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Foreword
Volume 2 / Issue 1

“Language is the most massive and inclusive art we know, a mountainous
and anonymous work of unconscious generations.”
— Edward Sapir

This observation by Sapir serves as a fitting epigraph for the present volume
of the Journal of Iranian Linguistics. The five articles gathered here reflect
both the breadth of Iranian linguistics as a field and the depth of insight that
emerges when scholars engage closely with its data—be it through archival
manuscripts, dialectal features, etymological reconstruction, or the
mechanisms of language contact.

The issue begins with Nima Asefi’s edition of Berk. 25 and revised readings
of three additional documents from the Pahlavi Archive of Hastijan. Through
careful philological and palaeographic analysis, Asefi offers new insights into
administrative terminology, toponyms, and estate management practices in
late Sasanian and early post-Sasanian Iran. His re-editions correct earlier
readings and highlight the significance of the Hastijan corpus for
understanding Middle Persian documentation.

Jakob Halfmann examines the etymology of the New Persian word malang,
which is widely attested in Indian languages. After establishing its core
semantic range—‘intoxicated, drunk’ and ‘(unorthodox) dervish’—he
proposes a derivation from a previously unattested Bactrian loanword,
ultimately linked to the Indo-Iranian root *mad- ‘to be/become intoxicated’.
The article adds a new item to the growing list of Bactrian borrowings into
New Persian and contributes to the documentation of the Bactrian lexicon
by proposing a form not yet attested in existing sources.

Youli Ioannesyan investigates progressive tenses with the auxiliary verb “to
have” in Persian and related Western Iranian dialects spoken in Iran.
Drawing on a broad range of dialectal data, he argues that these
constructions—absent from Dari and Tajik—are an indigenous and exclusive
innovation of Iranian varieties within the borders of modern Iran. The article
challenges earlier claims of foreign influence and offers a dialectologically
grounded reassessment of these progressive forms.

Midhat Shah provides a comprehensive analysis of Persian borrowings in
Kashmiri, with particular attention to the processes of nativization at
phonological, morphological, and semantic levels. By situating these changes
within both historical linguistics and contact linguistics frameworks, Shah

4
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sheds light on the depth and complexity of Persian-Kashmiri interaction. Her
study offers an important contribution to Indo-Iranian contact studies,
addressing a longstanding scholarly gap.

Finally, Artyom Tonoyan’s article brings attention to a rare and largely
overlooked linguistic artifact: the Lord’s Prayer translated into Caucasian
Persian (Tati) and written in Armenian script. Through detailed
transliteration, translation, and commentary, the article offers both a
linguistic and historical analysis of the text and its context. It enriches the
study of Caucasian Persian dialects and highlights the role of the Armenian
script as a vehicle for preserving minority Iranian languages.

This issue would not have been possible without the dedication of many
individuals. I would like to extend my sincere thanks to the editorial board
for their guidance and to the reviewers for their careful assessments.

We hope that this volume will be of interest to all scholars of Iranian
linguistics and will encourage further research and engagement with the
many underexplored dimensions of this diverse field.

Vardan Voskanian
Editor-in-Chief
Journal of Iranian Linguistics
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Ewer, Garden and Gardening

An Edition of Berk. 25 and Revised Readings of Berlin 26, Berk. 11, and Berk. 122
Documents Belonging to the Pahlavi Archive of Hastijan!?

Nima Asefi
University of Hamburg

doi.org/ 10.46991/jil/2025.01.01

Abstract: This article presents a new edition Nima Asefi

of the unpublished Middle Persian document E-mail: nima.asefi@uni-

Berk. 25 and revised readings of Berlin 26, hamburg.de

Berk. 11, and Berk. 122, all from the Pahlavi ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-
Archive of Hastijan. The Archive, dating from 0002-6099-4516

late Sasanian to early post-Sasanian period, Received: 14.01.2025

shed light on administrative practices, Revised: 10.06.2025

rationing systems, and terminology related to Accepted: 28.06.2025

gardening and estate management in central
Iran. The article offers updated
transliterations, translations, and philological BY NC

commentary, correcting prior readings by

Gignoux and Weber. Particular attention is This work is licensed under a
paid to lexical items such as baybanih Creative Commons Attribution-
(“gardening”) and geographic toponyms like NonCommercial 4.0
Kard-abad-yazdbad. Through detailed International License
reanalysis, this study contributes to a more Introduction

accurate understanding of the linguistic,

economic, and administrative landscape © Nima Asefi, 2025

reflected in the Pahlavi documents.
Keywords: Pahlavi Archive of Hastijan,

Middle Persian, Cursive Pahlavi Script,
Central Iran, Late Sasanian.

Introduction:

The publication of research findings on the documents that today should be
referred to as the Pahlavi Archive of Hastijan?, began in 1991 with an article

1 All documents referenced with the abbreviation 'Berk.' are housed at the Bancroft
Library, University of California, Berkeley. Documents cited with 'Berlin' are housed
at Freie Universitat Berlin and in a private collection in Berlin.

2 In 2022, based on newly obtained evidence, I was able to identify the site where most
likely the Pahlavi documents currently housed at the University of California,
Berkeley, and the Freie Universitat Berlin were first discovered. After I reported this
finding to the Iranian Ministry of Cultural Heritage, Tourism, and Handicrafts, up
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by Gignoux (1991). These studies were continued by Gignoux himself and
Weber, resulting in significant advances in our understanding of the archive.
Weber’s involvement in the research, along with his valuable contributions,
notably accelerated progress and greatly improved the precision of the
interpretations. Despite their extensive efforts, a portion of the documents
still requires rereading and retranslation. It is important to emphasize,
however, that the possibility for younger researchers like myself to undertake
such tasks today is entirely thanks to the remarkable groundwork and deep
expertise of both Gignoux and Weber.

The study of the Pahlavi Archive of Hastijan—which includes rereading
previously published documents, examining unpublished materials from the
Berkeley collection, and analyzing newly discovered documents from the
Hastijan cave—is essential for deepening our understanding of the final
phases of the Middle Persian script and language, the history of the late
Sasanian and early post-Sasanian periods, the historical geography of
central Iran, etc. I began working on these documents approximately seven
years ago, with my Ph.D. dissertation?® devoted to their study. Over the years,
by utilizing the writings of Philippe Gignoux and Dieter Weber, along with
other supplementary resources, I have become familiar with the
palaeographic features, linguistic traits, and historical context of these
documents.4 In addition to studying the unpublished documents, I have also
revised several documents previously published by Gignoux and Weber. This
article presents, for the first time, an edition of the unpublished document
Berk. 25, along with revised editions of three previously published
documents: Berlin 26, Berk. 11, and Berk. 122.

today, two archaeological excavations were carried out in the cave near the village of
Hastijan, under the direction of Dr. Mohammad Reza Nemati. These efforts resulted
in the discovery of a significant number of documents, clay bullae, and other valuable
artifacts. I must emphasize that Berkley documents were formerly kept in a private
collection and remained inaccessible to the academic community. Owing to the
persistent efforts of Professor Azarpay, a private individual acquired the entire
collection and generously donated it to the University of California, Berkeley, thereby
enabling scholarly research on these valuable materials. For more information about
the Pahlavi Archive of Hastijan, see Azarpay 2003, Asefi 2023a, 2024a: 2, and Asefi
& Mirfakhraie 2024: 144-147. For more information about the result of the first
season's excavation, see Nemati et al. (forthcoming).

Under the supervision of Professor Mahshid Mirfakhraie.

I have currently expanded my research to focus on Pahlavi documents from Hastijan,
Fars, and Tabarestan as part of a project at the University of Hamburg under the
supervision of Prof. Shervin Farridnejad.
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I dedicate this article to Guitty Azarpay (1934-2024), Philippe Gignoux
(1931-2023), and Dieter Weber, whose efforts, insight, and scholarly
brilliance laid the very foundation for the study and advancement of research
on these documents. Sadly, I never had the privilege of meeting them in

person.

e Edition of Berk. 25

Catalog | Collection | Material | Dimensions | Lines | Verso Bulla
Number Name (cm)
25 The Textile 9.5cmx 8.5 9 Marked | At the
Bancroft cm bottom
Library left




1.

2

Transliteration

wnd(?) Y PWN ... [d’lyk] MN ZK Y [MN

ml Y]
. yzd’np’nk' YLYDWNt [hlt wnd’t

‘wst’nd’l] L bwn' ZNH BYRH

JOURNAL OF IRANIAN LINGUISTICS

VOLUME 2 | ISSUE 1

Transcription

. ...1pad... [darig] az an 1 [az mar 1]

yazdanbanag zad [xrad-windad
ostandar| 6 bun én mah

3. 'rtwhst' Y SNT XXX-II-III *wcynyt Y Ardwahist 1 sal 36 uzénid 1 dudag 1
dwtk' Y

4. "wst'nd’l I'd cygwn PWN bwn' Y ostandar ray c¢iyon pad bun 1
whwmn 'whrmzd Wahman-Ohrmazd

5. Y PWN nmywl d’lyk npstn' W 'm’] pt§ . 1 pad Naméwar darig nibiStan ud

amar pad-is

6. krtn' 'p’yt' HS X spwd L whwmn 6. kardan abayéd may 10 sabdy o
*whrmzd Wahman-Ohrmazd

7. YHBWNt W MN whwmn *whrmzd PWN . dad ud az Wahman-Ohrmazd pad
gwk’dy mwdr'n Y gugay-muhran 1

8. 'wstwb’l'n ptgl’b pt§ YNSBWNtny . awetwaran padiray pad-i$§ stad

9. ck' dyn’pzwt' HTYMWNt . Cak Dénabztd awist

Translation:

[wnd?/ Personal name], [storekeeper/warehouse-keeper| in [placename],
from that which (belongs) to the bun5, from the yazdanbanag zad[xradwindad
ostandar] (governor) [account], this month Ardwahist (2rd month) of the year
366, for (ray line 4) the expense of the ostandar’s family, as (it) must be
written under the responsibility of Wahman- Ohrmazd who is a
storekeeper/warehouse-keeper in Naméwar and making a reckoning over it,
gave Wahman- Ohrmazd 10 ewers (saboy) of wine, and took a receipt sealed
by the trustees’/reliable witnesses' seals for it from Wahman- Ohrmazd.
Dénabzud sealed the check.

Comments:

Line 1: The first word (Picture 1) appears to be a personal name, which
functions as the subject of the verb dad in line 7. Although the
individual's administrative title is unfortunately missing from this
document, the presence of the particle pad following Y (= 1) suggests a
well-attested and familiar syntactic structure. Typically, this structure
consists of the personal name, immediately followed by Y (= 1), then
the preposition pad, a geographic location, and finally the common
administrative title darig. Accordingly, the most plausible
reconstruction is: (personal name) 1 pad (geographic location) darig.
Compare this with the following examples:

5 See Weber et al. 2008a, Macuch 2008; 2022, Ramble 2022, Asefi 2024b, and Zeini
2024.
6 After the death of Yazdgird III.
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Berk. 91, 1& 27 Dadénwindad 1 pad Yazdanabestan darig
Berk. 14, 18 Friyag 1 pad Naméwar darig

Pféture 1

Lines 2-3: The title yazdanbanag® is well-documented. Compare its spelling
with the following evidence:

Berk. 8410, 2 & 3 Berk. 8511, 6 Tabarestan 2112, 4

-

) 01 D R Sy

Although some parts of this section of the document are missing, substantial
evidence supports the reading zad xrad-windad o6standar. Compare it with
the following example:

Berk. 35, 113
mtlﬂ

Line 4: For reading The name, Wahman-Ohrmazd, see Weber (2008b [2004]:
137).

Line 5: Naméwar is the most frequently encountered toponym in the Hastijan
documents. It is currently known as Nimwar, a small town located
near Delijan!4.

7 Asefi 2023b: 9.

8 Gignoux 2009: 124.

9 Protected by divine beings.

10 Asefi 2003b: 17.

11 Gignoux (2010: 106) mistakenly read the word as suftag ostandar.
12 Gignoux 2012: 72, Weber 2019b: 93.

13 Asefi 2024a: 4.

14 see Weber 2014 [2010]: 38.

10
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Line 6: The use of the term saboy is evidenced in three unpublished
documents, Berk. 7, Berk. 117, and Berk. 199, as well as in Berlin
17, as follows!S:

Berk. 7, 4-7

4) ..HG G 11 5) W HS I spwd L ply’tk' 6) Y k’lplm’n YHBWNt' ck' 7) m’hpylwc'
HTYMWNt

4) ... gandum griw 2 5) ud may 1 saboy 0 Friyadag(?) 6) 1 karframan dad ¢ak
7) Mahpéroz awist

... (he) gave Friyadag(?), the overseer, 2 griw of wheat and 1 saboy (ewer) of
wine. Mahpéroz sealed the check.

Berk. 117, 1-5

1) hwt’yk' ZNH BYRH mtr' 2) QDM SNT X IIII IIII HG 3) G X O HS I spwd 4)
HLY’ X dwlk' TBN’ I p 5) ’spst C glt' ...

15 Also see Weber 2023: 290.

11
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1) xvadayig én mah Mihr 2) abar sal 18 gandum 3) griw 10 may 1 saboy 4)
sik 10 dolag kah 1 payman 5) aspast 100 gird ...

Lord, this month Mihr (7th month) in the year 18: 10 griw of wheat, 1 saboy
(ewer) of wine, 10 pails of vinegar, 1 payman of straw, and 100 bundles of
lucerne...

Berk. 199, 1-3

1) WHS Y LZNH YWM ... 2) I spwd ‘L... 3) YHBWNtn I'd ...
1) ud may 1im roz ... 2) 1 saboy 0 ... 3) dadan ray ...

For giving ... 1 saboy of today’s wine ...

Berlin 17, 2-3

Berlin 17, 2: HS III-II spwd /may 5 saboy; Wine 5 saboy.
To support the connection for /sp/, see following evidence:

12
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Berk. 8, 316- spndrmt/spandarmad Berk. 97, 1517- gwspnd I/ gospand 1

y dd

Line 8: Compare the word awestwaran with awestwarih in Berk. 42.

Berk. 25, 8 Berk. 42, 318 pad awestwarih 1

Line 9: Compare Dénabztd with following evidence and see Weber 2012
[2008]: 217):

Berk. 25 Berlin 8, 72! Berk. 11, 2020 Berlin 5, 319

I ) FCRVESS

T

4
LN

16 Gignoux 2013: 158.

17 Weber 2015: 156.

18 Gignoux 2010: 66.

19 Weber et al. 2008a: 25.

20 Gignoux 2010: 56, he could not read the name.
21 Weber et al. 2008a: 41.

13
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e For the reader’s convenience and to distinguish the new readings from the
earlier ones, I have bolded all the updated readings.

Catalog Collection Material | Dimensions | Lines | Verso | Bulla
Number Name (cm)
Berlin — Frei 12.1 x 10.7
26 erlin ~ Frele | | ther | 2 10 | Marked | None
Universitat cm

Adapted from: Weber et al. (2008a: Tafel XXVI)

14




Transliteration

1. z’twy 1 PWN CBW Y MT’ d’lyk

2. lwcyk Y krtn' Y b’gp’nyh Y PWN
b’g

3. Y krt'-’p’t-yzdtp’t MN BYRH

4.rtwhst Y SNT XXXX W YWM

5. ddw' PWN ’twr' pr’c ‘D BYRH

6. 'mwrdt y nzdst' W YWM *whrmzd

7. PWN II BYRH W XX-II YWM
8. HG G III-IIII K IT ‘L
9....Yb’gp’n (?)

10. YHBWNt

Top of the document, vertically:

Transliteration

z’t’'nplhw'
HTYMWNt

Translation:

JOURNAL OF IRANIAN LINGUISTICS
VOLUME 2 | ISSUE 1

Transcription

1. Zadoy 1 pad xir 1 deh darig

. r0zig 1 kardan 1 baybanih 1 pad
bay

. 1 Kard-abad-yazdbad az mah

. Ardwahist 1 sal 40 ud roz

. Day pad Adur fraz ta mah

. Amurdad-é?22? nazdist ud roz
Ohrmazd

7. pad 2 mah ud 22 roz

8. gandum griw 8 kabiz 2 6

9. ...231 bayban(?)

10. dad

N

o U1 A~ W

Transcription

Zadanfarrox
awist

Zadoy, who is the storekeeper/warehouse-keeper of the property of the
village, for carrying out the gardening work in the garden of Kard-abad-
yazdbad, from the month Ardwahist (2nd month) of the year 4024 and the day
Day pad Adur (8th day) until the beginning of the month Amurdad (5t month)
and the day Ohrmazd (1st day), for two months and 22 days, gave 8 griw and

2 kabiz of wheat to ..., the gardener.

22 This is a genitive construction. For a complete explanation of this structure and the
meaning and function of nazdist, see Asefi & Mirfakhraie 2024: 151, 158-159.

23 It refers to a proper name, but I am uncertain about it. Weber tentatively considered
this whole line as a proper name, reading it as Dén-Néw-Rodagbaxt. The reading of
bayban (gardener) appears plausible both orthographically and semantically, but a

non-final reading should be considered.
24 After the death of Yazdgird III.

15
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Berlin 26 was previously examined and published by Weber et al. (2008a:
109). His reading and translation are as follows?25:

Transliteration

1. ’stw(y)h Y pt CBW Y MT’ d’ryk

2. lwcky Y kwtk' Y b’y’sp’nyh Y pt'
bg

3. ykrt' ’c’t-...-p’t(?) MN BYRH

4. ’rtwhstY 8’l XXXX W YWM

S. ddw' pt' ’twr pr’c ‘D BYRH

6. ’mwrdt Y nzdst' W YWM
>whrmzd

7. pt' II BYRH W XX-1II YWM

8. HG GIII-IIII K -# 11 ‘L.

9. dynnywlwtkbht'

10. YHBWNY'

Senkrecht:

1. z’t'nplhw'

2. HTYWMNt

Translation

N~

Transcription

. ASweh(?) 1 pad xir 1 deh darig
. rozig 1 kodak 1 bayaspanih 1 pad

bay

. 1kard Azad-...-pad(?) az mah
. Ardwahist 1 sal 40 ud roz

. Day pad Adur fraz ta mah

. Amurdad 1 nazdist ud roz

Ohrmazd

. pad 2 mah ud 22 roz
. gandum griw-8 kabiz-2 0
. Dén-Néw-Rodagbaxt(?)

10. dad

1.
2.

Zadanfarrox
awist

[1] Astwéh(?), der Verwalter fir die Angelegenheiten des Dorfes; [2]Wegen
Ration(en) fir das Kind aus der bayaspan-Ehe, die vom Herrn [3] gestiftet (lit.
gemacht), Aazad-...-pad(?) vom Monat [4] Ardwahist (2. Monat) des Jahres
40 (671/672 n. Chr.) und Tag [5] Day pad Adur (8. Tag) bis hin zum néachsten
Monat [6] Amurdad (S. Monat) und Tag Ohrmazd (1. Tag), [7] (also) fir zwei
Monate und 22 Tage [8] Weizen 8 griw (und) 2 kabiz der (?) [9] Dén-Néw-
Rodagbaxt(?) [10] gegeben.

25 [ must note that in a subsequent article, Weber revised the name Astwéh to Zadoy.
Additionally, in his latest publications, Weber now favours the reading galig over
darig. However, in an unpublished article and my dissertation, I have demonstrated
that multiple Persian and Arabic sources confirm darig as the correct reading,
rendering galig unacceptable- also see Asefi: 2023b, 5-6.

16
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Lines 2 and 3:

As is evident from Weber’s interpretation, he views the document as primarily
pertaining to a marriage and the birth of a son. By emphasizing the meaning
of bayaspanih (mission or embassy), Weber (Ibid.: 110) suggested that the
document most likely falls within a legal context involving a baydaspan
marriage. He further noted that a son born from such a union would have
been referred to as kodak i bayaspanih?6.

However, [ would argue that this document is not related to legal matters but
rather to agriculture. I believe that in the second line, what Weber read as
koédak is in fact the infinitive kardan. This interpretation is supported by the
following evidence:

Berk. 189, 8 Berk. 103, 3
krtn'/ kardan krtn'/ kardan

i el

ST TG

Furthermore, what Weber interpreted as bayaspanih 1is, in fact,
b’gp’nyh/baybanih (gardening).

The spelling of the term closely matches baybanih and aligns semantically
with the context found in the Hastijan documents. These documents provide
substantial evidence of rations being delivered to individuals in exchange for
performing specific tasks.

At the end of the same line, Weber interpreted the letter following the letter
/b/ as a single letter /g/ and read the word as bg/bay. However, evidence
suggests that the scribe may have used a continuous line to represent three
consecutive prongs. For example, the particle ’y/é and the postposition

26 Der Inhalt des Dokuments wird weiter wesentlich erhellt durch das Wort
bayaspanih, mission, embassy' (so CPD 18) in der 2. Zeile. Eher wahrscheinlich ist
aber, dafs wir es hier mit dem rechtlichen Begriff der bayaspan-Ehe zu tun haben,
so dafs es sich bei dem kodag t bayaspanih um einen Jungen handelt, der aus einer
derartigen Ehe stammt.

17
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I’d/ray have often been written in this manner, as demonstrated in the
following two examples:

Berk. 86, 1027 Berlin 12, 528
€ ray

pr T »

0 : r l ; r

i )
So I think what Weber read as bay should be b’g/bay (garden).

In the third line, after i, Weber interpreted the first word as kard, treating it
as an independent verb. However, it should be noted that the verb kard was
used in the previous line, and its repetition is redundant in this context. It
appears that what follows 7is, in fact, the name of the garden. Thus, kard is
not an independent verb here but rather a component of the place name. I
interpret the full name as Kard-abad-yazdbad (the meaning is Yazdbad
cultivated it).

The spelling of Yazdbad is comparable to Yazd-duxt, and Yazd as seen in the
following evidence:

Berk. 9829, 4 Berlin 1430 7 Tab. 1A, 331
yzdt' dwht'/ yzdt' dwht'/ Tab 1B, 332
Yazd-duxt Yazd-duxt

Mabtih

This form of place-naming is also attested in the Sasanian period. In the book
Tarikh-e Qom (edited by Ansari, 2006), numerous garden and farm names
from various districts are recorded. For example, Bay-e Marzban 3% in

27 Asefi 2023b: 12.

28 Weber 2008: 57.

29 Asefi 2023b: 2.

30 Weber 2021: 48.

31 Weber 2016a: 123.
32 Weber 2016a: 124.
33 Ansari 2006: 313.

18
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Rudabadan and the farm of Yazdgirdabad3+ in Kasan. However, I could not
find the garden Kard-abad-yazdbad in Tarikh-e Qom.

The book also includes a fascinating account of the creation of a garden at a
location known as Falizbanan: “One day, Webil said in Persian: 16én baliz-é
shahéd kardan, meaning here, a garden can be built. So they built the garden
and named it accordingly.” (Ibid: 242)

With these corrections, it becomes clear that the document concerns the
payment of rations to a gardener who worked in a garden called Kard-abad-
Yazdbad for two months and 22 days. The total ration for this period
amounts to 8 griw and 2 kabiz of wheat.

Additionally, I propose a correction for the reading of a single word (without
reassessing the entire text) from an ostracon previously read and published
by Weber (2022b: 527). It appears that the word Weber read as bayaspan
should be corrected to barban (gardener).

0. 104 + O. 108

Transliteration

1 d’tynk' YWM slws

2 HS-Tdwlk' ‘L

3 (hyw(l)syt ZK() Y GBR’I
4 Yby'spn YHBWN

Transcription
1 Dadénag roz Sros
2 may2dolag o
3 X¥arsed animard 1
4  1bayaspan dah
Translation Fig. 25. O. 104/0. 108,

Brit. Mus. 131864 + 131868

(1] Dadénag (on) day Sros (17" day) [2] 2 Ed. WisEr 1992, pp. 64-65.

pails of wine to [3] X¥arséd, a man [4] of
the envoy, should give!

Adapted from Weber (2022b).

34 Ansari 2006: 355.
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Transliteration Transcription
1. d’tynwnd’t Y PWN 1. Dadénwindad 1 pad
2. yzd’n’pst’n bwnp’n MN 2. Yazdanabestan3s bunban az
3. ZK 2YS MN ml Y yzd’np’nk 3. an 1-§ az mar 1 Yazdanbanag
4. ’wst’'nd’l ‘L bwn' Iwcyk 4. ostandar 6 bun rozig
5. Y HMR’ IIII Y MN ml S.1xar 41az mar
6. Y 'wst'nd’l W PWN yzd’n’pst’n 6. 1 6standar ud pad Yazdanabestan
7. YK'YMWNd p’ncdhlwck 7. esténd panzdahrozag
8. Y MN ZNH BYRH ’twr' 8.1az én mah Adur
9. QDM SNT XXX III III III 9. abar sal 39
10. W YWM tyl pr’c 10. ud roz Tir fraz
11. KR’ YWM ywdt ywdt 11. har roz jud jud
12. kIIWII glt' I"d 12. kabiz 2 ud 2 gird ray
13. SG G X-II *spst 13. jaw griw 12 aspast
14. C-XX glt' TBN’ 14. 120 gird kah
15. II p ‘'L gwsnsp 15. 2 payman 6 GuSnasp
16. Y "wstlyk’n YHBWNt 16. 1 ustarigans®c dad
17. W PWN gwk’dymwhlyh’ 17. ud pad gugaymuhriha
18. Y 'wstwb’l’n ptgl’b 18. 1 awestwaran padiray
19. pts YNSBWNtny 19. pad-is stad
20. ck' dyn’pzwt 20. ¢ak Dénabzud
21. HTYMWNt 21. awist

Translation:

Dadénwindad, the bunban of Yazdanabestan, from what belongs to bun from
the account of the governor protected by divine beings (=Yazdanbanag), for
the ration of four donkeys, which belong to the governor and are in
Yazdanabestan, For fifteen days, starting from the day Tir onward, in this
month Adur (9t month) in the year 3937, and for each day, separately (for
each donkey), two kabiz and two bundles, (totally) twelve kabiz of barley and
one hundred and twenty bundles of lucerne, two payman of straw, gave
Gusnasp, the camel-driver. And for that received a receipt sealed by trustees’/
witness’s seals. Dénabzud sealed the check.

Comments:

This document was previously examined and published by Gignoux (2010:
54-7).

In line 3, <ZYS> 1-§ appears multiple times in the Pahlavi Archive of Hastijan
and was previously always interpreted as 'YS/kas by Gignoux and Weber.
However, Weber (2022a: 336), in his reading of Berk. 24, line 12, correctly

35 This interpretation of the word is Arash Zeini’s suggestion, which has been accepted
by Weber. See Weber 2014 [2010]: 40.

36 GuSnasp 1 uStarigan is Weber’s suggestion Weber, 2022b: 533.

37 After the death of Yazdgird III.
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identifies it as #-S. There is no doubt that this is the accurate interpretation,
rather than kas.

Furthermore, in the same line, the word read by Gignoux as xwadayig should
be revised to yazdanbanag.

Line 5: The first mistake in the reading of this line concerns the
identification of the word used for the animal and its quantity. Gignoux
interpreted the term as referring to a horse, with a quantity of one (asp 1).
However, the word in question is the Aramaic heterogram HMR’/ xar and the
correct number is four. This interpretation is confirmed by comparison with
the following examples:

Berk. 7538, 7 Berk. 3239, 4
HMR’ III-II: xar 5 HMR’ III: xar 3
{‘{o“—-‘_

Line 7: What Gignoux reads as ‘an namag’ should be corrected to
YK'YMWN-tny/ esténd. In fact, this is the verb from the previous sentence,
which indicates that these donkeys are in Yazdanabestan.

Line 12: The initial words read by Gignoux as giyah should be
corrected to k II/ kabiz 2. The key to reading and understanding this part of
the document lies in the number of animals. In line 12, the daily ration for
each animal is recorded by quantity and unit, but without specifying the type
of ration. In line 13, the total ration, along with its name, is provided#°. The
main structure is: jud jud + [Unit of measurement] [quantity for each.
animal]+ ray+ [Name of ration] [Unit of measurement] [total quantity].
In other words, lines 12 and 13 indicate that each animal received 2 kabiz
and 2 bundles, daily. It is known that jaw (barley) is measured in griw and
kabiz, aspast (lucerne) in gird (bundles), and kah (straw) in payman or dol
The following line states that a total of 12 griw of jaw and 120 bundles of
aspast have been given. Since four donkeys each received 2 kabiz per day,
and the rations were for 15 days, each donkey should receive 30 kabiz,
totaling 120 kabiz. Based on the Tarikh-e Qom, document named Unknown
II, and Berk. 2194!, we know that in that region, each griw was equivalent
to 10 kabiz, so the provision of 12 griw of barley recorded in the document
exactly matches the 120 kabiz we calculated. Using the same calculation,
the 120 bundles of aspast would also be distributed as recorded in lines 13
and 14. The total amount of straw was 2 payman, which explains why straw
is not mentioned in line 12, where the daily rations are listed.

38 Unpublished.

39 Gignoux 2010: 70, Weber 2010: 47.

40 This numbering method is also observed in Berk.100 and 119. See Weber 2016b
[2012]: 75.

41 Gignoux 2009: 92.
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Line 20: The name not read by Gignoux is Dénabztd. See the comment on
line 9 of Berk. 25.

Catalog Collection Material Dimensions| Lines | Verso | Bulla
Number Name (cm)
122 The B ancroft Leather | 11 x9 cm 10 |Marked| None
Library
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Transliteration
1. d’tynwnd’t Y PWN yzd’n’pst’n
2. bwnp’n MN ZK Y MN ml Y plhwtl

."wst'nd’l L BWN ZNH BYRH
whwmn'
. Y SNT XXXX-I Iwcyk Y ’sm’nd’t'
. W HMR’ III YL 'sm’nd’t'
psplt! YKYMWNyt p’ncdh-lwck'
.I’'d MN YWM ’whrmzd pr’c
HG G1

w
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JOURNAL OF IRANIAN LINGUISTICS
VOLUME 2 | ISSUE 1

Transcription

1. Dadénwindad 1 pad
Yazdanabestan

2. bunban az ani1az mar 1
farroxtar

. ostandar 6 bun én mah
Wahman

.1sal 41 rozig 1 Asmandad

. ud xar 4 1 0 Asmandad

. abespard estéd panzdah-rozag

w

N O O B

. ray az roz Ohrmazd fraz
gandum griw 1

8. kII-II W SG GIII L ’sm’nd’t' 8. kabiz 5 ud jaw griw 3 0
Asmandad
9. YHBWNt ck' yzd’np|...]d’](?) 9. dad ¢ak Yazdanp...dar(?)
10. HTYMWNt 10. awist
Transliteration:

Dadénwindad, the storekeeper/ warehouse-keeper in Yazdanabestan, from
the account of the fortunate governor to bun, in this month of Wahman (11th
month), year 4142, for the ration of Asmandad and the four donkeys
entrusted to Asmandad, for fifteen days, starting from the day Ohrmazd
onward, gave 1 griw and 5 kabiz of wheat and 3 griw of barley to Asmandad.
Yazdanp...dar sealed the éak.

Comments:

Line 4: Gignoux (2010, 92) has read this name as Asmanzadan. The final
letter is written in a way that most likely represents a stroke. Compare it with
/d’t/ at the end of the name Dédénwindad at the beginning of the document.

Line 5: Gignoux did not read Lines S to the end of Line 8. These lines are
being read for the first time in the present article.

Compare the spelling of HMR’ with the following evidence:

Berk. 8443, 4 Berk. 3244, 4

et

42 After the death of Yazdgird III.
43 Asefi 2023b: 18.
44 Gignoux 2010: 70, Weber 2010: 47.
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Compare abespard estéd in Line 6 with the following evidence:

Berk. 87%, 7

Compare panzdah-rézag with the same word in Berk.11:

panzdah-rozag
Berk. 11, 7

Line 7: Compare az r6z Ohrmazd fraz with the following evidence:

Berk. 122, 7

Berk. 33B, 3 Unknown 246 3
ud roz Ab;m fraz az roz-iz Ohrmazd ijéZ

£ A G
s‘bl“{* " ‘4.\ ’_r&

Line 9: some letters of the name is unclear. Although might initially appear
to be 6standar, comparison with the evidence presented below indicates that
this reading is unlikely. The word closely resembles Yazdanpadar, but two
issues must be considered. First, the letters /’t/ are not visible in the
available image. Second, the document is dated to the year 41, whereas all
other known documents referring to Yazdanpadar were written between the
years 34 and 40. In light of this, it is important to emphasize—as I noted in
a lecture at INALCO47—that the evidence suggests there must have been

45 Asefi 2023b: 18.
46 Weber 2019a: 4.
47 In April 2024, at the kind invitation of Prof. Samra Azarnouche.
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documents mentioning Yazdanpadar in the year 41 which have not come
down to us.

Yazdanpadar:
Berk. Berk. 33b, 8 Berk. 83,10 Berk.5,7 Berk. 148, 10
7848, 6

T4

ostandar:
Berk. 98, Berk. 32,8 Berk. 105, 4 Berk. 2549, 4 Berk. 43C, 4
5
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Persian

The New Persian word malang seems to be relatively rarely used in present-
day Iran and it is not listed in the standard etymological reference works like
Horn (1893), Hibschmann (1895) or Hasan-Dust (2014). It is, however, still
well-known in Afghanistan, whence it has spread into many languages
further east, especially within a Sufi religious context.

In Steingass’s (1892) dictionary, malang is defined as “A man barefoot and
bare-headed, ecstasied; a religious enthusiast”. Dehhoda (1931) rejects the
meaning ‘naked from head to toe’ (sar-o-pa berahne) and some others given
by the Farhang-i Rasidt as a “mistake” (galat) and claims that ‘drunk’ is the
only meaning of the word, citing also the collocation mast-o-malang with mast
‘drunk’. The rejection of naked from head to toe’ as a basic meaning of the
word is likely correct, and also applies to the further misunderstanding as
‘barefoot and bare-headed’, that has found entrance into Steingass’s (1892)
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dictionary. This gloss probably entered the lexicographical tradition as an
attribute to the meaning ‘eligious enthusiast’ (vel. sim.), describing an
unorthodox mendicant who walks about naked (a type of behavior that is
historically well-attested for transgressive Stfis). In a similar way it appears
in the Magma‘u l-Lugat of the Qamiis-i Kabir-i Afganistan (Kabir 2023), an
online dictionary of the Persian of Afghanistan, which gives the following
meanings:

“A. mendicant (fagir), drunk, tipsy (sarxus), Sufi, inebriated

(mahmar), (mystically) selfless (bé-hud), intoxicated (mad-his),

(mystic) lover of God (‘asig-i Huda), gnostic (‘arif], dervish, glad (tar-

damag), qalandar

B. persons without means (bé-sar-u-saman), barefoot and in need”
As in this latter source, the reference to (unorthodox) Sufi mendicants is
primary also in the borrowed forms in Pashto, Panjabi and Hindi/Urdu
though additional meanings derived from this sense are also attested there:

— Pashto maldng — ‘dervish, mendicant fakir; ascetic; careless person;
in love’ (Aslanov 1966)

— Panjabi maldag - n. “fakir, Muslim mendicant’; adj. ‘carefree,
indifferent to life’ (Singh, Singh Gill & Joshi 1994)

— Hindi/Urdu malang — 1. ‘a Muslim ascetic (esp. as in a state of
trance)’; 2. ‘a careless or inconsiderate person’; 3. ‘a tall, robust man™
(McGregor 1993)

Papas’s (2020) entry in the Encyclopaedia of Islam (3rd edn.) defines malang
as “a word used in the Indian subcontinent and Afghanistan for a type of
transgressive, if not antinomian, Sufi” (Papas 2020: 117). He also offers a
more precise description of the lifestyle of a malang:
“Malangs often use hashish (smoked in a chillum pipe, drunk in a
bhang potion, or eaten in pakofa fritters), not to become passive but to
strengthen their mystical experiences. They wear their hair long and
wear women’s dresses and heavy jewels (anklets, bangles, rings, and
earrings). They dance and cry out with feminine voices, in order to
transgress social or sexual norms and to make themselves the brides,
even the prostitutes, of God. Often from poor backgrounds, malang
dervishes, rather than entering into what they consider vain Sufi
discussions and theories, favour a spiritual life based on revelations
during dances, drug hallucinations, and dreams.” (Papas 2020: 117)
Papas (2020: 117) notes that “[tlhe etymology of the word and the origin of
the group are uncertain. Coming perhaps from Hindi or Persian and attested

1 Transl. from Russ. “1) dervis; niScenstvujuscij fakir, 2) asket;, 3) bespecnyj celovek;
4) vljubljonnyj’.

2 The fourth sense ‘a large white bird’ is only attested lexicographically and may be
erroneous or otherwise go back to a separate etymon.
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since at least about 1008 [AH] / 1600 [CE], malang seems initially to have
denoted certain members of a Suft group called Madariyya; the scope of the
term then broadened to individuals and communities comparable with
respect to socio-religious practices.”
From the point of view of semantic change, it is most likely that the meaning
‘unorthodox Sufi” developed from the more basic meaning ‘drunk,
intoxicated’, especially since the religious practice of malangs prominently
includes the consumption of intoxicating substances. This is also suggested
by the collocation mast-o-malang mentioned by Dehhoda. The origin of the
term in Persian (rather than Hindi), on the other hand, seems assured based
on the geographical distribution of the primary and secondary sense (‘drunk’
in Iran, but mostly ‘dervish’ and senses derived from it in India). The
transmission of only the Sufi sense into the Indian languages fits well into
the historically attested sociolinguistic situation, in which Islamic concepts
were transmitted to India via the medium of Persian.3
As for the date of first attestation, Papas’s (2020: 117) dating to “at least
about” 1600 CE probably relates only to the meaning ‘dervish’, since in the
meaning of ‘intoxicated’ it already appears in much earlier works. A search
in the Ganjoor corpus of classical Persian poetry gives a verse attributed by
lexicographical works to the 10th — 11tk century poet Labibi as its earliest
attestation:*

zi ga gast cun atas-é bé-dirang  dil az bada-yi ‘iSq mast-u-malang

He jumped from the place like a fire without delay,

the heart drunk and intoxicated from the wine of love.
Ever since Henning (1939), it has been acknowledged that the lexicon of New
Persian contains a component of borrowings from Iranian languages once
spoken further to the east, which may have entered the literary language in
the early stages of its development in Hurasan. After the discovery and edition
of the Bactrian documents (Sims-Williams 2007 etc.), which resulted in a
much better understanding of the Bactrian language, Lurje & Yakubovich
(2017) were able to correct Henning’s (1939) assumption that an unattested
Sogdian dialect with the sound change *d > [ was the source of New Persian
words that have this development. Instead, these words can more

3 The alternative derivation of Hindi malang in the sense ‘a tall, robust man’/‘stout-
bodied man’ from the Vedic hapax malanga- ‘epithet of a hornless goat’, which is
endorsed by Turner (1962-1966: T. 10089) based on Sharma (1959/1960; non vidi),
is hardly convincing in itself and also does not account for the other senses of the
word. The alleged Hindi variant **malang quoted there, which would need to be
primary for the etymology to work phonologically, is not recorded by McGregor
(1993), who also doubts the etymology (“?”) and rather sees the source of the Hindi
word in Panjabi, whence it may in fact have been transmitted. Much more likely is
the assumption of a semantic development ‘ascetic, fakir’ > ‘stout/robust man’ in
Hindi.

4 https://ganjoor.net/labibi/abyat/sh74
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straightforwardly be explained as borrowings from Bactrian, which shows
*d >l as one of its most characteristic features (cf. Kreidl 2021 for details and
chronology).

I would like to argue that the word malang has to be added to the list of such
borrowings from Bactrian. The shared Indo-Iranian root *mad- ‘to become
intoxicated’ (Cheung 2007: 253; Mayrhofer 1996: 299-300) is a likely source
for a word with the basic meaning ‘drunk, intoxicated’ (cf. also the collocated
New Persian word mast ‘drunk’ < *mad-ta-) and malang could easily derive
from this root if it is a Bactrian word with the typically Bactrian sound
change *d > [ It is also worth noting that a word from the same semantic
sphere — Persian mul ‘wine’ < Bactrian polo ‘wine’ - is already established as
having been borrowed in this direction (Lurje & Yakubovich 2017: 324).
Another point that speaks in favor of an origin in Bactrian, and against, e.g.,
a derivation from Pashto, which also shows *d > [, is the suffix -ang. Nouns
or adjectives ending in -ng (written (-yyo)) are quite frequent in Bactrian,
resulting in all cases where the n of a stem or primary suffix came into
contact with the k of the frequent *-ka- suffix after the syncope of the
preceding vowel. Thus there is (-ayyo) < *-ana-ka- (Sims-Williams 2007: 187),
(-nyyo) < *-aina-ka- (Sims-Williams 2007: 213), (-yoyyo) < *-gauna-ka- (Sims-
Williams 2007: 207), (-Aayyo) < *-dana-ka- (e.g. in Bayolayyo ‘temple,
sanctuary’; Sims-Williams 2007: 200) etc.

A formation with the middle participle ending *-ana-ka-, one of the sources
of Bactrian (-ayyo) /-ang/, would be a very plausible candidate for the origin
of malang, since intoxication is a typical middle voice activity, involving an
action that affects the subject. The root *mad- is attested with middle voice
inflection, at least in some cases, both in Old Iranian and in Old Indo-Aryan.
The short vowel in the second syllable of the Persian form can be explained
with the Persian-internal sound change ang > ang, which is attested in some
early New Persian texts (Lazard 1963: 182; Bernard 2025: 59-60, 65).5 Based
on the geographical origins of these texts, Lazard (1963: 182) attributes the
change to the dialects of eastern Afghanistan. One of the works in question,
the geographical treatise Hudud al-‘alam, was written in Guzgan, i.e.,
specifically on the territory of Bactria-Tokharistan. This makes it plausible
that the sound change applied in the Persian dialects that were in contact
with Bactrian and that the word *malang > malang was then transmitted
from these dialects to other Persian-speaking regions.

A Bactrian word *palayyo ‘drunk’ is not attested in the surviving Bactrian
documents or inscriptions, but - if the etymology is correct — its former
existence can be assumed based on the Persian word. Its attestation in
Persian from the 11t century onwards is not too far removed from the latest
surviving writings in Bactrian and allows for the assumption of transmission

5 I owe this crucial observation to a comment from an anonymous reviewer.
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into the Early New Persian of Bactria-Tokharistan and adjacent regions. The
narrowing of its meaning to ‘unorthodox dervish’ may have come as late as
1600 CE in association with the Madariyya order, a time when the Bactrian
language was most likely long extinct.
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Many Western Iranian languages and dialects have verb forms that
express an action taking place at a given moment in time in the present or
at a certain moment in time in the past. These forms have received various
names in Iranian Studies literature, where they are often defined as two
special tenses: “present continuous (concrete) tense” and “past continuous
(concrete) tense”/ “concrete present” and “concrete past” or “the present and
past progressive” (Rastorgueva & Edel'man 1982: 537-538; cf. Thackston
2009: 204-205), or “periphrastic progressive” (Jeremias 1993: 99-116). Since,
in comparison with the present indicative and past continuous tenses, they
are distinguished by a special emphasis on expressing an action in the
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process of its implementation (an ongoing action), it would be proper, in my
opinion, to also call these forms the “present progressive” and “past
progressive” tenses,! the terms which we will apply to them in this article,
while defining both of them, in the general sense, as “progressive action
forms”. It should be emphasized that these forms in Western Iranian
languages and dialects are considered in Iranian Studies literature as “an
innovation” (Rastorgueva & Edel'man 1982: 538-539), which will be
discussed below. This subject has been addressed by several authors in their
works: V. A. Zukovskij (1888), A. Z. Rosenfeld (1948), L. S. Pejsikov (1960),
M. Pistoso (1974), N. Nematollahi (2014, 2018), I. Dehghan (1972), etc., some
of which will be considered in this article. It should also be noted that the
present study is primarily dialectological and not typological, though it
analyzes some non-dialectological aspects as well. Since a large number of
examples collected from numerous published sources are used in this article,
it is technically impossible to employ a uniform transcription for the
examples from different Iranian languages and dialects. For this reason,
examples are quoted in the original transcription of the sources they are cited
from with non-substantial modifications, except for the transliteration of the
Cyrillic script into Latin.

Progressive action forms are widespread in the Persian, Dari and Tajik
languages, including their dialects. In Persian and Dari, they are especially
characteristic of informal speech and are practically not found in the official
style. In Tajik, these tenses are formed from the unchangeable participle of
the notional verb and the personal form of the perfect or past perfect tense
of the auxiliary verb istodan “to stand, to remain”: karda istodaam and karda
istoda budam - first-person singular of the present and past progressive
tenses of the verb “to do”, etc. (Rastorgueva & Edel'man 1982: 538-539).2

In modern Dari, special complex forms are also used to express the same
meaning, which also contain the unchangeable participle of the notional verb.
But unlike the Tajik language, the auxiliary verb here is not istodan, but
raftan “to go”, which is inflected for person and number. The latter can
appear in the present indicative or past tense forms, depending on whether
the action it expresses refers to the present moment or to a certain moment
in the past: cera larzida méri? “why are you trembling?” 3 tamam-e Saw
Sanama xanda raftom... “I read the Shah-nameh all night...” (Farhadi 1955:
84). At the same time, in Dari, there is also a less common alternative

1 Thus, unlike the past progressive tense, the past continuous tense in Persian can
denote not only an ongoing action but also a repeated action.

2 Transcription modified.

3 Here and below examples from the Dari language are given according to the book by
A. Farhadi (1955) in a slightly modified transcription.
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progressive action form with the compound verb rayi (lit. rahi) budan instead
of the verb raftan, identical with the latter in meaning: dida mérén = dida
rayi’sten* “you see” (Farhadi 1955: 125). Thus, it can be stated that, despite
the fact that Dari and Tajiki use different auxiliary verbs, they are united by
a common feature - the notional verb in both is employed in the form of a
participle.

In the territory of Iran, in Persian and closely related to them Iranian dialects,
progressive action forms for the present and future are also widely used. The
difference between them and the above-described ones is that they are
composed of the verb ddstéin “to have” of the relevant tense (present
indicative or past absolute) in agreement with person and number, and the
personal form (not the participle) of the notional verb, cf. for example, in the
Tehrani dialect: mdn dardm mixordm “I am eating”, to dassi (< dast) mixundi
(< mixandi) “you were reading” (Pejsikov 1960: 76, 77).5

One of the first European researchers to draw attention to these forms in
Persian dialects was V. A. Zukovskij. In the 1880s, he wrote: “In the Persian
colloquial language, as in some modern Persian dialects, the verb (&b [dasStdn],
in addition to its usual meaning “to have” ... has a special meaning, which in
the literary language ... it does not have” (Zukovskij 1888: 376).6 This scholar
identified two functions of these tenses: 1) the combination of the aorist of
the verb ddstcdn, standing before the notional verb of the present indicative
tense, “gives the latter the meaning of such a future tense that must occur
immediately; therefore... resembles the present tense with aller in French...”;
2) the verb ddstdn in the past tense “before the Praeteritum... of another verb,
gives the latter the meaning of such a past that has just happened - in French
the present tense with venir de...” (Zukovskij 1888: 376). V. A. Zukovskij gives
examples from everyday speech: ¢l ¢)ls [ddrdm miyam| “I'll be right there!”,

Jb cé, cwls [dast rdft bazdr] “he just now went to the market” and an example

of folk poetry (satire):

b Gugyl Ol oS A o den
Aad o 013 Wpee sl Gudgy Al ol 5l sl figlS
(Zukovskij 1888: 376-377, also 1902: 250)

Inha hdme doros Sod hdkem-e Tehran orus Sod
Kolunel admdd dz rdh-e Ldmse  pules sdz mizdne ddre mirdighse/ mirdikhse

4 Rayi’sten < rayi (rahi) + (h)astén
5 The original transcription has been slightly modified here and below.
6 All translations of the quoted material here and below are my own.
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“All this came to order:

A Russian became the governor of Tehran,
The colonel came by way of Austria,

The police are playing music (sic),

Are about to dance.”

While recognizing V. A. Zukovskij’s undoubted merit in that he drew
attention to these verb forms at the dawn of research in the field of Persian
dialectology, it should be noted that their grammatical meaning was
determined by him incorrectly, which was rightly pointed out, in particular,
by A. Z. Rosenfeld, who wrote: “... and the examples given by V. A. Zukouvskij
in the above-mentioned article should be translated not into the future, but into
the present tense... [It is not that] ‘I will come now, but I am coming.’ The same

is true for the following example from popular bazaar satire... ‘is dancing (now)’,
i.e. ‘the police are playing and dancing” (Rosenfeld 1948: 308).

A. Z. Rosenfeld’s view was shared by L. S. Pejsikov. In his monograph on the
Tehran dialect, he wrote: “V. A. Zukouskij noted ... that combinations with (il
[dastéin] have the meaning of the near future ... V. A. Zukovskij's conclusion is
too ‘broad’, although the shade of the near future is sometimes there ... Thus,
to the call ‘come here’ one can respond ‘dardm miyam’... ‘I’ll be right there’,
but in another situation... ‘dardm miyam dige!’ [would mean] T’'m coming!’...”
(Pejsikov 1960: 77). The example ddre miraxse..., L. S. Pejsikov rightly points
out, is not interpreted by V. A. Zukovskij quite correctly: not “he is about to
dance”, but “(he) is dancing”. The former author makes the following general
conclusion: “The feature of the verb ddstdn noted by V. A. Zukouvskij, which,
in his opinion, corresponds to the French ‘near’ past tense of venir de with the
infinitive of the conjugated verb, is not confirmed by the conversational
examples I recorded, as well as numerous examples from modern literature. V.
A. Zukovskij’s example (,iit <s, el [ddSt réft bazdr]) is not clear, since ddstdn
cannot stand before the past absolute/perfective form of an inflected verb at
all. In this regard, it was also not possible to find a shade of meaning
corresponding to the French Passé antérieur” (Pejsikov 1960: 78). The general
meaning of this verb form in the present tense is defined by L. S. Pejsikov as
corresponding to the English present continuous (Pejsikov 1960: 76).

The verb forms described above have attracted the attention of Iranian
linguists. Thus, the author of a thorough study on the Birjandi dialect (one
of the southern Khorasan dialects of Persian) J. Reza’l not only denies them
the legal right to exist in this dialect, but also believes that they originated in
Persian “recently” and under the influence of European (!) languages, and
explains their occasional occurrence in the speech of this dialect speakers by
the desire to “conform to the norms of the modern Persian language” (Reza’i,

39



JOURNAL OF IRANIAN LINGUISTICS
VOLUME 2 | ISSUE 1

1998, 279).7 This view of the situation is puzzling. Firstly, as N. Nematollahi
rightly notes in an article on this topic, such a tense (or progressive
construction with the verb “to have”) does not exist in any of the foreign
languages known to Iranians, including English, French, German and
Russian. Rejecting the idea of these constructions being borrowed, she
proceeds from the fact that their absence in the indicated languages excludes
the possibility of their occurrence in Persian under external influence
(Nematollahi 2014: 104, 110). Secondly, these grammatical forms began to
be recorded by researchers in the late 19th — early 20th centuries not only in
many Persian, i.e. dialects of the southwestern type, but also in northwestern
Iranian dialects, and in the so-called “dialects of Central Iran”, which share
a number of common features with the northwestern ones. At the same time,
the researchers who noted these forms at the turn of the 19th and 20th
centuries collected their materials from among the predominantly illiterate
and semi-literate population of Persia at that time, hardly subject to the
influence of European languages. Thus, similar constructions are noted by
V. A. Zukovskij, whose field research on various dialects dates back to the
80s of the 19th century, and by W. A. Ivanow and D. L. Lorimer in the dialects
of the Zoroastrians of Yazd and Kerman (see below). The use of this tense in
the Mazanderani language is extremely significant. The thesis about the
appearance of these verb forms "under the influence of translations from
European languages" looks even less convincing against the background of
the early recording of their use in northwestern Iranian dialects and in the
so-called “dialects of Central Iran” closely related to them. Since a detailed
examination of examples is beyond the scope of this work, we will limit
ourselves to only a few below.

In addition to the examples of Persian colloquial speech and folklore cited by
V. A. Zukovskij above, in which the verb forms in question appear, this

7 Original:

oz 95 B Ol U ) OleKo e GpiSie LY g% Mo g 2y U 4 (MaF iz (S 0557 5T

I ez b ey 5 )0 (6 90)5 iz g o) 5L 057 0 ST L iy aolsS L o (slojla) S
(Reza’T, 1998, 279) sl azil ol, sb; sl 4 obs)) slossl;

Transcription (mine):

vd dgdr dknun kds-i ¢enin fe'l-i be kar bebdrdd vd mdsdldn beguydd “dastom

maraftom” bigoman zir-e td’sir-e zdban-e farsi-ye konuni éenin karvaze-yi bér zdban

xdhdd rand, ba an ke ... ddr xod-e zcdban-e farsi niz ¢enin kdarbord-i tazegi dardd vd

yaqin dz tdrigh-e tdrjome dz zdbanha-ye orupayi be in zdban rah yafte-dst.

English translation (mine):

“If someone today uses such a verb [form], for example says: ‘dastom maraftom’...,
then undoubtedly they do so under the influence of the modern Persian language,
even though such a usage is also a novelty within Persian itself, and has undoubtedly
entered the language through translations from European languages.”
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researcher in the same article notes a similar construction in the reworking
of Hafiz's ghazal in the dialect of the village of Kafron near Isfahan. In it, the
poet's words: &l . o, oL [faryadras-i miayad] “the helper is about to come”
correspond to: fefyod-rés-i dorii yiie (Zukovskij 1888: 377). Similar forms are
found in the dialect of the village of Sedeh, also located near Ishafan, cf.:
datom8-o Saame (Rastorgueva & Moskalo 1997: 320) “I walked (at a certain
point in time)” and in the dialects of the Jews of Isfahan, judging by the texts
published by R. Abrahamian: Tu fekr ddrbo, bisti ye ra‘yet daru dlef cinive —
“Il était dans ses penseés quand il vit un peysan moissoner son champe” [“he
was lost in his thoughts when he saw a peasant collecting grass”|
(Abrahamian 1936: 73, 104). A similar tense with a dialectal version of the
verb “to have” - durtwun is presented in the dialects of the Zoroastrians of
Yazd and Kerman: me 'dure 'rase - corresponds to literary Persian: man
ddram mirdsdm, ta' duri 'rasi - to dari mirdsi, etc. cf. corresponding past tense
forms: me ’durte ’rastde, ta ‘durti ‘rasudi, etc. (Ivanow 1935: 80-81).9

The Mazanderani language also has present progressive and past progressive
tenses with the same auxiliary verb: dorme neviseme “I am writing (now)”,
dorni neviseni "you are writing", doS$ti nevésti “you were writing (at a given
time)”, do$te nevéste “he was writing”, etc. (Rastorgueva & Edel'man 1982:
538-539).10 It should be particularly emphasized that the above examples
illustrate the use of these forms not in dialects of the southwestern type, but
in northwestern ones (including the so-called “dialects of Central Iran”).

J. Reza’1's assertion that modern speakers of southern Khorasani dialects (and
perhaps even Khorasani dialects in general) in Iran use these constructions
“exclusively under the influence of modern Persian” also seems controversial.
Thus, describing the features of the Persian dialects of Khorasan at the dawn
of the 20th century, W. A. Ivanow wrote: “Common to colloquial speech all
over Persia is the use of the verb dashtan, in the Present tense for an action in
progress: dard muknd — he is now doing” (Ivanow 1925: 253). Though, in the
Khorasani texts themselves, published by Ivanow, the present author has
not found these forms, but this fact should be explained by the peculiarity of
the texts themselves - tales and quatrains, while the use of the constructions
in question is more characteristic of texts of everyday content, not presented
in W. A. Ivanow’s Khorasani materials. However, the very statement of the
fact by this outstanding researcher and expert on the dialects of Khorasan,
although illustrated by him with a single example, is important evidence of

8 datom < dastom.

9 The full paradigm of these forms in the dialects of the Zoroastrians is presented in
Rastorgueva & Moskalo (1997: 320).

10 Transcription slightly changed.
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the use of progressive action forms in these dialects, at least already at the
turn of the 19th and 20t centuries.

According to my observations, in the modern dialect of the city of Mashhad,
the center of the Iranian province of Khorasan, forms such as derdn merdn
"they are going/leaving now" are very common. They are also widely
represented in stories of everyday content in this dialect, recorded in Arabic
alphabet: ¢, ¢,s dere mere “he is going’, wih ooly culs [dast piydade mosod] “he

was getting out of the car/bus”, s, sj @das 5l cisls ploc> o5 5 [Mmu ke ceSma-m

dast az hadaghe mezad birun| “my eyes [in surprise] bulged out of their
sockets”, puis ais oiulbs [ddstom xefe mosodom| “I was suffocating [from the

heat]”.!! An identical form is also registered in the Sistani Persian dialect:
malang-a dara né mxdara “malang is also eating food!2” (Ahangar 2010: 20).13

Bakhtiari is another example of the south-western dialects in Iran where the
progressive action tense with ddstdn (dasstan) is recorded, cf. Bavadi dialect:
dasstom film e-dis-om “I was watching a movie” (Taheri-Ardali et. al. 2025:
24).14 It is significant that these forms, used in numerous southwestern and
other Iranian dialects in the territory of modern Iran, are absent from dialects
closely related to Persian, outside that country. They are not found even in
those of them spoken in northwestern Afghanistan, such as Herati, which is
a continuation of the single Khorasani area of Persian dialects. These
constructions are not recorded in the Tati dialects of the Caucasus either.
Thus, it can be concluded that the use of these tenses with the verb ddstdn
“to have” (in different phonetic variants) is an exclusive feature of the area of
Persian and other Western Iranian dialects, that are spoken precisely in the
territory of modern Iran, i.e. an isogloss that distinguishes these dialects
from the broader spectrum of Iranian languages and dialects, including those
belonging to the dialect continuum of closely related southwestern languages
— Persian, Dari, and Tajiki.

These forms, as already noted, are considered in the relevant literature as
“newly originated/of recent origin”. Such a definition is justified if “recent
origin” in this case implies that they occurred in the Persian language and
its dialects later than other tenses used in them today, although it is
currently impossible to determine how “late” they came into use in the
language compared to the present indicative and past continuous tenses with

11 The stories from which these examples are taken are available on the Internet site:
http:/ /www.bechemashad.blogfa.com/category/2/.

12 Lit. bread.

13 Transcription modified.

14 Transcription modified.
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the verbal prefix mi- (< hamé), which are not represented in the language of
classical Persian literature either. In the latter, unprefixed verbal forms were
employed to express the present action, which in modern language have
acquired the function of the subjunctive mood. The fact that tenses with
dastdn were not recorded in writing until the end of the 19th — beginning of
the 20th centuries cannot serve as an argument in favor of their absence, if
we take into account the extreme conservatism of the literary and official
Persian language in the Middle Ages and in the Qajar era, which in no way
reflected the tendencies of colloquial speech until the timid attempts to
“democratize” Persian literature in the first half of the 20th century. On the
other hand, the fact that these forms were recorded in the materials of
European researchers as early as the 1880s (i.e., at the dawn of
dialectological research) across a wide range of dialects suggests that they
must have existed in the language prior to that time. Otherwise, they would
not have been able to spread so quickly and take root in the speech of such
wide strata of the population, speaking different social and territorial dialects,
especially in the conditions of 19th century Persia with a predominantly
illiterate population. In other words, it is quite logical to assume that at the
time of their written recording, these forms could have already existed in the
spoken language for more than one century. At the same time, it cannot be
ruled out that their spread (but not their origination) could have been
facilitated to a certain extent by the mutual influence of dialects and a certain
common supra-dialectal conversational standard (koine), which is
superimposed in each region on the local dialect and acquires local dialectal
features. The influence of such a standard is especially noticeable in cities
and regional centers. Perhaps this explains the fact that these forms are more
characteristic of the dialects of cities (from Tehran to Kerman and from
Shiraz to Mashhad) than of rural settlements, although they are also
recorded in the latter. But, as noted above, it would not be correct to explain
the appearance of any grammatical form or category in the speech of dialect
speakers solely by their desire to “imitate” someone or some standard. The
interaction between the supra-dialectal standard and local dialects is a much
more complex and organic process, including mutual enrichment and the
assimilation by territorial dialects of some common features inherent in the
entire set of dialects of the area, features that, when they “fall on the soil of
a separate dialect,” become its integral part.

These forms or similar ones should have appeared in the language in any
case, since they occupy an important niche in the verb system, i.e. a means
of expressing an ongoing action at the moment of speech in the present or at
a certain point in time in the past, and thus fill the obvious gap in the set of
grammatical possibilities for expressing this type of action. The fact that
without them this gap would have remained is confirmed not only by the
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appearance of forms corresponding in meaning in Dari and Tajik (see above),
but also by the occurrence of alternative ways of expressing such an action
in some Iranian languages and dialects on the territory of Iran, for example,
in Gilaki, Lari and Bandari, which reflects an objective general need for their
existence.

In the Gilaki language, progressive action forms are constructed by
combining the infinitive of the notional verb with the personal form of the
insufficient verb “to be, to stay”, outwardly very similar to the verb “to have”:
nivistan dorom “I am writing”, niviSbn dori “you are writing”, niviston dars “he,
she is writing”, etc. At the same time, the past tense is represented by two
variants: niviStbn doro bum/nivistbn dubum “I was wroting”, niviSbn dar
bim/niviston dibim “we were writing”, niviStoan dors bid/niviston dibid “you
were writing”, etc. ((Rastorgueva & Edel'man 1982: 538).

In the Lari language/dialect, forms with the same meaning are derived from
the infinitive by lengthening the final vowel a, the preverb a- and personal
endings: a-dedd-y “he sees”, a-gotd-en ke “they say that ...”, etc.1> M. S.
Pelevin has recorded similar constructions formed from the past participle
by means of the prefix a- and personal endings in the Bandari dialect of
southern Iran: me kar akerdum “I am working now” (Pelevin 1998: 116).

Noting that attempts to discover the source of such constructions with the
verb "to have" in Old and Middle Iranian, as well as in foreign languages,
were unsuccessful, N. Nematollahi puts forward in the aforementioned article
a hypothesis of their possible origin on the basis of the Persian language itself.
And although this hypothesis is not without flaws and may raise questions
(see below), the idea underlying it that these tenses were a consequence of
the natural evolution of the lexical and grammatical means of the Persian
language itself and the further development of their potential, represents a
certain achievement. N. Nematollahi draws attention to the fact that a
distinctive feature of these constructions, in addition to the use of a specific
auxiliary verb “to have”, is the use of personal forms of both the auxiliary
and notional verb (both are inflected for person and number). This feature,
this author believes, distinguishes them from the resultative-stative or
perfective tenses, where only the auxiliary verb (or copula) get inflected,!6
and from constructions with an apocopated infinitive (Nematollahi 2014:
110).

15 Cf. also Romaskevi¢ (1945: 50).

16 This, as has been noted earlier, is the difference between constructions with the
verb "to have" in the Persian language and from progressive action forms similar in
grammatical meaning in Dari and Tajiki.
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N. Nematollahi puts forward a hypothesis about a possible connection
between the progressive action forms and the so-called “Serial Verb
Constructions” in which a sequence of two or more verbs is presented,
functioning as a single predicate and describing a single event, specifically,
combinations of the verb bdr-ddstdn with another, of which the first is
something like a marker of the beginning of an action.1” N. Nematollahi gives
examples from the Persian language: bdr-darim berdvim... “let us set off”, lit.
“take [and] go...”, in bud ke dnhd... bdr-ddstdnd telegrdf kdrddind “then they...
set off”, lit. “took [and] telegraphed”, be fiirdingihd nédguyid ke bdr-dardnd...
benevisdnd!® “don’t tell foreigners, or they (will) set off”, lit., “take... write” etc.
(Nematollahi 2014: 111-112). The above author suggests that in the process
of grammaticalization of this serial verb construction with bdr-ddstén, the
latter could lose the preverb bdr-, taking on the abbreviated form: dastdn. Its
original semantics: an indication of an imminent action, was extended to
other grammatical functions, more importantly denoting an ongoing action,
which gradually became its main function (Nematollahi 2014: 112).

In the opinion of the present writer, at least two questions can be raised in
connection with the described theory, which undoubtedly has the right to
exist as a hypothesis, especially for lack of more convincing alternatives.
Firstly, if the forms with ddstdn go back to the serial verb construction with
bdr-dastdn, then how can one explain their use in those Iranian languages
or dialects (for example, northwestern, see above), in which the verb bdr-
dastdn is absent or does not indicate an upcoming action? Secondly, among
the Persian examples cited by N. Nematollahi, phrases with the verb bdr-
ddastdn in the imperative and subjunctive moods are prevalent: bdr-ddarim
berdvim..., bér-dardnd... benevisdnd. In light of the considered hypothesis,
how can one explain the fact that the progressive action forms with ddstédn
are used exclusively in the indicative mood?

The main conclusions of the present study can be summarized as follows.
The use of the analyzed tenses (constructions) with the verb ddstdn “to have”
in different dialectal and phonetic variants is an exceptional feature of the
area of Persian and some other Western Iranian dialects, the distribution of
which is limited to the territory of modern Iran. These temporal forms were
a consequence of the natural evolution of the lexical and grammatical means
of expression of the Persian language itself, and their origin cannot be
explained by the “influence of foreign languages.” As an integral and organic
part of the Persian verb system, these constructions fill an important
grammatical niche, i.e. a means of expressing an ongoing present or past

17 Cf. similar combinations with the verb “take” in Russian: ja vzjal i skazal..., lit. “I
took and said...”
18 Transcription modified.
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action. These forms are widespread within the entire geographical realm of
Persian and other Western Iranian dialects of northern, central, southern
and eastern Iran.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Abrahamian, R. (1936), Dialectes des Israélites de Hamadan et d’Ispahan et
dialecte de Baba Tahir, Paris: Librarie d’Amerique et d’Orient.

Ahangar, A. (2010), “A study of the verb system in the Sistani dialect of
Persian”, Orientalia Suecana, vol. 59, pp. 5-44.

Dehghan, I. (1972). “Dashtan as an auxiliary in contemporary Persian”, Archiv
Orientdlni (Praha), vol. 40, pp. 198-205.

Farhadi, A.-Gh. (1955), Le Persan Parlé en Afghanistan. Grammaire du Kaboli
accompagnée d’un recueil de quatrains populaires de la Région de Kabol,
Paris: Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique.

Ivanow, W. (1935), “The Gabri dialect spoken by the Zoroastrians of Persia”,
Rivista Degli Studi Orientalni, vol. 16, no. 1, pp. 31-97.

Ivanow, W. (1925), “Rustic Poetry in the Dialect of Khorasan”, Journal and
Proceedings of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, vol. 21, no. 3, pp. 233-313.
Jeremias, E. (1993), “On the genesis of the periphrastic progressive in Iranian
languages”, in: Medioiranica: Proceedings of the International Colloquium
Organized by the Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, 21st-23rd May 1990, ed.

W. Skalmowski, and A. Van Tongerloo, Leuven: Peeters, pp. 99-116.

Nematollahi, N. (2014), “Development of the progressive construction in
Modern Persian. In: Proceedings of the 1st Conference on Central Eurasian
Languages and Linguistics (ConCALL), ed. Ozcelik, O., and Kent A.,
Bloomington: Center for the Languages of the Central Asian Region, pp.
102-114.

Nematollahi, N. (2018), “Have-progressive in Persian. A case of pattern
replication?”, Diachronica, vol. 35, no. 1, PpP. 144-156.
https://doi.org/10.1075/dia.17023.nem

Pejsikov, L. (1960), Tegeranskij dialekt [The Tehrani dialect]. Moscow: IMO. In
Russian.

Pelevin, M. (1998), “Dialekt bandari Juznogo Irana” [The Bandari dialect from
Southern Iran], Strany i narody Vostoka, vyp. XXX: Centralnaja Azija.
Vosto¢nyj Ginduku$§. Pamjati Aleksandra Leonovi¢a Grjunberga [Countries
and peoples of the East, vol. 30: Central Asia. Eastern Hindukush. In
memory of Alexander Gruenberg], ed. I. M. Steblin-Kamensky, V. V. Kuscev,
N. L. Luzeckaja, and L. Rzehak, Sankt-Peterburg: St. Petersburg for
Oriental Studies, pp. 109-122. In Russian.

46



JOURNAL OF IRANIAN LINGUISTICS
VOLUME 2 | ISSUE 1

Pistoso, M. (1974), “L'ausiliare DasStan in Neo-Persiano: Un Costrutto
Linguistico Nord-Iranico?”, Oriente Moderno, vol. 54, no. 4, pp. 157-162.
Rastorgueva, V., and Edel'man, Dz. (1982), “Giljanskij, mazanderanskij (s
dialektami Samerzadi i velatru)” [Gilaki, Mazandrani (including the
Shamerzadi and Velatru dialects)], in: Osnovy iranskogo jazykoznanija.
Novoiranskie jazyki: Zapadnaja gruppa, prikaspijskie jazyki [Basics of
Iranian linguistics. New Iranian languages: the Western group, Caspian
languages], ed. V. Abaev, M. Bogoljubov, and V. Rastorgueva, Moscow:

Nauka, pp. 447-554. In Russian.

Rastorgueva, V, and Moskalo, V. (1997), “Dialekty Central'nogo Irana” [The
Dialects of Central Iran], in: Osnovy iranskogo jazykoznanija. Novoiranskie
Jjazyki: Severo-zapadnaya gruppa. II [Basics of Iranian linguistics. New
Iranian languages: the Northwestern group. II], ed. V. Efimov, Moscow:
Vostochnaya Literatura, pp. 195-329. In Russian.

Reza’1, §. (1998 / 1377), Barrasi-ye guyes-e Birjand. Dastiir va vazehnameh:
Birjandi be Farsi [Study of the dialect of Birjand. Grammar and Birjandi-
Persian dictionary], Tehran: Hirmand. In Persian.

Romaskevic¢, A. (1945), “Lar i ego dialect” [Lar and its dialect], in: Iranskiye
Yaziki[Iranian languages], vol. 1. Iranica 3, ed. V. Abaev, and I. Me§¢aninov,
Moscow - Leningrad: Izdatel’stvo Akademii Nauk SSSR, pp. 31-86. In
Russian.

Rosenfeld, A. (1948), “Vspomogatel'naja funkcija glagola dastan v persidskom
jazyke” [The auxiliary function of the verb dastan in the Persian language],
in: Sovetskoe Vostokovedenie [Soviet Oriental Studies], vol 5, Moscow-
Leningrad: Izdatel’stvo Akademii Nauk SSSR, pp. 305-312. In Russian.

Taheri-Ardali, M., Borjian, H., and Anonby, E. (2025), “The Bavadi and their
Bakhtiari Dialect”, Iranian Studies, Pp. 1-47.
https://doi.org/10.1017/irn.2025.2.

Thackston, W. (2009), “An Introduction to Persian”. Revised fourth edition.
Bethesda, Maryland, 2009.

Zukovskij, V. (1888), “Osobennoe znacenie glagola (ciil) v persidskom
razgovornom jazyke” [Special meaning of the verb dastan in the
conversational Persian language|, Zapiski Vostoénogo Otdelenija
Imperatorskogo Russkogo Arxeologiceskogo ObsScestva [Proceedings of the
Oriental Department of the Imperial Russian Archaeological Society], vol.
3. St. Petersburg: Tipografija Imperatorskoj Akademii Nauk, pp. 376-377.
In Russian.

Zukovskij, V. (1902), Obrazcy narodnogo tvoréestva. Pesni pevcov-muzykantov,
pesni svadebnye, pesni kolybel'nye, zagadki, obrazcy raznogo soderzanija
[Samples of [Persian] folklore: songs of singers-musicians, wedding songs,
lullabies, riddles, samples of various content], St. Petersburg: Tipografija I.
Boraganskogo & Ko. In Russian.

47



[ YEREVAN STATE
UNIVERSITY

e PUBLISHING HOUSE JIL 2/1 (2025): 48'71

diLiz.,

Persian Borrowings in Kashmiri: A Descriptive and

Analytical Study

Midhat Shah

Louisiana State University
College of Humanities & Social Sciences

doi.org/ 10.46991/jil/2025.01.04

Abstract: This research examines lexical and
structural borrowings from Persian into Kashmiri,
with a particular emphasis on nativization techniques
at the morphological, semantic, and phonological
levels. Addressing a gap in Persian-Kashmiri contact
linguistics, this research investigates the integration
of Persian loanwords and the resultant structural
innovations in Kashmiri. With a framework that
blends contact and historical linguistics, the study
investigates linguistic limitations that affect the
borrowing process. Employing corpus analysis with
diachronic and synchronic approaches, this study
contributes to the understanding of language contact
phenomena, particularly Persian-Kashmiri
interactions. The results shed light on the
sociolinguistic and historical influences that have
shaped the vocabulary and structure of Kashmiri,
providing insights into more general trends of
language borrowing and language change in contact
circumstances.

Keywords: Borrowings, Nativization, Contact-
Induced Change, Persian, Kashmiri.

1. Introduction

Midhat Shah

E-mail: mshah5@lsu.edu
ORCID: 0009-0007-8712-8160
Received: 25.09.2024
Revised: 02.05.2025
Accepted: 16.06.2025

This work is licensed under a
Creative Commons Attribution-
NonCommercial 4.0
International License
Introduction

© Midhat Shah, 2025

In the field of historical linguistics and language evolution, the phenomenon
of linguistic borrowing—a result of language contact—has long been the
focus of academic study. In particular, the mechanisms of nativization and
the restrictions governing such language transfers are examined, as well as
the complex processes of lexical and structural borrowing from Persian into

Kashmiri.
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The degree and kind of linguistic borrowing are strongly influenced by the
duration and intensity of language contact. Despite the extensive historical
contact between Persian and Kashmiri, there has been a relative lack of
dedicated scholarship examining Persian-Kashmiri language contact
phenomena, particularly when compared to the substantial body of
research on Indo-Persian linguistic interactions more broadly. This
scholarly gap is particularly notable given Kashmir’s unique position as a
region of sustained Persian cultural and political influence. The present
study addresses this lacuna by providing a comprehensive analysis of
borrowing mechanisms and nativization processes specific to the Persian-
Kashmiri contact situation.

Crystal (1997) posits a correlation between the geographic or social
proximity of languages and the extent of lexical borrowing, which he
identifies as the primary vehicle of language transfer and change. The
historical context of the Persian-Kashmiri contact, rooted in the political
and cultural ties between Kashmir and Iran, which were established in the
14th century, providing a rich terrain for investigating these linguistic
phenomena. However, the integration of foreign linguistic elements is not
unrestricted; it is constrained by the structural properties and rules of the
recipient language. Winford (2003: 59) aptly notes that “borrowings are
subject to different kinds of changes, as they vie for a place in the lexicon
with the native items that may already occupy similar space.” This
observation underscores the complex interplay between borrowed and
native linguistic elements.

The dynamic nature of borrowings, from their initial entry into a language
to their eventual integration, is a crucial aspect of this study. Kay (1995:
72) elucidates this process: “Borrowings are especially open to modification,
both on entering the language and with time... the flexibility of form and
meaning of borrowings enables them to adapt easily to the structure of the
host language and current trends and needs.” This adaptability of
borrowings forms a central theme in my analysis.

The current study expands significantly upon the foundational scholarship
on Persian-Kashmiri contact, including Koul’s linguistic studies (1986,
2005), Ashok K. Koul’s lexical documentation (2008), and the
comprehensive survey in Encyclopaedia Iranica (Koul 2012). By utilizing a
larger variety of data, my research seeks to offer a more thorough
understanding of the handling of lexical and structural borrowings. The
methodology used includes thorough use of lexicographical resources to
verify accuracy, as well as interaction with native speakers of Kashmiri
and Persian.

This article is structured as follows: Section 1.1 presents the theoretical
framework and socio- historical context underpinning this research. Section
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2 offers a detailed analysis of lexical borrowings, with particular attention
to the processes of nativization. Section 2.2 examines the semantic shifts
observed in lexical borrowings. Section 3 explores structural borrowings
and resultant linguistic innovations. Finally, Section 4 provides a
comprehensive discussion of my findings and concluding remarks.

Through this study, I aim to contribute to the broader understanding of
language contact phenomena, particularly in the context of Persian
influence on Kashmiri. By elucidating the mechanisms of borrowing and
nativization, I seek to shed light on the dynamic processes that shape
language evolution in situations of prolonged cultural and linguistic
contact.

1.1. Literature Review

Previous scholarship specifically addressing Persian-Kashmiri language
contact has been limited but foundational. Koul (1986) examined
mechanisms of stylistic diffusion from Persian into Kashmiri, identifying
key patterns of linguistic influence. His comprehensive study (Koul 2005)
offered a broader morphological and syntactic analysis of Kashmiri, while
Ashok K. Koul (2008) provided the most systematic documentation of lexical
borrowings to date. The authoritative Encyclopaedia Iranica entry (Koul
2012) presents a detailed overview of Persian elements across multiple
linguistic domains. However, none of these works employ the integrated
theoretical framework combining contact and historical linguistics adopted
in the present study, nor do they offer a systematic analysis of nativization
strategies across phonological, morphological, and structural levels. The
present study builds upon these foundational contributions while
expanding both the analytical scope and theoretical grounding. This
segment offers a critical analysis of prior scholarship and recent research
relevant to the processes of language borrowing and contact-induced
change.

1.1.1. Contact-Induced Change

The field of contact linguistics has thoroughly investigated the linguistic
changes that happen when speakers of distinct languages interact with
prolonged interaction. These alterations have fueled language evolution
throughout history, appearing in a variety of linguistic domains. Aikhenvald
(2006:20) offers a nuanced perspective on the outcomes of such contact,
positing that contact-induced changes can "alter the grammatical structure
of the language or preserve it, depending on whether they restructure the
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system or borrow a term." This observation underscores the complex and
multifaceted nature of linguistic changes resulting from language contact.

Winford (2003) demonstrates that language maintenance scenarios—where
minority languages interact with dominant linguistic groups—typically
result in lexical and structural borrowing patterns driven by prestige
factors, as evidenced in historical cases like Norman French influence
on Middle English.

Bloomfield (1933) first introduced the idea of prestige in linguistic
borrowing, proposing that borrowing usually entails the transfer of
linguistic components from a more prestigious language to a less
prestigious one. This theoretical framework offers a useful perspective for
analyzing the historical infiltration of Persian lexical elements into the
Kashmiri language. The elevated status of Persian as the language of
governance in the 11th century created conducive conditions for its
integration into the Kashmiri lexicon.

Building on these fundamental ideas, this research investigates the
particular processes and results of Persian-Kashmiri language interaction.
I hope to advance knowledge of contact induced language change by
investigating the lexical and structural borrowing processes in this
environment, especially when languages of different social and political
standing are involved in language maintenance scenarios.

1.1.2. Linguistic Borrowing

The concept of linguistic borrowing, while ubiquitous in language contact
studies, lacks a universally accepted definition. Thomason and Kaufman
(1992:37) offer a comprehensive description, characterizing borrowing as
"the incorporation of foreign features into a group's native language by
speakers of that language." They further elucidate the terminological
distinctions, designating languages that provide borrowed features as
‘source languages’ and those that incorporate these features as ‘recipients’
or ‘borrowing languages’.

Trask 1996 adopts a broader perspective, conceptualizing borrowing as the
transference of any type of linguistic element between languages due to
contact. This definition encompasses a wide array of linguistic phenomena,
from lexical to structural borrowings. The literature frequently employs
terms such as ‘donor language’ or ‘source language’ to denote the origin of
borrowed elements, while ‘receiving language’ refers to the linguistic system
adopting these new forms. The borrowed linguistic material itself is
commonly referred to as a ‘loan’ or ‘borrowing’.
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This idea is further developed by Aikhenvald (2006), who points out that a
wide range of linguistic material is transferable. Phonemes, lexemes,
prefixes, verbal categories, and even numerals may be included,
highlighting how commonplace language borrowing is in contact situations.
The degree and results of borrowing might differ greatly. Thomason and
Kaufman (1992:74-76) offer a sophisticated borrowing scale that
distinguishes between various borrowing stages and the characteristics that
go along with them. This scale starts at "casual contact," which is defined
as having little to no lexical borrowing; it goes up to "slightly more intense
contact," which includes some lexical and minor structural borrowing;
and it ends at "very strong contact," where substantial typological changes
in the receiving language result from extensive structural borrowing. The
language interaction between Persian and Kashmiri speakers can be
categorized as "more intense," evidenced by substantial lexical borrowings
accompanied by a limited number of structural borrowings.

1.1.3. Nativization

The process of nativization occurs when borrowed linguistic components
are incorporated into the structure of the receiving language. The
process of mativization’, which is an integration mechanism, functions
on various levels, varying from simple phonological modifications to
intricate structural changes. The complexity of nativization tends to
increase in tandem with the hierarchy of borrowability, with structural
nativization presenting the most significant challenges.

As native speakers adopt and employ foreign lexical items, the process of
borrowing and subsequent nativization unfolds. Winford 2003: 59 observes
that this process "not only adds to the lexicon but also enriches its potential
for further expansion. Phonological and morphological developments may
also be triggered by foreign additions to the vocabulary." This finding
emphasizes how borrowed words and phrases have the power to initiate
more extensive grammatical shifts in the target language.

While the maintained language frequently experiences significant lexical
borrowing, structural changes are wusually restricted in language
maintenance contexts. This tendency may be seen in the Persian-Kashmiri
contact scenario, where the latter’s nativization at different linguistic levels
is a result of adopting Persian loans, but structural changes are still
relatively small.

The subsequent sections of this study will explore the multifaceted nature
of nativization, examining its manifestations across phonological, lexical,
morphological, and structural domains in the context of Persian
borrowings in Kashmiri. This comprehensive analysis aims to contribute
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to our understanding of the intricate processes involved in linguistic
borrowing and nativization in situations of prolonged language contact.

1.2. Socio-Historical Context

Historical and sociopolitical variables have a fundamental influence on the
complex interactions between languages. It is a well-established
phenomenon that dominant languages have an impact on minority
speakers, and literature frequently acts as a vehicle for language
dissemination. The 12th-century development of the Islamic Empire in
India led to a notable infusion of Perso-Arabic vocabulary features into the
languages of North India. As a reflection of the complicated linguistic
environment of the time, the term "Perso-Arabic" here refers to both words
of direct Persian origin and those of Arabic provenance that were conveyed
through Persian.

Historical evidence consistently demonstrates that political and commercial
interactions have been pivotal in fostering cultural and linguistic exchanges
across societal strata. Muslim rule had an especially profound impact on
Northern India prior to partition, permanently altering the linguistic fabric
of the area. As stated by Bamzai (1962), Kashmiri culture was significantly
influenced by Arab and Persian cultures, and these influences may still be
evident today. The most notable result of this effect was the Kashmiri
language and literature’s Persian ancestry.

Kashmir and Iran established cultural and political ties in the 14th century,
which facilitated the introduction of Persian lexical elements into Kashmiri
linguistics. It is important to remember that although Persian borrowings
make up the majority of borrowings, a substantial number of borrowed
items trace their etymology to 9th-century Arabia, entering Kashmir via
Persian. Examples include nidr ‘light’, ‘alam 'universe’, and haqq ‘Tight’,
underscoring the complex trajectories of lexical borrowing. As documented
extensively in the Encyclopaedia Iranica (Koul 2012), Persian elements
permeated multiple domains of Kashmiri language and culture, with
borrowings spanning religious, administrative, and literary vocabularies.
Koul’s (1986) analysis of style diffusion reveals that this influence operated
not merely at the lexical level but also affected register and stylistic
conventions.

Historically interconnected Arab and Iranian cultures, forged by political
alliances, provide essential context for understanding these linguistic
phenomena. Rezakhani (2011) reports that a synthesis of Arabic and
Persian cultural and linguistic aspects was sparked by the Arab conquest
of Iran in 651 CE, which came about as a result of the collapse of the
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Sassanid Empire. The linguistic advancements that followed in Northern
India were made possible by this historical event.

During the 11th century, when Muslims ruled a large portion of Northern
India, there was a notable infusion of Perso-Arabic terminology into native
languages. The long reign of this language left its mark on the lexicons of
several Indian languages, to differing degrees. According to Safavi (2006),
all Indian languages, such as Bengali, Punjabi, Marathi, Gujarati, Telugu,
Hindi, and Kashmiri, possess a large number of Persian words and phrases
without any native equivalents.

This historical synopsis offers an essential foundation for comprehending
the sociolinguistic processes that enabled the widespread borrowing of
Persian into the Kashmiri language. It emphasizes how crucial it is to take
into account larger historical and cultural contexts when analyzing
language occurrences, especially in areas with intricate histories of political
upheaval and cross-cultural interaction.

1.3. Language Ideology and Diglossia

Ferguson (1959) introduced the idea of diglossia, which is the coexistence
of high and low varieties of a language, each used in different formal and
informal contexts. An essential framework for comprehending the processes
of language contact and borrowing in multilingualcultures is provided by
this sociolinguistic phenomenon.

According to Aikhenvald 2002:13, circumstances involving “one-to-one
language contact with diglossia may lead to a considerable influx of
loanwords” from the language that is socially or politically dominant. On
the other hand, situations where there aren’t any power differentials during
language contact typically lead to “mutual adjustment of structure”. This
theoretical framework provides insightful information about the type and
degree of language borrowing in many contexts.

The diglossic link is especially important in the context of Persian-Kashmiri
language interaction. Persian was the language of the state and was used
primarily by the privileged strata of society. It was the principal language of
court, government, and poetry. The lexical borrowing and phonological
adaptation patterns were significantly impacted by this linguistic
stratification.

One significant feature of this diglossic environment is the establishment of
two distinct pronunciation patterns for borrowed words. Proficient in
Persian and/or Urdu, the upper classes of society have mostly preserved
the original pronunciation of borrowed phrases, especially in formal
settings.
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In contrast, the general populace has adopted nativized pronunciations,
especially in informal settings. This phonological divergence not only
reflects the sociolinguistic stratification of the speech community but also
provides a fascinating case study of the processes of linguistic adaptation
and nativization.

Dual pronunciation patterns present a rich field for sociolinguistic research,
with the ability to clarify the intricate relationships between language
ideology, social status, and linguistic practice. It emphasizes how diverse
language contact outcomes may be, with borrowed pieces undergoing
varying integration processes based on usage settings and sociocultural
factors. Thus, the Persian-Kashmiri case illustrates how diglossic
circumstances, influenced by social, political, and cultural forces, can
result in complex patterns of language borrowing and adaptation. This
viewpoint improves our comprehension of the intricate dynamics present in
language contact scenarios, especially when there is a pronounced power
imbalance between the interacting linguistic communities.

2. Lexical Borrowing: Processes and Nativization Strategies

Lexical borrowing is a common occurrence in cross-linguistic interaction
that can take many different forms and occur in a variety of circumstances.
This process frequently requires intricate nativization mechanisms in the
target language, far from being a straightforward transference of lexical
elements. Given its substantial borrowings from Persian in a variety of
semantic areas, such as lexicons related to religion, administration, and
law, the Kashmiri language offers an excellent case study for researching
these nativization processes.

2.1. Nativization Strategies: Theoretical Framework and Mechanisms

The various approaches taken to nativize borrowed words highlight how
complex language adaptation is in contact situations. These procedures
help incorporate new terms more easily, but they may also cause pre-
existing lexical paradigms to change in response to language influences
from different cultures. As Haugen (1953:388) astutely observes, "every loan
is part importation and part substitution," highlighting the dual nature of
lexical borrowing as both an additive and transformative process.

2.1.1. Phonological Nativization

A key component of linguistic nativization is the phonological modification
of borrowed lexemes. Usually, this technique entails replacing foreign
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phonemes with the closest native equivalents. Hyman 1970 proposes a
model of phonological borrowing based on phonemic comparison, positing
that a language first finds the closest phonemes that encompass the
phonetic quality of the foreign sound, and then the foreign sound is
approximately phonemicized and subjected to the phonological constraints
of that phoneme’s members. Since they are accustomed to the phonotactic
restrictions of their language, native speakers quickly modify borrowed
words to fit these pre-established patterns. As part of this adaptation, the
borrowed lexeme may be inserted, deleted, or substituted to align with the
recipient’s syllable structure and phonological rules.

In the context of Persian loanwords in Kashmiri, several distinctive
nativization strategies are observable.

2.1.1.1. Vowels

There are a number of vowels that were nativized in Kashmiri, usually by an
alternate vowel or vowel insertion. Below are some examples of how Persian
vowels are nativized in Kashmiri.

2.1.1.1.1. Vowel alternations

The close-back rounded vowel u is replaced by the open-mid back rounded
vowel o: As indicated in the examples in (1) below:
(1) u>>»

gulab > golab ‘rose’,

ruxsar > rkhsar ‘cheeks’,

ruxsat > mkhsat leave/discharge’.
In the above examples, the velar fricative xis replaced by the velar stop kh.
This change will be discussed in the consonant change below.
The open central unrounded vowel a is replaced by the mid-central vowel 5
(schwa but only when the following consonant is followed by the close front
unrounded vowel i as indicated by examples in (2):
(2) a>s

tajir > t5jir ‘trader’,

jari > jari ‘running/ongoing’,

bazi > bszi ‘play’,

yaliban > gsliban ‘probably’.
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Comparing the borrowed word tab ‘fortitude/resistance’, which does not
change to &b, its vowel remains the same. Also, in the word gulab Tose,’
which changes to golab only the vowel in the first syllable changes. The
open central unrounded vowel a remains unchanged since the following
consonant b is not followed by the vowel i. However, when the same noun
gulab is changed into the adjective gulabi Tosy’, its nativized form golab
changes into go5bi, the vowel a changes toJ, because the final consonant is
followed by the vowel i.

Kashmiri does not allow vowels i, e, and u in the initial position, so
borrowings that start with these vowels are usually replaced. For example,
when the close front unrounded vowel i is in the initial position, it is
replaced by the voiced palatal semivowel y, as indicated by examples in (3):
B) i>y

insaf > yinsalf ~ insaf justice’,

istegbaal > yistekball ~ istekbal ‘welcome’,

imkan > yimkan ~imkan ‘possibility’.
Scholarly investigation is warranted due to the complex phenomenon of
lexical borrowing between Kashmiri and Persian in the sociolinguistic
context. The appearance of two distinct pronunciation patterns for
borrowed lexemes is a prominent aspect of this linguistic situation. In
phonological realization, this duality appears as a socially stratified
dichotomy. The vast majority use nativized pronunciations, which have
been phonologically adjusted to conform to Kashmiri phonotactic
restrictions. Conversely, the upper classes of society, especially those who
speak Persian and/or Urdu fluently, tend to retain pronunciations that are
closer to the original Persian forms. This split in pronunciation reveals
deeper sociolinguistic dynamics rather than being just a result of linguistic
variety. The preservation of more "authentic" Persian pronunciations among
the elite echelons of society can be interpreted through the lens of language
ideology and prestige. Maintaining these pronunciations, particularly in
formal settings, probably acts as a sociolinguistic marker, possibly
indicating cultural sophistication, social standing, or education.

This tendency is consistent with more comprehensive theories of language
ideology and sociolinguistic prestige. The elite pronunciation may have overt
prestige in the speech community because of its ties to speakers of the
historically dominant language. On the other hand, the nativized forms are
more frequently linked to informal settings and the general public, while
potentially carrying covert prestige as markers of local identity.

This scenario offers an intriguing case study on the relationship between
linguistic ideology, social stratification, and language contact. It emphasizes
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how intricately historical power relations, social standing, and phonological
adaptation interact when there is a lot of lexical borrowing.

2.1.1.1.2. Vowel insertions

Instances of vowel insertions are also observed. For example, a vowel i
is added to break consonant clusters, as indicated by examples in (4):

(4) darj > darij ‘record’,
sabr > sabir ‘patience’,
garm > garim ‘hot’.

2.1.1.2. Consonants

Consonants were mostly nativized by substituting them with native
equivalents and deletion. Given are some of the examples of consonantal
changes.

2.1.1.2.1. Consonantal Changes

The process of nativizing Persian loanwords into the Kashmiri language
entails the methodical replacement of foreign stops and fricatives with their
corresponding Kashmiri equivalents. This is what Hock 1991 refers to as a
"system-based pattern of substitution." This procedure exhibits a
dependable, consistent method for modifying foreign sounds while taking
into account the phonological restrictions of the target language. These
replacements adhere to observable patterns rather than being random,
preserving Kashmiri's phonological integrity while adding new vocabulary.
This methodical adaptation advances our knowledge of general principles
in language borrowing and phonological change and offers insightful
information about the phonological linkages between Persian and Kashmiri.
For instance, Kashmiri adopts different stops and fricatives from Persian:

stops ?— 9
q— k

fricatives X — kh
y— g
f— ph
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The Persian glottal stop ? in the initial position changes to the mid-central
vowel 2, as indicated by examples in (5):

(5) 2>

Pitir > otir ‘scent/perfume’,
?i8q > 2sik love’,
2ilm > alim knowledge’.

Uvular stop g changes to velar stop k, as indicated by examples in (6):
6) g>k

gad > kad ‘height’,
qarar > karar ‘rest’,
yaqgin > yakin belief’.

The voiceless velar fricative x is replaced by the velar stop kh as indicated by
examples in (7):

(7) x> kh
xarab > kharab ‘bad’,
xam > kham ‘raw’,
x08 > kho$ ‘happy’,
xas > khas ‘special’.

The voiced velar fricative y changes to the voiced velar stop g, as indicated
by examples in (8):
@ yv>g

yaliban > gdliban ‘probably’,
yaflat > gaflat ‘heedlessness’

The labiodental fricative fchanges to the voiced bilabial stop ph as indicated
by examples in (9):

(9) f>ph

fasad > phasad ~ fasad ‘corruption’,
fan > phan ~ fan ‘abuse/curse’,

fida > phida ~ fida ‘sacrifice,’

farzi > pharzi~ farzi fake /false’

Koul and Kashi (1997: 295) observe a noteworthy phonological phenomenon
in Kashmiri: the presence of a non-native sound, presumably [f], primarily

in loanwords. This sound exhibits considerable variability in its realization,
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alternating with the aspirated bilabial stop [p" in many speakers'
pronunciations. Furthermore, in formal or affected speech, it freely varies
with [f]. This pattern of phonological adaptation and variation illustrates the
complex interplay between native phonemic inventories and borrowed
sounds. It emphasizes how phonological integration is dynamic in language
contact scenarios, preserving the phonology of the source language while
also adjusting it to the phonological system of the target language. This
phenomenon offers significant fresh insights into the sociolinguistic
variables affecting phoneme realization in borrowed lexemes as well as the
processes of phonological nativization.

2.1.1.2.2. Consonantal Deletions

There are several borrowed words that undergo cluster reduction through
deletions at various positions. For example, the dental unaspirated stop tis
lost when it is preceded by alveolar fricative s or palatal §, as indicated by
examples in (10):

(10) dast>das ‘hand’,
abgost > abgos ‘meat cuisine’,
Sikast > Sikas ‘defeat’.

2.1.2. Morphological Nativization

The morphological nativization of Persian loanwords in Kashmiri presents
a compelling case of linguistic integration, manifesting in both inflectional
and derivational processes. This phenomenon demonstrates the
adaptability of borrowed lexemes to the grammatical structure of the
recipient language.

2.1.2.1. Inflectional Nativization

Inflectional nativization is particularly noteworthy, as Persian loanwords
readily adopt Kashmiri inflectional morphology. Koul (1977) provides
illuminating examples of this process. The loanword batuk ‘duck’ (from
Persian batax) exemplifies this adaptation, undergoing pluralization (batuk
M.Sg ‘duck’ > batak M.PL ‘ducks’; bati¢c F.Sg > bati¢ci F.PL) and gender
marking (batuk M, bati¢ F) in accordance with Kashmiri morphological
patterns. This pattern mirrors that of native Kashmiri words, as evidenced
by the comparable inflection of gagur ‘rat’. Moreover, Persian stems
demonstrate compatibility with Kashmiri case marking systems. The dative
case marker -as attaches to both borrowed and native stems (e.g., batk-as
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‘to the duck’, gagar-as ‘to the rat’), illustrating the seamless integration of
loanwords into Kashmiri’s case system.

Koul (1977) further elucidates this phenomenon, noting that the locative
case marker -an readily affixes to Persian stems (sahar ‘morning’ > sahran
‘in the morning’). Additionally, the feminine dative marker -i exhibit
productivity in deriving adjectives from Persian nouns (kitab ‘book’ > kitabi
‘bookish’). This morphological integration aligns with broader patterns
documented in Ashok K. Koul’s (2008) comprehensive survey of Kashmiri
lexical borrowings, though the present analysis extends beyond mere
documentation to examine underlying nativization mechanisms.

This comprehensive morphological integration of Persian loanwords into
Kashmiri’s inflectional system underscores the language's capacity to
assimilate foreign lexical items fully into its grammatical structure. It
provides valuable insights into the mechanisms of linguistic borrowing and
the adaptability of grammatical systems in language contact situations.

2.1.2.2. Derivational Nativization

There are not many examples of native Kashmiri prefixes attaching to a
Persian stem because there are not many prefixes in Kashmiri itself,
however, suffixes are common. The derivational suffix -lad, a
nominalizer, has been extended from Kashmiri words like phakhlad.
Below are some examples:

(11) Persian stem + Kashmiri suffix

Persian Gloss Nativized Derived form Gloss
stem form
Sikast failure Sikas Sikaslad someone who

is destitute

sil tuberculosis sili sililad someone with
tuberculosis
xasar loss/damage XxXasari xasarilad something that

is damaged

The morphological integration of Persian elements, while extensive,
represents only one dimension of lexical adaptation. Equally significant are
the semantic modifications that occur during the borrowing process. The
phonological and morphological integration of Persian elements, while
extensive, represents only one dimension of lexical adaptation. Equally
significant are the semantic modifications that occur during the borrowing
process.
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2.2 Semantic Change in Lexical Borrowings

A plethora of words that were borrowed with no change in meaning, ranging
from fruits like gilas ‘cherry’ and’, hendevane ‘watermelon’to body parts like
rag ‘blood vessel’, ran ‘thigh’, and’, Soos lung’to proper nouns like ‘dilshad’,
‘feroz’, ‘shams’, and ‘aftab’. Besides phonological and morphological
nativization, many borrowed words underwent semantic changes as well. In
some cases, the meanings of borrowed words were extended to additional
domains, like the Persian word dur which means ‘pearl’ or ‘pearl earrings’,
extended to mean ‘any kind of earring’ in Kashmiri duur. Some words
underwent specialization, i.e., the meaning that erstwhile covered a large
sense becomes narrow. For example, the Persian word bang means ‘a loud
cry’, however, in Kashmiri, it is only used for ‘the cry of a rooster’ or ‘the call
to prayer of a muezzin’ (person who gives the call to prayer at a mosque).
There have been numerous instances in Kashmiri poetry where Iranian
lexical items have been used, mostly in the form of metaphors. Persian
metaphors like sarv, literally the name of a cypress tree, is used to praise
the height of someone; durdan pearl’ for teeth, sarv-e ravan walking
cypress’ for praising gait, and tir-e misgan ‘arrows of eyelashes’ for praising
eyelashes. The last two are structurally new and different given the
Kashmiri structure. There is a profusion of such Persian phrases in
Kashmiri that were transported and used as frozen phrases. Due to
structural constraints, they were not extended to native Kashmiri words,
which will be discussed in the following section.

3. Structural Borrowing and Innovations

The phonological, morphological, and syntactic systems of the receiving
language can all be strongly impacted by the phenomena of structural
borrowing in language contact situations. Although there has been
significant phonological nativization of Persian lexical borrowings into
Kashmiri, the process has not been consistent throughout the speech
community. Alternative pronunciations continue to exist, especially among
the upper classes of society, as demonstrated by earlier examples, most
notably (3) and (9). The intricate sociolinguistic dynamics at work in the
context of contact between Persian and Kashmiri are reflected in this
linguistic stratification. In-depth analyses of the ways in which this
linguistic interaction has shaped the morphological and syntactic
structures of Kashmiri will be presented in the following sections, offering
insights into the wider consequences of language contact on structural
linguistic aspects.

62



JOURNAL OF IRANIAN LINGUISTICS
VOLUME 2 | ISSUE 1

3.1 Morphological Borrowings

One important component of structural borrowing in this language contact
scenario is the integration of Persian derivational morphology into
Kashmiri. The morphological system of Kashmiri has easily absorbed
Persian derivational affixes, although inflectional morphemes usually do
not transfer across languages. Interestingly, these borrowed affixes have
proven to be remarkably productive, combining readily with native Kashmiri
stems and going beyond their initial domain of Persian loanwords. The
creation of new vocabulary forms has been made possible by this process,
increasing the Kashmiri language's expressive potential in formerly
unattainable ways. The phenomenon illustrates the dynamic nature of
linguistic borrowing, where structural elements can be abstracted from
their source and generalized within the recipient language's grammatical
system. The following examples showcase the application of Persian
derivational prefixes and suffixes to Kashmiri words, highlighting the
creative linguistic innovations arising from this cross-linguistic influence.

1. Prefixation

(12) The prefix bi- ‘without’ is extended to native Kashmiri stems, mostly
nouns and adjectives, generating words like:

Prefix (Persian) + stem (Kashmiri)

bi- + X
Kashmiri stem Gloss (stem) Derived form Gloss (derived form)
§ab etiquette be-stb without etiquette,
uncouth
dool shape be-dool without shape
zZuv life be-zuv without life

The bi- prefix (meaning ‘without’) is extended to native stems but was
originally borrowed from Persian into Kashmiri, as indicated by words like
bigarar ‘restless’ and biadab ‘mannerless’. However, it is important to note
here that the bi- prefix is itself phonologically nativized in Kashmiri,
changing the close-front unrounded vowel /i/ to the close-mid front
unrounded vowel /e/. Many Kashmiri stems readily attach to the bi- prefix,
which is the most productive. It is primarily an adjective-forming morpheme
that attaches to nouns or adjectives.

2. Suffixation
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Many suffixes are borrowed from Persian and are used with Kashmiri stems.
For example, the suffix -dar (to hold, to bear) is very productive, and like
other derivational affixes, it was also imported with Persian words like
maldar ‘wealthy’, tabardar ‘axe bearer’, dokandar ‘shopkeeper’, etc. The
suffix dar is extended and is used as a nominalizer with native Kashmiri
stems, mostly nouns and adjectives as illustrated in example (13):

(13) Kashmiri stem + Persian suffix:

[X] = (Kashmiri stem) + [-dar] — derived forms

Kashmiri Derived Gloss

stems forms

gas gasdar something that bears
light

x] = &al +  [-dar] galdar someone who owns a

grocery store

lag lagdar something useful

3.3 Syntax

The syntactic borrowing from Persian into Kashmiri presents a compelling
case of structural influence in language contact. Kashmiri typically follows
a head-final structure in noun phrases, with determiners and modifiers
preceding the noun and possessor pronouns in phrase-initial position. In
Persian, on the other hand, possessor pronouns come last in phrases.
Despite these basic structural distinctions, several Persian phrases that
deviate greatly from Kashmiri's natural syntactic patterns have been
included. This phenomenon challenges beliefs on the immutability of
fundamental syntactic features by illuminating the possibility of deep
structural borrowing under conditions of intense language contact. These
Persian-style sentences have been successfully incorporated into Kashmiri,
providing important new insights into the adaptability of syntactic systems
and the formation of hybrid grammatical structures in multilingual settings.
As an illustration,
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(14) Kashmiri-

NP = [[DET (Possessor Pronoun)] + [Head Noun]|

K: meén kitab
my.F.SG book (N)
‘my book’
K: m’on bkdi
my.M.SG boy (N)
‘my boy’

(15) Persian-

NP = [[Head Noun-GEN] + [ DET (Possessor Pronoun)]]

Pers: kitab-e man
book- EZ my.SG
‘my book’

Pers: pisar-e man
son-EZ my.SG
‘my son’

In Kashmiri, the noun kitab book’ comes after the determiner mén 'my';
however, in Persian, the noun kitab comes before the determiner man.
Similarly, when adjectives act as modifiers:

(16) Kashmiri-

NP = [[DET (Adjective)] + [Head Noun]]

K: jan kitab
good (Adj) book(N)
‘good book’
K: asl bkdi
good (Adj) boy(N)
‘good boy’

65



JOURNAL OF IRANIAN LINGUISTICS
VOLUME 2 | ISSUE 1

(17) Persian-

NP = [[Head Noun-GEN] + [ DET (Adjective)]]

Pers: kitab-e xub
book-EZ good (Adj)
‘good book’

Pers: pisar-e man
boy-EZ my.SG
‘my boy’

The syntactic divergence between Kashmiri and Persian is further
exemplified in adjectival modification structures. In Kashmiri, adjectives
precede the nouns they modify, as in jan kitab ‘good book’. Conversely,
Persian employs a post-nominal adjectival placement, exemplified by
kitab-e xtib ‘good book’.

Persian syntax is characterized by the ezafe construction, which is denoted
by the connecting element (-e). This form expresses possession and modifies
the adjectival function, among other grammatical functions. Similar in
function to a genitive case marker, the ezafe establishes a structural
paradigm that is substantially different from the original syntax of
Kashmiri.

One significant example of syntactic borrowing is the incorporation of
Persian words wusing the ezafe construction into Kashmiri. The
incorporation of Persian ezafe constructions into Kashmiri represents a
form of lexicalized borrowing rather than productive syntactic innovation.
These Persian-derived phrases appear to function primarily as fixed literary
expressions, preserved in their original structural form without extending
to broader syntactic productivity in Kashmiri. Even when comparable native
Kashmiri structures already exist, they are nonetheless adopted, even
though they are now mostly obsolete.

Examples (20-22) illustrate this phenomenon, juxtaposing borrowed
Persian constructions with their native Kashmiri counterparts. The fact
that these borrowed structures continue to exist while their native
counterparts are becoming obsolete highlights the significant influence of
Persian on Kashmiri grammar.

(18) Persian structural borrowing:

xun -e jigar
blood (N) -EZ liver (N) [NP]
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‘blood of liver’
Native Kashmiri form:
jigar -uk khiin

liver(N) [NP]-GEN  blood (N)
‘blood of liver’

(19) Pers: casm -e tar
eye(N) EZ wet (Adj)[NP]
'wet eye’

K: tar casm

wet (Adj)[NP] eye(N)
‘wet eye’

(20) Pers: ab -e hayat
water (N) EZ life [NP]

‘water of life/life force’

K: hayat -uk ab
life (N) [NP] EZ water (N)

‘water of life/life force’

The phenomenon of syntactic divergence between native Kashmiri
structures and borrowed Persian phrases is noteworthy in this context of
language contact. Even though the Kashmiri forms shown in (20)—(22) are
grammatically correct, these native structures are now largely obsolete. On
the other hand, Persian-derived structures are increasingly prevalent in
formal writing, such as poetry and prose, as well as informal speech.

The key structural difference lies in the position of the head noun. In the
borrowed Persian phrases, the head noun occupies the phrase-initial
position, followed by its modifier. This arrangement contrasts sharply with
the native Kashmiri syntax, where the head noun is phrase- final, preceded
by its modifier.

These borrowed phrases frequently possess metaphorical meanings, as
demonstrated by xiin-e figar (literally ‘blood of liver’), which is used to convey
apprehension. This metaphorical use extends to sentential constructions,
such as me gav xtin-e jigar ‘1 am anxious/worried’.
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It is important to note that even though these Persian grammatical
constructs have been extensively appropriated, their impact is limited to
particular phrases. The structural pattern has not been expanded to
become an efficient feature in Kashmiri syntax. Instead of a more extensive
syntactic shift, this restricted borrowing points to a type of lexicalized
syntactic borrowing.

It is noteworthy that a number of the lexical components of these phrases,
such as xin ‘blood’, jigar ‘liver’, casm ‘eye’, ab ‘water’, and hayat ‘life’, have
also been independently borrowed and nativized in Kashmiri. This dual
process reveals that while individual Persian lexemes undergo full
nativization, ezafe constructions remain as frozen literary expressions,
suggesting that structural borrowing in Persian-Kashmiri contact is
lexically constrained rather than syntactically productive.

4. Discussion and Conclusion

The analysis of Persian-Kashmiri linguistic contact reveals a complex
interplay of borrowing phenomena, demonstrating the multifaceted
nature of lexical and structural adaptations. Empirical data indicate
substantial phonological modifications in borrowed lexemes, encompassing
processes of substitution, insertion, and deletion. The Kashmiri aspiration
rule, exemplified in (11), where the dental unaspirated stop /t/ is elided in
word-final position but retained medially, illustrates language-specific
phonological constraints governing loanword integration.

A notable phonological tendency in Kashmiri involves the aspiration of
word-final unaspirated consonants in loanwords, a phenomenon observed
across Hindi-Urdu and Persian borrowings. In Kashmiri all consonants can
occur in word-final position; however, Koul and Kashi (1997:298) point out
that “as a general rule unaspirated word-final consonants are not tolerated.
This seems to hold in many Hindi-Urdu, as well as Persian-borrowed words,
as final deaspirates from these languages are aspirated in Kashmiri.” This
is evidenced by transformations such as /t/ > /th/ (e.g., jannat > jannath
'paradise’) and /k/ > /kh/ (e.g., paak > paakh). As observed in section
(2.1.1.2.1), the substitution of Persian-borrowed foreign stops and fricatives
by perceived Kashmiri equivalents follows what Hock (1991) calls the
system-based pattern of substitution common in borrowings. As illustrated
in section (2.1.2), morphological nativization of Persian lexical borrowings
at both inflectional and derivational levels is very productive and faces no
major constraints.

Kashmiri remained resistant to structural borrowings of phrases but has
freely borrowed derivational morphemes. A lot of borrowing results in
inventions or the creation of new words that combine materials from the
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source language and the receiving language. The borrowings from Persian
also had an impact on Kashmiri morphology, particularly on the
derivational morphology. Several derivational affixes were imported along
with Persian words, and several of them were extended and used with native
stems. As noted by Winford (2003: 62), “Speakers do not have access to a
list or a complete inventory of morphemes from which they can select. For
instance, when Middle English speakers borrowed derivational
morphemes like -tion, -able, etc., from French, it certainly wasn’t because
they isolated them in relevant French words and imported them
independently of the stem to which they were attached. Nearly all the
borrowed affixes were introduced with loanwords and were soon extended
to native stems.” Similarly, Persian morphemes used in Kashmiri were first
imported with relevant Persian words and then used with native Kashmiri
stems. It has been found that most nativization has been through analogical
change: morphemes or stems have been changed to represent another item
on the basis of analogy or apparent similarity. Talking of morphology, there
is a general agreement among scholars that inflectional morphemes are
notoriously difficult to borrow. According to Winford (2003:62), “...
morphological adaptation can be more difficult, especially if the recipient
language has complex rules involving case, number, and gender.” To
illustrate, an example can be cited here: the pluralizing suffix in Persian is
-ha, used as bace ‘kid’ > baceha %kids. The same pluralizing form is
sometimes used in Kashmiri stems but is not very productive because
Kashmiri masculine plurals are formed by palatalization and/or vowel
change, e.g., kot ‘boy’ — kot ‘boys’. Feminine plurals are typically formed by
adding the suffix -i/+ with a vowel and consonantal changes, e.g., nar
‘arm’— nari ‘arms’. From the perspective of morphology, it is clear that
derivational morphemes are more likely to be borrowed than inflectional
ones.

Structural borrowing through syntax faces constraints due to the difference
in the word order of the two languages. As illustrated in section (3.3), the
Persian head noun is the initial phrase, and the modifier follows it. In
Kashmiri, however, the head noun is phrase final, and the modifier comes
before the noun.

As discussed above, borrowing due to contact encompasses not just the
direct transfer of words but a range of other factors leading to
innovations in the receiving language. From the discussion above it is
evident that Persian had a profound effect on the Kashmiri language.
Various Persian loans were used with little to no linguistic change, whereas
others were nativized so much that they became indistinguishable from
their Kashmiri counterparts. Kashmiri follows the same rules of borrowing
and nativization in terms of phonology and morphology. However, it can be
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said that due to the level of contact between the two languages and, more
importantly, due to the grammatical particle ezafe found in the Persian
language, structural borrowing faces constraints. Moreover, it is important
to mention here that according to Musyken (1981), adjectives rank next to
nouns on the borrowing scale. However, due to the ezafe construction in
Persian, the borrowing of adjectives faces a challenge. Due to this, far fewer
base adjectives have been borrowed from Persian than derived adjectives.
The integration of borrowings led to changes at different levels, such as
phonological adjustments in the pronunciation of the new items,
morphological adjustments, and syntax. According to Winford (2010: 50),
“the various types of integration demonstrate that so-called “borrowing”
involves complex patterns of lexical change that create new lexical entries
or modify existing ones in response to culture contact.” It is observed here
that the degree of structural and lexical borrowing does not always
correlate. In cases of language maintenance, lexical borrowing serves as a
vehicle for structural innovations in the receiving language, especially in
derivational morphology. However, the recipient language remains highly
resistant to foreign structural interference. This study’s original
contribution lies in its systematic documentation of nativization strategies
across multiple linguistic levels, revealing that while Kashmiri readily
adapts Persian morphological elements and syntactic borrowings remains
constrained to lexicalized phrases. These findings build upon and extend
the foundational documentation provided by Ashok K. Koul (2008) and the
analytical frameworks established in earlier studies (Koul 1986, 2005,
2012), while offering new theoretical insights into the selectivity of
borrowing processes and the constraints governing structural adaptation.
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Introduction

The study of certain languages, particularly their history, has always greatly
benefited from, and continues to rely on, the material of the Armenian
language and its dialects, studied from both synchronic and diachronic
perspectives, as well as the literature in Armenian script created in or
translated into these languages. The multilingual literature written in
Armenian script, dating back to the 14th century and continuing thereafter
(Kirakosyan 2020a: 60; Stepanyan 2023b: 31-43), encompass materials not
only in the languages of peoples who lived alongside and interacted with
Armenians in the Armenian Highland and its vicinity but also in the
languages of other peoples with whom Armenians came into contact beyond
the historical borders of their homeland. Therefore, among the languages,
written in Armenian alphabet are not only Persian (Kirakosyan 2017; 2020a),
Kurdish (Jndi 1962; Stepanyan 2007: 218-219; Yeranyan 2024), Georgian
(Acharean 1941: 5; Stepanyan 2007: 223; Kirakosyan 2018: 47), Udi
(Schulze 2005; 2016a; Maisak 2019), Greek, Syriac, (Stepanyan 2007: 223;
Kirakosyan 2018: 47, Papazyan 1964: 216), Arabic (Papazyan 1964: 223),
Turkish (Stepanyan 2023a; Stepanyan 2023b), Kipchak and Tatar
(Stepanyan 2007; 2023a: 11-12; 2023b: 13-14), but also Polish (Grigoryan &
Pisowicz 1964), Russian,? French,3 etc.* Of these, the Kipchak materials
preserved in Armenian script are the most extensive and have been the
subject of continuous study for over 125 years by both Armenian (Alishan
1896; Stepanyan 2005; 2023a; 2023b;) and predominantly foreign
researchers.

2 See, e.g., Ms. 5954 preserved in the Matenadaran (Catalogue of Manuscripts of the
Mesrop Mashtots Matenadaran 2, ed. Khachikyan & Mnatsakanyan 1970: 219-220),
a manuscript copied in the last quarter of the 18th century and containing Russian
folk songs written in the Armenian alphabet (Ms. 5954, fols. 53a-54b). I am grateful
to Dr. Hasmik Kirakosyan for drawing my attention to this manuscript and for
providing information on the relevant folios.

3 See Ms. 5954, fol. 55b (Catalogue of Manuscripts of the Mesrop Mashtots
Matenadaran 2, ed. Khachikyan & Mnatsakanyan 1970: 219-220).

4 The Matenadaran preserves 425 non-Armenian manuscripts, all written in the
Armenian script. These include 422 manuscripts in Armeno-Turkish (i.e., Turkish
written in the Armenian script), 2 in Armeno-Persian (i.e., Persian written in the
Armenian script), and 1 complete manuscript in Armeno-Kipchak, along with
fragments preserved in 9 Armenian manuscripts. Armeno-Kurdish fragments are
preserved in 6 Armenian manuscripts. Numerous religious and literary passages,
as well as glossaries in the aforementioned languages, appear in Armenian-script
form within Armenian manuscripts. Additionally, passages written in Arabic,
Georgian, Greek, Russian, Polish, and French using the Armenian script are also
found in Armenian manuscripts (data provided by Dr. Hasmik Kirakosyan, personal
communication, June 2025).
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Within this context, the attention of scholars studying Western Iranian
languages has primarily centered on two languages: Persian (Papazyan 1964,
Kirakosyan 2017, 2018, 2020a, 2020b, Kirakosian 2020; Rzepka 2006) and
Kurdish (Jndi 1962; Stepanyan 2007: 218-219; Yeranyan 2024), the text
corpora of both of which contain materials in Armenian script.

To these two, Dimli (Zazaki) can also be added, as separate words and
expressions from this language appear in Dersim published by Andranik in
1900.

Another Iranian language that deserves attention in this regard is
Caucasian Persian (Tati), whose text corpus includes several fragments in
Armenian script, all published during the last quarter of the 19th century.
Among these, the Lord’s Prayer, translated from Armenian into Caucasian
Persian by Mkrtich Antonean-Dadayeanc’ and published by Archbishop
Mesrowb Smbateanc’ in 1896, stands out as a notable example (Smbateanc'
1896). This article provides a detailed examination of this text and a general
overview of other Caucasian Persian fragments in Armenian script.

On the other hand, this contributes a new specimen to the corpus of
Persian translations of the Lord’s Prayer, a subject extensively treated by
Rzepka in a valuable article (Rzepka 2006) that gathers and examines ten
versions of the prayer in Middle and New Persian, attested between the 9th
and 20th centuries. Chronologically, two of these translations date to the
19th century (Rzepka 2006: 101-102) and thus correspond to the period in
which the version discussed in this article was rendered. However, from the
perspective of the study of the history of Caucasian Persian, and in
comparison, with the translation by Smbateanc’, even greater value lies in
the translation (Rzepka 2006: 100) drawn from Papazyan’s publication: a
15th-century translation preserved on fol. 145a of Ms. 7117 at the
Matenadaran.

There is yet another reason to revisit this topic, which deserves mention
here: it concerns the renewed source-critical assessment of the book by
Smbateanc® (1896) in the context of studying the history of endangered
minority languages spoken in the territory of Azerbaijan. Although some
parts of the mentiond book, particularly the Udi version of the Lord’s Prayer
translated from Armenian, have drawn the attention of scholars specializing
in Caucasian Albanian and its Udi descendant (Schulze 2005; 2016a; Maisak
2019), it has, to date, remained largely overlooked by researchers working on
Iranian languages, including Caucasian Persian (Tati). In this context, the
publication of the Caucasian Persian translation of the Lord’s Prayer
included in the mentioned book of Smbateanc’ may prove significant in
drawing scholarly attention to 19th-century samples of non-Persian Iranian
languages written in the Armenian script.
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And finally, this study also sets forth certain objectives within the context
of the dialectology of Caucasian Persian (Tati). Specifically, although
considerable work has already been carried out in the field of Caucasian
Persian dialectology 5 and studies dedicated to individual dialects are
currently available (see, e.g., Miller 1907; Grjunberg 1963; Haciyev 1971;
K'vac’aze 1988; Huseynova 2002; Mammadov 2018; Suleymanov 2020a),
there still remain understudied dialects, among which is the so-called
Armeno-Tat dialect. This article represents an attempt to initiate a series of
studies aimed at filling this gap, studies through which both recorded but
unpublished texts and valuable previously printed texts that have escaped
scholarly attention will be made accessible. One such text is the Lord’s Prayer
presented in this article.

Preliminaries on Armeno-Tats and their language

In academic literature, the term Armeno-Tats (Russ. apmsHo-mamul
[armjano-taty], Arm. Auy—pwpelp [hay-t'at'er]) has traditionally been used to
refer to Armenians (see, e.g., Miller 1929: 13-17; Qalt’ax¢’yan 1970a; 1970b;
1970c; Chirikba 2015: 147) who lived in the territory of Azerbaijan during
the 18th to 20th centuries.® Up until the outbreak of the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict, specifically, as late as 1988, Tati-speaking Armenians still lived in
at least two villages: Madrasa in the Shamakhi district and Kilvar in the
Shabran (formerly Davachi) district. Although by 1988 the area of settlement
for Tati-speaking Armenians had significantly contracted, historically they

5 A recent publication examines the history of scholarship on Caucasian Persian and
its dialects, providing a critical assessment of the field. It presents a chronological
and typological classification of the language data corpus and research produced
between 1853 and 2024 (Tonoyan & Voskanian 2024).

6 Among the terms used to refer to this group are Tat-speaking Armenians
(Suleymanov 2023: 267), i.e., pwpwjnu huykp [t'at’axos hayer] in Armenian
(Qalt’ax¢’yan 1957: 86), and mamossbiuHble apmsiHbl [tatojazyCnye armjany] in
Russian (Akopjan 2006), as well as Armenian Tats (Schulze 2016b: 425-448),
Armenian-Tats (Hakobian 2001) and Armenian Persians, i.e., huy-uyyupuplikp [hay-
parsikner] (Qalt’ax¢’yan 1995) in Armenian. In addition to the aforementioned
terms, there are also forms that emphasize local origin, such as Madrasa Armenians
and Kilvar Armenians (Suleymanov 2020a: 28), as well as those that highlight
religious affiliation, for instance Tat-speaking Christians (Schulze 2016b: 438). One
also encounters the formulation Tat-speaking Armenian Orthodox Christians
(Suleymanov 2023: 261), which encapsulates the group’s linguistic, ethnic, and
religious identities simultaneously. Regarding the attestations of this group’s
designation in 19th-century sources, Hakobian (2001: 125) notes four terms:
Armenian-Tats (Arm. huwj-puwphkp [hay-t'at'er]), Tat-Armenians (Arm. puwp-huykn
[t'at'-hayer]), Tat-speaking Armenians (Arm. pupwjinu huykp [t'at’axos hayer]), and
Tat-Gregorians (Arm. puye-jnruwynpswlumilbp [t'at’-lowsavore'akanner]. (2001: 125)
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maintained a much broader presence across the region stretching from
Upper Shirvan to Derbent.

For instance, in a work by Boris Miller, in a section devoted to the
Armeno-Tats (Miller 1929: 13-17), more than fifteen settlements across the
Upper Shirvan - Quba region are listed based on fieldwork and documentary
sources (Miller 1929: 13-15). Traces of Armenian material culture, such as
ruined churches, gravestones, and khachkars (Armenian cross-stones), have
been found in these settlements, whose inhabitants, according to testimonies
from neighboring villagers and written sources, were formerly Armeno-Tats
(Miller 1929: 13-15). In addition to these fifteen settlements, Miller names
over a dozen other villages that, while populated by Azerbaijanis in the 1920s,
contained remains of Armenian material culture and were believed to have
been formerly inhabited by Armenians. However, for these localities, Miller
does not provide any evidence suggesting that those Armenians had spoken
Tat (Miller 1929: 13-16).

The villages of Mountainous Shirvan and Quba that had previously been
inhabited by Armeno-Tats and Armenians were depopulated at the end of the
18th century—specifically after the 1796 military campaign to Eastern
Transcaucasia led by Russian General Zubov. Following the withdrawal of
his troops, the Armenian populations left these areas and resettled in various
parts of the North Caucasus (Miller 1929: 13-15; Qalt’ax¢’yan 1957: 86;
Akopjan 2006: 192-193), including Prikumsk, Kizlyar, Sarafan, Mozdok,
Majar, Anapa, Tuapse, and Astrakhan (Miller 1929: 14).7

As a result, by 1988, only two villages populated by Armeno-Tats
remained in Azerbaijan. However, amid the outbreak of the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict and the growing tension in Armenian—Azerbaijani relations,
the residents of the villages of Madrasa and Kilvar were also deported
between 1988 and 1990, along with Armenians living in other parts of
Azerbaijan (Baku, Sumgait, Ganja, Shamakhi, Shamkhor, etc.).

According to Arsen Hakobyan, based on notes taken during fieldwork
interviews with eyewitnesses of these events, the deportation of residents
from both villages took place at the end of 1988. However, the inhabitants of
Madrasa had attempted to initiate their relocation to Armenia as early as
February 1988, immediately after the events in Sumgait (Akopjan 2006: 204;
2006).

Most of the Madrasa Armenians moved to Russia, where they settled in
Prokhladny, located in the Kabardino-Balkar Republic, as well as to Armenia,
where they established the village of Dprevank in the Aragatsotn province

7 For detailed information on the demographic distribution and deportations of
Armenian-Tats from the early 18th to the late 19th centuries, see Hakobian 2001:
125-142.
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(Akopjan 2006: 204-206). The Armenians of Kilvar, on the other hand, moved
to Ukraine, particularly to Druzhkovka, and to the Russian Federation,
where they primarily settled in the town of Budyonnovsk, located in the North
Caucasus region (Akopjan 2006: 206).

Prior to the deportation that took place at the end of 1988, the
sociolinguistic situation in the two villages of Madrasa and Kilvar had
undergone significant changes over the course of at least the preceding
hundred years.

In the case of Madrasa, during the second half of the 19th century and
up until the early 20th century, the dominant and primary language spoken
by the local population was Tati (Hakobian 2002: 76-78). Armenian served
as the language of communication with neighboring Armenian villages,
though not all inhabitants of Madrasa were proficient in Armenian. Those
who did not know Armenian often attempted to communicate in Turkic, i.e.
Azerbaijani (Hakobian 2002: 76-78).

Over time, the situation gradually shifted in favor of Armenian, due on
the one hand to the establishment of an Armenian school in Madrasa in
1870-1872 (Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970c: 83; Hakobian 2002: 76), and on the other
hand to the dominant presence of Armenian in the surrounding linguistic
environment (Hakobian 2002: 79).

It is a documented fact that, according to written sources from the last
quarter of the 19th century, there were numerous individuals in Madrasa
who did not know a single word of Armenian (Hakobian 2002: 76), and even
into the 1930s and as late as the 1950s, there were elderly residents who
could not speak Armenian at all (Hakobian 2002: 78; Qalt‘ax¢'yan 1957: 86).

It is therefore not surprising that, according to Miller, during the 1926
Soviet census, the inhabitants of Madrasa declared “Farsi” as their mother
tongue and “Armenian” as their ethnicity (Miller 1929: 16).

Nevertheless, one of the most significant changes observed from the
1920s onward was the growing dominance of Armenian in Madrasa. From
that period, Armenian gradually came to dominate, while Tati became
confined to use as a home language, and even functioned as a secret
language in other linguistic environments (Miller 1929: 16; Qalt'ax¢‘yan
1957: 87).

Based on his observations from the 1950s and 1960s, Qalt'axc¢'yan
already noted that Tati was no longer spoken in public spaces, gatherings,
or community meetings in Madrasa. Its use had become confined to the
household, and not even in all households, mainly among members of the
older and middle generations (Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970c: 83).

Essentially, over the span of approximately one hundred years,
Caucasian Persian was almost entirely forgotten among the residents of
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Madrasa, gradually being replaced by Armenian. Observations we conducted
in Armenia during the 2010s revealed that only three to four individuals,
aged between 80 and 90, were capable of translating sentences from
Armenian into Caucasian Persian, and among them, only one could do so
fluently. The rest remembered only a few words and expressions, typically
those they had heard from their grandparents and, in some cases, their
parents.

The status of the Armenian language was different among the residents
of Kilvar. The Armenian school in the village, founded in 1875, operated
intermittently until the first half of the 1910s (Hakobian 2002: 72-74), and
during the Soviet period, likely continued until the mid-1950s (Qalt'ax¢'yan
1970c: 83).

In contrast to Madrasa, bilingualism among the residents of Kilvar
consisted of Caucasian Persian (Tati) as their mother tongue, and Azerbaijani
as a second language or as the language used for communication with
neighboring Azerbaijani-speaking villages (Hakobian 2002: 72-75).

Although several generations received instruction in Armenian thanks to
the Armenian school, the language did not take root. According to
Qalt‘ax¢‘yan, by the mid-1950s the Armenian school was closed entirely at
the request of the village population (Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970c: 83). As he reports,
the residents of Kilvar justified this decision by arguing that their children,
upon graduating from the Armenian school, could not find employment in
any institution, as all official correspondence in their region was conducted
in Azerbaijani (Qalt'ax¢‘yan 1970c: 83).

According to Qalt‘ax¢‘yan’s observations from the 1960s, by that time
the majority of Kilvar’s children were no longer able to speak Armenian,
although some of them could understand spoken Armenian to a certain
extent Qalt'ax¢yan 1970c: 83). During those years, Armenian was known
relatively well by members of the middle and older generations in Kilvar
Qalt‘ax¢‘yan 1970c: 83).

Consequently, due to the differing linguistic environments, the overall
sociolinguistic situation in these two villages developed in substantially
different ways. In Madrasa, the significant Armenian presence in Shamakhi
and the existence of neighboring Armenian-populated villages ultimately led
to the dominance of Armenian among its residents. In contrast, the weaker
or altogether absent Armenian presence in the Shabran region diminished
the role of Armenian among the people of Kilvar, contributing first to the
consolidation of Azerbaijani as a second language, and eventually to its
emergence as the dominant and primary language.

Remote fieldwork conducted by the author in the 2010s among Kilvar
Armenians who had settled in the Russian Federation and Ukraine revealed
that knowledge of Caucasian Persian within this community was in a
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considerably better state. It was relatively easy to find individuals in their
60s and 70s who were able to translate everyday conversations and folklore
texts from Azerbaijani and Russian into Caucasian Persian (Tati) without
difficulty.

The endoglottonyms used by the Armenian-Tats of these two villages also
differ. Among the residents of Madrasa, the terms Parseren, i.e. Parsi
(Efendyan 2004: 88-96) and zuhunmu, literally meaning “our language”
(Schulze 2016b: 446), are attested as endoglottonyms. In contrast, the Kilvar
Armenians consistently referred to the language as Tati in our interviews,
and never used the terms Parseren or Farsi.

Although the languages of these two villages are often treated in scholarly
literature as a single dialectal variety and collectively referred to as “Christian
Tati”, in reality they belong to distinct subgroups of Caucasian Persian,
distinguished by phonological, grammatical, and lexical features. The variety
spoken in Madrasa falls within the Shamakhi dialect group (Tonoyan 2015:
21-22; 192-193), whereas the Kilvar variety belongs to the Quba dialect
group (Tonoyan 2015: 19-20; 191-192).

The Madrasa variety of Caucasian Persian (Tati): research overview and
corpus

In the broader context of both Iranian dialectology and the study of
Caucasian Persian dialects, the Madrasa variety remains one of the least
studied. The only relatively extensive research devoted to it is the still-
unpublished dissertation by Qalt'ax¢‘yan, defended in Yerevan in 1970
(Qalt'ax¢yan 1970a). This dissertation is particularly valuable for its
fieldwork-based textual and lexical data, which will be discussed in more
detail below, in the context of the corpus description.

In terms of published studies as well, there is little to present regarding
this dialect variety. Only two articles written in Armenian by Qalt‘ax¢‘yan are
available. The first offers a general overview of the dialect’s phonological,
morphological, and lexical features (Qalt‘ax¢'yan 1957), while the second,
written within the framework of contact linguistics, examines the influence
of Armenian on the Caucasian Persian (Tati) dialect variety spoken in
Madrasa® (Qalt'axc‘yan 1970Db). Apart from these, no dedicated studies have

8 A valuable study on the contact between Armenian and Caucasian Persian was
carried out by Vardan Voskanian, who examined Armenian loanwords that appear
not only in the Madrasa variety, but across all dialectal varieties of Caucasian
Persian (Voskanian 2016: 240-248). In that article, Voskanian demonstrated that
the contact between Armenian and Caucasian Persian occurred not only in specific
areas inhabited by Tati-speaking Armenians, such as Madrasa, Kilvar, and formerly
also Khachmasn, but throughout the broader region of historical Shirvan, that is, a
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focused specifically on the Madrasa dialect.? Nevertheless, some works have
drawn on material from Madrasa to a limited extent, and certain features of
this dialectal variety have been examined in the context of comparative
analyses (see, e.g., Haciyev 1995: 115-121; Tonoyan 2018; Suleymanov
2020b).

The corpus of Madrasa Tati, comprising textual materials and
glossaries (published and wunpublished) as well as audio recordings,
currently includes the following:

a single sentence written in Armenian script and published in Mshak in
1880 (Hakobian 2002: 77),

two short fairy tales (approx. 3 pages), published in 1894 by Lopatinskij
(1894: 25-32),

the Lord's Prayer in Armenian script (7 lines), translated from Armenian
and published by Smbateanc’ (1896: 547),

a short story about the construction of the Madrasa village church,
written in the Armenian script (24 lines with interlinear translation into
Armenian) and published by Smbateanc® (1896: 548-549),

a short folklore text published by B. Miller in his collection of Tati
materials (Miller 1945: 124-125),
15 texts (short folklore stories, fairy tales, and simple conversational

texts with Armenian translations), included in the appendix of Qalt 'ax¢‘yan’s
unpublished dissertation (Qalt'ax¢‘yan 1970a: 211-251).

a 22-page colloquial phrases, simple interrogative, affirmative, and
negative sentences with accompanying Armenian translations, also found
in the appendix of Qalt‘ax¢‘yan’s dissertation (Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970a: 252-274),

a 75-page glossary, included in the same appendix (Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970a:
275-350),

107 proverbs published by Haciyev (1995: 115-121),

a 60-page wordlist (approx. 1,800 words and expressions) compiled in
the village of Dprevank and preserved in prof. V. Voskanyan’s unpublished
field notebooks,

territory which, prior to its incorporation into the Russian Empire, roughly
corresponded to the domains of the Baku, Shamakhi, and Quba khanates.

9 Certain features of the Madrasa variety were also addressed by the author at ICIL-
8. The material from this presentation has not yet been published as a standalone
article; it is currently available only as a brief abstract in the abstract volume of the
ICIL-8 conference (Authier & Tonoyan 2018: 67-68).
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1 folklore text (3 pages), written in Yerevan and included in the appendix
of A. Tonoyan’s unpublished dissertation (Tonoyan 2015: 192-194),10

5 fairy tales (approx. 20 pages), written in Armenia (Dprevank,
Charentsavan, and Etchmiadzin), preserved in A. Tonoyan’s unpublished
field notebooks,

3 hours of audio recordings, made by V. Voskanyan in 2001,
2 hours of audio recordings, made by A. Tonoyan in 2015.

Caucasian Persian (Tati) Lord’s Prayer in Armenian Script (Smbateanc’
1896)

The prayer under examination was published in 1896 in the book by
Archbishop Mesrowb Smbateanc’, who headed the Shamakhi diocese of the
Mother See of Holy Etchmiadzin between 1887 and 1895. In his work
Description of the Saint Stephen Monastery in Salian and other monasteries,
pilgrimage sites, villages and towns of Shamakhi diocese, among other
materials, he included a short story about the construction of the church in
the village of Madrasa, written in the Armenian script (24 lines with
interlinear translation into Armenian) (Smbateanc’ 1896: 548-549), as well
as the Lord’s Prayer, both in the Tat language (Smbateants® 1896: 547). In
the book (Smbateanc'1896: 547), the record of the Lord’s Prayer appears in
Armenian script, written continuously in a single paragraph (see ill. 1).

In the section devoted to the village of Madrasa, Smbateanc’ begins with
a description of the village’s geographical location, historical background,
population, and principal occupations (pp. 546-550). This contextual
overview is followed by what may be considered a linguistic field note, in
which he writes: “In order to acquaint readers with the dialect of the people of
Madrasa, which consists of Persian-Hebrew!! words, I shall write the Lord’s
Prayer” (Smbateants‘ 1896: 547).

Following the Armenian-script version of the Lord’s Prayer, Smbateanc’
adds the following sentence: “I have also written a conversation, along with
its Armenian translation, which is as follows” (Smbateanc’ 1896: 547). The
entire page 548 and the first half of page 549 are occupied by this
conversation, which, as noted above, is a short story about the construction
of the church in Madrasa village, written in the Armenian script with an
interlinear Armenian translation (Smbateanc® 1896: 548-549).

10 This text forms part of an appendix in the dissertation, where the same folklore
text is presented in 13 different varieties of Caucasian Persian (for details, see
Tonoyan 2015: 175-193, also Tonoyan & Voskanian 2024: 204-205).

11 Suwpu <plbwlpuli puunkp [Fars Hréakan bafer] in Armenian original.
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Smbateanc’ concludes this valuable material on the Madrasa dialect with
the following statement: “The text presented here reflects the speech and
heartfelt sentiments of the people of Madrasa. It was written, along with the
Lord’s Prayer, by Mkrtich Antonean-Dadayeanc’, a clerk-teacher from
Madrasa, as a translation of the villagers’ feelings. After three years of
preparation with us in Shamakhi, he was appointed as a clerk-teacher in the
church.”

Dpwp dnctph phybolp, [Fbwdacy pwyp [(Foctw Uncd [Fp.
phil FEEa s gl BRSPS, 3h Falep b RN R
[dwSup pocmptibug. bocdiw pdoaivu Quppocg [@h phdach  pd.
ancg. pocpocfdmup plipy pdocvm qhwpm fpococigudbe, poc.
prefdwluwp Jwppwp pdoct Qupwpp frwfda. pocpocfdwSop wgem.
ep wywp. phwbf@acvp Pwhbw(d. pocppcfdwSwp ghoppeppl. -
'u‘ngpuqnp gacpoep, ugcl’ '&'_u P-'- '”l'l.'l" wd plin:

Nl. 1. The Lord’s Prayer in the book Smbateanc’ (1896: 547).

Al. The Lord’s Prayer in Armenian script, as published in the original
source (Smbateanc’ 1896: 547, see ill. 1)

«Phwip  Uniuph phgtiojh  phudniq puon pniliw unud PR
rhn ghwtwpnp poym fupwipp sh pwhwp  phqkohh  pnyni-
pwhwp pninpiubuy. unuwdiw  hudniiw hwppniq  ph Phuni hu-
nniq. poynipwhwp  phho hunttw ntwpn  junthmbnudbw. pni-
jnipwhwp dwphwp hunt hwpwpp wpw.  pmympwhwup wquin-
PR wswp. phwipniup owbiiwp. poynipwhuwp qhyniphl. Y-

pwynipwhwp  pmipnip. wqpd  phu pwpw  whipp. widhi»

A2. Transliteration of original in Armenian script

Pfiar mownk bigeoki t‘eamowz  baSe t‘'owna nowm t'.
biov jeanat‘e bowyow  xialt9 ¢i t‘ahar  bigeoki bowyow-
t‘ahar bowtiwneay. nowmna imowna harrowz tfi bimown im-
y

rowz bowyowt‘ahar béyi§ imowna geart xowhowndamna. bow-
yowt‘ahar mabiar imown harabs xata. bowyowt‘ahar azat-
k' ac‘ar. k‘iant‘owna jannat‘. bowyowtahar ziwyowrin. va-
bayowtahar Sowk‘owr. azem béla t‘aba axer. amin
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A3. Selective modification of certain Armenian letters and their transliteration
according to Iranological and Turkological systems, based on relevant phonetic
correspondences.

Armenian Armenological Iranological Ttirkological
original transliteration2? transliteration!3 transliteration#
®/h p° p -
P t¢ t -
P k¢ k -
Y k K -
n t t -
s ¢t ¢ -
n q15 q -
R 9 1 1
w a a /ate -
n. ow u/u -
ht iw yu/1a u
twm ea (y)a / ya -
ko eo yo o)

12 The transliteration of Armenian is given according to the Huibschmann-Meillet
system.

13 The transliteration of Iranian material is based on the DMG system (version 1.0),
with slight modifications made for consistency with the phonological features of the
source text.

14 In the case of the Turkological transliteration, only those phonemes are provided
that occur in the words of Turkic origin found in the prayer text and whose
pronunciation differs significantly from that of Armenian and/or Persian.

15 Since the Armenian letter /5/appears only once in the prayer, specifically in the Arabic loanword
qarz, it is preferable in this case to transliterate the Arabic /J/as /g/rather than /7]

16 Since the Armenian vowel [a] is phonetically distinct from both the short and long
[a/a] vowels of Persian, and given that the text of the Lord’s Prayer contains an
Armenian loanword with this vowel, the Armenian [a] is represented as a in
transliteration. To avoid confusion and to preserve the phonetic contrast, the
Persian short [a], which is traditionally transliterated as a (as opposed to the long
[a], marked with a diacritic), is here rendered as d. This approach serves both to
prevent ambiguity with Armenian a and to accurately reflect the phonemic
distinctions among the various a-like vowels.
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Bl. The Lord’s Prayer: transliteration of the Old Armenian original,
Caucasian Persian translation in Iranological transliteration (DMG 1.0,
with slight modifications), and its reconstructed pronunciation.

Armenian original
(translit) /AO

Caucasian
Persian (Tati)
translation /

CPT

Reconstructed form and
pronunciation / RFP

Hayr mer or yerkins
es,

Piar munki bigéki

Pi[ylar[-]mun kil7 bi goki

Sowrb elic'i anown
k‘O:

tamuz basi tina
num ti

Tamuiz basi tina nam-ti

Ekesc'é biov jannéti bily]ov jannat[-t]i
ark'ayowt'iwn k'o:
Etlic'in kamk" k'o buyu xi1alti buyu xi[y]al-ti
Orpés yerkins ew €1 tahér bigokl €1 tiahér bi goki bou tihir bu
yerkri: buyutihir diinya!s

budunya

Zhac' mer
hanapazord

numni imina
hérraz

nu-m[Q]n-a imGna har raz

Towr mez aysor:

ti biman imraz

ti bi[-Jmtn imraz

17 In the source text, the form (munki) is written as a single unit. It is separated here
(man ki) using a space to reflect its morphological components. At the same time,
miun- is joined with piar by means of a hyphen (piar-man) to indicate its function as
a personal pronominal clitic (cf. lit. Persian pedareman, and also pedaremun “our
father”, where the shift @ > @ before -n reflects a regular sound change in colloquial
Persian. Cf. also Turkic atamiz “our father”, where the possessive suffix -imiz/-imiz
marks first person plural possession.

18 Given that the locative preposition ba (< NP ba < MP pad) has become bu, providing
evidence of vowel harmony (synharmonism), likely under the influence of local
Turkic, it can be inferred that the traditional long final -a in the word dunya would
have been pronounced short, i.e. a. On the other hand, in Azerbaijani the word is
written and pronounced diinya, not diinys. However, the Azerbaijani a is in any
case not comparable in duration to the long a of Persian and cannot, by itself, serve
as sufficient grounds for confidently asserting that a long a could have been
pronounced in the syllable following . Unfortunately, the Armenian script in this
case does not allow for the precise phonetic reconstruction, and this word is absent
from the wordlist appendix of aQlt’ax¢'yan’s dissertation. Instead, for the notion of
‘world, country,” an Armenian loan, i.e. asSxark‘is recorded (Qalt’ax¢'yan 1970a:
277).
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8 Ew t'ol mez zpartis

mer,
= - buyut_ahar behis b6l tahar behis§ imtna

9 | Orpes ew mek imna art{Jxahund[-]a[-Jm[]na
t'olowmk" meroc’ girtxthundamna 4
partapanac’:

10 | Ew mi tanir zmez i buyutihir mabiar béll tahar mabifylar
porjowt’iwn imtn harabi xidta imunha[.]ra bi xata

11 | Ayl p'rkea zmez i buyutihir azat ki bou[.]tahar azat ki a[.]car
¢'aré: acar

12 | Zik'oé kianttni jannat ki[.]an[-|tGni jannat
ark'ayowt'iwn

13 | Ew zérowt'iwn buyutidhir zGurin bél[.tahar zttrin

14 | ew p'ark’ vibuyutihar Sukur | val.]boud[.Jtahar Sukur azim

dzim
15 | yawiteans béla ta bi axir bela ta bi axir
14 | Amén Amin Amin

B2. Final form

Piyar-mun ki bi géki

tamtiz basi tina num-ti

biyov jannat-ti

buyu xiyal-ti

¢1 tahar bi goki b6t tdhar bu dinya
nu-mun-a imuna har roz

ti bi-mun imraz

b6l tahar behis§ imtna gart-xthunda-mutn-a
b6l tahar mabiyar imtnha-ra bi xata
boU tahar azat ki a ¢ar

k1 antlini jannat

bo6U tahar zGurin

va bou tahar Sukur ‘azim

bela ta bi axir

amin
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B3. An Interlinear morphological analysis

(1) Piyar-munl® ki bi gok-t
Father-PC.POSS.1PL REL LOC heaven-COP.2SG
“Our father, who are in heaven”

(2) tamiz bas-i ti-n-a nam-ti
pure be1-SBJV/IMP.PR.3SG  you-<n>0OBL?20 name-PC.POSS.2SG
“may your name be holy”

(3) bi-y-ov jannat-ti
ISP-<y>come1-SBJV/IMP.PR.3SG paradise- PC.POSS.2SG
“may your kingdom come”

(4) buy-u xiyal-ti
bez-<y>-SBJV/IMP.PR.3SG will-PC.POSS.2SG
“may your will be carried out”

(5) ¢t tahar2! bi gok-i
what.INT kind.APP  LOC heaven-COP.2SG
bé-ti tahar bu diinya
DIR-DIS kind.APP LOC earth

“just as in heaven, so also on earth”

(6) nu-miun-a iman-a har riz
bread-PC.POSS.1PL-DOM we-OBL every day
ti bi-min imruz
give1-IMP.PR.2SG DIR-PC.POSS.1PL today

“give us today our daily bread”

(7) bé-i tahar be-his
DIR-DIS kind.APP ISP-let>-PR.2SG
imun—a qart xthund-a-mun-a
we-OBL debt owner-PL-PC.POSS.1PL- DOM

“also, forgive those who are the owners of our debts”

19 In the Madrasa variety of Caucasian Persian, the possessive pronominal clitics are
as follows: -man (1SG), -ti(n) (2SG), -i (3SG), -mun (1PL), -Smun, and -Sun (?) (2PL),
Sin (3PL) (Qalt'axc¢'yan 1970a: 115). These forms are nearly identical to those of the
Upper Shirvan variety, where the corresponding forms are: -man (1SG), -ti (2SG), -i
(3SG); and in the plural: -mun (1PL), -Smun (2PL), -Sun (3PL) (Suleymanov 2020: 98).

20 From a strictly grammatical standpoint, this can be classified as a dependent
possessive pronoun (DPPR).

21 The form ¢&i tahar (or contracted éitahar), when used independently, conveys the
meaning “how” or “in what manner” (cf. Pers. cetowr). However, in finite manner
clauses of the type ¢itahar ... bét tahar, the construction functions as a correlative
comparative structure and semantically corresponds to English “ust as ... so also
...”. For a detailed discussion of the phonological changes and functional usage of
this word of Arabic origin in Azerbaijani, see Pastor & Suleymanov 2023: 430-433.
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(8) bo-ii tahar ma-bi-y-ar
DIR-DIS kind.APP NEG-ISP-<y>-bring:-PR.2SG
imanhara bi xata
we-Pl- DOM DIR temptation

“also, do not lead us into temptation”

(9) Dbé-ti tahar azat ki a éar
DIR-DIS kind.APP  free do;- IMP.PR.2SG SEP evil
“in the same way, deliver us from evil”

(10) kKt anti-n—i jannat
because IPPR.2SG-<n>- COP.3SG heaven
“for Yours is the kingdom”

(11) bo-u tahar Ztitirin
DIR-DIS kind.APP power
“in the same way, the power”

(12) va bé-ti tahar Stiktir ‘azim?2
and DIR-DIS kind.APP glory immense
“and, also, the immense glory”

(13) bela ta b ‘axir amin
in this manner DIR DIR end Amin
“In this way, until the end. Amin”

Comments

Overall, the Lord’s Prayer, translated from Armenian into the Madrasa
variety of Caucasian Persian, written in Armenian script, and published by
Smbateanc’, is quite concise in terms of length. Nevertheless, even in its
brevity, it displays several noteworthy features. It is valuable not only for
comparative analysis with other dialectal varieties of Caucasian Persian, but
also for tracing internal developments within the Madrasa variety over
several decades, particularly when compared with the data presented in
Qalt'axcyan’s dissertation.

The observations offered in this article concerning this version of the Lord’s
Prayer are organized into four categories: orthography, phonology,
morphosyntax, and lexicon.

” o« ” « » o« » o«

22 Cf. Persian ‘azim “great”, “huge”, “immense” “gigantic”, “cosmic”, “mighty” etc.
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Orthography

The Caucasian Persian translation of the Lord’s Prayer in Armenian script
contains four instances of hiatus, which may be grouped into two categories:

a. i + a,2% as in piar, xtdl, and mabiar (see Al, AO and CPT columns);
b. i + 0,24 as in biov (see Al, AO and CPT columns).

In the reconstructed forms presented in this article, i.e., pifyjar, xifyjal,
mabifyjar, bifyJov (see Al, RFP column), the presence of the glide [y] results
from distinct phonological processes characteristic of both New Persian and
Caucasian Persian. These processes include:
a. -d- > -y- in intervocalic position, as in pidar > piyar (cf. Olr. bauda-
> ENP boy > NP biiy > CPers bu);
b. epenthesis, i.e. insertion of the glide [y] between vowels, a highly
productive phenomenon in New Persian and Caucasian Persian, as
seen in mabifyjar, bifyJov (see Al, RFP column).

The absence of the glide [y] in the relevant lexemes of the prayer, written in
Armenian script, may be attributed to the conventions of Classical Armenian
orthography, which, apart from a few loanword exceptions in Modern
Eastern Armenian (MEA), such as k'aos?5 “chaos” and kooperac'ia2°
“cooperation”, permits the written representation of the glide [y/ only in a +
vowel and o + vowel sequences. In all other cases, including i + aand i + o
sequences, although the glide [y] is present in pronunciation, it is typically
omitted in writing (see Dum-Tragut 2009: 46-47).

Consequently, the translator of the prayer remained faithful to Classical
Armenian orthography and deliberately omitted the glide y in the spelling of
these four words, thereby artificially creating hiatuses of the i +aand i + o
type.

This same principle appears to apply in Middle Armenian literature as well,
where, with a single exception, the Persian word xtyar “cucumber” is spelled
xiar?” rather than xiyar?® (Lazaryan 2009: 320). The same spelling is also

23 Arm. p + w:

24 Arm. hp + n:

25 Arm. pwnu

26 Arm. [nnmykpughw
27 Arm. fupup

28 Arm. fupjuip
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attested in several derived forms containing xtyar, such as xiarak,2°
xiarsamp ‘ay,’° xiarsambay,’! xiarsampar,32 etc.

This orthographic principle may likewise be operative in another Persian
translation of the Lord’s Prayer written in Armenian script and preserved in
Matenadaran (Ms. 7117), dated to the early 15th century, where the word
p'iar (“father”) appears in the same form. V. Papazyan (1964: 219), however,
emended it as pidar,33 possibly overlooking the dialectological context, i.e.,
the possibility that the prayer could have been composed in Caucasian
Persian (Tati), in which case the form piyar should not have been replaced
with pidar (see Appendix)34.

The same orthographic pattern is also found in Ms. 8492 (1717-1721,
Shamakhi-Tiflis) and Ms. 3044 (1780, Ganja), both preserved in the
Matenadaran and both containing Persian translations of the Gospels
written in Armenian script.3>

Moreover, although the Madrasa variety of Caucasian Persian allows hiatus,
particularly of the ou and 6ii types, as seen in forms such as gouz “whip”,
nour “lake”, jouri “broom”, xound “lord”, dagréiindan “to change, to dress”,

29 Arm. fupupul

30 Arm. fupwpowduyuy

31 Arm. fupupouwndpuy

32 Arm. fupwpowyup

33 Pers. o,

34 In April 2016, during a private conversation, Prof. Vardan Voskanian informed me
that the so-called “Persian” translation of the Lord’s Prayer, written in the Armenian
alphabet and preserved in Matenadaran Ms. 7117, may represent one of the earliest
extant texts in Caucasian Persian (Tati). According to Voskanian, several of its
phonological and grammatical features suggest that it should be identified with
Caucasian Persian (Tati). Probably unfamiliar with the Caucasian Persian (Tati)
language, P'ap‘azyan interpreted all deviations from standard Persian in the text as
the result of misreadings of a presumed original in Arabic script or, more frequently,
as deviations and irregularities caused by dialectal influence and a disregard for
normative literary forms (P‘ap‘azyan 1964: 218-219). Both the translated fragment
recorded by M. Smbateanc' in Madrasa and the growing body of research on various
dialects of Caucasian Persian support the conclusion that Voskanian’s observation
was well-founded.

35 Although H. Kirakosyan, who conducted a detailed study of the two aforementioned
manuscripts (see Kirakosyan 2020a), notes in one of his articles that the semivowel
-y-is inserted before the Persian plural suffix -an and following the vowels -@, -i, and
-u, the examples she provides do not include any cases of -y- insertion after the
vowels -i or -u (see Kirakosyan 2018: 108-109). On the contrary, the manuscripts
contain several instances where the semivowel -y- is absent even after the vowels -i
and -u, as in biapi (Kirakosyan 2020: 17, cf. NP biyabi “may you find”), isayian
(Kirakosyan 2020: 21, cf. NP isayiyan “Christians”), siay (Kirakosyan 2020: 37, cf.
NP siyah or siyah “black”), xial (Kirakosyan 2020: 39, cf. NP xiyal “thought”),
bigowit/ bigowid (Kirakosyan 2020: 187; 218-219, cf. NP begiuyéd “say!”), and mi
gowim (Kirakosyan 2020: 223, cf. NP mé-guyém “we say / we will say”).
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hoiiz “cistern”, vartoiir < Arm. vardavar3®), the word for “father” is
nevertheless consistently attested with the medial glide [y/, i.e. piyar, in both
the unpublished dissertation by Qalt'ax¢'yan (1970a) and in my 2014 field
recordings.37

The use of -y- in the form béyis (see Al and A2), instead of -h-, is likely to
be influenced by Classical Armenian orthographic conventions. The verb is
histan (inf.) “to leave, to permit,” which in this context appears in the
imperative form (2SG), i.e. be+his. It is possible that the translator, following
the rules of Classical Armenian orthography and pronunciation, where
initial y- is pronounced [h/, rendered his- as yis-. This may also have been
reinforced by analogy with Armenian words such as yiSel “to remember”,
yisSec ‘nel “to remind”, and yiSatak “memorial”’, which, although spelled
with initial y-, are pronounced as [h] (i.e., hiSel, hiSec ‘nel, hiSatak). Thus,
influenced by both phonetic coincidence and graphic analogy, the translator
may have represented the imperative form of hiStan as béyis.

Particularly noteworthy in the prayer is the spelling of the Persian word
dunya (“world”) as tiwneéay.3® First, according to Acharyan’s law, attested
in several Armenian dialects, including that of Shamakhi, the word-initial
voiced dental d- is devoiced and palatalized, becoming t. As a result, the
word takes the form twnea. Then, following traditional Armenian
orthographic conventions, which require the insertion of the semivowel -y
after final -a and -o, the word receives a final -y, producing the written form
tiwneay (see Al and A2).

The word azat “free” (see B3(9) and C1(21)) also appears to be a result of
Armenian orthographic influence (cf. Arm. azat, itself an early Iranian loan),
as one would have expected azad with final -d instead (cf. NP azad). The
translator likely followed Armenian orthographic conventions and rendered
the word in the spelling commonly used in Armenian, disregarding the need
to represent its actual pronunciation. This is further supported by the forms
azad “free” and azad sdtan “to free” mentioned in Qalt'axc'yan’s
dissertation (1970a: 275), as well as by several instances in the audio
recordings made by Vardan Voskanian, in which the word is pronounced as
azad.

36 It is a centuries-old Armenian festival where participants drench each other with
water, a custom still observed today.

37 Cf. also UpSh., Madr., ArDagh., Sur. piyar.

38 Arm. wplikuy (see Al)
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Phonology

Among the phonological features, the following may be noted:

1.

Reduction of the rounded vowel u in interconsonant position, likely due
to strong stress on the first syllable. This occurs in the case of the 1PL
DPPR min, when followed by the DOM @, as in nii-mna < *né-mina
(“our bread” + DOM), geart-xuhunda-mna < *qart-xuhundamina
(“our debtors” + DOM) (see Al, A2, B1/CPT and RFP columns, B3(6),(7)).

The phonological form of gqarz (< Arabic) attested in the prayer is
particularly noteworthy. It appears in the compound gqart-xuhund,
meaning “creditor”, “debtor”, where gart means “debt” and xuhund
means “owner.” The final voiceless stop -tin gart appears irregular, given
that in other dialects of Caucasian Persian (including UpSh and ArDagh)
the word is attested with a final -d, i.e., gard (Suleymanov 2020: 232;
Soltanov & Soltanov 2013: 102; Grjunberg 1963: 141). In Qalt'ax¢'yan’s
dissertation (1970a), two forms are recorded: gart “debt” (p. 286) and
gard-xound “creditor, debtor” (p. 285), the latter preserving the original
[q-], displaying [-d] in final position (as in other dialects of Caucasian
Persian), and showing a shift from short [a] to long /a].

This word is of particular interest for two reasons. On the one hand, the
dialects of Caucasian Persian preserve an archaic pronunciation of
Arabic [Z],39 in contrast to Azerbaijani and Modern Persian, where Arabic
[Z] is realized as [-z] in final position. 4 On the other hand, the
pronunciation -t in the -rt consonant cluster, as found in the prayer in
Armenian script, may reflect dialectal influence from Armenian,
particularly from the Shamakhi region, where the voiced stop [d] is
regularly devoiced to [t] after [r-] in -rd clusters. Interestingly, the form
yart attested in Ms. 7117 (see Appendix) indicates that the -rd > -rt shift
had already been operative in borrowed words by at least the 15th
century. Although the vowel length in the 15th-century form yart is
difficult to determine, the spelling gart found in the Tati translation of
the Lord’s Prayer published by Smbat‘eanc’ clearly suggests that the
vowel was pronounced short.

The compound gart-xuhund also contains a phonological sequence, i.e.
uhu, within its second component xuhund (< xudawand (?)), meaning
“lord” or “master,” which is atypical for the Madrasa variety. Unlike other
Tati dialects, which retain the glottal consonant h in intervocalic position,

39 Arabic [u=].
40 Cf. NP garz (Steingass 1892: 964), Az. garz (ADIL 2006(3): 122).
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particularly in environments such as u(C)u, 4! the Madrasa dialect
exhibits loss of this consonant due to intervocalic lenition.42 Notably, in
mid-20th-century field data recorded by Qalt'ax¢’'yan, the word meaning
“lord”, attested in the Lord’s Prayer as xuhund, appears in two alternative
phonological forms, both of which reflect the loss of [h/ through
intervocalic lenition. In one case, the forms xound (“lord, director”;
Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970a: 3006) and gqardxound (‘creditor”; Qalt'ax¢yan
1970a: 285) are documented; in the other, the form xuund with the
meaning “lord” is attested (Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970a: 235, 264). These
attestations suggest that the change —uhu- > uu is a relatively recent
development in the Madrasa variety of Caucasian Persian, likely
emerging or becoming stabilized between approximately 1900 and the
1950s.

4. Another noteworthy point is that the word gék, used in the prayer to
denote the concept of “heaven,” appears in Qalt'axc¢'yan’s dissertation
with the pronunciation gég (Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970a: 288). This form may
either reflect a case of word-final -k > -g voicing that occurred during the
aforementioned period (1900-1950s), or it may suggest that the original
form was go6g,*® which, due to dialect-specific devoicing, was rendered
as gok in the prayer text (see B1, B2 and B3).

S. Another change observable in comparison with Qalt'ax¢'yan’s
dissertation is the labialization -i > -u in word-final position (Auslaut) in
the 1PL personal pronoun imiin, which occurs in the prayer only in its
oblique form, i.e. imuna (see B3(6)),** functioning essentially as a
dependent possessive pronoun. In the Lord’s Prayer published by
Smbat‘eanc’, this form is attested as iména*> whereas in Qalt'axc’yan’s
data it appears as umiuna (Qalt'ax¢’yan 1970a: 340).46

41 Cf. UpSh., ArDagh., Af., Sur. zuhun “language” (Suleymanov 2020: 110, 142;
Soltanov & Soltanov 2013: 159; Grjunberg 1963: 141, 159; Mammadova 2018: 56),
UpSh., ArDagh., Af. duhun “mouth” (Suleymanov 2020: 323; Soltanov & Soltanov
2013: 62; Grjunberg 1963: 26), as well as Sur. dahan “mouth” (Mammadova 2018:
334).

42 Cf. zuun “language”, “tongue” and duun “mouth” (Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970a: 296, 292).

43 Cf. SW Osm. gék (before vowels gdg ...), Tkm. gé:k (gé:g ... ). According to Clauson
(1972: 708), these forms, along with Az. kéy, suggest that the original form may
have been gd:g.

44 Cf. UpSh. imun, umun “we” (Suleymanov 2020: 97), and imuna (Suleymanov 2020:
334), and umuna “our” (Suleymanov 2020: 166).

4 See B3(6).

46 Notably, both in the field notebooks of Vardan Voskanian and in my own recordings
from the mid-2010s, only the forms umun “we” and umuna “our” are attested; there
are no instances of the forms imun or imunad in use.
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Morphosyntax

The prayer exhibits several interesting morphosyntactic features, some of
which are relatively straightforward and easy to explain, while others are
more complex and less transparent.

1.

Among the more accessible features is, for instance, the addition of the
nominal plural suffix -ha to personal pronouns in the plural (i.e.
iminha@),*” a grammatical innovation also found in modern Persian and
Azerbaijani. Examples include Pers. ma-ha “we,” Soma-ha “you” (pl.),
and Az. bizlor “we,” sizlar “you” (pl.).

An interesting case is the word ziiiirin, which appears in the prayer with
the meaning “power.”#8 This lexeme appears to present an unusual case
of deadjectivalisation, assuming that the suffix -tn is etymologically
identical to the Persian adjectival suffix -tn (< Middle Persian -en) as in
ahanin “made of iron”, ¢ubin “wooden”, pasmin “woolen,” etc.9
Particular attention must be paid to instances where past verbal stems
are used in subjunctive and imperative moods, most notably the form
biiyu meaning “may it be” or “let it be” (see B3(4)), and behis, with the
sense of “forgive” or “let [one] be forgiven” (see B3(7)). What is especially
noteworthy, however, is the coexistence of two different verbal stems for
the same mood and tense, namely, the non-past subjunctive, in the case
of the verb biran (< NP biidan) meaning “to be, to become.” In one case,
we find the form bas, which, while constituting a grammatical innovation
in New Persian, has since become regularized and widely used in modern
standard Persian. In the Madrasa variety, however, its usage remains
marginal, although it does appear in the prayer. In the other case, the
form bayu is employed—again with the meaning “may it be” or “let it
be”—which is atypical not only for modern Persian but also for
Caucasian Persian and all of its other dialects, with the exception of
Madrasa. At the same time, this pattern recalls the coexistence in Early
New Persian of innovative forms based on bas- alongside the older bovaé
(SBJV, pr., 3SG) form, suggesting that biéiyu may reflect a preserved
grammatical archaism in the Madrasa dialect of Caucasian Persian.

47 See imunha-ra in B3(8).
48 See B3(11).
49 Even more notable is the case of denominalisation observed in the Madrasa variety,

where zir, which originally meant “power”, has been attested in Qalt'ax¢'yan’s
records as having acquired the adjectival meaning “strong”, “powerful” (see
Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970a: 273). It should be noted that, in addition to the form zir, the
word list appendix of Qalt'ax¢'yan’s dissertation also includes the form zuur, though
with its expected meaning of “power” (Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970a: 296).
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An analysis of the corpus collected by Qalt'ax¢’yan further reveals a
noteworthy distributional contrast between the two dialects (Madrasa
and Kilvar) with respect to the expression of subjunctive.
In Madrasa, the dominant form is biu-, attested in 7 cases, with
bas- appearing only once. In contrast, in Kilvar, the corpus
records 3 instances of bas-, and one case of the highly archaic
bav- form (see the examples below).
Ex. Madrasa (1)5°
Imruz Saangum xantril mistanam qonaymun buyind.
Kilvar (1)

Imbruz Saangum xahi$§ misaxtdnum basind imuna qonagmu.

Transl. “Tonight I ask you to be our guest” (Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970a: 255).

Ex. Madrasa (2)
P‘oy gust ¢ak diist, kerakur t'amin buyu.
Kilvar (2)
P‘ey gust xub diistiki, xurek ldzditin bavu.
Transl. “Let the meat cook well, so that the food is delicious”
(Qalt'ax¢’yan 1970a: 257).

Ex. Madrasa (3)
Ant‘tin basa u bar, k‘dmini k‘i ba éat‘ineti kurabirdnbu.
Kilvar (3)
T‘tina basu u mdhsul, ki bd ¢édt'iniyuz vecira bu.
Transl. “Let the harvest that was gathered with difficulty be yours”
(Qalt'ax¢’yan 1970a: 269).

Ex. Madrasa (4)
Aga girk nabuyi, mdn vamuxt‘dn namdunum.
Kilvar (4)
Agd ddrsk‘it‘ab nabasu, md na mutunum amuxt‘d.
Transl. “If there is no textbook, I cannot study” (Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970a:
273)

Ex. Madrasa (5)
Add, bd mdn ¢ k'anam, e, bdrdand, bédrdand, dd, junt‘an xas buya,
sayutiin buya, yeloon az dava say — salamat’ vagardand...

50 In these examples, it has been deemed appropriate to refrain from making any
changes and to retain the original transcription and orthography (including the
separation or concatenation of words) as used by Qalt'axc‘yan.

94



JOURNAL OF IRANIAN LINGUISTICS
VOLUME 2 | ISSUE 1

Transl. “Oh boy, what can I do? Well, if they took it, they took it... May
you live, may there be health, and may our children return
safely from war” (Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970a: 226).

Ex. Madrasa (6)
Hdiréi mxastédn buyu mdn in kildrd berimdn zén mevagnom.
Transl. “Let whatever they want be—I'm marrying this girl”
(Qalt'axc’yan 1970a: 244).

Ex. Madrasa (7)
sayutiin buy
Transl. “Let there be health” (Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970a: 331).

As for the second instance of the use of a past stem in the imperative mood,
i.e. behis, which appears in the prayer with the meaning “forgive” or “let go”,
this form is unusual not only for other dialects of Caucasian Persian but
even for the Madrasa variety itself. The appearance of the past stem of
hestan/histan in the imperative may be, on the one hand, the result of a
typographical error, possibly caused by the printer’s unfamiliarity with the
language and a misreading of the handwritten Armenian letter [|] as [7]. After
all, it is the hil- present stem of heStan that is recorded in the 15th-century
Armenian-script version of the Lord’s Prayer (see Appendix), following the
verbal prefix.

Moreover, even assuming there is no typographical error and that his- is
indeed the intended form, the simplification of the §t cluster to § also
appears problematic. In Caucasian Persian, including the Madrasa variety,
clusters containing -t tend to preserve this segment more robustly in
processes of reduction (cf. sd@tan “to do” < saxtan). In the lexical appendix
to Qalt'axc¢‘'yan’s dissertation (p. 310), the verb hesStan is glossed as “to let
go”, with a comparison to Persian hestan also offered. The verb additionally
appears in two compound forms: darun hestan “to let in” (p. 291) and rav
hestan “to release, to forgive” (p. 339).

Unfortunately, the form in question does not occur in the imperative in the
textual corpus of Qalt'ax¢yan’s dissertation, which prevents further
verification. It is attested only once in the non-past subjunctive (irrealis
modality), and in that instance the [[] of the hil- present stem is retained,
which again supports the possibility of a typographical error. See the
example below:51

51 In this and the following examples as well, Qalt‘ax¢‘yan’s transcription has been
preserved.
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Ex. Madr. (1) In zdn mit'k‘ mistédn, axi in t‘dmbdl mdrdd baxund taynd citér
beyls, axi az néixarddn imtirs.

Transl. “This woman is thinking about how to leave this weak man alone
at home, he’ll die of hunger!” (Qalt‘ax¢'yan 1970a: 222).

This stem, hil, is used in the imperative in the form bil (< behil) in several
Tati dialects in so-called let-constructions, but it is not attested with such a
function in the Madrasa variety. There, instead of bil, the form poy (present
stem of poyistan “to stand”) is used. See the examples below:

Ex. Madr. (1) A Horomsim, moy-piydrt'ana, qosiyatona nddri k'ana, p‘oy
vinand ¢i ¢aka drtis birey.
Transl. “Hey Horomsim, call your father and mother, and the neighbors
too—let them see what a fine bride you've become”
(Qalt'ax¢yan 1970a: 222).

Ex. Madr. (2) P‘oy gust ¢ak dtist, kerakur t'amin buyu.

Transl. “Let the meat cook well, so that the food is delicious”
(Qalt'ax¢yan 1970a: 257).

Ex. Af. (3) Darz tar-ii, bil xisk basi.
Transl. “The sheaves are wet, let them dry ” (Afurja variety, Grjunberg
1963: 160).

Ex. Gand. (4) ... ou biyar, pur san, bil diisti.

Transl. “Bring water, make fire, let it boil ” (Afurja variety, Grjunberg
1963: 195).

4. Due to direct translation from Armenian, the position of the
adjectival modifier within the possessive attributive structure has
also been altered (see B3(4). In Caucasian Persian, Azerbaijani, as
well as in modern colloquial Eastern Armenian and several Armenian
dialects, the canonical structure of the possessive attributive
construction is as follows:

DPPR (= ADJ MOD) + (n. (= head) + PC)

For example:

Caucasian Persian mana kitab-man
Azerbaijani manim kitab-um
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MEA dialects im girk-s
“my book”

In the Caucasian Persian translation of the prayer that follows the
Classical Armenian model, however, we encounter a possessive
attributive structure in which the adjectival modifier follows the head
noun, producing the following order in the Classical Armenian
column of B1:

DOM + n. (= head) + DPPR (= ADJ MOD)

Strikingly, the same word order, where the head precedes the
adjectival modifier, is preserved in the Caucasian Persian translation
as well, thereby deviating from the typologically expected structure
of the language:

(n. (= head) + PC + DOM) + DPPR (= ADJ MOD) — (ni+miin+a + imind)

Glossary

The vocabulary found in the prayer is quite interesting both in terms of
loanwords and in the use of certain word forms and expressions that are
native Tati, yet specific only to the Madrasa variety, thus distinguishing it
from other dialects of Caucasian Persian.

1.

Two loanwords stand out for their uniqueness. The first is the Turkic
loanword gék, meaning “sky,” which appears not to occur in other
dialects (see C1(3) below). The second is éar, meaning “evil,” which
likewise does not occur in other dialectal varieties and appears in the
Madrasa dialect (including the translation of the prayer) as a loanword of
Armenian origin (see B3(9), also C1(23) below).

In total, only two native Turkic words are used in the prayer, i.e. gok
and bela “in this manner” (see B3(13) and C1(29) below). Two additional
words, tahar (see B3(5), C1(13)), and siikiir (see B3(12), C1(27)),
although of Arabic origin,52 appear, based on their phonological form,
not to have entered the dialect directly via Arabic or even Persian, but
rather through Azerbaijani or a Transcaucasian Turkic variety. In these
two cases, the trajectory of borrowing can thus be reconstructed
approximately as follows: Arabic > New Persian > Azerbaijani or a
Transcaucasian Turkic variety > Madrasa variety of Caucasian Persian.

52 For tahar see also Pastor & Suleymanov 2023.

97



JOURNAL OF IRANIAN LINGUISTICS
VOLUME 2 | ISSUE 1

3. The compound form béii tahar, as used in the prayer, performs two
distinct functions. In the first instance, it appears within the
construction €éi tahar ... boii tahar, corresponding to the English
correlative structure “ust as ... so also” (see B3(5)), and is thus
equivalent to the “.. so also” segment in English. In all subsequent
occurrences, i.e. B3 (7), (8), (9), (11), 12) boii tahar functions as a
discourse continuity marker (DCM) with the meaning “also” or “in the
same way”, and corresponds semantically to the Modern Persian form
hamcenin.

4. A particularly interesting lexical example is the imperative form azat ki
“free (me), save (me)” (see B3 (9)), in which the second, verbal component

derives from the present stem of the verb kardan, i.e. ki- or kin-. This
example is noteworthy precisely because it is not attested in other Tati
dialects, due to a semantic shift whereby the verb acquired a pejorative
or cursive meaning, roughly equivalent to the Latin coire. This semantic
development subsequently led to the avoidance of the form and its
eventual removal from normative usage. In its place, the original
(etymonic) meaning was transferred to another verb, saxtan, which in
this language came to fulfill the same functions as kardan does in
Persian. Interestingly, the derivative satan (from saxtan) has gained wide
usage in Madrasa as well and, following the pattern observed in other
Tati dialects, has come to perform the same functional role as kardan,
including in compound verb constructions. However, a number of forms
derived from kardan do occur in Qalt‘ax¢‘yan’s corpus, albeit only in the
present tense, and all such instances should be considered archaisms.
These forms are as follows.

Agd zu mebrey, nuna hazor k‘anam.
Transl. “If you're leaving early, I'll prepare the meal” (Qalt'ax¢ yan
1970a: 273).

Agd umun mxastdnink® gdndiimd cak‘ k‘ura k‘nink’, umun t‘aba
saangum be k‘ar k‘tnink‘.
Transl. “If we want to gather the wheat properly, we must work
until evening” (Qalt'axc'yan 1970a: 272).

U ama bs k‘inamdin, namak yazmisk‘na.
Transl. “He came to me to write a letter” (Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970a:
257).

Ye ruz gézdt k‘on invini.
Transl. “Watch for a day, observe, and you will see” (Qalt'ax¢ yan
1970a: 242).
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Add, bd mdn ¢i k‘anam, e, bdrdand, bédrdand, dd, junt‘an xas buya,
sayutiin buys, yeloon az dava say — salamat‘ vagardond...
Transl. “Oh boy, what can I do? Well, if they took it, they took it...
May you live, may there be health, and may our children return
safely from war” (Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970a: 226).
Essentially, in terms of the semantic development of kardan, the
Madrasa dialect has followed the same trajectory as the rest of the Tati
dialect continuum—with the important distinction that it has retained
certain archaic forms built on its present stem.

Cl. Word list from the Caucasian Persian translation of the Lord’s
Prayer

1 piyar (n.)3 “father” < Ir. origin cf. MP pidar,5+
NP pidar, padar 55
2 ki (rel. pn.) “that”, < Ir. origin cf. MP ke,
“which”, NP ki, also Az. ki56
“who”
3 gok (n.)57 “heaven”, < Turk. origin cf. OT ké:k (g-) “sky”,
“sky” “sky-coloured”, “sky”,
“blue”, “blue-grey”s8, Az.
goy “sky”, “pblue”,
“green”s9

53 Cf. UpSh., Madr., ArDagh., Sur. piyar. For the purpose of comparison with the
dialects of Caucasian Persian, including later forms recorded in Madrasa, the
dialectal examples given here are drawn mainly from the following sources:
Suleymanov (2020) for the Upper Shirvan variety (Lahij and adjacent territories);
Qalt'ax¢'yan (1970a) for the Madrasa variety; Mammadova (2018) for the Surakhani
variety; and Soltanov & Soltanov (2013) for the Artisktish and Daghqushchu variety.

54 The Middle Persian words used are taken from the Pahlavi dictionary compiled by
MacKenzie (1966).

55 The new Persian words are given according to the dictionary of Steingass (1892).

56 An Iranian loan, attested across multiple Turkic languages, including Turkish and
Azerbaijani of Oghuz group, as well as some non-Turkic languages spoken in the
territory of present-day Turkey (for some details see, e.g. Haig 2001: 200-202).

57 Cf. UpSh. havo, osimon (Suleymanov 2020: 170, 329) Madr. gdg (Qalt'axc'yan
1970a: 288), yergink (Qalt'axc¢'yan 1970a: 313), ArDagh. asiman, hovva, ars, Sur.
asman (Bérésine 1853: 21), zavar (Mammadova 2018: 30; 185), hovo (Mammadova
2018: 265), Xalt., Gand. (Grjunberg 1963: 183; 209).

58 The Old Turkic word forms are taken from Clauson's dictionary (1972: 708-709).
Old Turkic refers to those Turkic varieties spoken approximately between the 5th
and the early 12th centuries (Réna-Tas & Berta 2011: VII).

59 The Azerbaijani examples are drawn from the four-volume Explanatory Dictionary
of the Azerbaijani Language (ADIL 2006).
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4 tamiiz (adj.)e©  “pure”, < Arab. origin cf. NP tamiz
“clean”, Az. tomiz
“holy” Arm. tamiz, tamuz®!
(dial.)
5 biran (v.), pr. “to be”, “to < Ir. origin cf. MP badan “to be”, “to
stem bas-, pst. become” become”,
stem bii- NP budan “to be”, “to
become”, “to
exist”
6 tiina (pn.)62 “your” < Ir. origin®3 cf. NP to ra ¢4
7 nam (n.)%s “name” < Ir. origin cf. MP nam,
NP nam
8 amaran (v.) “to come” < Ir. origin cf. MP amadan,
pr. stem o-/a- NP amadan

/a-, 66  pst.
stem amar-67

9 jannat (n.) “heaven” < Arab. origin cf. NP jannat
Az. connat
Arm. jannat’, janat',
(dial.) jennet’

60 Cf. ArDagh. pak “clean” (Soltanov & Soltanov 2013: 119), UpSh. tamiz “pure”
(Suleymanov 2020: 142), Madr. tamiz “clean”, tamiz satan “to clean”, surp “holy”
(Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970a: 297-298, 338), Sur. giilamdra, tamiz “clean” (Mammadova 2018: 337,
346).

61 The Armenian dialectal forms used here for comparison are drawn from the
Dialectological Dictionary of the Armenian Language (HLBB: 2001-2012).

62 Cf. the form tiira in all other varieties of Caucasian Persian.

63 tii + DOM, i.e. na (<ra).

64 Compare purely in terms of etymological properties, but under no circumstances
in terms of semantic or functional equivalence, particularly in structures such as
tiina nim ti “your name”.

65 Cf. ArDagh., UpSh., Gand. num (Soltanov & Soltanov 2013: 161; Suleymanov 2020:
206; Grjunberg 1963: 191), Madr. nim, num (Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970a: 320, 228, 238),
Sur. nam (Mammadova 2018: 340).

66 In the prayer, the present stem (i.e. 0-/a-/a-) of the verb amaran “to come”, is
attested in the non-past subjunctive (/imperative) form biyov, which is translated
as “may he/she come” or “let him/her come” (cf. Az. galsin “let him/her come”).
Taking into account the usual shift -a(h) > -ov in Auslaut observed in the Madrasa
dialect (e.g. giyov < giyah “grass”), one may hypothesize the existence of a parallel
form biya(y)in other Armeno-Tat varieties, a form also attested in later field material
from Kilvar, such as biye “let him/her come”, “may he/she come” (Qalt'ax¢'yan
1970a: 251).

67 The infinitive also appears in the forms imaran and omaran in certain compound
verbs, such as varis imaran “to rain” and tur omaran (< EA dur gal) “to be pleasing”
or “to appeal to” (Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970a: 336, 338).
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10 daran (v.), pr. “to give” < Ir. origin cf. MP dadan
stem. ti(n)-, 68 NP dadan
pst. stem dar-
11  xwyal (n.) “thought”, < Arab. origin cf. NP xiyal
“will” Az. xoyal,
“dream”
Arm. xial, xayal, xiyal
(dial.)
12 ¢éi(pn.) “what” < Ir. origin cf. MP c¢é
NP ¢
13  tahar (n.) “kind” < Arab. origin cf. NP tour
Az. tahar
Arm. t'avur
(dial.)
14  bi/bo/bi “in”, “at” <Ir. origin cf. MP pad
(prep.) (loc.), and NP ba(h)/ be(h)
“to”, “into”
(dir.)
15 i (pn., in bot) “that” < Ir. origin cf. MP an
NP an
CP an
16  histan (v.), pr. “to let”, “to < Ir. origin cf. MP histan
stem. hil-, pst. leave”, “to cf. NP histan
stem his(t)- permit”
17  imana (pn.)%° “our”, “us” < Ir. origin cf. NP ma ra only for the
meaning of “us”
18 gqartxuhund “debtor”, qart < Arab. cf. NP garz “debt”
(n.) “creditor” xuhund < Ir. cf. NP xudawand “lord”,
“master”,
“possessor”
19 (ajvardan “to bring” < Ir. origin cf. MP awurdan
(v.)79, pr. stem. NP awardan
ar(n)-, pst.
stem avard-7!
20 xatad (n.) “fault”, < Arab. origin cf. NP xata
“error”,
“miss”
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68 See B3(6).

69 imunt+a (< NP ra < MP ray < OP radi/radiy). For the context, see B3(6).

70 See also Qalt'ax¢'yan 1970a: 277.

71 Cf. UpSh. vordan (Suleymanov 2020: 377), Sur. avardan (Mammadova 2018: 157).

101



JOURNAL OF IRANIAN LINGUISTICS
VOLUME 2 | ISSUE 1

21 azat kardan “to free”, < Ir. origin cf. NP azad kardan
(v.), pr. stem  “t liberate”
ki-(?), pst. st.
kard-(?) 72
22  a (prep.)”3 “from” < Ir. origin cf. MP az (< OIr. *hada-)
NP az
CPa(e.g., a koja “from
where?”)
23 éar (n.) “evil” < Arm. origin cf. Arm. é'ar (suwp)
24  antiifn) (pn.)’*  “yours” < Ir. origin cf. NP az an-i t6
25  ziiiirin (n.) “power” < Ir. origin cf. MP zor “power” and

zorig “powerful”
NP ziar, =zor, zori

“pOWer”
26 wva (cnj.)7s “and” < Arab. origin cf. NP va
27  Siikiir (n.) “glory”, < Arab. origin cf. NP Sukr
“praise” Az. Stikitir
28 ‘azim (adj.) “great”, < Arab. origin cf. NP 'azim
“huge”, Az. azim
“immense”
29 bela (adv.) “thus”, “in < Turk. origin cf. Az. bela
this way”
30 ta bi (prep.)76 “till”, “up < Ir. origin cf. NP ta be
to”, “untill” Az. n.(+dat.) + qadar

72 Cf. azad satan “to free”, “to liberate” in Qalt’'ax¢’'yan’s dissertation (1970a: 275).

73 For the context, see B3(9).

74 This independent possessive pronoun has also been attested in the later period in
Madrasa as antiin (Qalt'ax¢‘yan 1970a: 104). Cf. also UpSh. anti (Suleymanov 2020:
98).

75 This conjunction has extremely limited usage across all varieties of Caucasian
Persian, including Madrasa, and its occurrence in the prayer is not entirely typical
for the dialect.

76 Although composed of two separate prepositions—ta (‘until, to’) and bi (1.
‘to, towards’, 2. ‘in, at’, cf. MP pad, and NP ba)—this fixed combination
functions as a single complex preposition meaning ‘“ill, up to’ in a temporal
sense. Despite their individual meanings, the sequence ta bi / tabi forms a
grammatical unit in wusage, closely corresponding to the equivalent
construction in standard Persian. Qalt'axc¢'yan (1970a: 168) also defines it
as a single preposition, without discussing its origin or etymology.
Similarly, Suleymanov (2020: 223) holds that, synchronically, this
combination should be regarded as a single preposition.
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31 axir (n., intj.) “end” < Arab. origin cf. NP axar
Az. axir
Arm. axr
(dial.)
32 amin (intj.) “Amen”, < Hebr. origin cf. NP amin
“so be it”, Az. amin
“truly” arm. amin

In lieu of a conclusion

The Madrasa variety of Caucasian Persian is now an extinct dialect.
Following the Kilit dialect of the Tatic subgroup within the Northwestern
Iranian (NWI) branch, once spoken in Nakhijevan, this is the second Iranian
dialect of the Transcaucasian region to have become extinct. In this case, the
extinct variety belongs to the SWI branch, and despite its highly archaic
character and remarkably interesting grammatical features, it too has fallen
out of use.

Regrettably, the linguistic material documented in the Madrasa variety
remains unpublished. The Lord’s Prayer, which forms the focus of this study,
is one of the few surviving fragments printed in the Armenian script and has
received little scholarly attention. It is now time for the linguistic data from
the Madrasa dialect to be systematically analyzed and published, so that this
variety becomes accessible to scholars working in Iranian dialectology and
historical linguistics.

From the perspective of Iranian dialectological research, particularly the
study of lesser-known minor dialects and varieties within the SWI group, and
given the need to publish still-unreleased materials on sub-varieties of
Caucasian Persian, the translation and publication of Qalt'axc'yan’s
dissertation would be of considerable value.

More broadly, studying Caucasian Persian, and specifically the Madrasa
variety, within a comparative-historical framework could significantly deepen
our understanding of the historical development of Persian. It may, for
example, help address questions such as the grammatical problem raised by
Carina Jahani (2008: 171). Lesser-studied minor languages and dialects of
the SWI group, such as Caucasian Persian, may well serve as a kelid-e
moskelgosa, a “key to unlocking complex problems”.
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Appendix. The 15t century “Persian” translation of Lord’s prayer, written in

Armenian script (Ms. 7117, fol. 145a, Matenadaran), published
by Hakob Papazyan (1964: 219)

Original (as published by Papazyan)

®Oh[y|uph dwt ph pup wudwith:
Qupuunn n1 bwdh pnt:

Phuwjwp pkhbownh et

Zuwuwn nt pudh pni, hwdsht ph pup
wudwtth nt qupjuyudh:

‘Lwh dw Uninwd ppyl pdw prog-punog:
FPthl nupunh dwpw, ph dw pkhhjpud
nupwnh qupunupuih dwpu:

Uunk dwpw ppunw|ni] pppuru,
pprwhwt wqnunuy nt wqpwju:
Uuh pniup pthbon:

Uq potup do&hquuun:

Upwpp) jupuip:

Udh:

Transliteration of the
(Hiibschmann-Meillet system)

original

1 P'i[d]ari man k'i bar asmani:
2 P'ak'ast ow nami t'ow:
3 Biayat' behésti t'ow:
Hast ow k'ami t'ow, hamc¢'in k'i
4 bar asmani ow daryalami:
Nani ma mowdam badé bma
or6z-baroz:
Béhél tarti mara, k'i ma béhilam
6  tarti lartdarani mara
7 Madé mara bstadajow] babala,
8 bofahan aztaday ow azbala:
9 Ani t'owst’ béhésd:
10 Az t'owst’ mocizat:
11  Abat'sl yabat':
12 Amin:
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Papazyan’s Reconstruction (in
Persian script)

ol 2 a5 5l

5 pl g el S

¥ el wle

Slowl 5 a5 imen 5 plS § Cun
e s

595595 ber oy plaw Lo (L

PR e L &S b (558 e

e ol s ,8

g Lad 3l 4l 5 Mo g Lads |)le oo
pUB1

Yl

el

Rzepka’s transliteration of the
original 2006: 100), based on
Papazyan’s publication

P‘idari man k'i bar asmani.
P‘akast u nami t'u.

Biayat® behésti t'u.

Hast u k'ami t'u, ham¢'in k'i bar
asmani u dar yalami.

Nani ma mudam bodé boma 2 roz-
baroz.

Béhél yarti mara, k'i ma béhilam
yarti yartdarani mara.

Madé mara bayadalu] bsbala,
borahan azyaday u azbala.

Ani t'ust’ béhésd.

az t'owst’ mogizat.

Abat’ol yabat'.

Amin.
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Abbreviations (glosses)

WN =D = T A

ADJ
APP
COP
DCM
DIR
DIS
DOM
DPPR
IMP
INT
IPPR
ISP
LOC
MOD
OBL
PC
PL
POSS
REL
SBJV
SBJV/IMP
SEP
SG

morpheme separator
epenthesis, the insertion of a non-etymological segment
the reconstruction of a segment
present stem

past stem

first person

second person

third person

adjectival

approximative

copula

discourse continuity marker
directional preposition

distal

differential object marking
dependent possesive pronoun
imperative

intterogative

independent possesive pronoun
imperative-subjunctive prefix
locative preposition

modifier

oblique

pronominal clitic

plural

possesive

relativiser

subjunctive

subjunctive /imperative
separative preposition
singular

Abbreviations (general and glottonyms)

adj.

adv.

Af.

AO
Arab.
ArDagh.

Arm.
Az.
cnj.
CP

adjective

adverb

Afurja (Quba) variety of Caucasian Persian (Tati)
Armenian original

Arabic

Artsktish-Daghqushchu (Central) variety of Caucasian
Persian (Tati)

Armenian

Azerbaijani (Transcaucasian Turkish)
conjunction

Colloquial Persian
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CPers Contemporary Persian

CPT Caucasian Persian translation

dat. dative

dial. dialectal

EA Eastern Armenian

ENP Early New Persian

ex. example

Gand. Gandov (Shabran) variety of Caucasian Persian (Tati)

Hebr. Hebrew

inf. infinitive

intj. interjection

Ir. Iranian

Madr. Madrasa (Shamakhi) variety of Caucasian Persian (Tati)

MEA Modern Eastern Armenian

MP Middle Persian

n. noun

NP New Persian

NWI Northwest Iranian

Olr. Old Iranian

OP Old Persian

Osm. Osmanli, i.e. Ottoman Turkish

oT Old Turkic

Pers. Persian

pn. pronoun

pr. present

prep. preposition

pst. past

rel. relative

RFP reconstructed form and pronunciation

Sur. Surakhani variety of Caucasian Persian (Tati)

SW south-western [language group]

SWI Southwest Iranian

Tkm. Turkmen language

Turk. Turkic

UpSh. Upper Shirvan variety of Caucasian Persian (Tati)

V. verb

Xalt. Xaltan (Quba) variety of Caucasian Persian (Tati)
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