax, JOC/iIKeHHS
MaJI0o Ha MeTi 3’ICyBaTM SIK TUIIOJIOTiUHI OCOGJMBOCTI, Tak i yHiBepcajabHi 3aKOHOMipHOCTi B
Mopdosoriunux mporecax. MeTomosorisi iHTerpyBaja KOTHiTMBHO-MOPQOJIOTiuHMIT aHai3,
KOPITyCHE TOCTiKeHHST, 06UMCTIOBa/IbHE Ta IM(DPOBE MOMIEMIOBAHHS PECYPCiB, @ TAKOXK MisKMOBHE
TUTIOJIOTiYHE MOPIBHSIHHS JJIS1 AOCTiIsKeHHS MOPQOIOTiUHMX CTPYKTYP a3epOaiiakaHCbKoi MOBM.
HocnimkeHHS MOKA3ayo, 1o asepbaiiikaHcbka MOBa 36eperia CBOI0 OCHOBHY arIOTMHATUBHY
CTPYKTYpPY, pPO3BUBAIOUM TiOpUAHI YTBOpEHHS 4Yepe3 iHTerpalilo 3amo3uyeHb Ta adikcis,
JIeMOHCTPYIOUM 361/IbLIIEHHS YACTOTH 3MilIaHMX MOPGOIOTIYHMX JIAHIIIOTIB Y IMGPOBUX KOPITyCax
Ta PO3LIMPEHHS MPOAYKTUBHUX adikcallifiHuX Momeseii y BiAMOBigb Ha JIEKCUUHUI TTPUIIIUB,
3YMOBJIEHM1 KOHTaKTaMu. EMITipMuHMii aHami3 mokasas, 10 a3epbaiimkaHcbka Mmopdosoris 6yma
OIHOYACHO 'HYYKOIO Ta CTilfKOI0, 3JaTHOI0 reHepyBaTy HOBi IEKCUYHI OOMHUIL] T afanTyBaTHUCS
0 CeMaHTMYHMX 3pYyIlIeHb y BiAIIOBiAb Ha COLia/JIbHMIL, TEXHONOTIYHUI Ta MIKKYJIbTYPHMI
po3BuUTOK. 1li BUCHOBKM MiAKpecamau MOABiftHMII xapakTep mMopdonoriuHoi eBosoLii: BoHa
BUSIBWIACS YHIBePCATbHOIO Y CBOIX CTPYKTYPHUX TeHIEHIisIX, BOLHOUAC YHIKaIbHO (DOPMYIOUUCH
KYJIBTYPHMM Ta JIIHTBICTUYHMM KOHTEKCTOM asepOaiiakaHCbKMUX HOCiiB. PosaMimryoun
asepb6aitmKkaHCchbKy MOp(dOIOrilo B MOPiBHSIbHOMY JaHAIadTi CBiTOBUMX MOB, 1€ AOCiIKeHHS
CIIPUSLIO TIMOIIOMY PO3YMiHHIO MiXKMOBHO1 KpeaTUMBHOCTI, TUITOJIOTiYHOI Bapiallii Ta B3aemoii
MiXX MOpdoJIoTier0 Ta COLiOMiHTBICTMYHOI AMHAMIKOIO, ITPOTIOHYIOUM PO3YMiHHS, aKTyajJbHe
LIS TEOPeTUYHOI JIIHIBICTMKY, BUKJIALAHHS MOB Ta MpukaagHoi jgekcuxorpadii. IIpakTuyHa
LiHHICTh IIbOTO AOCTIIKEHHS TOJIITa€ B TOMY, 1[0 BOHO HAaJa€ JIiHTBiCTaM, JeKcuKorpadam,
BUKJIaa4aM Ta PO3pOOHMKAM I[MPPOBMX MOBHUX TEXHOJIOTii eMIipuuHO 06IPYHTOBaHI Mozeri
azepbaiIKaHCbKOTO CIOBOTBOPEHHS, SIKi MOKHA 6e3IocepelHbO 3aCTOCOBYBATHM JISI CKIAAAHHS
CJIOBHMKIB, pO3pOOKM HaBUaJIbHMX IIpOrpaM, aBTOMaTM30BaHOi 06pobkuM mopdosorii Ta
PO3pO6KY iHCTPYMEHTIB BUBUEHHS IIPUPOIHOTO MOBM, TAKMX SIK MOPGOJIOTiUHi aHa/mi3aTopu Ta
3aco6u nepesipku opdorpadii

KirouoBi coBa: armiOTMHATMBHA CTPYKTYypa; TUIIONOTIYHMIT KOHTPACT; JIeKCMYHi iHHOBALi;

KOHTaKTHO-iHAYKOBaHi 3MiHM; acdikcaqbHa MPOAYKTUBHICTh; UM(POBI KOPMIYyCH; MiKMOBHA
KpeaTuBHICTb
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