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Regional variation in Kurmanji:
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Abstract

Investigation of the regional variation in Kurmanji, especially its varieties spoken in Turkey, has
been almost entirely neglected in the existing literature on Kurdish. In addition to earlier isolat-
ed examinations of Kurmanji dialects (cf. MacKenzie, 1961; Ritter, 1971, 1976; Blau, 1975;
Jastrow, 1977), native-speaker researchers have recently provided a substantial amount of dia-
lect material across the Kurmanji-speech zone. However, a methodologically-informed evalua-
tion of these obsetvations into a dialect classification is yet to be undettaken. This article aims
at providing an initial classification of Kurmanji-internal variation into major regional dialects,
based on lexical, phonological and morphosyntactic data collected from five localities in South-
eastern Turkey.
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Cihérengiya zimani ya navxweyl di kurmanciyé de: tesnifeke seretayi ya zaravayan

Di nav xebatén li ser zimané kurdi de, heta niha, vekolina cudatiyén devok @ zaravayén kurmanciye, bi
taybeti ewén di nav sinorén Tirkiyeyé de, hema bi temami hatiye pistguhkirin. Ji bili cend xebatén serbixwe
yén péstir li ser zaravayén kurmanci (wek MacKenzie 1961; Ritter, 1971 @ 1976; Blau, 1976; Jastrow 1977),
di nav van salén dawi de vekolerén kurdiziman qewareyeke mezin a dane G materyelén ji gelek zaravayén
kurmanciyé berhev kirine. Lé belé, héj ev cavdériyén berbelav bi rengeki metodolojik nehatine nirxandin ku
tesnifeke zaravayan jé bi dest bikeve. Ev meqale dil dike tesnifeke seretayl ya zaravayén sereki yén
kurmanciyé péskés bike li ser bingehé daneyén peyvi G fonolojik G rézimani yén li pénc deverén basur-
rojhilaté Tirkiyeyé berhevkiri.
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REGIONAL VARIATION IN KURMANJI

Introduction

Like any other natural language, Kurmanji encompasses a considerable spec-
trum of regional variation. Yet within academia, regional variation in Kurman-
ji has been almost entirely neglected.! There are many reasons for this, not the
least the obstructive policies of successive Turkish governments in their re-
fusal to acknowledge Kurdish as a valid object of study — or indeed as a lan-
guage at all. More generally, much of the Kurmanji speech zone has been
characterised by insecurity and violence over the past decades, rendering
fieldwork in the region a hazardous undertaking, generally off-limits for main-
stream academic funding.

These facts are reflected in the available literature. Neither of the two ma-
jor available studies of regional variation in Kurdish, MacKenzie’s two vol-
umes on Kurdish dialects (MacKenzie, 1961, 1962), and Fattah’s (2000) ex-
tensive survey of Southern Kurdish, treats Kurmanji in any detail. Fattah deals
entirely with Southern Kurdish (Kelhuri, Feyli, etc.), while MacKenzie fo-
cussed on Central Kurdish (Sorani); his brief treatment of Northern Kurdish
(Kurmanji) was entirely restricted to the Badini dialects of Iraqi Kurdistan.
The bulk of the Kurmaniji speech zone, covering most of southeastern Turkey
and parts of Syria and northwest Iran, has thus remained uncharted territory.
Morte recent overviews (McCarus, 2009) likewise treat Sorani in considerable
depth, but have almost nothing to say on Kurmanji. Most recent work on
Kurmanji essentially adopts the Bedir-Khan standard, and makes only passing
reference to regional variation (e.g. Thackston, 2006). A few isolated studies
of individual varieties have been published (cf. Ritter, 1971, 1976 on Midyat;
Blau, 1975 on Amadiya and Djabal Sinjar; Jastrow, 1977 on Van), the Kurdish
Institute of Paris has produced numerous short sketches, word lists, and col-
lections of proverbs, etc. from local varieties (cf. Enstituya Kurdi ya Parisé,
2010), and an increasing number of native-speaker enthusiasts working on
“their” local dialect (e.g. Kémiir, 2003) have brought much interesting data to
light. But we lack any kind of synthesis for integrating these observations into
a larger overall picture, cast in a more consistent linguistic framework.

Our objective with this contribution is thus to provide an initial classifica-
tion of Kurmanji, based on lexical, phonological and morphosyntactic varia-
tion attested in different regional varieties. Given the sheer number of speak-
ers, and the territorial extent of the Kurdish speaking region, the present clas-
sification remains of necessity fairly coarse-grained. Nevertheless, the implica-
tions of this work go beyond a mere exercise in linguistic taxonomy; the pat-
terns discerned can shed considerable light on the historical processes such as
population movements and cultural contacts that have shaped the Kurmanji

1 We would like to thank an anonymous reviewer, later revealed as Erik Anonby, for his me-
ticulous review, which prompted us to revise the original version in several respects. We would
also like to thank Musa Ekici, Musa Aydin, Serdar Ay, Saziye Sahin for providing us with the
data from their dialects. Finally, we thank Nils Schiborr and Maria Vollmer for their assistance
with the map and with a number of other formatting matters. The authors alone bear the re-
sponsibility for the remaining errors and shortcomings.
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speech community over the last 1000 years. While we certainly do not expect
this study to be the last word on the internal classification of Kurmanji, we
believe that the framework presented here forms a useful provisional classifi-
cation that will provide a point of departure for future work in this direction.

Our focus is solely on the variation internal to those varieties that are con-
sidered to constitute “Kurmanji”. Within the entirety of “Kurdish” (see Haig
and Opengin, this volume, and Jiigel, this volume), Kurmanji itself constitutes
a relatively well-delineated group; with the exception of some of the south-
easternmost varieties of Kurdish such as Surct (MacKenzie, 1961: 150), ana-
lysts have little difficulty in deciding whether a particular variety belongs to
Kurmanji or not (see Haig and Opengin, forthcoming, for a summary of dif-
ferences between Kurmanji and Central Kurdish). There is in fact considera-
ble variation internal to Kurmanji, but it is no more than would be expected
for any natural language spread across a comparable geographic region. Alt-
hough mutual intelligibility between Kurmaniji varieties has not yet been sys-
tematically investigated, our impression based on observations in the field
over many years is that Kurmanji-internal dialectal variation is seldom a seri-
ous obstacle to communication between speakers of different regions.? The
dialects of the extreme southeast (our Southeastern Kurmanji) and those of
the extreme northwest (our Northwestern Kurmanji) show the greatest diver-
gence from the others, and mutual intelligibility between these peripheral dia-
lects and the others may in fact be restricted; this remains to be investigated.

Today, the existing dialect divisions are progressively blurring due to mas-
sive population movements out of Kurdistan, with accompanying language
shift and language attrition (see Opengin, 2012), and also to the emergence of
a trans-national urbanised Kurdish culture fuelled by the internet and satellite
television. It is therefore a matter of considerable urgency to document as
much as possible of the rich regional variety embodied in the dialects before
they disappear entirely.

The paper is organised along the following lines. In the second section, we
introduce the main geographical divisions that form the basis for our analysis,
and outline data sources and means of data compilation. In the third section,
we present the results of the comparison of two different kinds of regional
variation: lexical variation and phonological differences across cognate forms.
In section four, we deal with variation in morphosyntax, while section five
summarises the main findings and draws some more general conclusions,
both of general methodological nature as well as remarks pertaining specifical-
ly to the Kurdish case. The raw data that form the basis of our analysis are
compiled in the Appendices.

2 As an anonymous reviewer has pointed out, speakers may in fact be resorting to some kind of
inter-dialectal, neutral variety when communicating with speakers from other regions, creating
the impression that mutual intelligibility is higher than is actually warranted. Whatever the actu-
al mechanisms involved may be, however, we have found little evidence for serious impairment
of face-to-face communication due to dialect differences. The same does not hold, however,

between Zazaki and Kurmanji.
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Methodology and data

A note on transcription

At this point a note on the transcription used is in order: when referring to a
particular word in Kurmanji, but outside of any specific local dialect context,
we use the standard Roman-based orthography originally developed by Jeladat
Ali Bedirkhan at the beginning of 1930s, disseminated in the Hawar magazine
(cf. Hawar, 1998; Bedir Khan and Lescot, 1991), and widely used in contem-
porary written Kurmanji, as the neutral pan-regional representation for a
word. When discussing actual dialect forms, we deploy the transcription based
on the philological tradition of Iranian linguistics (e.g. Mahmudveysi et al.,
2012), but we add IPA symbols when necessary for clarification. The tran-
scription used here is broad and generally phonemic; for more phonetic detail
on individual regional varieties see Jastrow (1977), Kahn (1976), MacKenzie
(1961) and Haig and Opengin (forthcoming.) The most important conven-
tions employed are the following:

Transctiption | Desctiption / IPA symbol

a open, front, unrounded vowel, may be phonetically long [a, a:]
x near-open, front, unrounded vowel [z]
i short, central, unrounded vowel, varying degrees of height and

backness [4, w, 9]
open-mid, front, unrounded, vowel (there is considerable vatiation

o

in realization) [€]

e close-mid, front, unrounded vowel, may be phonetically long [e, e:]
1 closed, front, unrounded vowel, may be phonetically long [i, i]

u short, close-mid, slightly centralised, rounded vowel [O]

a close, back, rounded vowel, may be phonetically long [u, u:]

i close, front, rounded vowel, may be phonetically long [y, y:|

o close-mid, back, rounded vowel, may be phonetically long [o, o:]

o) open-mid, back, rounded vowel, may be phonetically long [:]
superscript h indicates aspiration of obstruents

h voiceless pharyngeal fricative [h]

¢ voiced pharyngeal approximant/fricative [9]
¢ voiceless affricate [{]

j voiced affricate [d3]

§ voiceless post-alveolat fricative [f]

z voiced post-alveolar fricative [3]

X voiced uvular fricative []

<

central trill [1]

Main regional divisions

While an empirically grounded dialect classification of KKurmanji does not
yet exist, there is a considerable body of perceptions regarding regional varia-
tion, and many speakers are familiar with terms such as “Serhed”, “Badini”, or
“Botan/Boti”, etc., as designations of regions exhibiting purportedly charac-
teristic linguistic features. To what extent speakers’ perceptions of dialectal

www.kurdishstudies.net Transnational Press Iondon



OPENGIN & HAIG

divisions are based on genuine linguistic differences, or merely reflect preva-
lent cultural/petceived social realities, is a moot question (cf. Preston, 2003),
but although the match of speakers’ perception to measurable linguistic diver-
sity is not perfect, it is also not entirely random. Therefore, we have initially
adopted a division of the Kurmanji speech zone into five regions, based on
our own experience with the language over the last decades and reflecting a
broad consensus of Kurmanji speakers regarding dialect divisions. These five
regions are our points of reference when presenting the data, and we will in
fact conclude that they do represent a reasonably well-founded division of
Kurmanji into regional dialects. Having decided on the major regions to sam-
ple, we proceeded to compile standardised data sets (see below) from a speak-
er (and sometimes more than one speaker) from each of the five regions. The
data sets form the basis for various kinds of analysis, each providing a related,
but distinct, measure of linguistic distance.
The five regions identified in our research are the following:
Southeastern dialect region (abbreviated SEK). This region includes
the Hakkari Province of southeastern Turkey and Duhok Province of Iraqi
Kurdistan, and includes what is traditionally called the Badini dialect. We
have taken the dialect of Semdinli (Kr.3 Semzinan), a district in the south-
east of the Hakkari Province, as the representative of SEK. The first au-
thor of this article, as a native speaker of the dialect, male, 29 years-old,
provided the data.
Southern dialect region (SK). This region includes the central-southern
section of the Kurmanji speech zone, including the Kurmanji of Mardin
and Batman Provinces in Turkey, as well as sections of Sirnak (Kr. Simex),
some districts of Diyarbakir (Kt. Diyarbekir) and Sanlrfa (Kr. Réiba) prov-
inces in the Kurdish region in Turkey as well as in Hasaka Province in Syr-
ia and the region of Sincar in Iraq. The data for this dialect came from a 28
year-old educated male from the Mardin region.
Northern dialect region (INK). This dialect is commonly referred to as
“Serhed” Kurdish, and in Turkey includes the Provinces of Mus (Kr. M),
Agrt (Kr. Agiri or Qerekilis), Brzurum (Kr. Ergerom) and some districts of
the Provinces of Van (Kr. Wan), Bitlis (Kr. Bilis/ Bedlis), Bingol (Kt. Cewlig)
and Diyarbakir. The informant is a 40 year-old educated male from Varto
(Kr. Gimgim), who grew up in the district but has been living outside the
language area for the past ten years.
Southwestern dialect region (SWK). This region includes Adiyaman
(K. Semsiir), Gaziantep (Kr. Entab) and the western half of Sanlurfa Prov-
inces of Turkey as well as the northern section of the Aleppo (Kr. Heleb)
Province in Syria. The data was collected from a 25 year-old educated male
from a village in Gaziantep.
Northwestern dialect region (INWK). This region includes the Kurmanji
vatieties spoken in Kahramanmaras (Kr. Meras), Malatya (Kr. Melet7) and

3 K. is the abbreviation for Kurdish.

© Kurdish Studies

147



148

REGIONAL VARIATION IN KURMANJI

Sivas (Kr. Séwaz) provinces. The data was collected from a 25 year-old ed-
ucated female from the Elbistan district of Kahramanmaras.

Standard Kurdish is generally associated with the dialect of Botan region,
centred on the town of Cizre (Kr. Ciz7r), which would be placed between our
SK and SEK, and it does in fact show characteristics of both. But although
Standard Kurdish is loosely based on the Kurdish of a certain region, it is not
a regional dialect on a par with the others discussed here, as its function as the
basis for the emergent cross-regional standard (e.g. in print media and satellite
TV) confers on it a different status. The dynamics of the development of
Standard Kurdish are playing themselves out in a discourse space that cannot
be reduced to purely geographic terms, and we therefore refrain from assign-
ing Standard Kurdish to any particular geographic region.

The map in Figure 1 shows the approximate extent of the five regions,
and the origins of the speakers from whom the data were collected.

Figure 1. Map of major regional dialects in Kurmanji
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Key: Origins of speakers who provided the data are indicated by squares.

We would like to emphasise the provisional nature of the graphic repre-
sentation at this stage. First, we are only able to estimate the extents of the
respective dialect regions; we currently do not have sufficient data for many
regions to make a more precise localisation possible, and we have therefore
left some of the Kurdish-speaking regions unassigned to any particular dialect
(e.g. west of Diyarbakir). Second, there are regions, e.g. southwest of Lake
Van, which appear to lie at the intersection of more than one dialect region;
again, resolving the complexities here would require much finer-grained sam-
pling than we have been able to accomplish, and we defer this to later re-
search. Finally, there is a profound problem inherent in this kind of research,
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particularly in view of the mobility of the Kurdish community and increasing
exposure to other varieties of Kurmanji in the last decades, namely that of
variation within a speaker’s speech (cf. Kahn, 1976 on variation in Kurmanji
phonology). MacKenzie (1961) had already bemoaned the difficulties of find-
ing “pure” dialect speakers. In fact, the ideal of the “pure dialect speaker” is
probably an illusion of the analyst, and the precisely localisable isoglosses of
traditional dialectology likewise (see Auer, 2005) for a critique of the tradition-
al dialectological notion of isogloss).

Data types

From each region, we elicited four different kinds of data, which are out-
lined below and available in the Appendices. The data was collected through
elicitations with native speakers from the five different regions introduced
carlier, gathered with speakers who were living in or near Paris in September-
October 2012.

The basic lexcicon

It is generally accepted that certain lexical items are less prone to influence
from neighbouring languages than others. These words constitute a relatively
stable core vocabulary which, all other things being equal, is less likely to be
replaced over time than other parts of the lexicon. Typically, this vocabulary
includes words for body patts, salient and frequent natural phenomena, verbs
for basic activities such as “eat”, pronouns, and numerals under 10. A list of
200 such items was originally compiled by the American linguist Mortis Swa-
desh, later reduced to 100 items (the “Swadesh List”, cf. Swadesh, 1955). The
Swadesh list has been widely applied in a technique known as “glottochronol-
ogy”, a (very controversial) technique in historical linguistics. The undetlying
assumption is that vocabulary items are replaced at a constant rate across
time. Therefore, if we compare the Swadesh vocabulary list in two related lan-
guages, we can calculate how many items are shared, and how many differ,
which yields a rough indication of the time-span that has elapsed since the
two languages split from their common ancestor (Swadesh, 1959). Glotto-
chronology has been severely criticised (cf. Dixon, 1997: 35-36; Campbell,
1998: 177-186; Fox, 1995: 279-291), and few would now take the calculation
of absolute dates seriously. In particular, the assumption of a constant rate of
vocabulary replacement has been disproved in a number of studies. However,
as a method for quantifying “relative” historical distances between related
languages or dialects, it retains its value. Furthermore, most linguists concur
that some reference to the concept of basic or core vocabulary is relevant for
assessing degrees of relatedness, and more sophisticated applications have
since been developed (cf. Heggarty, 2012 for an overview). Comparison of the
basic lexicon has thus since become one of the tools in the linguists” toolkit
for comparing languages, though the original ramifications of glottochronolo-
gy have largely been abandoned (see Anonby, 2003, 2004/2005 for an applica-
tion of basic lexicon comparison to Luri and Southern Kurdish).
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For our investigation, we used a basic vocabulary list, but rather than use
the original Swadesh list, which was based entirely on the intuition of Mortis
Swadesh, we have adopted the Leipzig-Jakarta list (Haspelmath and Tadmor,
2009). The latter results from a large-scale cross-linguistic investigation of
loan words, and is a list of those word-meanings which emerged as the least
likely to have been borrowed across the languages in the sample. It is thus an
empirically validated/established representation of “basic lexicon”. The list
used in this study comprises the 100 items of the Leipzig-Jakarta list, supple-
mented by a list of words which are specifically relevant to the Iranian lan-
guages, yielding 159 in total. The full list can be found in the Appendix A.

Phonological variation

In this list we have included 21 items which are known to show a high de-
gree of phonological variation across different Kurmanji dialects, noting their
phonological form in each of the five regions (see Appendix B).

Lexical variation

This list includes 33 items — mostly verbs —, which are characterised by lex-
ical variants across Kurmaniji (see Appendix C).

Verb paradigms

This list includes 14 basic verbs conjugated for 20d and 3 person singular
in indicative present and simple past, as well as in imperative and subjunctive
moods (Appendix D).

Analysing variation in lexicon and phonology

Variation can occur in a number of distinct domains. In this study, we focus
on three types: (a) variation in the choice of lexical items used to express cer-
tain concepts (lexical variants); (b) phonological variation between etymologi-
cally related words (cognates)*; (c) variation in morphosyntax. Each kind of
data has its own advantages and limitations, which is precisely why it is expe-
dient to triangulate from several different methods. If an analysis based on
results from one method is replicated by the results of an independent meth-
od, then the validity of the original analysis is confirmed to a greater extent
than merely further confirmation from the same method. Below we outline
the methodology underlying the first two data types (lexicon and phonology),
and in section four we take up variation in morphosyntax. In the conclusions
we discuss some of the shortcomings, and some avenues for refining and ex-
tending the methodology.

4 Note that our use of the term “cognate” is a conservative one, reserved for words which are
assumed to be reflexes of the same word in the proto language shared by the related languages
under investigation. In other studies, “cognate” may also include loanwords which have com-
parable form and meaning in the related languages under investigation (cf. Gooskens, 2007).
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Assessing lexcical variation

We use the term “lexical variants” to refer to distinct lexical items express-
ing the same meaning. With “distinct lexical item”, we mean that to express
any particular meaning in the word list, two dialects use words that can be
plausibly assumed to have distinct historical origins, i.e. which are not cog-
nates.> This type will be distinguished from phonological differences between
two words with the same assumed historical origin (cognates), which are dis-
cussed below. It would in fact be possible to collapse the distinction between
these two data types (e.g. by working with Levenshtein distances, cf.
Gooskens, 2007), but we have opted to preserve the division at this stage. The
division will become clearer in our discussion of actual examples.

In order to assess levels of lexical variation, we conducted a pair-wise
comparison of each item in the basic vocabulary list from each regional varie-
ty with each other variety, and calculated the percentage of the basic lexicon
which each pair shared. Thus the percentages in the Table 1 refer to the per-
centages of the total of 158¢ items in our basic vocabulary list.

Table 1. Percentages of shared lexical items (cognates) in the 158-item word
list across the five regions

SEK SK NK SWK
SK 79
NK 73 80
SWK 73 80 87
NWK 72 77 81 87

The percentages of shared cognates given figures in Table 1 are actually
lower than what one could expect for supposedly mutually intelligible dialects.
For example, Girdenis and Maziulis (1994: 9), working with the Swadesh list
on Slavic languages, show that Bulgarian and Macedonian share 86% and
Polish and Russian 77% of their basic vocabulary. Similarly, Dyen et al. (1992)
show that shared basic vocabulary between Spanish and Italian on one hand
and French and Italian are at 80% and 79% respectively. A naive comparison
of these figures with ours for Kurmanji would suggest, for example, that the
difference between SK and NK (80%, cf. Table 1) is comparable to that be-
tween Spanish and Italian.” However, we urge caution in comparing the fig-

5 A reviewer suggests that the two kinds of data we are distinguishing here both involve “lexical
differences”. We see this basically as a disagreement in terminology; the conceptual difference
between cognates and non-cognates, which is behind our distinction, is sufficiently uncontro-
versial, regardless of the labels chosen to refer to it.

¢ One item was removed from the original list due to difficulties of analysis.

7 A reviewer actually concludes from the figures in Table 1 that the “Kurmanji dialects them-
selves are not mutually intelligible, but that speakers have learned how to communicate by us-
ing interdialects”. This claim is based on the questionable assumption that there is some identi-
fiable threshold of lexical differences that defines “mutual intelligibility”. In fact, existing stud-
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ures obtained in different investigations. First, our investigation is not based
on the Swadesh list, but on a modified version of the Leipzig/Jakarta list, ren-
dering direct comparison invalid. Second, we have been extremely conserva-
tive in considering two words to have the “same” meaning. Thus a relatively
slight semantic shift between cognate words in two dialects (e.g. “nose” >
“nostril”) is sufficient for us to treat those two dialects as having distinct
words for that item on the list, thus lowering the overall percentage of shared
items. Other differences in analytic procedure also impact on the results and it
is often not possible to see exactly which decisions underly the figures in pub-
lished sources. What Table 1 provides, then, is not an absolute measure of
distance, which would be directly comparable to other investigations, but a
measure of relative historical distance among the varieties considered in this
investigation.

Turning now to the figures themselves, the “closest” dialect pairs are
Northwestern Kurmanji (NWK) and Southwestern Kurmanji (SWK), which
share 87% of items in the word list, and Northern Kurmanji and Southwest-
ern Kurmanji (SWK), likewise with 87% shared common lexicon. The com-
parison of shared lexical items in fact already yields a broad sub-classification
into three main dialect groups: the three western and northern varieties NI,
NWK and SWK cluster together, in distinction to Southeastern Kurmanji
(SEK). Intermediate between these two is Southern Kurmanji (SK), with be-
tween 77 and 80% shared similarities to all other varieties.

Table 2 gives a selection of the data, showing examples of variation and
commonalities across the five dialects. The lexical items that set one dialect
apart from the others are in italics. It is evident that different dialect combina-
tions emerge, depending on the lexical item. For instance the words ber
“stone” and phir¢ “hait” set SEK apart from all other dialects; the word bas
“good” bundles SEK and SK together as different from the other three dia-
lects, which share as equivalent the word 7ind ; the word mezin “big” bundles
the four dialects together as different from NWK which has gir as the corre-
sponding word. Mapping these different forms would not, therefore, yield
congruent isoglosses. However, in general we find NWK and SEK pattern as
the ends of a southeast/northwest continuum, showing distinct lexical items,
while the intermediate dialects align for some items with SEK, for others with
NWK, and in a few cases exhibit unique forms (e.g. NK 7/ “rain”).

ies on mutual intelligibility conclude that the correlation between lexical differences and intelli-
gibility is “not significant” (Gooskens, 2007: 461); a better match is obtained through phonetic
distance based on Levenshtein distances; this is obviously a promising avenue for further re-
search. However, other factors also impact on mutual intelligibility, and actually testing them
turns out to be an exceedingly complex task. It is therefore not clear how the reviewer is inter-
preting the range of values in Table 1 (72-87%) in terms of mutual intelligibility. Given the
rather obscure nature of the construct “mutual intelligibility”, we prefer not to interpret the
figures in Table 1 in this manner, but simply to take them as an initial — and very approximate -
measure of relative historical distance.
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Table 2. Examples of lexical variants in Kurmanji dialects

Stand.K + Gloss SEK SK NK SWK NWK
kevir ‘stone’ ber kevir kevir kaevits kaevir
por ‘hair’ Priré phov phor pPor pPor
lexcistin - ‘hit’ lédan lexistin | lexistin lexistin | lexistin
zarok ‘child’ biciik zafok zat zar del
poz ‘nose’ difin béhvil poz poz poz
bas ‘good’ bas bas rind rind rind
ling leg’ ling ling ¢p nig Suni
baran ‘rain’ baran baran Sili baran baran
per ‘wing’ phef phef phef pil pil
mezin ‘big’ mezin mezin mezin mezin | gir

The attested differences in the basic lexicon arise primarily through two
main mechanisms. The most important is semantic shift: the cognates under-
go different changes in meaning in the respective varieties (or a change in one
variety, while in another the meaning remains unchanged), leading over time
to distinct meanings. As an example, consider the word for “nose” in SEK,
difin. In NK, the word for “nose” is poz (cf. Table 2). However, the word difin
does in fact exist in NK (and probably in other dialects), but it has a more
specialised meaning than just “nose”, namely “nostril”, hence it is not includ-
ed in this list. Further examples of semantic shifts include the words for
“stone”: in all dialects it is &evir except for SEK, where we find ber. In SEK a
cognate of kevir does exist, but it has undergone a semantic shift to “steep
cliff”. Similarly, the word for “hait” is p"r¢ in SEK but phor in all other dia-
lects. The word phor exists in SEK with the more specific meaning of “lock of
hair above the forehead” while, in turn, the word phirf exists in the other dia-
lects with specified meaning of “the hair on the body of human beings”.

Many similar examples can be found outside of the basic vocabulary (cf.
Appendix C). For example, the verb §elimandin exists in SK and NK with the
meaning “learn/teach”, but in SEK, it refers to “bringing up (a child)”. The
wortd peg is used as the lexical variant of 77 “sheep” in NWK, but in all other
dialects pezg is the generic term for all types of sheep. Similarly, the word &k
“dog” in NK and SWK, and its — probable — cognate £udik in NWK, are used
more specifically to refer to a “young dog, whelp” in NWK and SEK. The
word bidik “child” in SEK is found in all the other dialects, but with the con-
ceptually-related meaning of “small”. Finally, the word gir exists in all of the

8 We use the symbol [] to indicate a more open realization of Standard Kurdish [€], which is
rendered in Standard Kurdish orthography as <e> (as in Standard Kurdish ez “17). If a dialectal
realisation of this vowel is close to the Standard Kurdish one, we transcribe it with <e>. How-
ever, the two-way distinction in our transcription is certainly an over-simplification.
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five dialects, but only in NWK is it the general-purpose adjective meaning
“big”, while in other dialects it bears a semantic nuance akin to “bulky”.

One might conjecture that variation caused by semantic shifts would be
less detrimental to mutual intelligibility because the relevant words are availa-
ble to the other speakers, and the semantic differences are often fairly trans-
parent. Semantic shifts affecting cognate words are of course characteristic of
related varieties, whether dialects or languages. With increasing time of separa-
tion of related varieties, semantic change may cause cognates to diverge con-
siderably in their meanings. Consider the Germanic languages English and
German; in English we find the word deer, which has the cognate in German
Tier “animal”. Likewise English #hatch has the German cognate Dach “roof”,
and English fow/has as cognate in German 7gge/ “bird”.

The second major source of lexical differences is borrowing from neigh-
bouring languages, mainly from Arabic and Turkish but sometimes also from
Armenian, Persian and Sorani (though it is often difficult to prove that an
item has been “borrowed” from the latter into Kurmanji). However, most of
the clear instances of borrowing occur outside the basic lexicon, as we have
defined it above. One of the reasons that SEK appears to diverge most from
the other Kurmanji dialects is that it shares many words from neighbouring
Sorani (e.g. ber “stone”, bezir “lost”, sotin “burn”, simti “melon”). Whether the-
se are actually “borrowings” or shared retentions that have been retained due
to the relative proximity with Sorani, can probably not be established with any
certainty. It should be noted that they are found throughout the SEK region
(areas like Catakin, Van), so are certainly not the result of recent direct contact
with Sorani.

In SK, we find higher proportion of loans from Arabic, including common
verbs such as Sitexiandin “speak”, betlandin “get tired”, Celimandin “learn”, or
Susculandin “work”, faitly obviously triggered by the long-standing coexistence
with Arabic-speaking groups in the region. In NWK, Arabic influence is less
obvious, while Turkish influence is more apparent, for example expressions
like belli kirin “learn” based on a Turkish word belli “obvious”, or the wide-
spread use of Turkish verb-forms with —mis coupled with Kurmanji light
verbs, amply attested in Le Coq’s texts published in 1903 (Le Coq, 1903). The
different words for “potato” also reflect different sources of borrowing: karto/
in NK is from a Slavic language, while patetiz in SWK is presumably via Turk-
ish. However, while language contact has contributed to lexical variation in
Kurmanji, it is noteworthy that few items on our list of basic vocabulary any
of the dialects are clearly identifiable as borrowings (borrowings include sers
“hard”, qim “sand” and galie “thigh”, from Turkish, and sekinin “to stop”
So(x)/ “work” from Arabic). Borrowing has thus — in confirmation of the basic
assumption behind the Leipzig-Jakarta List — primarily affected words outside
the basic vocabulary.

The most divergent dialect with regard to lexical variation is SEK, which
shares less than 80% of its basic lexicon with the other dialects. We should
note that our SEK includes what is commonly referred to as Badini, the
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Kurmanji of Iraqi Kurdistan. As such, it exhibits many lexical items not found
elsewhere in Kurmanji, such as axifiin “say”, $iyan “be able”, séwik “potato”,
Seqi bin “be tired”, bezir/ berze “lost”. These items are often considered the
hallmark of Badini, setting it off from the Kurmanji spoken in Turkey. How-
ever, we would like to emphasise that there is no sharp dialect border corre-
sponding to the national border Turkey/Iraq, and that the Kurmanji of
Southeastern Turkey and in the atea across the Iranian border shares most of
the lexical and grammatical features of the neighbouring varieties of North
Iraq. We therefore refer to a broader unit “SEK”, which includes both Badini
and the neighbouring Kurmanji varieties of southeastern Turkey and across
the border in Iran (cf. Fig. 1 above). In this context it is all the more remarka-
ble that some items in NWK, such as $un/ “knee” and westo “now”, are shared
with Sorani, and §z A#rin “can, be able” is reminiscent of the archaic SEK
form sjyan. Whether these words are hints of an old-layer of migration from
further southeast, or retentions that happen to be shared by these two varie-
ties, cannot be readily decided on the basis of the little data available.

In sum, the instances of variation observed in the comparison of the basic
lexicon are typical examples of natural processes of language change: semantic
shifts, and borrowing. Given sufficient time depth and continued separation,
the unrelenting effects of such changes accumulate, and ultimately lead to the
emergence of distinct languages. There is, however, no generally accepted an-
swer to the question of at what level such differences should be considered to
yield different “languages”. However, the concept of “language” involves not
only matters of lexical and morphosyntactic similarity, but also meta-linguistic
issues of perceived unity and shared cultural heritage, as discussed in Haig and
Opengin (this issue), and it would be premature to engage in that discussion
here. Our findings regarding degree of lexical variation provide an initial, and
fairly rough, gauge of historical distance among the dialects investigated. The
picture that emerges does in fact reflect the areal distribution: the geograph-
ically most peripheral dialects, SEK and NWK are also those that share the
least cognates (72%), which can be read as indicating greatest time-depth of
separation. These findings are largely confirmed by other data types consid-
ered below.

Phonological variation in cognate words

Regular sound correspondences

Cognates are words in related languages and dialects that are considered to
have been inherited from the same word in the common ancestor language
(cf. Campbell and Mixco, 2007: 33). In this section, we investigate a selection
of cognate words, both within and outside the basic vocabulary, which exhibit
systematic phonological variation (Appendix B). Issues of semantic shifts are
ignored in this section. Most of the systematic phonological variation found in
these words concerns the vowel segments, a finding which confirms
Proki¢ (2010: 142) conclusions from her investigation of Bulgarian dialects.
This is of course precisely what one would expect in a comparison of closely
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related varieties/dialects: the main locus of accent differences is in vowel qual-
ities, L.e. these are the first phonological segments to diverge over time, with
unstressed vowels the least stable of all. Consonants, on the other hand, are
relatively stable across related dialects, as Proki¢ (2010) also confirms. Again
in keeping with what is known about comparisons of closely-related varieties,
we find that there are relatively few stable and consistent sound correspond-
ences (Proki¢ and Cysouw, 2013), and most of them concern vowels. Table 3
provides a selection of the correspondences that can be observed.

Table 3. Regular sound correspondences in Kurmanji dialects

Stand.K — example SEK SK NK SWK NWK
a [a:] agir “fire’ [a:] [a:] [a:] [a:] [21]
efel/[e] dw  Cmouth’ [ [ [ [ [
alw] gk Cwalne? [y [ Q] [w] [u
0 [of] iro ‘today’ [w] [o] [o:] [o] [o]
VoV [-b-]  hebi’ ‘there was” | [-b-] [-b-]  [b-/v] [-w] [~w-]
v av ‘water’ W v v v vl
xw XWe ‘salt’ X XW XW XW Xw/ XV

The Stand.K vowel 4, phonetically [a:], is realised distinctively in NWK as
a mid-low back rounded vowel [2:]. Ozsoy and Tiirkyilmaz (2006: 304) sug-
gest Turkish influence behind this change, although a change of this nature
could be expected within vowel systems without obvious foreign influence,
and it is not readily apparent why Turkish influence should be assumed. In
accordance with the principles of chain shifts in vowel systems (Labov, 1994),
this change is accompanied by a lowering of ¢ [€] to « [a:] in NWK. Accord-
ingly, the items seen in Stand.K and other dialects as agir “fire” and kevir
“stone” are seen as ogir and kavir. This latter change, e > a (or @), is also seen
in SK but only word-finally and rarely elsewhere (see fn. 10).

The Stand.K 7, phonetically |u:], is fronted into #, phonetically [y:], in
SEK. Examples contrasting NK and SEK forms are the following:!2

9 A reviewer questions the validity of this example due the morpheme boundary between he-
and —bu. We acknowledge it as a possible special case, but we retain it in the the table because it
is a high-frequency item for which we have reliable data for all dialects. Other words with inter-
vocalic —b- generally follow the pattern indicated (see examples further below), though as in
most cases of phonological change between closely-related varieties, there may be lexical excep-
tions and register-determined variation (cf. for example the distribution of diphthong [A#] and
monophthong [u:] in words like down in Scottish English, described in Smith et al., 2009).

10 Note that this change in SK affects mostly word-final vowels and sporadically word-initial
(@zman “sky”) and word-medial (mezin “big”) vowels too. The relevant environment is quite
possibly the open syllable (hence it does not effect the SK pronunciation of Stand. K. dev
“mouth”), but this requires more detailed investigation.

11 Unlike in much of West Iranian, [v] and [w] are distinct phonemes in most of Kurmanji, cf.
Jastrow (1977), MacKenzie (1961: 30-44) and Haig and Opengin, forthcoming.
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Stand. K SEK NK
dnr ‘far’ diir Dar
ik ‘bird’ clicik Crtik
g0z ‘walnut’ gz g0z

This change is followed by raising the close mid o to %, so 7% “sun” of NK
is realized as /%% in SEK. In the western half of the Badini dialect zone (e.g.
Duhok), the change # > 7 has gone further by derounding the vowel to 7 e.g.
“far” dpr > diir > dir, or third singular past of “be”, which is 4z Derounding
also affects some items of Semzinan-dialect of SEK (e.g. #% “bitter”, xin
“blood”). In fact it sporadically affects items further to the west, for example
in SK, the word for “turtle” £%so (cf. Table 4). The fronting (and in some cas-
es derounding) of # is thus a much more complex process than can be ade-
quately treated here, and affects different items to different degrees, but it
seems to be mote or less restricted to SEK.

SEK does not have the voiced labiodental fricative phoneme /v/ of
Stand.K, which has merged with the approximant /w/. Furthermore, the con-
sonant group [xw] is simplified and delabialised to [x] in SEK. Note that these
two features distinguish also Central Kurdish (Sorani) from Kurmanji, show-
ing the intermediary position of SEK between Sorani and Kurmaniji.

The lenition of Stand. K /b/ to [w] intervocalically is one of the most sali-
ent features of NWK and SWK. In NK| it is also characteristic for /b/ to
weaken to [v] intervocalically. Thus it seems that we are dealing with a general
process of b-lenition that affects NK, SWK and NWK, and which has pro-
ceeded farthest in the latter two dialects (b>v>w). Examples of lexical items
from our data are shown below:

Stand.K SEK SK NK SWK NWK

hebek ‘one piece’  hebek hebefk hevek hewek hawek

ebes elon - ebes eves ewes -
zeb ‘melon’ b

The lenition of [b] is frequently observed with the present-tense stems of
verbs beginning with [b-], when they are preceded by the indicative prefix dr-,
or the subjunctive prefix & In this environment, the stem-initial [b-] may
weaken further to become a front rounded vowel |@], for example [d@e:m]| “I
say”, from Stand. K. di-béjim via lenition of the intervocalic [-b-]>[-w-]>|c]

12 The Stand.K. word xwin “blood” appears to have been affected by two of these changes,
namely the fronting of the vowel [u:], and the delabialisation of the consonant cluster [xw-],
which appear to have interacted in interesting ways. The forms of this word in the various dia-
lects (cf. Table 4) cannot in fact be predicted by any of the rules given in Table 3.
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(field notes from Karakocan). An almost identical process affects initial [b-] of
present-stem verbs in the Gorani dialect investigated by Mahmoudveysi et al.
(2012: 31).

Other changes in phonological form

Different phonological shapes of cognates may also be motivated by
changes other than regular phonological rules: dialects may develop distinct
mechanisms for accommodating syllable complexity, or apply different affixes
under different conditions, leading to changes in the forms of related words,
or there may be sporadic shifts in the phonologies of isolated words (metathe-
sis or dissimilation, for example). Some examples of this kind of variation are
illustrated in Table 4.

Table 4. Phonological differences across cognate words in Kurmanji dialects

Stand K + Gloss SEK SK NK SWK NWK
giman  ‘tongue’ Cezman ziman ziman ziman ziman
xwin  ‘blood’ xin xwin xun xun xin
hesti ‘bone’ héstife basti hestt hesti haestt
spi ‘louse’ hispi speb sip1 spl ispl
zarok  ‘child’ biciik zafok ari zar - (del)
meiro ‘ant’ 7érii miro mitjolek | mori - (gera)
xwisk  ‘sistet’ xiisk el xweng xYaying | x™ong
diran  ‘tooth’ didan dinan diran diran didon
heyv ‘moon’ hewi heyv hiv hev hiv
doh ‘yesterday’ | dubu doh do dibu do

7 ‘beard’ Pidin fih i 1ihi i
kiisi ‘turtle’ Ehiiset Rliso Rlaisi - (feq) Rlise

An important source of differences among nouns is the suffix —(7)&, some-

times (misleadingly) referred to as the diminutive suffix.!> Thus we often find
nouns ending in —& in one dialect, while in another dialect the cognate noun
lacks the —&; cf. SEK héstik “bone”, or SK zarok “child”.

In some words, we find reflexes of historical changes that we are unable to
systematise. The word for “tooth” had the forms dud’n ot dandan in Parthian.
It shows interesting developments of the medial consonant cluster. In SEK
and NWK it is simplified to -d-, in SK it is -n-, while NK, SWK and Stand. K
have -r-. There seems little point in postulating directionality of change here;
rather, we seem to have parallel processes of simplification in the different
dialects. Similarly, the final consonant cluster -rg- of the word for “wolf” is
simplified in all dialects (as g#r) except for SEK (gurg).

13 The function of this Kurmanji suffix is difficult to circumscribe, and its origin is also a puz-
zle; it may in fact be the reflex of more than one ancient suffix.

www.kurdishstudies.net Transnational Press Iondon



OPENGIN & HAIG

Another source of differences concerns certain word-initial consonant
clusters, as shown in the dialect forms of the Standard Kurdish ziman
“tongue”, spi “louse” and szér “star”. No dialect tolerates an initial [zm-] clus-
ter, but different strategies are employed for handling it: in SEK an initial
vowel is added (i.e. igman or egman), and the resulting syllable also receives an
onset through the insertion of a glottal stop (which may be realised as a phar-
yngeal fricative [§]), yielding {ezman. SEK also favours this strategy for [sp-],
though the onset is provided by [h] rather than a glottal stop. In the other
dialects, [zm-] is broken up by an epenthetic vowel (z77zan etc.). The strategies
for dealing with the initial cluster in §p7 on the other hand, are quite varied,
and both SK and SWK in fact tolerate the cluster in this word. Finally, the
cluster s#- (as in the word for “star”) is retained in SEK and SK and avoided in
other dialects by inserting a central vowel. Thus, a given dialect may not fol-
low a systematic strategy of handling the initial consonant clusters.

The pharyngeal consonant [h] is found in a number of native Kurmanji
wortds, especially in initial position, for example [heft] “seven” in SEK. Simi-
larly, loan words from Arabic may retain their pharyngeal consonants. How-
ever, in NK we find that pharyngealisation may also affect the quality of un-
rounded vowels (or of the entire syllable) of a number of words, mostly of
native origin, presented in Table 5.!* A similar phenomenon also affects some
wortds in SK and SWK to differing degrees. It is altogether absent in SEK and
NWK, though in the latter, similar to the dialects with pharyngealised vowels,
the initial stops are deaspirated. It is typical for SEK that deaspiration of stops
and affricates affects fewer lexical items, and is perceptually less salient than in
the other dialects. Again, this is seems to reflect the proximity of SEK to So-
rani Kurdish, which lacks the aspirated/non-aspirated distinction on stops
and affricates completely.

Table 5. Pharyngealisation in Kurmanji dialects

159

Stand.K SEK SK NK SWK NWK
éav ‘eye’ [tfMa:v] [tfa:0v] [tfeSv] [tfa:v] [tfo:v]
pebn “wide’ [pha:n] [pehn] [peSn] [peSn] [po:n]
tehl  ‘bitter’ [tha:]] [tehl] [teS1] [teS1] [to:]]
masi  ‘fish’ [masi]  [ma:si:] [meQsi:] [ma:si] [mo:si:]
mar  ‘snake’ [ma:r] [ma:r] [me:Sr] [meQr] [mo:(]

Finally, we should mention a lexico-grammatical feature that distinguishes
between different dialects, namely the form of the demonstrative particle, as

14 In some cases it can be linked to the “ejective” character (lack of aspiration) of the initial
consonant, which appears to be re-interpreted as a pharyngeal characteristic, and then spread
across the entire syllable. However, other words with a pharyngeal vowel quality such as war
“snake”, or mehin “mare” (from NK) lack an original unaspirated initial consonant, so we lack
an explanation for the source of pharyngealisation here.
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lexicalised in some adverbs. As shown in Table 6, the demonstrative ev “this”
is lexicalised as - in SK and NK, along with Stand.K., while the SWK and
NWK have it as /- and SEK in its less-modified form ew which it shares with
Sorani.

Table 6. Demonstrative patticle in adverbs

Stand. K SEK SK NK SWK NWK
ifev  ‘tonight’ ewsew Sev Sev hisev hisev
iro ‘today’ ewfo iro iro hiro hiro

Summary of variation in lexicon and phonology

The preceding sections have identified a number of domains of regional
variation, focussing on lexical variants and phonological variation in related
words (cognates). As mentioned earlier, our initial classification into regional
dialects, which formed the basis for data collection, is based on shared folk
perceptions and our own knowledge. However, our impression after evaluat-
ing the data is that on the whole, the five regions initially identified can in fact
be maintained, as they show sufficient internal commonalities, and sufficient
differences to the others to render the classification meaningful. While it is
evident that the basic lexicon shows a high degree of shared items, outside the
basic lexicon the dialects investigated here have a fair number of differences,
some of which are captured in the data compiled in Appendices B and C.

Table 7. Lexical isoglosses (lexical variants and cognates) in Kurmanji dialects

Ttem SEK SK | NK | SWK | NWK
‘stone’ ber kevir

‘lost’ bezir winda

‘much’ hind qas

‘hungry’ birsi birci

‘burn’ sotin sewitandin

‘arm’ Mil P1

‘like? Wek Mina

‘all’ Hemi gis(t)

“fire’ Agir Ar

‘today’ ewro/iro Hiro

‘eleven’ Yanzdeh de-w-yek

leg’ Ling zuni
‘now’ Niha westa
“fly’ Mes mes

Table 7 gives a summary of some salient differences, showing that within
our dialect divisions different lexical isoglosses bundle the dialects in different
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ways. What we essentially find — and this is again as expected — is clear evi-
dence of a dialect continuum, with the intermediate dialects SK, NK and
SWK, exhibiting greater commonalities with other dialects than the peripheral
varieties SEK and NWK. We nevertheless find evidence for distinguishing
NK from SK, and NK from SWK, thus confirming the original choice of dia-
lect divisions.

Variation in morphosyntax

Due to time restrictions, we were unable to compile comprehensive data from
all five dialect regions for morphosyntax. In this section, we will illustrate
grammatical variation for only three of the main dialects, namely SEK, SK
and NWK, on an east-to-west line. NK and SWK, on the other hand, general-
ly exhibit a combination of the variants identified for the three main dialects,
which is consonant with the intermediate position of the NK and SWK dia-
lects as outlined above. In this section we treat only a selection of the actually
attested variation in morphosyntax; the reader is referred to Haig and
Opengin (forthcoming) for more extensive discussion and illustration of these
and additional features.

Personal and reflexive pronouns

The direct/oblique distinction in all pronouns is retained in all dialects.!s
Substantial formal differences are seen mainly in 204 person plural. As shown
below, the SEK form (shared also in northern varieties of Sorani Kurdish) is
remarkably different, especially in its oblique form, from the other dialects —
although it is possible that they all derive from the same etymological source.

Stand. K SEK SK NWK

hun/ we ‘you.pl.dit/obl’ hing/hingo win/we wun/we

There is an invariant reflexive pronoun in Kurmanji, used also as an ad-
nominal possessor. In Stand.K and most dialects of Kurmanji, the reflexive
pronoun is used as an adnominal possessor only under the condition that its
coreferent antecedent is the subject of the same clause (i.e. binding principles).
In NWK, however, the reflexive pronoun is generalised as a marker of a third
petson (singular/plural) possessor, regardless of whether it is coreferential
with the same-clause subject. Thus, a clause like birayé xwe rind-e (brother-of
self/reflexive good-is) “his brother is good” is possible in NWK, but impos-
sible in SEK or SK (which could only have birayé wi bas-e for the same mean-
ing). This is in fact a highly salient syntactic difference, as the rule for corefer-
ential binding of reflexive xwe is otherwise a very robust feature defining
Kurmaniji syntax (Haig, 1998).

15 Though Dorleijn (1996) reports syncretism in the second person singular between Stand.K.
tn (direct) and 7 (oblique) in the Diyarbakir variety.
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Verbal agreement in the present tense

Verbs in Kurmanji inflect for person and number of the subject in present
tenses. However, there are a number of regional differences in the respective
paradigms. Table 8 presents the main areas of variation, disregarding the vari-
ation caused by regular sound changes and certain other details.

Table 8. Verbal person marker paradigms in Kurmanji dialects

Isg 2sg 3sg 1pl  2pl/3pl

Stand. K -im 1 -e -in -in
SEK -im 1 it -in -in
SK -im -e -€ -in -in
NWK -im -e i -in -in

The comparison of the data shows that SEK is the most divergent of the
dialects in this respect: SEK has an additional number distinction in plural
persons (1pl -in) while the other dialects have a shared plural ending -i» for all
persons. Similarly, the retention of the final consonant of the third person
singular ending is a salient dialectal feature setting SEK apart from all other
dialects.1

Case marking and plural ezafe

All dialects indicate oblique case on singular feminine and plural nouns,
and all indefinites, but show differences in the way masculine singular nouns
are marked for case. Here we only mention two possibilities: oblique case via
a suffix —7 (wan, nan-i) “bread, food” (direct and oblique), or via raising of the
stem vowel (nan, nén); see Haig and Opengin (forthcoming) for details. In the
ezafe, all dialects basically preserve distinct forms for masculine, feminine and

Table 9. Variation in case marking, and plural forms of the ezafe

Stand K SEK SK NWK
plural ezafe -én -éd/-ét -€ -€
sg. masc. oblique marking  vowel-raising  suffixation vowel-raising vowel-
/suffixation raising /
none

plural (though in NWK there is some collapsing of the system), and this re-
mains one of the major features that distinguishes all varieties of Kurmanji
from Sorani. However, there are differences in the form of the plural ezafe

across different varieties of Kurmanji. Table 9 shows the distribution of the

16 A further unique feature of SEK is an additional ending in 3rd person singular —izin. We cur-
rently have no explanation for this form.
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oblique marking of masculine singular nouns, and different forms of the plu-
ral ezafe:

Differences in the T AM system

Some dialects have grammaticalised particular tense, aspect and mood cat-
egories, creating important differences in the organisation of the grammar.
For example, while standard Kurdish does not have a grammatical expression
of progressive aspect (i.e. indicative present is used for all aspectual values),
SEK has developed a specific construction for progressive, involving an ezafe
after the clausal subject, e.g. ezx-¢ nani di-xo-m (I-EZMASC.SG food-
OBL.MASC.SG IND-eat.PRS-1SG) “l am eating food”. Further features which
show categorial and formal differences in tense-aspect-mood system of the
dialects are different forms of the future particle (see Unger, this issue), the
use of ezafe in combination with participles for forming present perfect tense,
the presence of a past habitual particle dz (Unger, this volume), and a clitic
marker for indicating clauses expressing intention. The distribution of these
features across the dialects is shown in Table 10.

Table 10. Differences in the tense-aspect-mood system of dialects

Stand. K SEK SK NWK

progressive aspect - + - +

present perfect with ezafe - + -

future tense patticle de/=e¢ dé =¢ =¢

past habitual particle - da

intention/prospective particle - - - =ke
Adpositions

Kurmanji dialects vary considerably in the kinds of adposition that are
used in various functions. For example, the indirect objects of verbs such as
“say” are marked in SEK by a verbal particle —e¢, and they occur post-verbally.
In NWK and SK, on the other hand (as representative of Central and West-
ern Kurmanji respectively), indirect objects are marked by circumpositions
such as 7 ... r¢/ra “t0”, and they occur pre-verbally. In the northern and west-
ernmost dialects, the circumposition is often reduced to just the postposition-
al element. Note, however, that all dialects also permit indirect objects to be
simply placed after the verb, with no adposition (this is in fact the commonest
option with the verb “give”). A similar pattern is found with expressions of
“with”: in SEK a preposition (%)ge/ is used, while in NWK and SK a circum-
position as ¥/ ... r¢/ra is used. The complete absence of these two circumposi-
tions (%7 ... re and b7 ... re) in SEK constitutes a major difference setting off
SEK from the rest of Kurmanji, and uniting it with Central Kurdish.

Proximal clitics
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The demonstrative system of Stand.K includes determiners, as er “this”
and ew “that, those” together with their oblique versions vz/vé “this”, wi/we
“that”, van “these” and wan “those”. Most of the Kurmanji dialects, however,
use also a clitic element attached to the proximate nouns (e.g. ew kiféh “that
book” vs. ev kitéh-¢ “this book™ and ev kitéb-ene “these books”), which has dif-
ferent singular and plural forms, as below:

Stand K SEK SK NWK

Proximal clitic - -e/-ene - -a/-ana

Plural indefiniteness suffix

While the singular indefiniteness suffix -¢£ is shared across Kurmanji, the
plural indefinite suffix -/ is seen principally (if not exclusively) in SK, differ-
entiating it from both SEK and NWK. This is one of the features that was
adopted into Standard Kurdish, at least in codified grammars of the written
form, but it is interesting to note that it has in fact a narrow distribution in the
spoken language.

Conclusion

Among the regional varieties considered here, the most divergent is SEK, en-
compassing what is generally known as Badini. It has the lowest number of
lexical items in common with the other dialects, and also shows the highest
number of divergent features in the morphosyntax. In a number of respects,
SEK reflects its proximity to Sorani, and some of the differences to the rest of
Kurmanji could be explained through Sorani influence. However, that is not
the whole story, because SEK also shows typical features of Kurmanji (see
below), including very robust case marking of the oblique case, consistent
maintenance of gender distinctions, and the aspirated/non-aspirated distinc-
tion on voiceless obstruents. These three features (among others) are com-
pletely lacking in Sorani, and thus speak against a view of Kurdish that would
see Sorani and Kurmanji as simply two ends of an unbroken pan-Kurdish
dialect continuum. The four varieties of Kurmanji considered here, however,
can be considered to form a fairly typical dialect continuum, each fading into
the areally contiguous region with no obvious sharp boundaries.

Looking a little closer at SEK, we can discern a number of features in the
morphology that can reasonably be considered rather archaic: the richer set of
verbal agreement markers (cf. Table 8), the more consistent use of affixal
case-marking and gender, additional subjunctive forms lost in many of the
other dialects, the consistent application of the ergative construction, and the
use of non-canonical subjects for certain kinds of expressions (cf. Haig and
Opengin, forthcoming). In general, these are features that bespeak of a rela-
tively stable speech community, with a long history of unbroken transmission
and the comparatively small impact of adult second-language learners, who
generally tend to simplify morphosyntax (see McWhorter, 2005; Trudgill,
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2011 on contact effects and simplification in morphosyntax). The other dia-
lects, on the other hand, are all characterised to one degree or another by loss
of these richer morphological features. It is therefore conceivable that the
other dialects, over the course of the northwestern expansion of Kurmanji
speakers into Anatolia, became a lingua franca for speakers of other lan-
guages, in particular Neo-Aramaic, Arabic, and Armenian, and the impact of
these “shifters” was an overall decrease in morphological complexity of the
Kurmanji spoken in these regions. This remains of course speculative, but the
presence of the additional aspiration contrast on stops and affricates in
Kurmanji, particularly of Central Anatolia, is an absolutely typical result of a
shift scenario, in this case from Armenian.

A simplified view of Kurmanji would recognise three main regional varie-
ties: SEK, SK and NWK, the three that are the most distinct from each other.
The other two are less clearly definable, and can probably be considered tran-
sitional zones: NK exhibits features of both NWK and SK, while SWK is also
a transitional region between NWK and SK.

The geographically intermediary position of SK is also paralleled linguisti-
cally in that it shares features both with SEK and NWK. SK seems also to
have gone through a substantial amount of morphosyntactic simplification
(e.g. oblique marking, ezafe forms, Tense-Aspect-Mood system), which is
hardly surprising if we consider that the speech zone of the dialect is geo-
graphically mostly flat (i.e. there are few natural barriers to inhibit mobility)
and that over centuries, the dialect must have served as the lingua franca for
non-Kurdish speaking speech communities in the region (Arabic, Aramaic
and Armenian; see Nootlander, this issue, on Kurdish influence on Neo-
Aramaic). In the same vein, it is also the dialect which exhibits most Semitic
influence, especially in its lexicon but also in verbal morphology and phonol-
ogy.

At the other end of the dialect continuum there is NWK, the Kurdish
spoken in regions such as Elbistan. This dialect shows a number of highly
divergent features, but it has been almost entirely neglected in previous re-
search, and is sometimes even stigmatised among educated Kurds. We have
only noted some of its features here (see Dogan, 2003 for some additional
information), and can offer no convincing hypothesis for the high number of
divergences in this dialect in comparison to the others, apart from the relative-
ly isolated position of this dialect group within the totality of the Kurdish-
speaking world. More research on NWK is an urgent desideratum within
Kurdish linguistics.
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Appendices

Appendix A: The basic vocabulary list

The first 100 items in this list are from the Leipzig-Jakarta list while the re-
maining 59 items are added within the frame of this research. The transcrip-
tion is phonemic, and follows the conventions outlined above (on p. 146).
The abbreviations (m) and (f) stand respectively for masculine and feminine
grammatical gender found in all Kurmanji dialects (though this piece of in-
formation has not been noted for all of the items in the list), while (dir) and
(obl) stand respectively for the direct and oblique case forms of the pronouns.
The abbreviation (n.a.) indicates that the relevant dialect data is not available
for the current analysis.

Item | Meaning SEK SK NK SWK NWK

no (Semdinli) (Midyat) (Varto) (Adiyaman) (Elbistan)

1 fire agir (m) agir (m) agir (m) ar (m) or (m)

2 nose difin (f) béhvil (f) poz (m) poz (m) poz(f)

3 to go ¢han ¢han (f) ¢hayin chan ¢hayin

4 water aw (f) av (f) av (f) av (f) av (f)

5 mouth dew (m) dev (m) dev (m) dev (m) dov (m)

6 tongue fezman (m) ziman (m) ziman (m) ziman (m) zimon (m)

7 blood xin (f) xwin (f) xun (f) xun (f) xiin (f)

8 bone héstik (m) hzsta (m) hestl (m) hesti (f) hasti (m)

9 2SG tu/te ti/tae tu/te tu/te tu/te

10 root rih (m) fa (m) kMok (f) khok (f) khok (f)

11 to come hatin hatin hatin hatin hotin

12 breast sing (m) sing (f) sing (m) sing (m) sing ()

13 rain baran (f) baran (f) sili (f) baran (f) boron (f)

14 1SG ez (dir)/mi(n) ez (dir)/min ez (dir)/mi(n) ez (dir) /mi(n) @z (dir) /mi(n) 169

(obl) (obl) (obl) (obl) (obl)

15 name naw (m) nav (m) nav (m) nav (m) nov (m)

16 louse hispi (f) speh (f) sipi (f) spi (f)? ispi (m)

17 wing pet (m) plef (m) phef (m) bask pil (m)/bask pil ()

(m) (human) | (m)

18 flesh/meat gost (m) gost (m) gost (m) gost (m) gost (m)

19 arm/hand mil/dest (m) ceng-mil PP (m) mil p' (m)/dest p" (m)/deast
(m)/dest (m) (m)/dest (m) (m) (m)

20 fly més (f) més (f) més (f) méf (f) mes (f)

21 night Sew () Sev (f) Sev () fev saev (f)

22 ear guh (m) guh (m) 2o (m) guh (m) guc/guéik (m)

23 neck sukur (f) sukur (f) hista (m) histi (m) usti (m)

24 far diir dar dar dur dar

25 to do/make kirin/¢ekirin kirin/¢ekirin kirin/¢ekirin kirin/¢ekirin kirin/ekirin

26 house mal/xani (m) mal (f)/xani mal (f)/xani (f) | mal (f)/xani xoni (m)/mol
(m) (m) ®

27 stone/rock ber (m) kevir (m) kevir (m) kaevir (m) kavir (m)

28 bitter iz taz taz taz tuz

29 to say gotin gotin gotin gotin gotin

30 tooth didan (m) dinan (m) diran (m) diran (m) didon (m)

31 hair phirc (f) phov (f)/por phor (m) phor (m) phor (m)
(m)

32 big mezin mezin mezin mezin gir

33 one (y)ek yek yek yek ek

34 who? khe khi/khe ki khi/khe khi/khe

35 38G ew/(e)wi-(©)wé | ew/wi-wé ew/wi-wé hew/wi - wé 2w/ ()W -

()we

36 to hit/beat ledan lexistin léxistin lexistin lexistin

37 leg/foot ling/pé (m) ling-phaq &p (m)/ling nig (m) nig (foot) (m)
(f)/p"i-ling (m) (m) (pied/leg)

38 horn sax (f) stirih (m) qo¢ (m) qoch (m) ustru

39 this ew ... e ev/ew-that ev-va/ew va - vi/hew xv/ew

40 fish masi (f) masi (m) meSsi masi (m) mosi (m)

© Kurdish Studies



170

REGIONAL VARIATION IN KURMANJI

41 yesterday duhu(ng) duho do dihu do
42 to drink xarinewe vexwarin (ve)xwarin vexwarin vexorin
43 black fe§ fes§ fe§ fe§ Faes
44 navel nawik (f) navik (f) navik (f) névk (f) novik (f)
45 to stand fawestan sckinandin sikinandin Sekinin saekinin
46 to bite leq dan gez kirin kit kirin/ gez gaez kirin gaez kirin
kirin
47 back phist (f) phist () phist phist pos
48 wind ba (m) ba (m) ba (m) ba (m) bo (m)
49 smoke dukhel () duman (f) da (m) da (m) tu/tuman (f)
50 what? &hi ¢hi ¢hi ¢hi ¢hi
51 child (kin bicik zatok (f) zaru/zar zar/zark (m) dél (m)
term)
52 egg hélik/hék (f) hek () héek hek () hék o -f
53 to give dan dan dayin dan doyin/don
54 new ni na teze nd no
55 to burn (intr.) sotin Sewitandin Sewitandin Sewitandin Sewitondin
56 not ne na na na no
57 good bas bas find/bas rind find
58 to know Zanin zanin zanin zanin zonin
59 knee ¢hok (m) kMabok (m) ¢hok (m) ¢hong (f) ¢hok (m)
60 sand xiz (m) qum (f) qam (f) qam (f) qam
61 to laugh kPenin kPen (m) kenin khenin khzenin
62 to hear bihistin/hay jé | his kirin/ bihistin bihistin bistin
ban hisandin
63 soil ax (f) ax (f) xwell (f) ax (f) ox (f)
64 leaf pelik/belg (m) phel () phel () phele (H ¢ilo (f)
65 red sor sor sor s sur
66 liver cerg (m) kezeb (f) ciger (f) kezew (f) ciger/kezew
(m)
67 to hide Sartinewe vesartin vesartin vesartin vesartin
68 skin/hide Cerm (m) cerm (m) éerm (m) éerm (m) Cerm/post (m)
69 to suck métin mizandin mizandin mizin/ mitin/miZin
mizandin
70 to carry khésan hilgirtin/ khisandin khisandin khisandin
kisandin
71 ant méri (f) miro (f) mirjolek (f) mori (m) géra (m)
72 heavy giran giran giran giran giran
73 to take birin birin birin birin birin
74 old kewn kevin kem kaevin kaevin
75 to eat xarin xwarin xwarin x“arin x9rin
76 thigh qalche (f) khelef () hét (f) qalche () qalce (f)
77 thick stir qalin/star qalind qaling qaling
78 long dréz direz diréz diréz diréz
79 to blow phif kirin pheqandin phif kirin phifé kitin phuf kirin
80 wood dar (f) dar (f) dar (f) dar (f) dor (m)
81 to tun bezin baz dan fevin fevin boz dan
82 to fall ketin ketin ketin ketin ketin
83 eye ¢haw (m) cafv (m) éeSv (m) cav (m) ¢ov (m)
84 ash xalt (f) xweli (f) xwell (f) ari (f) xVeell
85 tail diilik (f) dav (m) bocik (f)/dél bo¢ (f) da doc¢ik (m)
86 dog se (m) se ka¢ik (m)/se kaéik (m) s0/kudik
(m)
87 to cry/weep giriyan girl girin gifd kirin gitin
88 to tie girédan girédan girédan girédan girédon
89 to see ditin ditin ditin/din din din
90 sweet $irin Sirin Sirin Sirin Sirin
91 rope bendik ta (m)/wetis bend (m) ben (m)/ bzn (m)/
(m)/khindir (f) (m) kendir (f) kindir (f)
92 shade/shadow siber (f) sih (f) si (f) si (f) si (f)
93 bird ciicik (f) cak (m) cacik (f) cak (f) cicuk (f)
94 salt xé (f) xwé (f) xwé (f) xwe (f) xwé (f)
95 small kic"ke picak picak cacik/ ¢k cak
96 wide fire fefeh fire fere fere
97 star ster(k) () stefik (f) histérik (f) heéstirk (f) istewrik (m)
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98 in di .. da/(di) di.. da/li di (hindirg) .. hundir/di ..da hundiri/de ..
naw .. da hindura da do
99 hard req hisk Cesk sert seft
100 to crush/grind | phel¢igandin phirchiqandin phelehiqandin phel¢tigandin pénandin
101 daughter/girl ki¢h(ik) () kecik/kec (f) qiz/ke kecik (f) kaecik (f)
102 lie dira (f) defu (f) direw (f) derew (f) derew (f)
103 sky fesman (m) azman (m) Cezman Sezman @zmon (m)
104 sun/day foz (f) fo/roz (f) fo(2) (f) fo/to (f) fo/fa (f)
105 morning spede (f) sibeh (f)/ sibé (f) siwé (f) siwé/sibe (f)
Seveq ()
106 moon hewi (f) heyv (f) hiv (f) hév (f) hiv (f)
107 man miro(v) (m)/f zilam, mér, mérik /metiv mér/meri mér/mari
insan
108 arrow kawan (f) kevan (f) kevan (f) kevan (f) kuvan
109 all hemi hemi gi/gist/hemi gicik gist
110 here ére li vir/ li vé 1i vira/vira 1i vir/viré lae vir/aev daeré
dé/ev der
111 there were li wir/wé li wir/wé li wit(€)/wira le wé/le we
dé/ew der dera/wira deré/zw/weé
dere
112 2PL hing win han han han
113 now nuke niha niha/nika niha WEStd
114 woman zin/zinik (f) pirek (f); jin () Zin Zin zin(ik)
115 today ewfo iro iro hiro hiro
116 if ku/heke go/eger aqas/a-waqa | ko/eger ko/xgar
117 sister xusk (f) xweh (f) xweng xVaying xucik/x¥ong
118 wolf gurg (m) gur (m) gur (m) gur (m) gur (m)
119 beard fidin (f) fih (f) fa (m) rihi fa (m)
120 casy senahi hesani rihet qole rihat
121 sheep mihi (f) mih (f) pez (m) mihi (f) mi (f)
122 one yek yek yek yek ek
123 two du du/dido du/dudu didu/du (du)du
124 three sé SE/sisé s€/sisé sisé/sé (si)sé
125 seven hewt heft heft heft haeft
126 cight hest hest heyst heyst haest
127 nine nehe neh neh nehe na
128 ten dehe deh deh dehe da
129 cleven yanzde yazdeh yonzde de w yek da w yek
130 twelve danzde duwanzdeh donzde de w didu daw dudu
131 seventeen hevde hivde hivde de w heft daw u haft
132 thirty sih st si st si
133 fourty ¢hil chel ¢hil chel chal
133 fifty phénce pénci pénct pénci pénct
134 ninety nehweért nod nod nod nod
135 hundred sed sed sid sed sed
136 thousand hizar hazar hezar hezar hxzar
137 turtle khasel (m) kMiso (m) kPust (f) feq - reqesél kMGsé (m)
(m)/f
138 work sol (f) Soxil (m) 1§ (m)/$iXol $uxil (m) $oxul (m)
(m)
139 end dimayik dawi dawt sonXi (f) pasi song
®
140 hedgehog 2471 (m) 7iz0 (m) siza () 20z (m) Zuzi (m)
141 eyebrows mizilank (f) mizgul bizang bizang (f) bizi (f)
142 leg ling (m) ling ¢hip (m) nig (m) zuni (f)
143 finger tpl (f) tilih (f) thill pédi (f) peci/ thilt
144 rooster diqil (m) dik (m) dik (m) dik (m) dik (m)
145 owner xudan (f)/m xwedl xwedi (m) xVadi x“odi
146 father bab (m) bav bav bav (m) bov (m)
147 thirsty t"éni t & &) a
148 hungry birsi befcl birci birci birci
149 how &hita cawa &hito Ehita &hito
150 how khuta Cet cher (n.a.) chif
151 that way wetha halo aha ha/hani/hana wer
152 thus hat'a wilo wer werga/wergani | ho/hoyna
153 that hind evqas/wilgas aqas/a-waqa | viges/wiges vaqeesi
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much/that
many
154 then hing? hingt wi ¢axi/ hingé we ¢haxé weéngé(i)/we
chaxe
155 as ... as hindi hingi qasé .. hin qasa ..
156 like weka/wekt wekza mina/fena mina/nola miné/weki/no
Io
157 next to, by lali/1i nik (i) cem/(li) ba li hinda/li li cem/1i ba/li faev/hindé
kéeleka hinda
min/ba/cem
158 side qeraX (f) kevi/khélek/fe kelek kelek khenor
X
159 yet hésta hé hina hin hén
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Appendix B: Sample list of vocabulary items showing high phonological variation

Item | Meaning SEK SK NK SWK NWK
no
1 father-in-law xezir xezur xezur xezur xenzur
2 walnut gliz guz guz guz guz
3 far dur duar duar duar dar
4 eye chaw &alv ceSv cav &ov
5 snake mar mar meSr meSt mor
6 bitter that tehl teSl teSl ol
7 flat phan pehn peSn peSn pan
8 sister xiisk xweh xweng xVeying xtsk
9 salt x& XWe XWe xVe xVe
10 to read xandin xwendin xwendin xandin x“ondin
11 small bicik picuk picuk cacik/cak cuk
12 a little picek hindik/picek hindik/pi | hindik ceki/hindik
cek
13 it’s possible dibit dibé diwe diwe debi
14 s/he says dibéjit dibéjé diwe diwé debe
15 because of (ji)be(r) ji boy wilo se- séwa sewe/sewa
ba/sewa wé/me?na (te)
weé
16 kabab kebab kebab kiwaw (f) kebab
17 one unit/single | heb/hebeké heb heb/hew hewek hawek
18 water aw av av av ov
19 night Sew Sev Sev Saev Saev
20 to come hatin hatin hatin hatin hotin
21 to know zanin zanin zanin zanin zonin
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Appendix C: Sample list of vocabulary items showing high lexical variation

Item | Meaning SEK SK NK SWK NWK
no
1 lost bezir wunda wenda wenda | wando
2 uncle’s wife zinmam (f) jinam jinap amozi omoz/xdloz
n
3 father’s mam (m) am ap ap op
brother
5 mirror quadi (f) Ceynik Ceyne neyk neynik (f)
®
6 wet tet $il/ tif (dar) sil/ter sil/ter sil/tén
7 stable hel/pPage (f) kox (f) tewle (f) axir (f) | oxir (m)
8 cradle landik (f) dergus (f) besik dergas | dargus (f)
(dergas=be | (f)
bek)
9 throat hewk (f) qitik (f) qifik (f) qifik gaewri (f)
®
10 watermelon Simtl (m) Sebes (m) zeves zewes qerphiz
(m)
11 melon gundore (f) phetix (m) qawin khelek XX
()
12 potato sewik (m) phetat () kartol (f) phateti | pPetik (f)
2z ()
13 tomato themate (f) bajan (f) thematés fireng themutos/t"em
® irtos (f)
14 to undet- tégehistin fém kitin feSm kirin feSm fom kirin
stand kirin
15 to learn fér bun Celimandin Celimandin hu(n) belli kirin
bin/h
alike
bun
16 to be able to | Siyan karin karin kanin Sa kirin
17 to finish biriyan/xilas xelas xilas bun xelas thewa ban
ban bun/gedehan/ ban
19 to collect xir kirin/kom dan hev da/dan | tov ki- thop beref kirin
kirin hevda/ rin/kom ki-
kirin rin/tho
pa hev
kirin
20 to spend xerj kirin xerj kirin xerj kirin xetj xerj kirin
kirin
21 to send hinartin/fe styandin sandin sandin | $andin
kirin
22 to look at beré xo dan/lé meéyzandin meéze ki- nérin meéz kirin
smt/smb westan rin/néfin
23 to burn sotin Sewitandin Sewitandin Sewita sewitandin
ndin
24 to deceive lébandin xapandin xapandin xapand | xopandin
in
25 to sleep niwistin fazandin faketin faketin | rokeetin/roma
din
26 to speak axiftin Sitexlandin qise dan deyn deyn kirin
kirin
27 to hold helgirtin fahistin/hilgirti hilgirtin hel- hilgirtin
n girtin
28 to get tired $eql bun betlandin westandin westi- wastiyon/oson
yan bun
29 to wait for xo ¢awfi (yéké) | li héviyé/benda | li héviya/li li pon
girtin bun benda bendé
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man
30 to walk fé we ¢an mesandin f€ va ¢an mesi- mesin/yermis
yan bun
31 to want wiyan/xwastin viyan/restricted xwastin XWas- xwostin (no
usage tin (no | viyan)
viyan)
32 to hang helawestin daleqandin darda kirin bi dar dardokirin
xistin
33 to help hari kirin ar1 kirin alf kirin n.a. o1 kirin
34 change gofin (n.a.) degisandin/ | gihér- g(uh)oftin
guhefandin tin (bigofim)
35 squeeze guwistin (n.a.) givastin guvisti | giviStin
n
36 reach gehidtin (n.a.) gistin (n.a.) gestin
Appendix D: Verb paradigms
SEK verb paradigms
Stand.K Meaning 3sG Present | 28G Imperative | 3SG Past 3sG Present Subjunctive
Indicative
bun ‘be’ (y)e be b bit
can/éayin | ‘go’ dicit here &a bicit
hatin ‘come’ dihét were hat bihét
kirin ‘do’ diket bike kir biket
birin ‘take’ dibet bibe bir bibet
dan/dayin ‘give’ didet bide da bidet
xistin ‘drop’ diexit béxe éxist biéxit / bexit
ketin “fall’ dikewit bikewe ket bikewit
anin ‘bring’ diinit bine na binit
xwarin ‘eat’ dixot bixo xar bixot
fazan ‘sleep’ difazet fazé 1272 fazét
danin ‘put’ dadinét dané dana danét
gotin ‘say’ dibézit béze got bézit
ditin ‘see’ dibinit bibine dit bibinit
SK verb paradigms
Stand.K Meaning 3SG Present | 2SG Imperative | 3SG Past 3sG Present Subjunctive
Indicative
bun ‘be’ (y)= bz ba bé
can/cayin | ‘go’ dice here ca here
hatin ‘come’ té were hat weré /newé
kirin ‘do’ diké bika kir biké / neké
birin ‘take’ dibé bibz /nebx bir bibé /nebé
dan/dayin | ‘give’ dide bidae da bidé
xistin ‘drop’ dixe bixe xist bixé
ketin “fall’ dikeve bikeva ket bikeve
anin ‘bring’ téné /naéné béne ani béné /neéné
xwatin ‘eat’ dixweé bixwz xwar bixweé
fazan ‘sleep’ difazihé faze faziha fazé
danin ‘put’ dideyne deyne deyna deyne
gotin ‘say’ dibézé béze got bézé
ditin ‘see’ dibiné bibine dit bibiné
man ‘stay’ diméné biméne ma biméne
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NK verb paradigms
Stand.K Meaning | 3sG Present 2sG Imperative | 3SG Past | 3SG Present Subjunctive
Indicative
ban ‘be’ y/e be ba be
can/cayin | ‘go’ thefe hefe ca hete
hatin ‘come’ te were hat were
kirin ‘do’ dike bike kir bike
birin ‘take’ dibehere behefe bir ¢a behefe/bibe
dan/dayin | ‘give’ dide bide da bide
xistin ‘drop’ dixine bixine xist bixine
ketin “fall’ dikeve bikeve ket bikeve
anin ‘bring’ tine bine ani bine
xwarin cat’ dixwe bixwe xwar bixwe
fazan ‘sleep’ fadikeve fakeve faket fakeve
danin ‘put’ datine dayne dani dayne
gotin ‘say’ dibine/diwine | bibine/biwine dit/di bibine/biwine
ditin ‘see’ dibé/duwée bibé/bgje got/go bibé/bgje
SWK verb paradigms
Stand.K Meaning | 3SG Present | 2SG Imperative | 3SG Past 3sG Present Subjunctive
Indicative
ban ‘be’ e/ye be wi be
can/éayin | ‘go’ dare here ca here
hatin ‘come’ te were hat were
kirin ‘do’ dike bike kir bike
birin ‘take’ diwe biwe bir biwe
dan/dayin | ‘give’ dide bide da bide
xistin ‘drop’ dixe bixe xist xe
ketin “fall’ dikeve bikeve ket bikeve
anin ‘bring’ tine ane ani ane
xwarin cat’ dix“e bix%e xVar bix%e
fazan ‘sleep’ fadikeve fakeve taket fakeve
danin ‘put’ ditine dine dani dine
gotin ‘say’ diwe biwe got biwe
ditin ‘see’ diwine biwine di biwine
NWK verb paradigms
Stand.K Meaning | 3SG Present 28G Imperative | 3SG Past 3sG Present Subjunctive
Indicative
bun ‘be’ x /[ yx ba ba bi
can/éayin | ‘go’ taeri here ci heri
hatin ‘come’ te were hot werti
kirin ‘do’ dake bike kir biki
birin ‘take’ debze bz bir bae
dan/dayin | ‘give’ daedi bida do bidi
xistin ‘drop’ texi bixax xist bixi
ketin “fall’ dakaevi bikevae ket bikavi
anin ‘bring’ tini winze oni wini
xXwarin eat’ dexe /dexwae | bixwa xwaer/xwor | bixwi
fazan ‘sleep’ feedekaevi fekeve fekaet fakavi
danin ‘put’ ditini dinze doni dini
gotin ‘say (ewl) debé biwe go(t) biweé
ditin ‘see’ debini biwinz di biwini
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