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Kurmanji Kurdish in Turkey:
Structure, varieties and status

Geoffrey Haig, Bamberg & Frgin Opengin, Istanbul

1. Introduction

«gurdish” is a cover term for a cluster of northwest Iranian languages and dialects
spoken by between 20 and 30 million speakers in a contiguous area of West Iran,
North Iraq, eastern Turkey and eastern Syria.! The geographic center of this region
roughly corresponds to the intersection point of the Turkish, Iranian and Iraqi bor-
ders. Outside of this region, Kurdish is also spoken in enclaves in Azerbaijan, Ar-
menia, Georgia, Khorasan and Gilan (Iran), Konya, Haymana, Kirgehir (Central
Anatolia, Turkey), and in diaspora communities in several large cities of the Near
and Middle East, and in Western Europe and Scandinavia. In terms of numbers of
speakers, Northern Kurdish or Kurmanji is the largest variety of Kurdish. The tradi-
tional homeland of most Kurmanji speakers lies within southeastern Turkey; it ex-
tends approximately southeastward from a line beginning from Sivas in Anatolia,
and overlaps into Syria, North Iraq and West Iran (see Figure 1). Kurmanji Kurdish
is by far the largest minority language in modern Turkey. Various estimates put the
number of Kurmanji speakers in Turkey at between 8 and 15 million, but any figures
must be treated with caution, due to differences in definitions and methodologies
used.

Contrary to what is sometimes claimed, Kurmanji is comparatively homogenous;
levels of variation do not exceed what could be expected from any natural language
spread across such a large territory, and levels of mutual intelligibility even across
hundreds of kilometers is generally high. Consider the comments of Major Noel, a
British officer on service in the Ottoman Empire after the First World War, who had
considerable first-hand experience among the Kurds. On the occasion of visiting the
Sinemili confederation near Malatya in the summer of 1919, Noel wrote:

(...) [I]t is untrue to say that the variations of Kermanji show very fundament-
al differences. I have with me men from the Boutan, Diarbekir and Hakkiari.

1" We would like to thank Musa Ekici, Saziye Sahin, Musa Aydin, Serdar Ay, Rusen Turgut for
their contribution with providing data from their dialect of Kurmanji. We are also grateful to
Christiane Bulut for her various comments and feedback on earlier versions of this chapter. Ab-
breviations used in interlinear glossing are provided at the end of the paper.
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All of them can well understand and make themselves clearly understoog in
this extreme West of Kurdistan (...)’

Despite being by far the largest variety of Kurdish, Kurmanji as a natural spoken
language has been sorely neglected, even within Kurdish studies. Research on
Kurdish in Turkey itself was hampered for decades b"y exclusory language politicg
directed at “non-Turkish” languages (sec Haig 2004, Opengin 2012; 2015, and Se,.
tion 5 below). In the late 1950’s, David MacKenzie was denied permission for
fieldwork among Turkey’s Kurds, with the result that his groundbreaking study of
Kurdish dialects (1961a, 1962) treats Sorani in considerable detail, but only toucheg
relatively briefly on the Kurmanji of Iraq. As far as we are aware, in the decadeg
between around 1920 and 1990, the only moderately accessible and serious linguig-
tic publications on Kurdish spoken in Turkey are Jastrow’s sketch of the phonology
of the Van dialect (1977), and Ritter’s rich (and largely ignored) collection of spg.
ken Kurdish narratives from the Midyat region (1971 and 1976). The general neglect
of Kurmanji is perpetuated in a recent 45-page overview of “Kurdish” by McCarus
(2009), which deals almost exclusively with Sorani, devoting just two pages to
Kurmanji.

Since around 2002, the Turkish authorities have acquiesced to a belated
acknowledgement of Kurdish as a distinct language within the state’s borders, and
prospects for research on the language have brightened correspondingly. There
already exists a good deal of scholarship on Kurmanji as it is spoken in the Ex-So-
viet Union (Celil and Celil 1978), and in Iraq (MacKenzie 1961a and 1962; Blau
1975), while a number of earlier studies provide information on Kurdish in pre-
republican Turkey (see Haig and Matras 2002 for a summary bibliography, Chyet
1998 for a rich compilation of linguistic sources on Kurmanji, and Haig and
Opengin 2014, for more recent coverage). Some work on sociolinguistics, language
planning and language aititudes has also been published (see e.g. Scalbert-Yiicel
2006; Opengin 2012; Coskun et al. 2011). There is now also a considerable body of
scholarship on Kurdish undertaken by speakers of the Vlanggage, but it has generally
focused on standardization of the written language, and lexicography; serious inves-
tigations of the actual spoken language and its regional variation remain conspicu-
ously absent. A preliminary overview of dialectal variation in Kurmanji is now
available in Opengin and Haig (2014).

In this chapter we provide a synopsis of the main linguistic features of Northern
Kurdish, as it is spoken in Turkey. Section 2 summarizes the history and presents
the situation of the speakers. Section 3 provides a grammar sketch of the standard
variety of Kurmanji, and in, and in Section 4, we present a preliminary account of
major dialect divisions. Finally, Section 5 investigates the status of Kurdish within
the Turkish state.

2 Diary of Major Noel on special duty in Kurdistan, 1919. Oriental and India Office Collections,
the British Library, London; quoted from Meiselas (2008: 59).
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9. The place of Kurmanji within “Kurdish”

Kurmaﬂji is uncontroversially considered to be a variety of “Kurdish”, but exactly
what constitutes Kurdish itself remains a matter of some debate. The ramifications
of this issue g0 beyond the scope of this paper — we refer to more detailed discussion
in Haig and Opengin (2014). The map in Figure 1 provides a basic overview and

serves as a point of orientation for the following discussion.
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Figure 1. Map of language varieties spoken by the Kurds

Besides Kurmanji, two additional varieties are spoken in Turkey which are often
considered Kurdish, but for considerations of space are not covered in this chapter.
The first are so-called Séx Bizini dialects, the language of the descendants of south-
ern Kurdish tribes re-settled in various parts of Anatolia in the 16™ century. With the
exception of short descriptions in Lewendi (1997), which demonstrate beyond doubt
the southern Kurdish origins of the dialects, further data on these varieties are una-
vailable to us. The second is Zazaki, spoken in several locations in central Anatolia
(cf. Fig. 1). In the context of Kurmanji in Turkey, it is necessary to address the rela-
tionship of Kurmanji to Zazaki,” as this is one of the most intensely discussed and
controversial issues in the discourse on Kurdish in Turkey.

- 00 0
3 The issue of language names is an additional complicating factor in connection with the term
Zazakl”. According to the author and editor Deniz Giindiiz (p.c.), different speakers use four
different names to refer to this language: Kird/Kirdki (used by Sunnite Zazaki speakers in the
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These differences raise the following question: How could two supposedly closely.
related dialects, spoken in a contiguous region, have developed such radically gjf.
ferent morpho-syntax? The striking observation here is that the line of demarcatiop,
between Sorani and Kurmanji is a relatively narrow ribbon, rather than being spregq
across the entirety of the Kurdish speech zone. Thus a fictive Kurdish speaker frop,
Erzurum in castern Turkey who decided to walk southeast towards North Iraq would
initially pass through 400-500 kilometers of Kurmanji-speaking territory in which
he would have little difficulty in making himself understood. But somewhere arounq
the Great Zab river, heading towards Suleimaniya he would encounter varieties of
Kurdish which he almost certainly would not understand.* There are in fact transi-
tional dialects of Kurmanji in the southeastern tip of Turkey, such as Semzinan (cf,
4.1), which exhibits typical Sorani features such as clitic pronouns in certain ¢on-
texts, the post-verbal clitic -ewe or the definiteness suffix -eke. In North Iraq, Mac-
Kenzie (1961a) pointed out that the Sur¢i dialect exhibits features of both Sorani and
Kurmanji, and he considered to be neither one nor the other. But these transitional
varieties represent a relatively narrow strip when seen in the context of the entirety
of the Kurdish-speaking zone. For the vast majority of varieties, there is little
difficulty in assigning them to either Sorani or Kurmanji. Thus what we find is not a
typical dialect continuum sitnation resulting from the gradual spread from a
common geographic source; rather it would be more readily compatible with a sce-
nario of two initially distinct groups speaking closely-related varieties, with a rela-
tively narrow band of regional overlap characterized by mutual contact influence.
An early attempt at an explanation for this state of affairs is MacKenzie (1961b).
MacKenzie suggested that the development of Sorani was heavily affected by a
Gorani substrate. For example, the development of passive morphology in Sorani
(feature no. 6 in Table 1 above), clearly an innovation, is modelled on Gorani. The
maintenance of clitic pronouns (almost certainly present in the original proto-Kurd-
ish) and the development of a definiteness suffix would likewise have been strength-

4 The extent of mutual intelligibility between Kurmanji and Sorani is a matter of dispute. Our
impression is that those adult speakers of Kurmanji who have never been exposed to Sorani
(typically many speakers from central Anatolia) cannot understand, for example, Sorani of Su-
leimaniye (e.g. on television), and it would take considerable exposure and conscious effort be-
fore they can. The same applies in the other direction. However, there are numerous factors that
can affect this outcome: degree of prior exposure to the other dialect, geographic proximity
(speakers of borderline Sorani dialects such as Soran or Rewanduz, for example, will find it
easier to understand neighbouring Kurmanji dialects, and vice versa), and subject matter of the
discourse. Individual factors that are known to impact on L2 acquisition are also relevant, such
as age, aptitude, motivation, and attitudes to the other variety. Hassanpour’s statement (1992:
24) is probably over-optimistic, while Asatrian’s response (2009: 10, fn. 13) is unduly polemic,
and overlooks the subtleties of the issues. Recently more objective methods for gauging mutual
intelligibility have been developed (Gooskens and Heeringa 2004); the application of these
methods to Kurdish would be a long-overdue corrective to the anecdotal statements that

abound.
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ened by the Gorani model. The assumption that the original territory of Gorani
speakers was much larger than it is today is historically well-founded and supported
by the existence of scattered pockets of Gorani speakers as far west as Mosul (cf.
Mahmoudveysi et al, 2012). This scenario would have involved an expansion of
Kurdish speakers westward and southward into Goran territory, leaving their lan-
guage heavily affected by Gorani (and Gorani speakers may have shifted to Kurd-
ish), while later expansions of Kurds did not undergo this influence and preserved
many of the original features of Kurdish (gender and case, for example). Much of
this explanation remains speculative, and undoubtedly oversimplified; MacKenzie
himself referred to it as simply “a hypothesis in the broadest terms” (1961b:86).°

There is, however, another factor that could be invoked in accounting for the dif-
ference in the morpho-syntax of Sorani and Kurmanji, namely the influence of Ar-
menian on Kurmanji. Given the centuries of shared geographic distribution of the
two speech communities, it seems highly likely that the languages affected each
other.® We can be reasonably certain.that the three-way distinction on obstruents in
Kurmanji (see 3.1 below, also present in some Zazaki dialects) resulted from Arme-
nian influence, so it is certainly plausible that other grammatical features may have
been borrowed as well. For example, the complete loss of clitic pronouns in
Kurmanji and Zazaki, which is unusual within the West Iranian languages, may well
have been reinforced by the corresponding lack of such clitic pronouns in Armenian,
to mention just one possibility. However, the issue of Armenian influence on
Kurmanji and Zazaki is something that has been almost entirely neglected in Kurd-
ish linguistics to date; there is urgent need for research on this topic.

2.3 The history of the Kurmanji speaking population in Turkey

Speculations regarding the ancient history of the Kurds are rife; we will refrain from
adding to them. As far as the history of the settlement of the Kurmanji regions of
what is now Turkey, we refer to the recent account of Asatrian (2009). Asatrian
follows MacKenzie in considering the initial formation of Kurdish to have occurred
in a southwest Iranian environment, namely the northern areas of Fars in Iran.
Northern expansion of the Kurds into what was then Armenia began according to
Asatrian, based on the first attestations of Kurds in Armenian texts, between the 8-9

5 Leezenberg (undated) is a critical assessment of MacKenzie (1961b), but adds little substance
to the matter. Leezenberg takes up the distinction between “prestige borrowing” and “substrate
influence” introduced in Thomason and Kaufman (1988), suggesting that the Gorani influence
on Sorani (which he seems to accept) should be better seen as “prestige borrowing” rather than
substrate influence. MacKenzie was obviously not aware of Thomason and Kaufman’s work,
and it is by no means clear that he meant “substrate” in the manner Leezenberg assumes he did.
Leezenberg does not, however, question MacKenzie’s main claim, namely that Gorani influ-
ence (of whichever type) was in part responsible for the differences between Sorani and
Kurmanji.

For example, Bruinessen (1989: 223) estimates that as late as the 19th century, around 40% of
the inhabitants of the Kurdish principality of Bitlis were Armenian.
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centuries AD and continued over a period of several centuries. Some clues regarding
the chronology of these events can be obtained from the dating of Armenian loap
words in Kurdish. The point of origin of this northward expansion is considered g
be “Northern Iraq, Hakkari, southern shore of Lake Van” (Asatrian 2009: 35).

The notion of a northwestward expansion of the Kurmanji-speaking peoples int
a largely Armenian-populated region is plausible for other reasons, not discussed by
Asatrian. The first is the above-mentioned comparative homogeneity, and relatiye
simplicity (in terms of morphology) of those Kurmanji dialects further to the north-
west. The southeastern varieties of Kurmanji (cf. e.g. Badini in North Iraq ang
Semzinan in Turkey, cf. Section 4) show the richest morphology, the most complex
syllable structures, the most consistent retention of gender and ergativity, all itemg
that can be considered typically “mature features” (Dahl 2004; Trudgill 2011), of the
kind which reflect a comparatively long period of stable scttlement. The other
varieties, on the other hand, all show, to varying degrees, loss of these features,
which would be expected under conditions of mobility and language contact in-
volved in the northwestern expansion of the Kurds (and possible shift to Kurdish
among speakers of other languages such as Armenian, Neo-Aramaic or Arabic, cf.
Trudgill 2011, and McWhorter 2005 for the role of contact in simplification). At any
rate, there must have been a strong Armenian influence on Kurmanji in these form-
ative stages, evidenced in the presence of an additional row of unaspirated voiceless
plosives and affricates in Kurmanji, a feature that is characteristic (to varying de-
grees) of all the dialects (cf. Section 4). This feature is completely lacking in Sorani,
and strongest in those regions where levels of Armenian settlement were high.

3. Modern “Standard” Kurmanji: Grammatical sketch

Today, the most widely used written variety of Kurmanji Kurdish uses a modified
version of the Roman alphabet. It is used in all manner of publications, including
journals, newspapers, literature, internet publicationé, chat-rooms ctc. Despite the
lack of state support, the orthography used in book publications is relatively uni-
form, and literate speakers have little difficulty reading the publications from differ-
ent sources. Today’s norms are largely based on the standards established by Cela-
det Ali Bedir Khan in a series of articles in the journal Hawar, published in the
1930°s. These conventions were later codified in Bedir-Khan and Lescot’s Gram-
maire kurde (dialecte kurmandji), which was published in 1970. We will refer to
this standard as Standard Kurmanji (Standard K.) and take it as the basis for this
section, noting variation where relevant.

Standard Kurmanji itsclf is based on the spoken dialect of the Botan region (in
and around of the city of Cizre in the southeast). However, it is not a pure rendering
of this dialect, but also mixes forms from other dialects. Like any other attempt at
language standardization, it thus represents something of an artificial norm. Fur-
thermore, the orthography adopted is exceedingly parsimonious. It ignores (a) some
phonemic distinctions with a minimal functional load; (b) sounds with regionally
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restricted distribution; (c) sounds encountered mostly in loanwords. Examples for
a) include the distinction between aspirated and non-aspirated voiceless plosives
and affricates (see 3.2), or between trilled and flapped r-sounds, or between voiced
and voiceless uvular fricatives. For (b), we could mention the distinction between
dark and clear [1], or the front rounded vowel [y], while (c) covers pharyngealized
consonants. For these reasons, Standard K. orthography has been eschewed by some
scholars (e-g. Chyet 2004 or Jastrow 1977), who use a more detailed transcription.
However, as a practical orthography designed for use by native speakers from very
different regional backgrounds, it is remarkably efficient. The forms in this section
are provided in Standard K. orthography, supplemented with phonetic transcription
where necessary. To avoid confusion, we sometimes enclose orthographic forms in
brackets like this: <..>. In the sections on dialects, however, we will use a tran-
scription that follows more closely the philological tradition.

3.1 Phonology .

3.1.1Vowels

The basic vowel system consists of eight simple vowel phonemes, five long (or full,
or tense) vowels, and three short, or weak vowels.

Long, or full vowels: /a/ <a>; /i/ <t>; fe/ <&>; /o/ <o>; /u/ <>

Short, or weak vowels: /a&/ <e>, /u/ <u>, /i/ <i>

Figure 2. Pan-dialectal scheme for the vowel phonemes of Kurdish

The full vowels

What we refer to as “full vowels™ are /i/, /e/, /a/, /u/ and /o/; they are generally real-
1zed phonetically long, particularly in open syllables, and indeed, they are the ones
that are stretched in traditional Kurdish songs. However, vowel length by itself is
not phonemically distinctive in Kurdish. The full vowels occupy approximately the

five po_sitions of a fairly typical 5-term vowel system; the other vowels are more
centralized. Examples follow:
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/a:/ <a> le:f <&>

Orthography  IPA Gloss Orthography  IPA Gloss — ——
agir [a:gir] fire évar [e:var] evening =
sar [sa:r] cold sév [se:v] apple

mal [ma:l] house, home lév [le:v] I say

mar [ma:r] snake fer [te:r] satiated

zava [za:va:] bridegroom avé [ave:] water (obl)

/iz/ <> u:/ <>

Orthography  IPA Gloss Orthography  IPA Gloss

spi [s°pi] white btk [bu k] Bride
bine [bimee] bring! zl [zu:] soon, fast

tart [tari:] dark(ness) ¢l [§u:] s/he went

nine [ni:ne] there isn’t xwesii [x"asw:]  mother-in-law

dik [dik] rooster 1y [tu:3] sharp

Note that in some dialects, [u:] tends to move forward to [y:] {e.g. in Semzinan dia-
lect, see 4.1 below). In Badini of North Iraq and in the southeastern dialects of
Kurmanyji in Turkey, the fronting process is accompanied by de-rounding, leading to
[i:] in a number of lexical items, e.g. [xasi:] ‘mother-in-law’, or [di:r] “far’ (Zakho,
North Iraq), as opposed to Anatolian [xasu:] and [du:c].

/o/ <o>

Orthography TIPA Gloss

toz [t"oz] dust B
¢ok ["0k] knee

got [got] said

zozan [zo:zan] alpine summer settlement

koger [ko];[haef] nomad

The centralized vowels /v/ and /ce/
These two are realized somewhat more centrally than the full vowels. They are less
prone to lengthening in open syllables, but are not subject to elision under the pho-
nological processes to be discussed below. They may also occur at the end of words.

@/ <e> fo/ <u>

Orthography IPA Gloss Orthography IPA Gloss

em [m] we guh [gu(h)] Ear

dest [daest] hand kustin [kutin] kill

ser [seer] head gund [gund] village

dev [deev] mouth quling [qulin] crane (bird)
re [raef] black xurt [xovct] strong, sturdy
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some words, the mid-high, centralized rounded vowel /v/ is difficult to distin-
sish from the mid-high, unrounded /#/, leading to variation across dialects and in

.Ehe spelling of some words, e.g. muhacir ~ mihacir ‘refugee’, tucar ~ ticar ‘trader’.

The central vowel /i/
This vowel is approximately a mid-high, mid-closed, unrounded vowel; it cannot

occur word-finally (though there are dialectal exceptions). There are reasons to dis-
.ungmsh two varieties of this vowel, though both are written with the same symbol
<> in the standard orthography, and not traditionally distinguished in accounts of
‘Kurdish phonology. We refer to the first as the lexical central vowel, the second as

the epenthetic central vowel.

The lexical central vowel
The lexical version occurs as a stressed vowel in the stems of lexical items; it is not
subject to the deletion processes that affect the epenthetic central vowel.” Examples:

“Orthography [PA Gloss

mij [mi3] fog, mist

pire [p%ct] hair (of head)

dil [dil] heart

diz [diz] thief

Fir- [kic] do, make (verb stem)

The epenthetic central vowel

This vowel arises primarily through the process of vowel epenthesis, required to
preserve syllable structure rules constraining the consonant clusters in syllable on-
sets and codas. The central vowel is simply the default vowel for such purposes. As
such, its presence can be predicted by general rule, and the vowel need not be con-
sidered actually part of the underlying form of the morpheme concerned. Crucially,
such vowels are often elided when syllable boundaries shift, which is the main diag-
nostic for distinguishing them from the lexical central vowel (see Shokri 2002 for an
account of syllable structure in Badini).

Epenthesis in syllable codas

The infinitives of verbs are good examples of vowel epenthesis in syllable codas.
The infinitive ending is [-n], attached directly to the past stem of the verb. For ex-
ample, késa- is the past stem of ‘draw, pull’; the infinitive is késa-n. Following a
consonant-final stem, however, an epenthetic [] is inserted to avoid non-licensed
syllable codas. Following are some examples:

—_ .
7 When the surrounding consonants are sonorants, as in dimirim ‘1 die’, a lexical vowel may be

elided.
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Past stem Infinitive Gloss
késa- késa-n pull, smoke (cigarettes)
hat- hat-in come ¢
dit- dit-in see
nasi- nasi-n know (a person)
xwend- xwend-in read, study, recite

Crucially, the epenthetic [i] is optionally deleted if a further vowel follows the i
finitive suffix, which permits the sequence to be re-syllabified. This is shown ip (b)
below:

(a) hat- + -n
come.PST + -INF
(b) hatin + -e (directional particle) > hat(i)ne (mal) ‘(they) came (home)’

> *hatn > hatin (epenthesis);

This process contrasts with the behaviour of lexical central vowels, which are noy
deleted under re-syllabification. For example: '

(a) nadin ‘(they) don’t give’,
(b) nadine min ‘(they) don’t give me’, but not *nadne min
(with attempted deletion of [i], as in hatne above).

The evidence from forms such as nadin suggests that the central vowel in these
verbs is a lexical vowel within the stem,8 rather than an epenthetic vowel, and leads
to a slightly different analysis of the stems of certain verbs, which is discussed be-
low.

Epenthesis in syllable onsets

Syllable-onset clusters-may also be broken by an epenthetic vowel in lexical items,
though there is considerable regional variation here:

bilind ~ blind ‘high’ sitra:n ~ stra:n ‘song’

bilu:r ~ blu:r ‘type of wooden flute’ bira: ~ bra: ‘brother’

dire:3 ~ dre:s ‘long’ Sikeeft ~ fkeeft ‘cave’

firotin ~ frotin ‘sell’ zima:n ~ zma:n ‘tongue, language’
sipi: ~ spi: ‘white’ zila:m ~ zla:m ‘man’

8 Note, however, that the assumed stem-final central vowels in such verbs are generally lost, or
assimilated, to any following vowel. Thus the second person singular present of verbs such as
kirin ‘do’, assumed present stem -ki-, is di-k-7 (presumably from underlying *di-ki-i).
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Certain inflectional prefixes, and prepositions, consist of a single consonant plus the
central vowel /i/. Examples are:

- Indicative present

bi- Subjunctive

T ‘at, in’

bi through

ji from

[ these formatives, the central vowel can also be considered epenthetic rather than
lexical. It tends to be deleted under certain conditions (and in some dialects these
I_-;;.owels are scarcely realized). For example the preposition ji [3i] ‘from” undergoes
reduction and devoicing in normal connected speech: ‘from you’ [3i te > fize]. The
;_.f;reposition /i may also attach to its complement with weakening or deletion of the
vowel, or in some dialects, there is metathesis: /i ber daré ~ Iber daré ~ilber daré ‘in
front of the tree’.

~ When the vowel of these items is deleted, the initial consonant generally under-
goes devoicing. With the verbal prefixes di- and bi-, deletion of the vowel is partic-
{;ularly frequent when the verb occurs after a preceding word with a final vowel. In
this environment, we find re-syllabification of the prefix. The morpheme-initial
consonant is then realized in the coda of the preceding syllable (where it generally
undergoes devoicing). The process is illustrated for these two prefixes in the fol-
Jowing:

<

Underlying morphemic structure Phonetic realization

() (Em te d-nas-n. [&em teet.na.sin]

W€  YOU.OBL IND-Know:PRES-1S
‘We know you.’
2 Em &  b-ki-n? [eem cip.kin]

we  what SUBJ-do:PRES-1PL
‘What should/can we do?’

If we compare the above examples to a word like bizin ‘goat’, which has a superfi-
cial similarity to bikin ‘do, (subjunctive plural)’, we find that bizin does not lose its
initial vowel in the manner that bikin can. Its second vowel, on the other hand, can
be elided through re-syllabification: bizna me ‘our goat’. We could therefore assume
the underlying form of bizin to be /bizn/, while for bikin we would assume /bkin/. In
a similar vein, the so-called ‘diminutive’ suffix -ik, found as a integral part of many
words (e.g. jinik ‘woman’, mérik ‘man’) regularly loses its vowel when a vowel
follows, and is probably best analysed as underlying /-k/.
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The process of vowel epenthesis, particularly with inflectional affixes and prepg,
sitions, shows conside{able dialectal variation, and cannot be dealt with here ln
detail. In general, however, it is the dialects furthest south which are the MOSt tole.
ant of complex syllables, hence tend to dispense with the epenthetic centra] Vowels
MacKenzie (1961a:16-18) and McCarus (2009:593) note that in Sorani Kurdish Ot;
Suleimaniye, syllable onsets are tolerant of most CC-combinations (e.g. kszh *book’
tfay ‘rifle’, xrap ‘bad”). Tolerance of complex onsets, rather than Vowel-epenthesis':

thus appears to be a phenomenon that increases southwards, extending into the Sod

rani-speaking area.

3.1.2 Consonants
The consonant phonemes of Kurmanji are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. The consonant phonemes of Kurmanji, generalized scheme

bilab. [lab.- |dent |alveol |post- |pal. |vel. uvul. |pharyn [glon |
L dent. alv.
Plos.  [p'pb t'td K'k g | g B
Fric. v f [3 Xy K he® [ n o
Afr. T f ds [ .
Nas. m n 1 i
rill r D
Flap r
Approx wo | i o
Iateral 1 (dialectally also 1) | |

The most unusual feature of the consonant system is the three-way contrast on the
stops and affricates, which emerged most probably through Armenian influence,
illustrated with examples in Table 3.

9 The status of the pharyngeal sounds in Kurmanji is controversial. First, they are most promi-
nently linked to Semitic loan words. Second, the extent to which they are realized is subject to
considerable cross-dialectal variation. Finally, as pointed out by Christiane Bulut (p.c.), in
Kurdish as well as in other languages of the region, the segment corresponding to [§] can be
considered to be a glottal stop produced with a retracted tongue root, rather than a fricative.
However, with respect to the first point, it is also true that pharyngeals have spread to the native
lexicon, e.g. most dialects have initial [h] in the word for the numeral *7’. Given their promi-
nence in at least some varieties, we include them in Table 2. We also note that pharyngealiza-
tion may be a feature that permeates over an entire syllable, rather than being localizable on 4
single segment; see the discussion in §4.2.1 on Southern Kurmanji phonology.
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quble 3. Three-way contrast on the stops and affricates

“oiceless aspirated: [p'o:r]  “hair’ [t"ev]  ‘together’
Joiceless, unaspirated: |[po:z]  ‘nose’ [teevir]  ‘hoe, mattock’
voiced: [bo:z]  ‘grey-white (of horses)’ [deev] ‘mouth’
Joiceless aspirated: [kha:r] ‘work, matter, concern’ [ghima:] ‘why’
yoiceless, unaspirated: | [ka:1] ‘old man’ [ffem] ‘stream, brook’
’\LQ_iEP_‘lL.—— |[ga:v]  ‘step, time’ |dseem|  ‘by, beside’

Note that Standard K. orthography does not reflect the three-way distinction, ren-
dering both aspirated and unaspirated voiceless members of each set through a sin-
gle grapheme (p. t. k& ¢). There has been some dispute as to how best to ana.lyze.: the
aspirated/unaspirated distinction. Some prefer to sce the unaspirated set as ej ectives.
We do not deny this possibility, but a difference in Voice Onset Time (VOT) is
certainly the most easily discernible (and easily measurable) basis for the distinc-
tion. The shorter VOT may of course be accompanied by an ejective configuration
of the larynx, but we leave that issue open here. The dialects of the Central Anatolia,
particularly Karakogan, Dersim, and Malatya, have the most strikingly “ejective”
characteristics in these sets, with what appears to be a gradual fade-out of this fea-
ture towards the southeast.

Trilled and flapped /v/
All word-initial <r> sounds are trilled, but in other environments the distribution is
not predictable. Examples for trilled and flap <r> are as follows:

Trilled Flap

[pir] ‘much, many’ [pic] ‘bridge’
[keer] ‘deaf” [khaer] ‘donkey’
[biri:n] ‘to cut’ [biri:n] ‘wound’

Pharyngealized segments

There is considerable cross-dialect variation, treated in section 4 (see Khan 2008 on
pharyngealization as a variant feature of pronunciation). Some relatively widespread
examples include [Seli:] ‘Ali’; [teSm] ‘taste’; [phehn] ‘flat’.

3.2 Nominal morphology

3.2.1 Gender and case

Nouns have an inherent two-way gender distinction between masculine and femi-
nine. The difference is reflected formally in the form of the ezafe and in the form of
the singular Oblique case marker. In the plural, all gender distinctions are neutral-
ized. Gender assignment is partially semantically motivated: words that refer to
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human beings and higher animals with a particular sex, such as mehin ‘mare’ anq ap
‘uncle’ arc assigned grammatjcal gender according to their biological sex. Words
that refer to persons, but which are usable with reference to either sex (e.g. hevay
‘friend’) have no lexically fixed gender. Gender assignment with such words s
determined according to the intended reference in a given context (Haig and Open.
gin 2015).

For words denoting inanimate objects, or smaller animals, the principles of gen-
der assignment are fairly opaque. There are some morphological regularities g¢.
counting for gender, for example nouns created with the derivational suffix -()7 age
feminine, as are the infinitives of all verbs. In the dialects of Turkey, with the ex.
ception of those close to Badini (cf. Semzinan, section 4), the default gender for
inanimate nouns is feminine; most loanwords with non-human reference take thig
gender. In Badini, on the other hand, the default gender is masculine. Gender is ap
area of considerable instability and variation, which we discuss at various points
below.

There is a two-way case distinction between Direct (unmarked) and Oblique. In-
definiteness is marked on singular nouns through the suffix -ek, while no dedicated
definiteness marker exists. A bare noun may thus have cither a singular, definite
reading, or a generic, sortal reading, depending on the context, illustrated in the
following examples:

veéré hirc nine ‘there are no bears here’ (generic, as a species)
hirc¢ hat ‘the bear came’ (definite)
hirc-ek hat ‘a bear came’ (indefinite)

Paradigms for singular nouns showing their inflectional possibilities are shown in
Table 4.

Table 4. Case and indefiniteness in Standard K.

Masculine singular Feminine singular
Definite Indefinite Definite Indefinite
Dir. ObL Dir. ObL Dir. | Obl Dir. Obl.
gund | gund-i gund-ek gund-ek-i | jin jin-é jin-ek fin-ek-é

3.2.2 Variation in the marking of gender

Across dialects there is quite a lot of regional variation in gender, and in some dia-
lects, the system secms to be collapsing. This process has proceeded farthest on
nouns which carry the indefinite singular suffix -ek [-ak], shown in Table 4. In
almost all dialects, even among fully competent speakers, there is a tendency to
neutralize the difference between standard masc. indef. oblique -ek?, and fem. indef.
oblique -eké, leading to a uniform oblique indefinite ending [-zki:] or [-&ke:]. Sim-
ilar overlaps occur with the form of the ezafe (see below) when it follows the indefi-
niteness suffix. MacKenzie (1954: 535-537) had already pointed out the fluctuations
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in the transcriptions of case and ezafe-endings among the early works on Kurmanji,
poting that the works of Bedir Khan and Lescot were the most consistent. MacKen-
zie’s conclusion is that the dialect of Botan is probably the most conservative and
stable in this respect, with those to the North and West showing progressive merging
of the gender distinction. Akin (2001) notes that in Kurmanji of Kozluk (a district of
Batman), the gender distinction has been entirely neutralized, even in the ezafe par-
adigm, leading to a uniform ezafe singular form [-e:], as in jin-é min ‘my wife’, bav-
¢ min ‘my father’. Similarly, complete loss of gender is observed in the Kurmanji
dialect of the enclave of Khorasan in Iran. Our own investigations in the Karakogan
region suggest that here too speakers lack consistent intuitions for gender assign-
ment, though two distinct forms of the ezafe seem to still be in existence. The extent
and dynamics of gender loss in Kurdish is a topic urgently requiring systematic in-

vestigation.

3.2.3 The oblique case

The forms for case marking on singﬁlar nouns were given in Table 4. The expres-
sion of the oblique case is suppressed when the noun concerned is followed by the
ezafe, and it may be absent with singular masculine nouns (see below). The oblique
case is used in the following syntactic functions:

I. Object of a present-tense transitive verb (cf. ex. no. 2) .
II. Goal or Recipient argument immediately following a predicate of motion or transfer
(cf. ex. no. 49)
III. Complement of any adposition (cf. ex. no. 4) (though dropped in certain combinations)
IV. Possessor in an ezafe construction (cf. ex. no. 7)
V. Subject of a past-tense transitive verb (cf. ex. no. 58)

The direct case is used elsewhere.

3.2.3.1 The oblique case on definite singular masculine nouns

As noted above, the main area of variation in case marking concerns the oblique
case on definite, masculine singular nouns. Three strategies are found: zero (lack of
any overt oblique marking), raising, and suffixation.

Zero marking of oblique on masculine singular nouns

Zero is common for proper nouns, and for masculine singular nouns particularly
when they have generic reference, in most dialects of Central Anatolia. The follow-
ing example is from the Kurdish textbook Hinker:

3 Ez gir ve-na-xw-im.
I milk(m) PVB-IND-drink.PRS-1SG
‘I do not drink milk.’
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Stem-vowel raising as expression of obligue on masculine singular nouns
Stem-vowel raising is found in many dialects; it only affects the open, non-roundeq
vowels [a, 2], when they are in stressed syllables, and raises them: [a, & — e:]. For
example:

as és ‘mill’ ga gé ‘ox’

nan nén ‘bread’ ba bé ‘wind’
baxce béxge ‘garden’ kevir kévir ‘stone’
bajar bajer™ ‘town’ zilam zilém ‘man’
hesp hésp ‘horse’ xani xéni ‘house’
sivan sivén ‘shepherd, goatherd’ lawik léwik ‘boy, son’
welat welét ‘state, country’ ezman ezmén ‘sky’
ziman zimén ‘tongue, language’

Both the regional distribution of raising, and the extent to which it applies in the
nominal lexicon, are topics about which very little is known with certainty. Proper
names may also undergo stem-vowel raising: mal-a Osmén (oblique of Osman)
‘house of Osman’ (cf. Blau & Barak 1999: 39). Note that the rule which suppresses
case marking in the presence of an ezafe is also operative with vowel raising. For
example:

4 a  Liwelét kes-ek ne-ma. (with raising welat to weléf).
in homeland person-INDF NEG-remain.PST.38G
“There is noone left in the homeland.”

b. Li welat-é me kes-ek ne-ma.
(not: *Ii welét-é me kesek nema)

in homeland-EZ.M IPL.OBL person-INDF NEG-remain.PST.38G
“There is noone left in our homeland.’

Finally, note that expression of the oblique via a suffix is always required when the
noun concerned is accompanied by a demonstrative (see below); and this likewise
suppresses stem-vowel raising:

c. li vi welat-i ... (not: *Ji vi welét-1 ... or *[ivi welét ...)
in DEM.OBL homeland-OBL.M
‘in this homeland’

10 In some dialects where stem-vowel raising is not an option for marking the oblique case, the
raised form bajér ‘town’ has become the unmarked form of the noun, used in all contexts, im-
plying that the rule existed at earlier stages of the language.
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Suﬁxal expression of the oblique

As noted above, suffixation is regularly and consistently applied to all masculine
singular nouns, and across all dialects, when the NP concerned has a determiner
such as 2 demonstrative, or the interrogative kijan ‘which?’, or carries the indefi-
niteness suffix -ek.

Bare masculine singular nouns, on the other hand, only consistently receive a
suffixal marking of the oblique in the Badinan dialects of North Iraq, and in the east
of the Hekari region in Turkey. Recently, some language activists have attempted to
establish suffixation as a norm for written Kurdish, sometimes leading to hypercor-
rect forms in contexts where oblique is not required. In the vernacular, there is also a
tendency to add a redundant -7 to nouns carrying the indefiniteness suffix -ek, even
when they are not in an appropriate syntactic environment, also noted by Dorleijn
(1996:130). Interestingly, Bedir Khan and Lescot (1970:97) state that the oblique
marking of masculine singular nouns (aside from those accompanied by demonstra-
tives, etc.) is in the process of disappearing (“... est en voie de disparition™); how-
ever, as just noted, in the southeastern part of the Kurmanji speech region, it is still
very much alive, though toward the west of this dialect region, suffixation of mascu-
line proper names diminishes.

3.2.4 Plural number
In Standard K., only nouns in the oblique case are overtly marked for plural, through
the suffix -a(n) (deletion of - is normal in some dialects), as shown in Table 5:

Table 5. Plural and case marking in Standard Kurdish

Plural (masc. and fem.)

Definite Indefinite
Dir. Obl. Dir. Obl.
Jin jin-a(n) Jin(-in) Jjin-a(n)
_gund gund-a(n) gund(-in) i gund-ain)

An ending for indefinite direct plural -in is regularly cited in pedagogical works and
is shown in brackets above, but it is only frequently attested in the dialects of Mar-
din region, and across the border in Syria. Elsewhere it is rare or lacking completely.

Nouns in the direct case do not inflect for plural. Such nouns are usually sub-
jects, so plurality is generally reflected in number agreement on the verb:

zarok hat-in ‘the children came’
zarok hat  ‘the child came’

There is a tendency in the dialects to the west for the Oblique plural marker to be-
come a general plural marker, which is used on nouns in the direct case, and also on
the demonstratives; see below on Meres dialect.
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3.2.5 Pronouns

Personal pronouns
The forms for the personal pronouns are given in Table 6. The ‘third person’ pPro-
nouns are basically the distal demonstratives.

Table 6. Personal pronouns in Standard Kurmanji

DIRECT OBLIQUE
SG 1 ez min
2 tu te
3 ew wi (m.) /wé (f.)
PL 1 em me
2 hiin we
3 ew wan

The reflexive and reciprocal pronouns

In addition to the personal pronouns, Kurdish has an invariant reflexive pronoun xwe
(dialectally also [xe&], [x0]). It is used for all persons and numbers, both as a
personal pronoun and a possessor, when coreference with the subject of same clause
is intended (see 3.3.1 on this point). In Standard K., the reciprocal pronoun is Aev or
hevdi, again used for all persons. In Badini Kurdish, the reciprocal pronoun is ék
[?e:k] or ékiidu.

Demonstratives and the demonstrative clitic -e/-a (sg.) and -ene/-ana (pl.)
There are two demonstratives, ew ‘that’ and ev ‘this’, with considerable dialectal
variation: see Table 7.

Table 7. Demonstratives in Standard Kurmanji

DIRECT _ OBLIQUE
- (all gender/numbers) So.masc. | Sg. fem. Plural
PROXIMATE ey vi vé van
DISTAL ew wi wé wan

In addition to the demonstratives, a number of dialects attach an additional suffixal
or clitic marker to the nouns preceded by a demonstrative: in the singular -e/-a (re-
gional variants, not gender related) and in the plural -ene / -ana. According to Bedir
Khan and Lescot (1970:227), they are contractions of deictic particles ke / ha / han.
They only attach to the noun if it is the final element of the NP; if it is followed by 4
modifier in an ezafe construction, then the proximate marker is not used.

5) Va defter=na yé  min=in.
DEM.PROX notebook=DEM.PL EZ.PL 1SG.OBL=COP.3PL
“These notebooks are mine.”  (elicited from a speaker of the Antep-Adiyaman region)
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One result of this development is that in dialects with the additional marker, a num-
ber distinction is drawn on the independent demonstratives in the direct case. Thus
while in Standard K. the proximal demonstrative ev is used for both singular and
plural direct (cf. Table 7), in these dialects there is a contrast between the singular
direct (e)va, and the plural direct (e)vana, in e.g. Erzurum, or eve and evene in
Badini, or ewe / ewene in Semzinan.

3.3 The structure of the NP
The basic structure of a NP in Kurmanji is the following, where only N(oun) is ob-
ligatory:

Dem Num N -Ez Poss Ez Adj
ev sé kum-én min yén res
these three hat-EZ.PL 18.0BL EZ.PL black

‘these three black hats of mine’

Demonstratives have already been illustrated in Table 7. The numerals are given in
section 3.4. Possessors and descriptive adjectives follow the héad, in that order if
both are present, and obligatorily occur with an ezafe (cf. Schroeder 1999 for dis-
cussion of the NP in Kurdish).

3.3.1 The ezafe construction

The ezafe construction is well-known from Persian, and is found, with certain varia-
tions, in all varieties of Kurdish. It may be either a bound morpheme (suffix or clitic,
with as yet poorly researched dialectal variation in stress assignment) or an inde-
pendent particle. Historically it goes back to an Old Iranian demonstrative/ relativ-
izer (cf. Haig 2011). In Standard K., traces of these pronominal origins are evident
in the fact that the ezafe still inflects for gender and number, agreeing with its head
noun in these categories, and in the fact that it occurs as the “free”, or “demonstra-
tive” ezafe, discussed briefly below.

Simple ezafe constructions: Nouns plus a single post-nominal dependent

Any noun that is modified by an adjective, as in ex. no. (6), or with a possessor, as
in ex. no. (7), is followed by an ezafe.

(6) bajar-ek-i mezin
town-INDF-EZ.M big
‘a big town’

7 mal-a me
house-EZ.F 1PL.OBL
‘our house’
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Nouns may also be modified by prepositional phrases, as in ex. no. (8), or by rela

tive clauses as in ex. no. (9) and (10), in which case they also take the ezafe:

(8) dest-én min yén Ji ber serma-yé gelis-i[...]
hand-Ez.PL. 1SG.OBL EZ.PL  from ADP  cold-OBL.F split-PTCP
‘my hands which are cracked and split because of the cold’ (Husen 21)
O ev ri-ya ku ot di-di pési-ya me
DEM.PROX road-EZF REL 2SG IND-give.PRS-2SG front-EZ.F  1PL.OBL
“This road that you make us take’ (Sarman 37)
(10) Kur-é wi vé li welat-én xeribi-yé.
son-EZM  3SG.OBLM EZM in country-EZ.PL foreign.land-OBL.F
‘His son (who) is in foreign countries.’ (Husen 22)

Possessors in ezafe constructions take the oblique case, adjectives in ezafe constrye-
tions remain uninflected. Compare the difference:

gel-é kurd (people-Ez.M kurdish) ‘the Kurdish people’
welat-€ kurd-an  (country-EZ.M kurd-OBL.PL) ‘the country of the Kurds’

If a possessor is coreferent with the same-clause subject, the reflexive pronoun e
is obligatorily used in place of a personal pronoun:

(1) Ez [i mal-a xwe me / mal-a. *min im
1sG in house-EZF REFL COP.1S8G house-EZ.F 1SG.OBL COP.1SG
‘T am at my house.” (lit. I am at self’s house / *I am at my house)

The forms of the ezafe in Standard K. are given in Table 8:

Table 8. Ezafe with the nouns gund ‘village’, bra ‘brother’, jin ‘woman’, ¢ira ‘lamp'

Singular [ Plural (masc. and fem.)
masculine feminine
Def. Indef.
Def Indef. Def. Indef.

gund-é gundek-i  |jin-a jinek-e gund-én / -ét gund-in-e

bra-yé brayek-i | cira-ya cirayek-e Jjin-én / -ét Jin-in-e
bra-yén / -yét bra-n-e
cira-yén/-yét | cira-n-e

The plural forms with -é¢ are found mainly in Badini (see 4.1). As mentioned above
in connection with gender, the gender distinction in the ezafe following the indefi-
nite marker -ek tends to weaken, with considerable uncertainty and inconsistency in
the forms used (e.g. ziman-ek-é gedim ‘an ancient language’, where one would ex-
pect the masculine form ziman-ek-7). In the spoken language, an ezafe may be omit-
ted completely following nouns with indefinite -ek, and this can als be witnessed
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sporadically in the written language: /i ber deré kafeyek interneté ‘in front of the
door of an internet cafe’, with no ezafe following the initial head noun (Dirgj 2011:
21)- ' )

The presence of an ezafe on any noun suppresses the expression of oblique case
on that noun. This is a very crucial fact of Kurmanji syntax: it means that the ezafe
igself is impervious to the external case of the entire NP. For example:

(12) a Gund di  nav [¢iva-yén bilind] da ye.
village ADP middle mountan-EZ.PL high ADP  COP.3SG
“The village lies between high mountains.”

b. Li wé herém-é [civa-yén bilind] he-ne.
ADP DEM.OBL.M region-OBL.M mountan-EZ.PL high existent-COP.PL
“There are high mountains there.

The ezafe construction ¢iyayén bilind remains unchanged, regardless of the syntactic
function of the entire NP. Thus in ex. no. (13), we would expect an oblique case,
because it is the complement of an adposition, while in ex. no. (14) we would expect
direct case, because it is the subject of an existential clause. But the presence of the
ezafe -yén suppresses any overt expression of case on the noun. Overt case is, how-
ever, expressed when the ezafe construction is introduced with a demonstrative,
which always expresses the case of the entire Np:!!

(13) Gund  di nav [wan  ¢iya-yén bilind] da  ye.
village in middle those  mountain-EZ.PL high ADP COP.38G
“The village is in between those high mountains.”

(14) [Ew ciya-yén bilind] li ser  sinor in.
those mountain-Ez.PL  high ADP ADP border COP.3PL
“Those high mountains are on the border.”

Free or demonstrative ezafes

Ezafes may occur separated from their head nouns. There are two possibilities. First,
they may be used to add additional dependents to an existing simple ezafe construc-
tion. They still agree with the respective head nouns in number and gender:

bra-yé min é mezin ‘my older brother’
mehin-a boz a qenc ‘the good grey mare’
gund-én Qersé én kevn ‘the old villages of Kars’

Second, they occur as anaphoric elements with the sense of ‘the one ...". In such
contexts, they are prosodically independent, rather than enclitic, and are preceded by

11 Interestingly, in Semzinan (and probably Badinan generally) this sometimes does not hold, and
the demonstrative may actually remain in the direct case: fu ew giyayét bilind dibini? ‘Do you
see those high mountains’, where the demonstrative is in direct case.
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a glide: yé spi ‘the white one (masc. sg.)’; ya te “your one (fem. sg.)’; vén mezip ‘the
big ones (pl.)’.

In Badini Kurdish, and dialects close to it such as Semzinan (cf. 4.1), the yge of
ezafes as independent forms has entered the verbal domain, where they accompany
certain kinds of predicates, in particular non-verbal predicates (cf. Haig 2011 fop
discussion), as in ex. no. (15).

(15) Ez ya  bédeng im.

I EZF silent CoP.15G
‘I am remaining silent.” (The speaker is a woman.)"?

Something similar may be found in the Elbistan dialect, discussed below in 4.3
though the origins of these forms are somewhat obscure.

3.4 Numerals
The main numbers, given in Standard Orthography (following Bedir Khan & Lescog

1970) are as follows:
1 yek 11 yanzdeh, yazdeh 30 st
2 didu, du 12 dwanzdeh 40  c¢el, ¢il
3 sisé, sé 13 sézdeh 50  pénci
4 c¢ar 14 ¢ardeh 60  gést
S pénc 15 panzdeh 70 hefté
6 ses 16 sanzdeh 80  heygté
7 heft [haeft] 17 hevdeh 90  nod, not
8 hest [haft] 18  hejdeh 100  sed
9 neh 19  nozdeh 201  du sed i yek
10 deh 20  bist 1000 hezar

The short forms of 2 and 3 are used when they are quantifiers in a NP: sé zarok
‘three children’. In the western parts of the Kurmanji speech zone, the typically
Indo-European opaque forms for 11 and 12 have disappeared, and all the numerals
11-19 have been regularized along the lines of ‘10-and-1°, ‘10-and-2’ etc: dehiiyek,
dehiidu, dehiisé (cf. Haig 2006). This would appear to reflect contact influence from
Armenian and Turkish, which lack opaque forms for 11 and 12, and instead have
regularly-formed ‘10-1" etc.

3.5 Adpositions

Adpositions are an area of considerable variation, which cannot be covered in any
depth here. We distinguish three components of the adpositional system, which can

12 From a short story Hirmika Xirs by Mihemed Selim Siwari, a writer from the Badini-speaking
region in North Iraq, published in Antolojiva ¢cirokén kurmancén bagir, edited by Xelil Duhoki
(Avesta, 2011).
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pe combined in various ways: basic prepositions, locational nouns, and postposi-
tonal particles.

Basic prepositions

gtandard Kurdish has three basic prepositions, and these are reasonably stable in
most dialects (though $emzinan differs in some respects, cf. 4.1). Each covers a
proad and fairly abstract semantic space, with a spatial core: ji ‘from’, bi ‘by (in-
strumental)’, Ii “at’. )

Recall from the discussion of phonology in 3.1 that no word can end with the
short central vowel [i]. From this fact, it is evident that these prepositions do not
constitute phonological words in Kurdish, and are probably best seen as proclitics.

These three prepositions are also unique in that they fuse with a demonstrative to
yield jé (ji + witwé), pé (bi + wi/wé) and [é (li + wi/wé) respectively. In some dia-
Jects, the compositional form pé has been reanalysed as a simple preposition with
instrumental meaning, cf. ex. no:.(16) from Karakogan dialect (field notes from
Karakogan):

pé  kevci.
with spoon
513

(16) Ister pé  dest-an bi-xw-e ister
want with hand-OBL.PL  SUBJ-cat:PRES-IMP.2S want
“Eat (it) with (your) hands, or with a spoon, as you please.

Basic prepositions may occur alone, but are more common in combination with a
postpositional particle, or with locational nouns. In addition to the three mentioned
above, there is also one fixed circumposition, consisting of di ... de ‘inside’. In
Standard K., the prepositional element di, unlike the three mentioned above, cannot
occur by itself, but is always accompanied by the postpositional particle de.

In addition to the three “basic prepositions” just discussed, two other preposi-
tions are found throughout the Kurmanji region, though they differ from the three
just mentioned in that they end in full vowels, and there is no fusion with the prepo-
sitional complement: (a) the preposition bé ‘without’; (b) the preposition bo. In most
dialects of Turkey it can be combined with ji to express benefactive meanings (ji
bo). The dialects of the southeast use simply bo, which is also extended to cover
recipient and goal meanings, where it generally replaces the combination ji ... re/ra
of Standard K.

Locational nouns

A number of prepositions are evidently the result of the grammaticalization of
nouns; they can be used both independently and in combination with the basic prep-
ositions. The commonest are the following:

-
13 ister ... ister is a modified loan construction from Turkish, based on the Turkish verb istemek
‘want’.
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nav ‘inside’  di nav ... de ‘inside’
ber ‘front’ li ber ‘in front of” jiber  ‘because of’
ser ‘head’ li ser ‘on, upon, over’
bin ‘bottom’  [i bin, di bin ... de ‘beneath, underneath’
dii ‘behind’ i dii ‘after’
pist ‘back’ li pist ‘behind’
rex ‘side’ li rex ‘next to, on the side’

tenigt ‘side’ i tenist ‘by side’

Some of these locational nouns also occur in a kind of prepositional stranding cop.
struction, occurring without a complement post-verbally:

(17) Min nan da ber ] hat-im.
18G.OBL bread  give.PST.3SG front and come.PST-1SG
‘I put the food in front (of him) and came.’

Postpositional particles

These particles are mostly combined with a preposition; they cliticize to the right-
edge of the entire prepositional phrase, and provide additional meaning components
to the phrase. However, the resultant meanings are not always transparent, for ex-
ample (cf. Bedir Khan and Lescot 1970: 244-258 for a detailed list):

bi ... refra ‘accompaniment, together with’
di..re/ra ‘through’
Ji..refra “for, to, benefactive/recipient’

(ber) bi... de ‘towards’

In many dialects of central Anatolia (e.g. Dersim and Karakogan) and the dialects of
Armenia, the benefactive/recipient ji ... re/ra and the local di ... de/da are reduced to
Jjust the respective postpositional element: mi(n)-ra ‘to/for me’, mal-da ‘at home’.

Spatial meanings are also conveyed through directional adverbs, such as: jér
‘down’, jor “up’, xwar ‘down (on the ground)’. Another important element is the
particle -de/da following NPs expressing directionals, when they occur after the
predicate (here expressed through the bound pronominal -yé).

(18) Hinek av-é bi-xi-yé da  ji bo ku
alittle  water-OBL.F  SUBJ-drop.PRS-3SG.OBL ADP so.that
ne-sewit-e.

NEG-burn.prs-3sG
‘Put a little more water in it so that it does not burn.’

3.6 Verbal morphology

Verbs exhibit the typical West Iranian characteristic of having two stems, a present
and a past stem, but the formation of one from the other is not fully predictable.
Certain regularities can be identified, though a fully accepted classification is not
available. Table 9 provides a list of frequent verbs, but makes no attempt at classi-
fying them:
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Table 9. Frequent verbs in past and present stems

Infinitive Past Stem Present Stem Meaning
Toan bii- -b- be

pirin bir- -bi- take

hatin hat- -(h)é-/-wer- come

hélan/histin hist- -hél- leave

bihistin bihist- -bihiz- hear

girtin girt- -gir- grasp, hold

gotin got- -béj- say

kustin kust- k- k_111

rilnistin rinist- -Fiin- sit

kirin kir- -ki- do, make

ciin ¢li- -¢i-/-her- go

Jjin/jiyan Ji-fjiya- -ji- live

ketin ket- -kev- fall

xwarin xwar- -XW- eat

xwastin xwast- -xwaz- want, request

avétin avét- -avéj- throw

ditin dit- -bin- see

dan da- -di- give

mirin mir- -mir- die

zanin zani- -zan- know

girin giri- -giri- cry, weep

ajotin ajot- -gjo- drive

barin bari- -bar- rain

xistin xist- -x-/-xin- strike, knock

xwandin xwand- -xwin- read, study

Verbs are quite a small, closed word class in Kurmanji (probably no more than 150
simplex verbs in regular usage in most dialects). The only moderately productive
derivational process for creating new verbs is a causative suffix, -and, used for
deriving transitive verbs from intransitive stems: gerin ‘walk, stroll” — gerandin
‘lead’, nivistin ‘sleep’ — nivandin ‘put to sleep’. New verb meanings are usually
created using light verb constructions usually based on kirin, biin, dan (see below).
Additional verbs may also be derived through the lexicalization of verb plus a
dummy prepositional complement, for example jé birin ‘win’, literally ‘take from
him/her’, also ‘erase’; Ié xistin ‘beat (a person), lit. ‘strike on him/her’; lé hatin ‘be-
come’. Incorporation of a pre-verbal element may also yield a new verb (see below).

Person marking suffixes

Finite verbs take agreement suffixes, indexing the verb for person and number of a
single core argument: the intransitive subject in all tenses, the transitive subject in
present tenses, and the transitive object with past tenses. shows the two sets of per-
son agreement suffixes, one used with forms based on the present stem, the other for
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forms based on the past stem. Subjunctive forms based on the past stem have djs.
tinct composite endings with considerable cross-dialect variation, beyond the scope
of this section (see the dialect sketches below for some discussion). Non-verby]
predicates take a (slightly) different set of clitic copular endings given in Table 12,

Table 10. Person agreement suffixes

Person agreement suffixes
Person Present Past
1sG -(i)m -(i)m
28G -i/-e (imperative) -(wi
3sG -e -0
1,2,3PL -(iln -(iln

TAM and negation prefixes

Verb forms based on the present tense (simple present, subjunctive, imperative,
future) obligatorily take a single prefix, either the neutral simple present prefix
di- (glossed INDicative), or the subjunctive prefix bi-, or a negation prefix ng-
(replaces the indicative)'* or ne- (replaces the subjunctive). In imperative forms, and
with preverbal elements combined with light verbs, a prefix may be lacking. In the
Badini dialects of North Irag, the subjunctive present forms used to make the future
tense regularly drop the prefix bi-.

Verb forms based on the past stem, however, are not necessarily prefixed. The
simple past tense is basically thus the past stem of the verb plus the appropriate
person agreement markers. In the past tenses, an aspect distinction between progres-
sive (or imperfective) and simple past is available, signalled by the prefix di-.

Negation of both simple and progressive pasts'” is through addition of the prefix
ne-: ne-hatin ‘they didn’t come’, or ne-di-hatin ‘they weren’t coming’. In past
tenses, agreement patterns vary according to the transitivity of the verbs (cf. 3.7.2)
below). Sample paradigms are given in Table 11.

14 Two verbs negate the present stem with »i-, zanin ‘know’ and karin ‘be able’: nizanim / nikarim
‘I don’t know / I can not’. The verb $ivan ‘be able’, used in Badini and $emzinan dialects, ne-
gates the present stem with ne: nesém ‘I can not’.

15 Negation of progressive past in Western Kurmanji (Adiyaman-Urfa) is na-, as in na-de-kir-in
‘they were not doing it’.

simple simple past |simple past past progres- | past progressive
present (intrans.) (trans.) sive (trans.)
(trans./ hatin xwarin ‘eat’ (intrans.) xwarin ‘eat’
intrans.) ‘come’ hatin ‘come’

| gotin ‘say’

"1-;; ez dibéjim ez hatim min xwar ‘1 ate ez dihatim min dixwar
2sg | tu dibéji tu hati (s.thing)’ tu dihati te dixwar
3sg | ew dibéje ew hat te xwar ew dihat wi (masc.)

wi (masc.) xwar dixwar
1pl | em dibéjin em hatin wé (fem.) xwar em dihatin wé (fem.)
2pl | hin dibéjin | hin hatin me xwar hiin dihatin dixwar
3pl | ew dibéjin ew hatin we xwar ew dihatin me dixwar
wan xwar we dixwar

B
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Table 11. Sample verb conjugations

wan dixwar

Non-verbal predicates in the present indicative receive a set of clitic person markers
or copula forms, see Table 12.

Table 12. Copular person clitics with non-verbal predicates

Following a consonant: Following a vowel:
kurd ‘Kurdish’ bir¢i ‘hungry’
Isg ez kurd-im ‘T am Kurdish’ ez bir¢i-me ‘I am hungry’
2sg tu kurd-1 tu bir¢i-yi (reduced to long [i:j])
3sg ew kurd-e ew bir¢i-ye
Ipl em kurd-in em bir¢i-ne
2pl hiin kurd-in hiin bir¢i-ne
3pl ew kurd-in ew birgi-ne

In Badini, special constructions are found with non-verbal predicates (cf. 4.1). For
non-verbal predicates in the past tenses, or in subjunctive mood, the appropriate
form of biin ‘be’ is required.

The verbs ¢iin ‘go’ and hatin ‘come’
These two verbs have suppletive stems, with regional variation in the choice and
forms of the stems.

Table 13. The verbs ¢iin ‘go’ and hatin ‘come’

= ¢lin ‘go’ hatin ‘come’
Present -ci- / -her- (imperative) -(h)é- /-wer- (imperative)
Past cii hat
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The Standard K. indicative singular 1s form of ‘come’ is tém, resulting from a Cone

traction of *dj-hé-m with the typical devoicing of the d- in such contexts (in somg
dialects the trace of the stem-initial 4- can still be heard), while the negation is
nayém. In many dialects of the northwest, the imperative stem -ker- of ‘go’ is alsg
used in the indicative, so for example in Dersim, Erzurum, and Elazig, it is used for
all forms of the present stem. Thus first person indicative present in these dialects jg
terim (<*di-her-im) ‘I go / am going’, while negative indicative present is narjy,
(<*na-her-im). In other dialects, the imperative form is also used to cover subjunc.
tive meanings in the present. The imperative stem of hatin is also often used in place
of the regular subjunctive (which is bém in the first singular).

Mood

With the present stem, there is a simple distinction between indicative verb forms,
marked with di-, and subjunctive verb forms, prefixed with bi- or zero in some dia-
lects.

The subjunctive of the present stem (cf. ex. no. 19-22) has a wide range of func.
tions, including clauses with irrealis sense (wishes or orders), and subordinate
clauses expressing possible or intended outcomes. It is obligatory in the comple-
ments of modal predicates such as ‘want’, ‘be able’, ‘be obliged/must’. Some exam-
ples follow (from Bedir Khan and Lescot 1970: 317-321):

19) kafir Ji b-e
unbeliever ADD be.PRS.SUBI-3SG
‘even if (he) is an unbeliever’

(20) Ez  di-tirs-im sermisari @ belengazi
186 AFF-fearPRS-1SG disgrace  and misery
para me b-e.

fate-EZF  1PL.OBL be.PRS.SUBJ-3SG
‘I am afraid that disgrace and misery will be our fate’

(21) Heke birct ne, bila bi-xw-i.n.
if hungry cop.pL MOD.PRT  SUBJ-eat.PRS-PL
‘If they are hungry, they should eat.’

(22) Heke pirs-a wan he-b-e,
if question-EZ.F 3PL.OBL existent-be PRS.SUBJ-3SG
bila vé gavé béj-in.
MOD.PRT this time-OBL  say.PRS.SUBJ-PL

‘If they have a question, they should say so at the time.’

Subordinate clauses with verbs of speech or thought may (as in ex. no. (23) and
(24)) or may not be in the subjunctive (as in ex. no. 25-26), depending on the degree
of certainty of the proposition expressed.
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Dit ko gotin-a wi rast e.

(&) see.PST(3SG) COMPL  word-EZ.F 3SG.M.OBL right COP.35G
“He saw that what he said was right.’

24) De béje, te cawan  kir.

4 MOD.PRT say.PRS:IMP 2SG.OBL  how do.psT.35G
<Go on, say how you did it.’

25) Ni-zanibﬁw ko cawan bé pere ve-ger-e

( NEG-know.PST(38G) COMPL  how without money PRV-return.PRS.SUBJ-3SG
mal.
home . ,

‘He didn’t know how he would return home without any money.

(26) Bi-xwin-in da ko ho zana bi-b-in.
susl-read.PRS-PL so  that thus knowledgeable  SUBJI-be.PRS-PL
‘Study, so that you may become knowledgeable.’

Past subjunctive

Past subjunctives are primarily used with counterfactugl expressif)n's in past tenses.
As this is a complex area of syntax with considerable dialectal variation, it cannot be
covered in the space of this sketch (see Bedir Khan and Lescot 1970.: 317-321; Blau
and Barak 1999: 99-102; especially Thackston 2006: 58-69 for details).

The future tense o
The future tense is expressed via a particle (d)é or wé, combined with a s.u.bjunctlve
form of the verb; see ex. no. (27). It is most frequent in clause-secorlld' position, often
(but not always) preceded by the subject as in ex. no. (28), though it is also possible
clause-initially; see example no. (29) below. The main verb is in the pr‘esent sup—
junctive. High-frequency verbs such as gotin ‘say’ generally drop the bi- prefix in
the future tense, as does the verb biin ‘be’.

(27) Ji bo  Xwedé sal-ek-é ez-& FozZl bi-gir-im.
for God year-INDF-OBL 1SG-FUT  fasting SUBJ-keep.PRS-1SG
‘For the sake of God I will fast during one year.’ (Sarman 31)
(28) Ew dé  mesel-é Jji te re  béz-e.

386G FUT issue-OBL.F  from 2SG.OBL  POST say.PRS-3SG
‘He will tell you the issue.’

(29) We <¢éawa  heval-én nexwes derbas bi-bi-n?
FUT how friend-gz.p.  ill NVP.pass  SUBJ-be.PRS-3PL '
‘How will the wounded friends pass?’ (Yusiv 97)

16 The verb zanin ‘know’ usually takes this form for the negated simple past.
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(30) Ewro ne, dé  sibe ¢i-m.
today no, FUT tomorrow go.SUBI-1SG
‘Not today, (but) tomorrow I will go.’

In Standard K. and contemporary written Kurdish, the future auxiliary can be e
tained in negative sentences, in which case the negation marker is the subjunctiye
negation ‘ne-’. In Badini, there is no dedicated negative future; the negative indiga.
tive is used:

Standard K.: Ez é sibe bi wan re ne-¢i-m.
Badini: Ez sibe digel wan na-¢i-m. ‘T won’t go with them tomotrow.’

The directional -e particle on verbs

A large class of verbs expressing motion (‘go’, ‘come’) or directed action (‘give’,
‘speak’, ‘send’) frequently takes the so-called ‘directional particle’ -e (in most dia-
lects [-]) after the person marker on the verb. MacKenzie (1961a: 197-198) ang].
yses it as a reduced form of a directional preposition, which has cliticized to the
preceding verb. It is assimilated to the final vowel of verb forms ending in one of the
full vowels (e.g. ¢ii ‘went’). For verbs such as katin ‘come’, the use of the direc-
tional is almost obligatory (claimed, for example, for Tur Abdin dialect in Turgut
2012). An example from a traditional text is the following (Bedir Khan and Lescot
1970: 352):

(Bl) Se a zarok-én  gund  li gur  hat-in-e hev ...
dog and child-Ezp village at  wolf come.PST-3PL-DRCT together ...
“The dogs and the children of the village gathered together around the wolf ...

The precise conditions determining its realization remain, however, not fully under-
stood. It needs to be distinguished from the reduced form of a third person singular
addressee or recipient, which likewise cliticizes to the verb: gor=é ‘said to him/her’,
didin=é ‘give to him/her’. If such a clitic goal is present, the directional particle
cannot be realized.

Light verb constructions

Like most Iranian languages, Kurdish makes extensive use of complex predicates
consisting of a so-called ‘light verb’ plus some non-verbal element. The most com-
monly used light verbs in Kurmanji are kirin ‘do, make’, béin ‘be, become’ and dan
‘give’. The following list is a small selection of widely-used light verb constructions
involving a nominal non-verb element (Haig 2002:22-23):

ava kirin ‘build, establish’ xwedi kirin ‘bring up, raise’
bang kirin ‘call’ bar kirin ‘load, move (house)’
ali(kari) kirin ‘help’ gazi kirin ‘call’

bawer kirin ‘believe’ hez kirin ‘like, love’

JSa(h}m/fém kirin ‘understand’ dest pé kirin ‘start, begin’
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orm Kirin ‘be ashamed’ nisan dan ‘show’ .
" bir kirin ‘forget’ dest avétin ‘reach for, begin’
guhda”f kirin ‘listen’ dev jé berdan ‘leave alone, cease doing’

The syntax of light verbs is discussed in Haig (2002), and is touched on in the dia-
ject sketches below.

3,7 Syntax of the simple clause

3.7.1 Word order

The word order in pragmatically neutral clauses is SOVG, where “G” stands for
‘Goal’, here a cover term for spatial goals of verbs of movement, recipients of verbs
of transfer, and addressees of verbs of speech. However, word order is not rigidly
fixed; direct objects may be fronted for pragmatic purposes, for example. The posi-
tion and means of marking of goal arguments (in the broad sense just defined) also
varies; in those dialects which make extensive use of circumposition ji ... ra (cf. 3.5)
for recipients and benefactives, they generally precede the verb, yielding SGOV. For
recipients with dan ‘give’, however, all dialects usually place the recipient argument
immediately after the verb, in the oblique case but with no adposition. The dialects
such as Badini and Semzinan, however, differ from the other dialects in that they
frequently use the preposition bo with such post-predicate recipients and goals (see
Haig 2015 on post-predicate goals).

3.7.2 Alignment and related issues

Kurmanji has an ergative construction, used with the past tenses of transitive verbs.
Otherwise, the syntax is accusative throughout. The ergative construction associated
with past transitive verb forms has attracted a fair bit of attention in recent years
(Bynon 1979, Dorleijn 1996, Matras 1997, Haig 1998, Turgut 2012 Haig 2008 for
summary discussion), and we will only point out some of the more salient facts here,
and some points of variation across the dialects.

In the ergative construction, the transitive subject takes the Oblique case, while
the direct object is in the Direct case. The verb agrees with the direct object. How-
ever, the order of subject and object remains unchanged. Similarly, the subject, de-
spite its Oblique case, still controls coreference with reflexive xwe (cf. 3.2.5). Typi-
cal examples (from Thackston 2006: 49) are given in ex. no. (32-34):

(32) Jinik-ek-¢ cay-a me ani.
woman-INDF-OBL tea-EZ.F 1PL.OBL bring.PST.38G
‘A woman brought our tea.’

(33) wi mirov-i cay ani
DEM.M.OBL man-OBL tea  bring.PST.38G
“That man brought tea.’
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(34) Gundi-yan tist-ek ne-got.
villager-PL.OBL  thing-INDF NEG-say.PST.38G
‘The villagers didn’t say anything.’

There are two main areas where the morpho-syntax of Kurdish diverges from what
would be expected from the rules of ergativity as just outlined, namely the agréé:; ¥
ment on the verb, and the case of the direct object. With regard to verb agreement.
when the transitive subject is plural, and not expressed overtly in the clause, there 1;
a strong tendency to add plural agreement to the verb, even when the object ig sini_.-,
gular. This usage is followed in all varieties of Kurdish, spoken or written, when the
clause with the transitive verb is preceded by an intransitive clause with the sapg
subject. Characteristically in ex. no. (35) below, which represents the written lan.
guage (the poem Ji Bigukan re, by Cegerxwin), an intransitive clause precedes the
past transitive verb gotin ‘say’:

! (35) Herdu cii-n-e cem rovi doz-a xwe jé ra  got-in.
the.two go.PST-PL-DRCT to  fox case-EZF SELF to.him  say.PST-PL
‘The two of them went to the fox (and) explained(PL) their case to him.’

The past transitive verb form gotin has a plural agreement marker, although its di-
rect object is singular (doz ‘case’). The plural agreement here reflects the plural
number of the subject herdu, which is not overtly expressed in the second clause. In’
fact, in this example (and similar ones), it would be simply not possible for the verb
to agree with its singular object doza xwe ‘their case’, yielding a singular verb form
got ‘said’. Tt is fairly futile to condemn all instances of subject agreement on a past.
tense transitive verb as “incorrect usage” (e.g. Tan 2005:92-93; Chyet 2004). In-
stead, they are rule-governed, but the subtlety of the rules concerned have yet to be
elucidated (cf. Haig 2008:231-240 for some suggestions). The extent to which past
transitive verbs agree with a plural subject varies from dialect to dialect, and ac-
cording to the semantics of the verb and other syntactic factors; in some dialects,
agreement with a plural subject on past transitive verbs is almost the norm, while in-
others it is more tightly constrained.

A second tendency, found in the dialects of Central Anatolia to the west, is to put
the direct object of a past transitive verb into the Oblique case, rather than the ex-
pected Direct case, leading to a double-oblique construction (with both subject and
object in the Oblique). In the dialect of Mus, this tendency can be regularly ob-
served:

(36) Ez  zarok  bii-m-e, bicitk bii-m-e, min ...
1sG child be.PST-1SG-PERF  small be.PST-1SG-PERF  1SG.OBL
girt-in-e ...

take.PST-3PL-PERF
‘I was a child, I was young (they) took me ...’(story told by speaker from Mu3)

(39) Min

(40) Waxee
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fyen in writing such usage is well attested. The following examples come from a
KurdiSh text book (Diréj 2011:111), written by a speaker from the Mus region:

kir-in.
do.PST-PL

nas

Min gelek  pasa i serokwezir-an
(37) )
knowing

1sG.0BL many  king and chief minister-PL.OBL
] knew many kings and their chief ministers.’

A similar tendency is also noticeable among speakers who have been exposed to
other languages from an early age, e.g. many Kurds growing up in the diaspora,
where the first language acquisition of Kurdish may be impoverished. It seems to be
the case that the ergative construction is vulnerable in conditions of imperfect first
language acquisition (cf. Turgut 2012 for second-generation Kurds in Germany).

13.7.3 Non-canonical subjects

[n the dialects of the South and the East (e.g. Semzinan and Badini), certain predi-
cates take a subject in the Oblique, regardless of tense. Such constructions resemble
superficially the ergative construction, but should not be contused with it, because

(a) they are not conditioned by the tense of the verb; (b) the predicates concerned

can be intransitive. Typically such non-canonical subjects occur with certain predi-
cates of physical sensations, for example min (OBL) sar e ‘T am cold’. However, not

all such predicates have non-canonical subjects, cf. ez (DIR) bir¢i me ‘I am hungry’.
The verb viyan, expressing necessity / desire, also takes an oblique ‘wanter’:

(’38] Min d-vé-t b-¢i-m.
18G.OBL.  IND-be.necessary.PRS-3SG  SUBJ-go.PRS-1SG
‘I want to go.’

Finally, in expressions of possession the possessor is often in the oblique:

nine.
not.existent.3SG

trimbél
1SG.OBL ~ car
‘I do not have a car.’

In most other dialects, these constructions are not used. Instead, canonical subjects
in the Direct case are used, or, in the case of possession, the possessor is the modi-
fier in an ezafe construction. A remnant of this construction may be found in many
dialects in the expression ¢av ketin ‘eye fall’, i.e. ‘catch sight of”, where the ‘posses-

sor’ of ¢av occurs clause-initially, rather than via an ezafe-construction. The fol-

lowing example from Ritter’s Midyat texts (transcription adapted) is fairly typical:

ket ..

ku sofi ¢av pé .
fall.psT.35G

time-EzM compL  Sufi eye withhim
‘When the Sufi caught sight of him ...
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4. Dialectal variation in phonology and morphosyntax

In this section, we will present some aspects of dialectal variation across Kurmapj;
focps§ing on morphosyntax. A preliminary classification of Kurmanji dialectg i;-
available in Opengin and Haig (2014). In the interests of brevity, we provide sample

sketches from just three dialect areas, rather than the five distinguished in Opengin'

and Haig (2014). The dialect areas considered here are Southeastern, Southern, and
Western Kurn}gnji. Western Kurmanji covers both Southwestern and Northwestery
Kurmanji of Opengin and Haig (201"4), while we have no representative of the
Northern Kurmanji area identified in Opengin and Haig (2014). The broad regjongy
extent of these three regional varieties are indicated on the map in Fig. 2. The back.
ground to the individual regions is as follows:

Southeastern Kurmanji (abbreviated to SEK): Our data come from the Semdin];
(Kr. Semzinan) district of Hakkari province. The variety is considered to represent
southeastern Kurmanji or Badini/Behdini, including the Kurmanji spoken in Hakkarj
province and southern half of Van province in eastern Turkey, in Duhok and Sorap
provinces in Iraqi Kurdistan, and in the southern half of the Kurdish-inhabited areag
of Urmiye province in Iran. .

Southern Kurmanji (SK): Our data come from the area between the Midyat (Kr,
Midyad) and Nusaybin (Kr. Nisébin) districts of Mardin province. Southern
Kurmanji includes the Kurmanji spoken in Mardin (Kr. Mérdin) and Batman proy-
inces, sections of Sunak (Kr. Sirnex), Diyarbakir (Kr. Diyarbekir) and Urfa (K.
Riha) provinces in southeastern Turkey as well as in Heseke province of northeast
Syria. The Kurmanji spoken further north (called commonly as “Serhed” dialect,
and referred to in Opengin and Haig 2014 as Northern Kurmanji) in localities such
as Erzurum, Mus and Agn is close to this variety, with gradual differences as one
moves north.

Western Kurmanji (WK): The data representing this group comes from the Elbi-
stan district of Marag (Kr. Merag) province. Western Kurmanji encompasses the two
dialect regions northwest and southwest Kurmanji distinguished in Opengin and
Haig (2014), and comprises primarily the Kurmanji spoken in Marag, Malatya and
Sivas, and secondarily the Kurmanji of Adiyaman, Antep, including parts of Urfa,
and Aleppo in Syria.
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Figure 3. Approx. locations of the three Kurmanyji dialect zones

4.1 Semzinan dialect of Southeastern Kurmanji

Semdinli (Kr. Semzinan) is a district in the Hakkari (Kr. Hekari) province of Tur-
key. Hakkari is both the city on the southeastern edge of East Anatolia and a socio-
historical toponym (Khachatrian 2003) covering the region stretching from south of
Lake Van in the north, Urmiya in the east, Amédi and Duhok (in Iraq) in the south
and the town of Sirnak in the west. The common name for the Kurmanji of this vast
area is Badini, which shows subdialectal variation. The Kurdish of this region is
briefly described in MacKenzie (1995) and Rhea (1872). The Semzinan (shortened
to Semz.) dialect analyzed here is representative of the eastern half of the SEK dia-
lect zone.

4.1.1 Phonology

The phoneme inventory of the Semzinan dialect is mostly parallel to that of Stand-
ard K. (see Table 2 and Table 3), though with substantial differences in the realiza-
tion of some phonemes, discussed here.

Final-vowel centralization

A high front unrounded vowel [i:] is mostly centralized into an [i] in word-final
position. The process affects certain function words, and inflected verb forms:
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Semz. Standard K. Translation

ard K. bii “was’. This is seen also in the speech of some speaker groups in Semzinan,
as illustrated in ex. no. (42).

wi mirow-i wi mirovi ‘that man’

that.OBL.M man-OBL.M Vowel-raising

na-c-i ) na-c-i ‘Won’t you go?’ A Standard K. mid back round vowel [0:] is raised to a high back round vowel [u:]

)I\;IC]?G'gO.PI:; SG i S me kit what we have d in Semzinan, illustrated below. The phenomenon is not seen in the western half of
- - one’

EZ.DEM 1PL.OBL do.PST-PTCP dialect zone.

c g e ep 11 Semz. . 1
It also affects some lexical items, e.g. #iji ‘full’ as opposed to Standard K. #j7. How. E;IEZ i:;;;dard X S{;)ses,
ever, otherwise a lexical final long [i:] is preserved, as in spi ‘white’, far ‘dark’, o bil bo “for’
kart ‘a sort of plant’. Certain inflectional morphemes such as the masculine ezafe miri mirov ‘man’

and the oblique case following the indefiniteness suffix, are not subject to centrali-

zation, as seen in the following examples:'’ This shift can also be viewed in the context of vowel fronting just discussed: The

loss of the high back vowel [u:] creates a pull-chain effect, yielding the raising of
[o: > w]. The shifts in this part of »the vowel system are also reflected in uncertain-
ties in the orthography, e.g. both rivi-and rovi can be found as spellings for ‘fox’, or
movi and mari ‘ant’.

mirov-ek-T ba§  (man-INDF-EZ.M good) ‘a good man’;
xani-yé miroveki (house-EZ.M man-INDF-OBL.M) ‘a man’s house’

This feature is salient in the eastern half of the dialect zone, but not found in the
western section such as in Duhok or Amédi. Bilabialization of the voiced labio-dental fricative

Standard K. [v] is systematically seen as an approximant [w] in Semzinan, on a par
with Central Kurdish, neutralizing the opposition between [v] and [w], as shown in
the examples below. This affects also loanwords, such as vazo ‘vase’ (from/through
Turkish), which is seen as wazo. The few occurrences of [v], as in vize viz ‘swirling

of flies’ and bive ye ‘it’s dangerous’ in child language, are onomatopocic words and

Vowel fronting

A back high round vowel [u:], written <G> in Standard K., generally corresponds ta
a front vowel [y] in Semzinan, transcribed here as <ii>, as in the following items:

Semz. Standard K. Gloss the speakers are usually not systematic in their pronunciation.
stiir stir ‘thick’

mii mii ‘hair’ Semz. Standard K. Gloss

tii ti ‘mglberry’ aw av ‘water’
biciik bicik ‘ch.11d’ Sew Sev ‘night’

biik bitk ‘bride’ Saw Fav ‘eye’

The only exception known to us is the past stem of the verb ‘to go’, ¢z, [&'a] where
the Standard K. phoneme remains unchanged; but may be due to the fact that the
past stem of the verb is originally ¢o- and as a result of vowel-raising (see below)
the stem vowel [o:] has turned into [u:].

This process can be seen as an intermediate stage in a broader sound change,
where [u:] not only shifts forward, but undergoes derounding to [i:], i.e. [u: >y > i:].
Dialects further southwest, such as Badini in Duhok, have gone the whole way in
many of the relevant words, e.g. [di:r] for Standard K. dir ‘far’, and [bi:] for Stand-

In the Badini dialect of Dohuk province, however, lenition of Standard K. [v] is not
evident, and in fact the [v] in syllable-final position tends to be devoiced to [f]. Thus
in these dialects, an opposition between [v] and [w] is retained.

Delabialization of [xw]

The Standard K. consonant group [xw] or bilabial velar fricative [x*] occurs in
Semzinan as a velar fricative [X], as seen below. Note that in the western half of the
dialect zone the bilabial velar fricative usually remains the same as in Standard K..

Semz. Standard K. Gloss
xarin xwarin ‘to eat’
. - . . T . . ] xeziir xweziir ‘father-in-law’
17 The final [i:] of participles is centralized when the participle is used predicatively (discussed in il we ‘self”
4.1.2), as in : mala wan a soti ‘their house has burnt down’. Otherwise, participles retain the fi- <& e ‘salt’

nal long vowel.
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Palatalization of velar Stops

The velar stops /g/ and /k/ (aspirated and unaspirated), are palatalized preceding
front or central unrounded vowels.

yemz. Standard K. Gloss

[Kiira:s) [kica:s] ‘robe’

[khie:cik] [khe:r] “knife’
_lgiiran] giamn) ‘heavy’

Retention / insertion of initial [h-]

A number of vowel-initial words as well as the vocalic present stem of verb ‘tq
come’, {-é-}, occur with an initial glottal fricative [h] in Semzinan. Some are his-
torically retentions, others maybe later insertions.

_Semz. Standard K. __Gloss
hawétin aveétin ‘throw’
héwar évar ‘evening’
hari kirin ari kirin ‘to help’

_he- e- ‘come.PRS’

4.1.2 Nominal morphology

Oblique case on nouns
The forms of the oblique case suffixes are as follows:

" Masc Fem  p. (ma@@m.)

e

Definite )i g -Wam)
Indefinite e ey

The masculine oblique form on definite nouns is -(y)i, in line with the more general
phonological rule of final-vowel centralization in Semzinan (cf, 4.1.1). Thus the
oblique forms are different in definite and indefinite state, Furthemore, the final
consonant of plural oblique is regularly elided in Semzinan, but not in the western
half of the dialect zone. In Standard K., the form of the oblique suffix following an
indefiniteness marker is differentiated according to the gender of the noun (-é for
feminine, -7 for masculine). However, this System is not applied consistently in SEK,
where various kinds of irregularity can be observed. It seems that the prevalent form
in SK is -¢ for all genders. This can be seen in ex. no. (49), where a masculine-gen-
der noun ber ‘stone’ has the oblique case suffix -& in indefinite state. However, the
overgeneralization of the feminine form -€ does not seem to apply to human-referent
nouns; this is an area of considerable variation and complexity, as yet largely unre-
scarched.

As for the functions, oblique marking in Semzinan has identical functions with
Standard K. (cf. 3.2.3). However, in SEK and Semzinan, unlike Standard K. and
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. S . Iso
t other dialects, the marking of masculine oblique is quite systematic, seen als
mos ’

uns lacking overt determiners, as in the following (the oblique case suffix is in
on no

pold face):

(41) biik-a séx Bahal-i
se pista hesp-i _
zahir-i xo di bin landiké pesti

‘the bride of Sheikh Bahal’
‘on the back of the horse’
‘Zahir hid himself under the cradle.’

efiniteness suffix o _
gnJ; of the principal distinctions between Northern and Central Kurdish is the ab

n WweV i in the
ence of a definiteness suffix in the former (see Table 1) Howe €1, 1In Semfll a;l,
Sarne i i i it in fewer nctions and
Centr K h definitene ffix is present, albei !
al Kurdish definit SS su : : b : f ylll :
f S frequently Its use is restricted to markmg a salient discourse referent which is
; Wi : W ici 42a-b-
aE;ready ell-known to the speech event partlclpants (Cf ex. no. 42a-b C).

(42) a.  Fa-bi kic-eke™ . Fewa
PVB-be.PST.3SG  girl-DEF abduct.pST
‘(He) set out (and) abducted the girl.’

A} j -i uwar kir-i-bi-n

b.  Zin-eke li hesp-i s
woman-DEF at horse-OBL.M  NVP.mount do.pPST-PTCP-be.PST.3PL
‘(They) had mounted the woman on the horse.

e I, d-eke  béxudan  bi
i kes te da ne-br, gun
- Icli) person in.it in NEG-be.PST.3SG  village-DEF abandoned be.PST.3SG
‘There was nobody in it, the village was abandoned.

Ezafe . .
With definite nouns, the singular ezafe forms are the same as in Standard K., bu

there are some differences in the plural ezafe and elsewhere, summarized below:

masc fem pl. (masc./fem.)
Definite - -Wa -(v)éd/-(v)et
Indefinite -z’{-é -Ie/-a »
Independent ezafe vé va

MacKenzie (1995) notes the final consonant of t.he plural ez'afe systemanfslalslye:zha
voiceless plosive, however the voiced consonant is also seen 1.n mc;lre ;arsetand;)rd K.
The singular forms with indefinite nouns are( qu)lte insta?fh;,al;:tseénein semZinan.

-1, - s well as the Badini forms - (m.) an -a (. : Sem .
ﬁ::ls(énl;ieez,lg%) notes neutralization of gender fiistirlctlons on 1nc}jefm1te s(llztg;lil;
nouns, and examples of both genders with either -& or - can bp fouvlzk 1‘11 01(11r’ | nm.ms
€X. no. (43a-b), both masculine (gund ‘village’) and feminine (7e¢k ‘roa ) nouns
take -7 as the ezafe. In ex. no. (43c—d), on the other hand, both nouns (masculi

feminine respectively) have -é.
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(43) a. gundeki hingo ‘a village of yours’
b. Fekekt qahimtiv  ‘a safer way’
c. Zineke kok ‘an industrious woman’
d meérikeke bas ‘a good man’

Thus it is not completely clear in which direction the neutralization of the gendep

distinction on the ezafe with indefinites is going, but we observe the prevalent ten-
dency to be towards using a generalized -& form. An indefinite plural ezafe marker is

not found in Semzinan or in SEK in general. Finally, independent ezafe forms are.

always with an initial glide.

The ezafe as a predicative element

One of the features distinguishing Semzinan (and SEK in general) from Standard K.
and the rest of Kurmanji is the use of the ezafe as a predicative element, rather thap
as part of the noun phrase. This phenomenon is discussed in MacKenzie (1961a:
205-208) and in Haig (2011); here we will only briefly outline it for Semzinan (and
SEK). Essentially it involves an ezafe which agrees in number and gender with its
antecedent, but does not link that antecedent to some modifier; instead it introduces
a verb phrase. Examples of this kind of usage are given below:

In clausal expressions of possession (realized via the copula in Standard K.):

(44) Min du  bicik-et he-y.
18G.0BL two child-Ez.PL existent-NOT.ANALYZED
‘[ have two children.’

With predicates expressing location (realized via copula in Standard K.):

(45) Pirezin-ck-e li bin diwar-i.
old. woman-INDF.EZM at under  wall-OBL.M
‘An old woman is at the base of the wall.’

In the present tenses of clauses with a nominal or adjectival predicate:

(46) Kur-eke  yT zirek-e.
boy-DEF ~ EZ.DEMM  clever-COP.PRS3SG
‘The boy is clever.’

With finite verbs in the present tense; here the ezafe expresses a progressive aspect:

di-béz-t
IND-say.PRS-3SG

(47) Ber-¢ xXia  da-yé kicik-a
direction-EZM self give.PST-3SG.GOAL  girl-EZ.F

‘(S/he) looked at her (and saw that) the girl is saying: ...’

(49) PireZin-é ser-€
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with past participles as main predicates; here it forms the present perfect tense:
48) Hirc-e yé xa e dq—y.
( bear-OBL.F EZ.DEMM self athim give-PTCP
“The bear has attacked him.’

da-na-y-e se ber-ek-é.
old.woman-OBL.F head-EZ.M PVB-put.PST-PTCP-DRCT on stone-INDF-OBL.M
“The old woman has put her head on a stone.’

Although it is fairly uncontroversial that these particles are Ftymologically identical
with the ezafe, they are in fact not fully identical in form yv1th the adnominal ezafes
discussed further above, and there is some inconsisten.cy in the forms usec}. In gen-
eral, there seems to be a tendency for overgeneralization of the form -(y)é, regard-
jess of the gender of the antecedent (cf. ex. no. (45) and ex. no. (48). al?ove). In th.e
Yezidi dialects of Tur ‘Abdin discussed in Bailey (2005), there is a similar neutrali-
sation of these tense-ezafes, leading to a uniform -7.

Demonstratives and proximal markers

There is one single demonstrative pronoun in Semzinan, ngm'ely ew. This is proba-
bly because [v] and [w] are no longer phonollogic.ally dlst}nct in Semzinan (cf.
4.1.1), whereas in most dialects, the v/w-distinction is the main carrier qf the proxi-
mal/distal distinction. In order to express proximate senses, specific .smgullar gnd
plural proximate morphemes -e and -ene are added to the demonstrative, yielding
ew-e ‘this’ and ew-ene ‘these’; see Table 15. There is thus, different from the Stand-
ard K. system, a further distinction in direct case between singular and plural forms.

Table 15. Demonstrative pronouns and proximal markers in Semzinan

- Singular Plural
Direct Oblique Direct Oblique
1 (masc/fem) | masc fem
| Distal ew ewi ewe ew ewan
Proximate ewe ewihi ewihé ewene / ewane /
ewete(ne) ewa(n)tene

Table 16 shows the forms of the demonstrative when used as a determiner in a NP.
The proximate elements -e and -ene attach to the final element of the entire NP.
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Table 16. Demonstrative determiner and proximate marking in Semzinan

Singular Plural
Direct Oblique Direct Oblique
(masc/fem) masc fem
Distal ew ewi ewe ew(an) ewan ... -an
Proximate ew ... -e ewi ... -e ewe EW ...--ene ew(an) ... -an-e

An interesting consequence of this system is that it permits overt plural marking g
simple nouns in the direct case (not possible in Standard K. except if the noun jg in
ezafe construction), due to the plural proximate particle of SEK.

Person marking
In Semzinan, as in Standard K., there are free

endings as person marking forms. The forms are the same as Standard K., with some
minor exceptions: 2" plural pronoun is hung/hing in direct case and hingo in-op.
lique case.'® Furthermore, the 3" singular verbal affix is -(Yt or ~(Ptin, and 1% plural
verbal affix is -(7)n, a feature shared in the whole SEK. Thus, SEK person marking
system distinguishes first person plural from other plural forms, whereas Standard
K. does not make any person distinctions in the plural forms of person markers,

These three particularities of Semzinan dialect of SEK are shared with the northern
dialects of Central Kurdish.

pronouns, verbal affixes and copulay

Adpositions

Semzinan and SEK are remarkably different from Standar
sitions. One of the three basic prepositions
some formulaic expressions in Semzinan. Thus, the preposition /i expresses both
‘from’ (i.e. source) and ‘in/at’ (i.e. location) (cf. ex. no. 50b). In addition to Standard
K. bi *with, through’, SEK has also bo “for, to’, (li)gel or (di)gel ‘with’, as well as a

further circumpositional di ... da ‘inside’, which is often reduced to the postposi-
tional element (cf. ex. no. 50c).

d K. with respect to adpo-
of Standard K., Ji “from’, exists only in

(50) a. Tu hinde $iré kiwiya neséy bo min bini?
‘Can’t you bring some goat milk for me?’
b, Ezde 5iré kiwiva Ii ké deré inim?
‘Where shall I bring the goat milk from?’
€. Du §éx maleké da cénabin?

‘Two sheikhs in one house can’t be.’

18 Note that the Mukri and other northern dialects of Central Kurdish also have this pronoun #s
engo (cf. Opengin 2016: 95). However, in northern dialects of Central Kurdish but also in SEK

dialects closer to Central Kurdish speech zone, case distinction is lost, an invariant engo (CK)
and hingo is used in all functions,

) ‘The prep

L 1
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ositions i, bi and di are never realized as they are cited here; they aret ;e-
the consonantal element when preceding a vowel, and they show metathe

duced ~t0' id preceding a consonant. They are thus realized as enclitics on the left-
sis to il, ib, lt (I)’f the prepositional complement. However, it also needs to be noted
iy ‘erf;l: IIl)repositions are often completely clided (shown in parantheses), as seen
si
glliilis proverb (51): )
Cam i) mirfye,  hatin i) - owude
E going (from)  man-cop.3sG  coming  (from)  God

‘Going is (from) man, returning (from) God.’

akes use of simple ‘bo X’ construction, as in ex. no. (50a) rather tl:iarll< SE?,H(};_(
i M [9 : i . l
SEK.Km"i X re’ for expressing benefactive; “(li)gel X .rather than'S.tandair‘ N,
ar(? ' cjomitative. Furthermore, the contracted pronominal preposition pé ‘w1 !
i fg; not analysable into bi + X for expression of instmment/m;ansdof (‘{r?(nspc())st,
b i f iti i on Standard K. post-
i sposition. Finally, the comm
it is reanalysed as a simple preposi : . ot 1 Stand: :
thlzsit;onal particle re/ra exists in SEK only in a circumposition di ... a ‘through’ or
- i z va ‘through it’.
i tracted pronominal form & 7a g N .
3 Cj(;lsl Iz Statfdard K., there are also complex prepositions corrllapo'sed of a i1r;1511:
iti ’ h combinations, the basic prepositi
. tion and a local noun (cf. 3.5). In suc : osition I
prel::;:;ly dropped, yielding what appears to be a new set of simple prepositions: (i)
n ’ T b4 : B 3 3
f: ‘on’ (Standard K. /i ser), (i) nik “beside’, (1i) bin ‘under’.

4.1.3 Verbal morphology

Verb Stems N
As noted in 3.6, a number of Standard K. verbs have present stems colns1st1n1g i)rf
. tral vowel.
i bly, a consonant plus the short cen
either a bare consonant, or arguably, , il vowe
fer to as ‘heavy’ present stems, co g
SEK, these verbs have what we re . fems, consising o he
initi rthographically <e>), or in the ca R
initial consonant plus a vowel [&] (o e ol owari. o
is i i f the SEK speech zone as well as
o]. This is a feature shared in most o ! o
Eﬁ]lrdish. Examples of first person present tense forms of such verbs are in ex. n

(52):

j bi-be-m
52) bi-ke-m
) SUBJ-do.PRS-1SG SUBJ-take.PRS-1SG
‘T'll do’ ‘"1l take’
j di-xo-m
di-de-m ‘
IND-~give.PRS-1SG IND-eat.PRS-1SG
‘I give’ ‘T eat

The present and past stem of a number of intransitive verbs (mostly “unaccusaltlvi7)
in SEK have an extension -(i)yé (for present) and -(i)ya (for past); sce Tabde as£
Furthermore, in a number of verbs, also shown in Table 17, the present and p
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lects.
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stems of the verbs in SEK/Semzinan are different from Standard K. and other

Table 17. Comparison of some distinctive present/past verb stems in Semzinan

b. ez

(53) a. Foj  spéede
sun  morning  quick
‘The sun rises early in the morning.’

Preverb incorporation: In Standard K.,

zil di-hele-r'°

heta hewari ZT
1sG  until evening also

IND-rise.PRS-3SG

ne-di-ra-westiya-m
NEG-IPFV-PVB-stand.PST-1SG

‘T would not stop (working) until evening.’

19 The verb form can be analysed as a contraction of di-hel-hé- (IND-PVB-come.PRS-35G). Cf. the
corresponding SK form hil-t-é (PVB-IND-come.PRS.35G).
20 In Mardin dialect, a similar incorporation of preverbal particles can be observed, cf. 4.2.

Lot Infinitive +Gloss Eresent Inﬁniti;:r_(-}_lhﬁ-’
Stand. K. | Semz. Stand. K. |Semz. 0ss
hist- héla- hélan ‘leave’ G-/ -her-  |-c- Gan ‘g0’
ani- na- inan ‘bring’ rgih-/-gihiz- |-geh- gehistin ‘reach’
axivi- axiwt- axiftin ‘speak’ -e- -he- hatin ‘come’
biskivi- biskiwt- | biskiftin ‘spur’ kisin- -kes- kesan ‘pull’
éSya- ésa- éSan ‘hurt’ iz~ -Fiziyeé- FiZiyan ‘spill’
kisand- késa- kéesan ‘pull’ HFiZTn- -réz- Fétin ‘pour’
FiZand- rét- rétin ‘spill’ -Vez- -howez- howetin ‘throw’
avet- howeét- howetin ‘throw’ tazo- -héazo- man ‘stay’
ajot- ha(w)jot- |ha(w)jotin ‘drive’  |x- -&x- existin ‘drop’
Xist- éxist- existin ‘drop’ -giri- -giri-/-girive- |girivan ‘weep’ |

dia-

there is a set of opaque preverbal particles
such as 4il, 74, da, which combine with verb stems to create new verbs. In the infin-
itive, they are usually written together with the stem as a single item. However,
inflectional prefixes such as negation, or indicative/imperfective, are inserted be-
tween the preverb and the stem, as in Standard K. ra-di-keve ‘goes to sleep’, from
raketin ‘go to sleep’. In SEK, however, negation and imperfective prefixes will
often precede these preverbal particles, indicating full lexicalization of preverb+
stem and the creation of a new stem. For example, a present indicative form of the
verb hel-(h)atin ‘preverb-come’ (=‘rise’) is given in ex. no. (53a) where the indica-
tive prefix precedes the preverbal element, and in ex. no. (53b) both negation and
indicative prefixes precede the preverbal element.

Furthermore, in some lexicalized and frequent light verb constructions, the negation
“prefix” can even occur on the leftmost edge of the verbal complex, preceding the
non-verbal elements of the construction, as shown in (54).2°
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(54) min ne-ber-é xi dfz—ye'
{ 15G.0OBL NEG-direction-EZ.M REFL give.PST-3SG.GOAL

] did not look at (him/ber/it).”

Aspectual morpheme -ewe |
A postverbal morpheme -ewe in Semzinan usually adds aspectual nuances like
‘again, back’. However, sometimes its semantic contr1but1on’ is opaque. Eor in-
stance, in a verb such as xarinewe ‘drink’ (based on xqrin ‘eat ),. the semaptlc con-
iribution of the morpheme is not regular (‘eat’ — ‘drl'nk"), Notlce that this verbal
morpheme has previously been considered to be a distinctive feature of Central
Kurdish, separating it from Kurmanji (cf. MacKenzie 1961a: 225), Some common
verbs in Semzinan with the verbal aspectual morpheme are provided below:

Infinitive Imperative Gloss

birinewe bibewe ‘Take it back!’
nanewe binewe - ‘Bring it again/back!’
Ciinewe herewe ‘Go back!”

xarinewe bixowe ‘Drink (it)!’
mirandinewe bimirinewe ‘Turn (it) off!’
geryanewe bigeréwe ‘Come back!’
kirinewe bikewe ‘Open it!”

Additional tense distinctions

As already discussed under 4.1.2, an analytic “present progressive” can be expressed
in SEK by using the ezafe forms, as illustrated in ex. no. (55).

(55) Ber-e xo  dayé kicik-a di-bex-it.
direction-EZ.M REFL give.PST-3SG.GOAL  girl-EZ.F  IND-say.PRS3SG
‘(S/he) looked (and saw that) the girl is saying (something).’

Other dialects of Kurmanji lack this possibility. Similarly, an alternative present
perfect can be created using the ezafe in combination with past participles (cf.
4.1.2). Note that the two tenses, present progressive and present perfect tense, con-
structed by using the ezafe, are mostly restricted to affirmative and declarative
clauses, as they are in Badini (cf. Haig 2011). However, in Semzinan the present
progressive does lend itself to negation, illustrated in ex. no. (56).

(56) Axir tu  ye
finally 2sG EzM
‘But you are not eating!’

na-xo-y!
NEG-eat.PRS2SG

Past conditionals

To express past conditionals, Standard K. has the structure [bi+past.st.em + (a) +
PM +a] (with various types of variation). SEK has a different form, using only the




204 Geoffrey Haig & Ergin Opengin

suffix -ba,”! as [past.stem+(i)ba+PM]. This is shown in ex. no. (57) and (58) (the -5
preceding the past conditional suffix is probably originally a past participle suffix) i

(57) Bila i iraq-é deng-é kustin-é
HORT from Iragq-OBL.F sound-EZ.M killing-OBL.F
hat-i-ba.

come.PST-PTCP-SUBJ.PST3SG
“If the news of a killing would come from Iraq,’

Modal particle da
There is a particle da in SEK, lacking in Standard K., which has at least three crucja]
morphosyntactic functions, though the following description relates to its use ip
Semzinan dialect and it might behave slightly differently in other areas of SEK.
First, it is used as the auxiliary in the apodosis of an imperfect counterfactual sep-
tence, as in ex; no. (58). The verb following auxiliary da is normally conjugated for
present subjunctive, though past subjunctive is also possible when the entire event ig
situated in the past, as in ex. no. (58).

(58) Te zil got-i-ba ez ZI  da
28G.0BL  early say.PST-PTCP-SUBJ.PST 1SG too AUX
hat-i-ba-m.

come,.PST-PTCP-SUBJ.PST-1SG
‘If you had said earlier, I too would have come / would come.’

Second, the form is used for expressing a repeated or customary action in the past
(cf. 19), in a manner roughly equivalent of English ‘used to’ or ‘would’ construc-
tion. Note that the verb form is again in past subjunctive, but it could as well be
prefixless present subjunctive (in this case: ¢-in-e (go.PRS-1PL-DRCT)). The form
in this function is sometimes interchangeable with the future tense auxiliary dé; see
the examples in ex. no. (62).

(59) Kickeni hemi Foj-é em da Ci-ba-yn-e
childhood all day-OBL IPL AUX go.PST.SUBJ.PST-1PL-DRCT
se  Fibar-i.
on  river-OBL.SG.M
‘In childhood, we used to go to the river everyday.’

this function, the main verb is the bare present stem:

21 The formative -ba is probably derived from the contraction of the past stem of bin ‘be’ and the
conditional suffix -(y)a, as bi-ya > ba.

Third, the particle expresses intentionality in the past, illustrated in ex. no. (60). In
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(60) Weré di-ziviri-yewe da  hé-t-ewe
there IPFV-turn.PST-PTCL.  AUX cOme.PRS3SG-PRTC
mil-€ nawgerdiya.

side-EZ.SG.M  place.name
“He was returning from there, he intended to come back to Nawgerdiya (region).’

The particle da can also be used with the verb conjugated in past subjunctive. In the
following example it expresses non-realized past intention:”

(61) Ci-bii wi  gund-i, da  kust-i-ba  (...).
g0.PST-PST.PRF.38G  that village-OBL AUX Kkill.PST-PTCP-SUBI.PST
“He had been to that village, (so that) he would kill him, (but he had mercy on him and

did not kill him).”

Directional -e

SEK makes extensive use of the directional clitic =e (see 3.6), such that all post-
verbal goal arguments require the"verb to end with this clitic. Note that the direc-
tional clitic is not used when the verb ends with verbal aspectual morpheme -ewe

(cf. ex. no. 60).

62) a mexreb dé ¢in-e male  “In the evening we would go home.’
b.  deé ho kevin-e se befre  ‘(They) would just fall on the snow.’

4.2 Mardin dialect of Southern Kurmanji

The dialect material analysed here is from Midyat and Nusaybin districts (what is
usually called Tur-Abdin region) of Mardin province in southeastern Turkey. It is
considered to represent a relatively large area: in the east and north, the west and
southern parts of Sirnak and Siirt provinces respectively, and the province of Bat-
man; in the west, the province of Mardin and eastern half of Diyarbakir. Also in-
cluded in the dialect zone is the Kurdish spoken in Hescke/ Hasaka province of
northeast Syria. In this sense, what is called here Mardin dialect (shortened as SK
for Southern Kurmanji) stands for the central part of the southern regions of the
Kurmanji speech zone. As in other dialect analyses, here also the dialect data is
compared to Standard K. and only its principal distinctive features are discussed.

4.2.1 Phonology

Southern Kurmanji phonology has basically the same number of phonemes as
Standard K., though the quality of certain phonemes differ from the latter. Thus the
low central unrounded [a:] of Standard K. (orthographically <a>) is usually a further
back or retracted vowel, approaching [a:]. The near open-mid [&] (orthographically

22 Note that this TAM particle should be differentiated from the homophonous conjunction da ‘so
that” (probably related to Sorani and Persian ta ‘so that’), which often combines with the com-
plementizer ko giving da ko, and the verb in the subordinate clause can only be in present sub-
Jjunctive.
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<e> in Standard K.) tends to be pronounced with the more open variant [a]. Coms
pare the variation with Standard K. in the words below. Note that both of the alter.
native sounds are phonetic variants, though the environments where they occyr are
yet to be described.

|a:| <a> — |a:|, where underlining indicates backing

Orthog. Standard K. SK Gloss

agir [a:gir] [a:gir] fire

hatin [ha:tin] [ha:tin] to come

da [da:] [da:] s/he/it gave

[e] or [] <e> — [a]

Orthog. Standard K. SK Gloss
hestt [heesti:] [has’tu:] bone
mezin [meezin] [maz’in] big
weke [weekee] [waka:] like

In SK, there are pharyngeal “fricatives” ([¢], [h], cf. discussion in footnote 8 above),
and some consonants with a heavy pharyngeal quality (traditionally termed “em-
phatic consonants”, indicated with superscript [9]), in a number of words where
other dialects (e.g. SEK and WK dialects) do not have them:

Orthog. Standard K. SK Gloss
éav [tfha:v] [tfa:Sv] eye
tehl [thaehl] [t'ahl] bitter
pehn | pteehn | [pgaehn] like

Given that SK is the dialect area of Kurmanji which historically had the greatest
contact with Semitic-speaking speech communities, the abundance of pharyngeals
may be due to language contact. In the case of the word for ‘eye’, SK ¢av, a number
of dialects (see below) have a non-aspirated, or arguably ejective variant of the ini-
tial consonant. In SK (and northern dialects) the marked quality of the initial conso-
nants appears to be re-analysed as a pharyngeal feature of the entire syllable. This is
a matter for further research.

Related to the pharyngeals, in SK there is a relatively higher frequency usage of
emphatic consonants. The emphatic consonants are mostly seen in Arabic loan
words but are not restricted to them, and occur in native words such as Sewitandin
‘burn’ and se ‘dog’. Some such words follow:

Orthog. Standard K. SK Gloss
hesti [heesti:] [hasqt‘u:] bone
mezin [meezin] [maz’in] big

se [se] [sca] dog

ta [ta:] [t'a] rope/string
Sewitandin [ [ewita:ndin | [ frewit'a:ndin| to burn
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Onset clusters are usually not tolerated except for /st/ and /sp/ as in [stirih] ‘horn’
and [spech] ‘louse’. Furthermore, an element /h/ occurs in a number of words whose
cognates in other dialects and in Standard K. lack it, listed below:

Orthog. Standard K. SK Gloss

spi [spi:} [speeh] ‘louse’

mi [mi:] [mih] ‘sheep’

T [ri] [rih] ‘beard’
pavil [be:.vil] [be:h.vil] ‘nose’
mirov {mi.cov] [mic.hov] ‘relatives’
razan [ra:za:n] [ra:ziha:n] ‘to sleep’
gsan [e:Ja:n] |e:tha:n| ‘to hurt’

Where an additional /b/ in Mardin occurs, it generally follows syllable-final, un-
rounded vowels, though it is not inserted regularly in all such syllables. In some
words (cf. the last three above), it occurs in a different context, perhaps through sec-
ondary metathesis with the following consonant (i.e. [*e:hfa:n — e:fthamn] ‘hurt’),
but we cannot detect a general rule here. Words containing syllable-final /h/ are
usually thought to be the archaic forms (Bedir Khan and Lescot 1970: 46).

The epenthetic glide (GL) is normally a palatal approximant [j] (orthographically
<y>), as in ex. no. (63a), however, in Mardin, it can also be a labial approximant [w]
following back rounded vowels [u:] and [o:], as in ex. no. (63b).

(63) a.  ban-é xaniy-a  ‘the roof of houses’
b. dest-é  didi-w-a  ‘second round {lit. second hand]’

The epenthetic vowel /i/ found with a number of prepositions and verbal prefixes in
Standard K. (cf. Section 3.1) is used only sparingly. Thus, the preposition cliticizes
on the following element in €x. no. (64a) whereas in ex. no. (64b), the consonant of
the prefix undergoes devoicing preceding a vowel or /h/ phoneme.

(64) a. Bihn b=wa. [<biwan] masi-ya ket-i-bil.
smell with=those fish-OoBL.PL  fall.PST-PTCP-COP.PST
“Those fish were stinking [lit. Smell had fallen to those fish].’ (Ritter 1971: 12)

b. Caxi-é ki baran G  berf  t-& [<di-(hé] ...
time-EZM  that rain and snow  IND-come.PRS.3SG
‘When the rain and snow comes, ...” (Ritter 1971: 2)

Following are further morphophonological changes that occur in similar manners.
Note that similar changes are seen, in differing degree and ways, in all spoken vari-
eties of Kurmanji.

Zi te > Z=te > §=te “from you’
Ji hev > Jj=hev > jev ‘from each other’
di hev > d=hev > tev ‘together’
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bi hev b=hev > pev ‘to each other’

An instance of metathesis is the verb form tahz, shown below, while the ensuing two.
words are result of dissimilation.

dihat > that > taht ‘S/he/it was coming.’
Sist > Sist ‘S/he/it washed.’
sist > Sist ‘loose’

Finally, in SK a word-final -» is regularly dropped from inflectional suffixes cop.
taining a full vowel (e.g. the plural ezafe, and the oblique plural of nouns).

4.2.2 Nominal Morphology

Ezafe
The ezafe marking of singular nouns, definite and indefinites, follows the pattern of
Standard K. (cf. 3.3.1) and is surprisingly consistent compared to other varieties. Ag
mentioned, the plural ezafe on definite nouns (Standard K. -én) regularly drops the
final -n, giving -&. Thus the ezafe marker for definite singular masculine and definite
plural nouns is homophonous.

There is a further formant -e that links an indefinite plural noun to its dependent
elements. We suggest that the ezafe marker in indefinites does not contain the in-
formation of the number (singular vs. plural); rather, number is already expressed
through the singular and plural indefiniteness suffixes (-ek and -in respectively).
This analysis differs from most of the current treatments of the phenomenon, which
assume a composite (plural) indefinite —ine (e.g. “particule d’indefinition”, in Bedir
Khan and Lescot 1970:76).

Definite:  dest-é  min ‘my hand’ (masc. sing.),
indistinguishable from plural ‘my hands’

zarok-& min ‘my children’ (masc. pl.)
béhvil-a min ‘my nose’ (fem. sing.)
sév-e  min ‘my apples’ (fem. pl.)

Indefinite: dest-ek-T min ‘one of my hands’ (masc. sing.)
sev-ek-e sor ‘ared apple’ (fem. sing.)
zarok-n-¢ bas ‘(some) good guys’ (masc. pl.)
sév-n-e xwes§ ‘(some) delicious apples”  (fem. pl.)

The demonstrative/independent ezafe markers are the same as the simple linking
ezafe, with a form-initial glide, thus yé, ya, ye, but the forms without the glide are
also found in most of the rest of the dialect zone. There is still another form of a free
ezafe, 7, used for adding an additional dependent to an ezafe construction. In Stand-
ard K., this form is thought to be relevant only with masculine nouns (cf. Tan 2005);
however, in Mardin, the form occurs regardless of the gender of the head noun, as
shown in ex. no. (65).

Kurmanji Kurdish in Turkey 209

(65) - Mal-ek-e min T mezin  he-ye.
house-INDF-EZ.F  1SG.OBL EZ2 big exist-COP.3SG
‘T have a big house.’
b.  Heval-ek-i min T bas  he-ye.

friend-INDF-EZ.M 1SG  EZ2 good exist-COP.3SG
‘I have a good friend.’

Singular indefiniteness marker

The indefiniteness markers are -(e)k for singular nouns and -(i)r for plural nouns.
Following a vowel, hiatus is avoided by dropping the initial vowels of these suffixes
rather than, as in Standard K., the insertion of a glide. After a consonant-final word,
though, there is some variation. In controlled speech, the forms can be -ek and -in as
in Standard K., but most of the time the vowels of these suffixes are elided leading
to complex syllable codas. In the latter usage, when a singular noun ends in a
voiceless velar or uvular stop, gemination is avoided either by the deletion of one of
the consonants or similar adjacent consonants or by inserting an epenthetic vowel.
This is illustrated below:

wsatik-ek > *Satik-k > Satikik / Satik ‘a girdle’
*zarok-ek > *zarok-k > zarokik /zarok ‘a child’

In speech, pronunciation of the indefiniteness suffix is thus often [-ik], making it
largely indistinguishable from the so-called diminutive suffix. The same phenome-
non can also be observed in the dialect of Karakogan.

Oblique case

Case marking follows the pattern of Standard K., though the plural oblique is re-
duced to a vowel -a. Note that with definite nouns, number is expressed only via the
plural oblique, while with indefinite nouns the number is additionally expressed via
the indefiniteness marker.

masc fem pl. (masc./fem.)

Def. and Indef. -7 -é -a
Definite ' Indefinite
vi zilam-T ‘this man (masc)’ jizilam-ek-t  ‘from a man’

dive kehrik-€ ‘the tail of the kid-goat (fem)’  ji kehrik-ek-¢ “from a kid-goat’
gosté masi-ya ‘the meat of fish (pl.)’ masi-n-a béne ‘bring some fish (pl.)’

As in Standard K., the feminine singular and plural oblique suffixes are systemati-
cally realized in SK, but bare masculine singular nouns lack case suffixes, except
under the usual conditions (e.g. presence of a demonstrative determiner, etc., dis-
cussed in 3.2.3 for Standard K.). Some masculine singulars undergo vowel-raising in
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the oblique case (affecting the vowels e and a, raised to é, cf. 3.2.3.1), but thig op-
tion does not apply to all words, even if they contain the relevant vowels. Thyg
vowel-raising affects diwar “wall’ in (a) but not Aesp ‘horse’ in (b) below:

a. pisik li ser diwer e / *li ser diwar e ‘The cat is on the wall.’
b. ew li hesp siwar bii / *ew li hésp siwar bi ‘She/he mounted the horse.’

Similar lexical idiosyncrasies can be observed on proper names. Thus, while the
vowel of final syllable in Osman (for instance as the direct object in the present
tenses) is always raised, that of Ehmed is not. This is an area of considerable varia-
tion, both across different speakers and across different lexical items, which wouylg
definitely merit closer investigation. Vowel-raising can also affect word-final voyw-
els, as in ex. no. (66):

(66) a.  Bé(<ba) li min xist.
wind.0OBL.M  at 1SG.OBL hit.PST3SG
‘The wind blew on me.’

b.  Bi  keSé (<keSe) di-ken-in.
with priest.OBL.M  IND-laugh.PRS-PL
‘(They) laugh at the priest.” (Ritter 1971:14)

When feminine singular words ending in the vowel e take the oblique suffix, the
word-final vowel is assimilated, as in ex. no. (67), a feature shared probably in most
of the spoken Kurmanji varieties):

(67) Perdé (<perdet-é) bi-kés-e.
curtain.OBL.F SUBJ-pull.PRS-IMP
‘Pull the curtain.’

Personal pronouns

The 18G and 3PL oblique pronouns generally drop the final -n, giving mi and wa
respectively. Furthermore, 28G direct pronoun is # (f# in Standard K.), a consonant
plus a short central vowel. This relatively weaker form of the pronoun lends itself to
contractions with auxiliary clitics. For instance, when the future auxiliary form, a
clitic =¢, follows the 2sG direct pronoun, the pronominal form is reduced to the
consonant and it hosts the auxiliary clitic to form a phonological word, illustrated in
ex. no. (68). Note that this contracted (2SG+FUT) usage is quite common and its use
is extended to some modal domains, i.e. commands or request.

68) T=¢é bi & qas-e bi-kir-é?
28G=FUT with what much-OBL IND-buy.PRS-2/38G
‘How much shall you pay (for it)?”  (Ritter 1971:4)
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4.2.3 Verbal morphology

person agreement suffixes are generally close to those of Standard K. The main
difference in Mardin is the neutralization of the person distinction in 285G and 3SG
suffixes (as can be seen by comparing the person suffixes in ex. no. (68) and (75b)).
The Standard K. forms -7 (25G) and -e (3SG) are both realized as - in Mardin, while
in certain parts of the dialect area (e.g. in Derik), both person forms are realized as -
¢. Finally, with some frequent verbs it is also possible not to mark the first person
suffix, as in ex. no. (69).

(69) Ez di-be.
1SG IND-say.PRS
‘I say (that).” (Ritter 1971:4)

Directional morpheme -e
In SK, like in SEK, a directional morpheme -e attaches to the end of an inflected
verb to mark the direction of the action or any post-verbal complement, as in ex. no.
(70a). In Standard K., a goal (indirect) argument with third person reference can be
pronominalized on the verb as -& (cf. 3.6), while in SK the form is -(i)yé in ex. no.
(70b).
(70) a. Her sé  t-é-n-e mal-é.

each three IND-come.PRS-PL-DRCT house-OBL.F

‘All three come home.” (Ritter 1971)

b. Ha kur-o! got-yé.
INTJ son-voc.M $ay.PST-3SG.GOAL
‘Tell me man! (he) said to him/her.” (Ritter 1971)

Subjunctive prefix bi-

The subjunctive prefix, used in the future tense verb forms and in a number of non-
indicative moods, is usually deleted when used in a future tense construction, as in
ex. no. (71a). However, it can also be retained, as in ex. no. (71b).

(71) a. Em=é d=ré kurt-é ve é-in.
1PL=FUT in=road short-OBL.F through £0.PRS-PL
‘We will go through the short road.” (Ritter 1971:10)

b. ez=¢ bi-cin-im [=ve dera ha
1SG=FUT  SUBJ-sow.PRS-1SG  at=this place = PTCL
‘I will sow (it) there (visible distal).” (Ritter 1971:4)

Citation form of verbs

A peculiar feature of Mardin dialect concerns the citation or infinitive form of the
verbs. As discussed above, verbs in Standard K. have an infinitive formed by adding
-()n to the past stem (e.g. hat-in, késa-n, etc.). In addition, in Standard K. some
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causative verbs can be derived via the suffix -and affixed to the present stem. In SK,
however, the ‘causative suffix’ has been extended to serve as a general base fy,
infinitives of many verbs, although no additional causative semantics is implied, angd
the form can even occur with intransitive verb stems without transitivizing them,

Thus, the intransitive verbs below have the following citation forms, and the €x. ng,
(72) illustrates a context.

Standard K. SK Gloss

Stexlin Stexlandin ‘to speak’
{elimin felimandin ‘to learn’
Fazan Fazandin ‘to sleep’
Sewitin Sewit’'andin ‘to burn (intr.)’
betitin betlandin ‘to get tired’
mesiyan meSandin ‘to walk’

hisiyan hisandin ‘to listen’

(72)  Stexlandin-a ser  vé  mesel-é bé-me 'ne=ye,
speaking-EZ.F on  this issue-OBL.F without-meaning=cop.PrRs3sG
‘Speaking on this issue is meaningless.’

Note that highly frequent verbs such as hatin ‘come’, ketin ‘fall’, gotin ‘say’ and
kirin ‘do’ do not fall under this pattern. Crucially, the verbs are inflected not ac-
cording to the regular paradigms of the verbs derived with causative -and. That is,
the present stem of a verb like xurandin ‘scratch’, derived via the causative suffix, is
xur-in and its past stem is xur-and. However, the intransitive verbs above carrying
-and in their citation forms are not inflected on the basis of the -and-type verbs, but
on the basis of their corresponding Standard K. citation forms. Thus, the present
stem of the verb Fazandin is not *razin- but raz- (cf. Table 9) while its past stem is
not *#az(ih)and- but Faz(ih)a-, without any resurgence of the causative suffix.
(73) Xwe gér kir raziha.

REFL NVP.roll.up do.PST3sG sleep.pST

‘He rolled himself up (and) slept.” (Ritter 1971: 20)

Periphrastic causative

The periphrastic causative construction in Standard K. is based on the inflected form
of the verb dan ‘give’ as the auxiliary, and the infinitive form of the main verb [i.e.

dan+Infinitive]. In SK the order of the components is inverted, as follows: [bi +
Infinitive + dan, as in ex. no. (74).

(74) Ez=¢ te bi  wr bi  naskirin  bi-di-m.
ISG=FUT 2SG.0BL with 3SG.0BL.M with  know.INF  suBJ-give.PrSISG
‘I will introduce you to him.’
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] tion
overb incorpora . o _
A rdin the preverbal elements used in the derivation of new Verb.s are not s‘epa
3 1\zilafrom the verb stem when the verb is inflected. Thus, the comblnat.mn of ‘pre-
1meiﬁ-y@fb stem’ is treated as a unit for negation and tense-aspect inflection, as seen
et

in ex. no. (75)-

heta Ji der-é ne-der-kev-in

until from church-OBL.F NEG-PVB-fall. PRS3PL
‘until they come out of the church’

(75) a.

b. Her kes di-fa-b-é.
each person IND-PVB-be.PRS3SG
‘Every one stands up.’

Other examples of preverb incorporation from the Nusaybin dialect are following
(Rigen Rengin, p.c.):

i TAND.K. 1SG PRS. IND. KiLOSS
LN%I&T-I_VE_ flz'zs}fjJZI;; = fa-di-bim ‘ get up”
':jgrl::l‘ ol diderkevim der-fli-l.cevim 1g1?t (ilut e
rakirin dirakim ra-d{-kzn’f ‘drinkrz,
yexwarin divexwim Vf-dl.—x{wm [drink
ritkirin diriikim ru—dz_—kz.m ‘ggen’
- leellzm ‘l;fz_(ig)klorlr;kim ‘call’
ZZ%);SZ Zlnini di'le-;Zlm (<di-da-inim) da-t-inim (<da-di-inim) ‘place, put’

4.3 Elbistan variety of Western Kurmanji . .

The Western Kurmanji dialect region corresponds to the western peripheries of hthlef
Kurdish-speaking regions of Turkey, and includ.es loosely much of the eastern ad
of Maras province, northern half of Antep province, west‘e.rn half of Adlya;u;n an
the Kurdish spoken in Malatya and Sivas provinces. Additionally, th.e Kpr ish spo-
ken in Afrin region of northern Syria is thought to be'cl.osest tO.thIS dialect zor(nie.
Within this large region, there is considerable subYarlatlon, thh we capnot g
justice to here. There has been extensive contact W.lth Armenian and T}lrklsh, :;1;1
with Arabic (in the southern parts of the dialect rgglon). Her(?, the Kurdlsh. of Elbi-
stan district is analyzed. Elbistan has a relatively higher Kurdlsh concenﬁra‘uon com-
pared to the rest of the region and the variety of Elbistan is usually considered repre-
sentative of Western Kurmanji (WK).
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4.3.1 Phonology
The phonology of WK diverges from that of Standard K. in several respects.

Standard K. [a:] ~ WK [2:]:

Orthog. Standard K. WK Gloss

av [a:v] [o:v] ‘water’
hatin [ha:tin] [ho:tin] ‘to come’

da [da:] [do:] ‘s/he/it gave’

Standard K. [€] or [] ~ WK [&]: Standard K. [e] or [®] is
low central unrounded vowel [] in WK:

regularly retracted g 4

Orthog. Standard K. WK Gloss
dest [deest] [dest] ‘hand’
dev [deev] [dev] ‘mouth’

Lenition of Standard K. [b] into WK [w]

The Standard K. [b] is lenited via [B] into an approximant [w] in intervocalic, and in
some cases in word-initial and word-final positions. Note that the phenomenon is
restricted to intervocalic position in other dialects where it is seen (such as Serhed
dialect in the northern part of Kurmanji speech zone). I

Orthoyr. Standard K. WK Gloss

hebek [habak] [hewzk] ‘one unit’

seba [szeba:] [sewa:] ‘because of”

bine [binz] [wing] ‘Bring (it)!’
bibine [bibi:nz] [biwi:ni] ‘(If s/he) sees (it)’
nebéze [nebe:ze] [mawe:] ‘Do not say!’
kiteb | khite:b] [Kkhite:w] ‘book’

Standard K. [i] ~ WK [ce]

An epenthetic vowel [i] in a number of Standard K. function words is regularly a
full vowel [&] in WK (similar to Sorani/Central Kurdish from which, geograph-
ically, WK is the most distant region):

Orthog. Standard K. WK Gloss
li [1i] [lee] at
dikim [dikim] [daekim] Ido

Notice that a pharyngeal [¢] is altogether not attested in our data of the Elbistan
variety of WK dialect. That is, the few words which are most prone to the develop-
ment of pharyngeals in Kurdish dialects, such as Standard K. mar ‘snake’, tehl *bit=
ter’, cav/Cehv ‘eye’, do not contain a pharyngeal phoneme.
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4.3.2 Nominal morphology

personal pronouns

The free pronouns are the same with Standard K. forms except for (i) frequent ﬁnal
consonant deletion, leading to e for Standard K. ez (1SG direct .p.ronoun), and mi for
standard K. min (1sG oblique pronoun); (ii) the regular add1.t1c')n of -a, probably
originally the proximal marker, to the 3PL oblique pronoun, giving the form wana
for Standard K. wan; (iii) the 2PL is usually wun (: Standard K. Aiin).

Fzafe forms .
The ezafe forms and their functions constitute another domain where the WK dialect
diverges remarkably from Standard K. Related forms are below:

masc fem pl. (masc./fem.)
Definite -i/e-. -e/-o0 -
Indefinite -7 -e -e
Independent. ezafe I p) é

Wwith definite nouns the basic ezafe forms are -7 and -&. The alternative forms -& and
-5, masculine and feminine respectively, which are parallel to Standard K. forms,
occur rarely and the conditions of their occurrence are not yet clear. The plural
ezafe, as in Mardin, is a reduced form -&. Thus, theoretically, in some cases of defi-
nite nouns, gender and number distinctions of ezafe are neutralized, illustrated in
following examples:

ziman-/-& mi ‘my tongue’  (masc. sg.)
mol-&/-0 min ‘my home’ (fem. sg.)
sév-& mi ‘my apples’  (pl.)

‘your father’s home/house’
(mol ‘home’: fem. sg.; bov ‘father’: masc. sg.)

mol-& bov-i te

In indefinite nouns, however, the alternative forms are not used at all. Thus, the

ezafe forms in indefinite nouns are the same with Standard K. in singular masculine
and plural but differ from Standard K. in feminine, illustrated below:
kecik-ek-&  rindik
mérik-ek-T  gir
pistk-n-e  Fes

‘a lovely girl’ (fem. sg.)
‘a big man’ (masc. sg.)
‘(some) black cats’ (pl.)

The demonstrative or pronominal ezafe forms are substantially different from Stand-
ard K. and other dialects. A three way distinction (singular feminine and masculine,
and plural) is preserved albeit with different forms. See the examples below and
compare with Standard K. in 3.3.1.

‘This cat (fem) is mine.’
‘This house (masc) is mine.’

&V pisiko 0 min=e
&V xoyno I min=e
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&V Xoynono &€ min=in ‘These houses are mine.’

Ezafes as subject markers

The most distinctive and remarkable feature of the Elbistan WK morphosyntax ol
the obligatory use of what appears to be an ezafe which cliticizes to the subject
constituent of certain types of clauses (see 4.3.3). The examples below show the
construction in copular clauses:

‘I (masc/fem) am big.’
“You (sg. masc/fem) are big.’
‘She/he (masc/fem) is big.’

@z-1/-€ gir=im
t-7/-€ gir=ce
@w-1/-é gir=e

@m-e gir=in ‘We are big.’
hiin-¢ gir=in ‘You (pl.) are big.’
@w-€ gir=in ‘They are big.’

The ezafe forms used with the singular pronouns correspond to the indefinite singu-
lars (see above), while the plural indefinite ezafe is used only with pronouns of the
first and second person plural. For the third person plural, the definite plural ezafe ig
used. These particles introduce gender distinctions into the first and second person
singular of non-verbal clauses. The same phenomenon is found in verbal clauses ip
the present tense, whether intransitive, as in ex. no. (76a-b) or transitive, as in ex.
no. (77a-b).

(76) a.

Aw-T
38G-EZ2.M
‘He goes.’

t-er-i.
IND-g0.PRS-35G

b.  A&z-e dee-gé-m.
1SG-EZ2.F IND-reach.PRS-18G
‘I (female) am arriving.’

(77) a.

Aiz-& te dee-pé-m.
18G-EZ2.F 28G.0BL  IND-wait.PRS-18G
‘I (female) am waiting (for) you.’

T-1 dar-an xi§ dee-k-ce?
2SG-EZM  wo00d-PL.OBL NVP.cut IND-d0.PRS2SG
‘Are you (male) cutting the wood?’

The marking also applies to copular constructions in the past, as in ex. no. (78a).
However, it is yet to be confirmed whether clauses with full verbs in the past tenses
allow for the subject to be further marked by the ezafe forms. In the data there are
two intransitive constructions in the past tenses, where the NP subjects are not
marked by ezafe, as in ex. no. (78b). Similarly, the subject marking ezafe is not seen
on the subject of a number of past tense sentences in Capar (2009), as shown in ex.
no. (78c). We conclude provisionally that ezafes attach to the subjects of present
tense verbs, and to copular constructions irrespective of the tense.

Kurmanji Kurdish in Turkey 217
(78) 2 Az-e dee-zon-im k=@w-T lee vir  bil.
1SG-EZ2.F IND-know.PRS-1SG  that=3SG-Ez2.M in here be.PST.3SG
‘I know that he was here.’
b. [Pistk-n-e res] geyro-n.
cat-INDF.PL-EZ black  roam.around.pST-3PL
‘The black cats roamed around.’
c. Min Fe-yo xa  Sas-mi§ kir.
1sG.oBL  road-EzF self wrong-ml§ do.pST.35G

‘Ilost my way.’ (Capar 2009: 63)

The ezafe forms marking the subject in the present tense and copular constructions
applies also to non-pronominal subjects. The resulting forms are (superficially)
identical with oblique marked agents in past tense constructions of Standard K. and
other dialects: MusayT lce virce ‘Musa is here’. With plurals, the ezafe applies re-
gardless of whether the subject carri€s the plural oblique suffix, as in ex. no. (79b),
or does not carry it, as in ex. no. (79a).

(79) a. Pistk-é $§ir  vee-de-xo-n.
cat-EZ2.PL milk PVB-IND-eat.PRS-3PL
‘The cats are drinking milk.’
b. Pistk-on-é $ir vee-de-xo-n.

cat-OBL.PL-EZ2.PL. milk PVB-IND-cat.PRS-3PL
‘The cats are drinking milk.’

Note that in this dialect, the plural oblique case suffix has been generalized to apply
to nouns which in Standard K. would be in the direct case, as in ex. no. (79b). How-
ever, it does not seem to have been fully reanalyzed as a generic plural suffix, since
it does not systematically mark all the plural entities, hence the variation between
ex. no. (79a) and ex. no. (79b).

With complex subject noun phrases, the particle occurs at the end of the subject
phrase, as in ex. no. (80):

(80) a. Pistk-n-e Fes-é §ir vee-de-xo-n
cat-INDF.PL-EZ black-Ez2.pL.  milk PVB-IND-eat.PRS3PL

‘The black cats are drinking milk.’

b.  vi  Hag-o-y giler=e
this  shirt-PROX-EZ2.M dirty=COP3SG
“This shirt is dirty.’

The construction shows some obvious similaritics with the use of the ezafe in the
VP in Semzinan and SEK/Badini in general, as outlined in 4.1.2 and 4.1.3. How-
ever, there are some crucial differences:
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The demonstrative ezafe forms in SEK are systematically associated witp Cers
tain tense/aspect nuances, and also occur with past-tense verb forms, Wherea;
the construction here seems to be generally associated with the present tense
ii. In SEK past transitive constructions, the ezafe agrees with the direct objeclt

not the subject, as long as the object is expressed in the sentence. f

iii. In SEK non-verbal constructions, the clause-final copula, and the ezafe are in
complementary distribution; in WK the copula is maintained in the preseng
of the ezafe.

iv. Finally, unlike SEK, the ezafe forms in WK do not contribute a ‘progressive’
aspect reading to the sentence. Whereas in SEK, the ténse-ezafe usually cqy.
not be used to form questions and in negated constructions, in WK no sych
restrictions are at stake (cf. the following example from Capar (2009: 59): ¢,
Trnoxom ‘I won’t eat’).

Given these differences, one can reasonably ask whether the development in Wg
occurred independently of that in SEK. A possible contributing factor may be lan.
guage contact: Eastern Armenian has a split predicate in the present tenses, consist-
ing of a person-marked auxiliary, basically identical to the copula, which generally
follows the subject and is separated from the lexical verb. A rather similar construc-
tion is also found in Zazaki present tense, though with progressive meaning.

Obligue marking
The oblique markers formally and functionally mostly follow the pattern of Standard
K. (3.2.3), with some differences. The gender distinction of singular oblique forms
following indefinite nouns seems to be neutralized by overgeneralization of the
masculine form -7. Masculine singular definite nouns are never suffixed in the
oblique case (see proximals below), though vowel-raising (a - e > &) is common for
marking the masculine singular oblique case. In terms of function, the oblique plural
suffix can optionally apply to plural subjects in present tenses too, as shown in
(79b). Finally, the oblique form of the demonstrative constructions can be used in
syntactic functions (e.g. the subject of a copular construction) that employ the direct
forms in Standard K., as seen in (80b). This might indicate that the case distinctions
are neutralized in the demonstrative forms, but further research is needed to make
such a claim.

Proximal and distals

In WK, as in Standard K., a proximal and distal demonstrative is distinguished by

the form of the demonstrative determiner. However, there are further markers, dis-
tinguished for number as singular (-0) and plural (-ono), attaching to the noun modi-
fied by the demonstrative determiner. These are clearly the cognates of the proxi-
mate markers in SEK, seen also as -a and -ana in northern Kurmanji dialects. Dif-
ferent from SEK, however, the oblique marking is blocked in the presence of these
markers in WK (cf. ex. no. 81a and ex. no. 81b).

Kurmanji Kurdish in Turkey 219

Fz-é vé pistk-o dee-x"oz-im.
1SG-EZ2.F DEM.PROX.F cat-PROX IND-want.PRS1SG
‘I want this cat.’

(81) a.

b. Vi xoyn-o bi-di-m-e te.
DEM.PROX.M  house-PROX  SUBJ-give.PRS1SG-DRCT 25G.OBL
‘I shall give this house to you.’

4.3.3 Verbal morphology

The verb ‘go’: In WK, all forms of the present tense, indicative and non-indicative,
are based on the stem (h)er-, e.g. t-er-im (1SG indicative present), (see Section 3.6
and Table 13 above for discussion).

Person marking

WK person marking system differs from Standard K. in that the copula forms of 2SG
and 3SG are merged in -(y)e (see 4.3.2). Similarly, the 2SG and 3SG verbal agree-
ment suffixes are merged in -i [4]. In this manner, similar to Mardin/SK and unlike
Semzinan/ SEK, the person marking distinctions on verbs are reduced to three levels:
18G-2SG/3SG—1PL/2PL/3PL.

Reflexive pronoun
In WK the reflexive pronoun in possessor function is generalized to be used in con-
texts where it is not controlled by a co-referential subject. It is thus used in much the
same way as a 38G oblique pronoun, as in ex. no. (82).
(82) a.  Bov-é xe  Cii-ye alwistan-é.

father-EZM  REFL g0.PST3SG-DRCT™  place.name-OBL.F

‘His/her father has gone to Elbistan.” (Standard K.: bavé wi ...)

b.  ferg-a Xxe  ci=ye
difference-EZ.F REFL what=COP.33G
‘What is its difference?’

Directional particle
A directional particle (DRCT) -e attaching to the verb marks the direction in WK, as
in the other two dialects, shown in ex. no. (82a).

Tense-aspect-mood categories
Capability is expressed by a complex predicate S kirin, illustrated in ex. no. (83),
which looks superficially similar to the $emzinan/SEK modal verb Siyan.

23 This may be a present perfect formative, widely used in this dialect, rather than the directional
particle. It is impossible to decide in this context (they cannot both be overtly realized on the
same verb).
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(83) Ez Sce no-k-im
1SG.DIR NVP.be.able NEG-do.PRS-1SG
‘I cannot carry this bag.’

bi-k$in-im.
SUBJ-pull.PRS-15G

tur-o
bag-PROX

vi
this

A particle ki, homophonous to the particle also used in functions such ag relative
particle and subordinating conjunction, expresses the modality of ‘having the inten.
tion of doing something’ (glossed as MOD), illustrated in ex. no. (84). '

(84) Sudi ew ki hata  tiirk bagol-é har-in,
tomorrow 3PL MOD until Turkish grocery-OBL.F go.PRS3PL
ez=j1 ki ve=ro har-im.
1SG=alsoMOD 3SG.OBL.F=POST £0.PRS3SG

‘Tomorrow they will go to the Turkish grocery store, I will also go with her.*
(Capar 2009:78, glosses added, likewise in other examples from this source)

The ki particle can be used with the subject-marking ezafe, but it cannot be used
with a future tense particle -€. Note finally that the particle might originate from the
auxiliary use of the verb kirin ‘do” (present stem: ki-). In Standard K. and in centra]|
areas of Kurmanji speech zone, as in SK, the conjugated form of the verb kirin is
employed as the auxiliary in expressing the prospective aspect or the “immediate
future”.

The conditionals in WK usually incorporate the Turkish clausal enclitic condi-
tional marker -se to mark the verb of the protasis,”* as in ex. no. (85). But the condi-
tional conjunction eger and more widely the ki particle can also start the sentence.

(85) Tu  hat-se telafon-a
28G come.PRS-COND phone-EZ.F
‘Call me if you come.” (Capar 2009:64)

ke.
do.IMP2SG

mi
1SG.OBL

Note that the ki relative/subordinating particle (Standard K. ku) is formally the same
with the corresponding Zazaki (Haig 2001:202; Paul 1988) and in all its functions it
is usually a proclitic and reduced to the sole consonantal element.

The Standard K. adhortative particle bila does not exist in WK, a form ma is used in:
this function, as in ex. no. (86).

wer-1.
come.PRS.SUBJ3SG

Domi

(86) Telefon-a ki-m, ma
phone-EZ.F proper.name  do.PRS-1SG HORT
‘I shall call Domi so that he comes.” (Capar 2011:78)

A verb-final suffix -e is used in some constructions, as in ex. no. (87). It may con-
tribute a progressive aspect, though this cannot be claimed firmly at this stage.

24 This is observed also for the geographically close Tunceli (Kr. Dersim) Kurmanji in Haig
(2006).
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(87) Azt vésta  nén dee-xo-m-e.

1SG-EZ2.M now bread.OBL IND-eat.PRS1SG-PROG

“Now I am eating (food).’

The pegation prefix in past imperfective verb forms is #o-, identical with the nega-
tion prefix used in present indicative verbs, as in ex. no. (88). In this feature, WK
differs from Standard K., which uses the same negation prefix for all past tense
verbs, and a different one for the indicative present. Furthermore, there is a distinct
negation prefix for imperatives, mee-, as in mee-wé ‘do not say (it)’.
min
18G.0BL

Wil-m
be.PST-18G

lee meres-é
in place.name-OBL

pir
many

(88) Gov-o  k=wz-é
time-EZ  that=1SG-Ez2
sév  no-dee-xor-in.
apple NEG.IPFV-IPFV-cat.PST3PL
“When I was in Marag, I would not eat so many apples.’

Mis-verb forms in WK -

A ubiquitous feature of all the western dialects is the massive influx of Turkish verb
forms based on the Turkish perfect/evidential suffix -mI§, combined with Kurdish
light verbs, for example an(l)amis kirin “understand’ (Turk. anlamis), gapatmis kirin
‘close’ (Turk. kapatmis). The widespread use of such forms constitutes an important
feature of these dialects as opposed to those of the southeast such as SEK, or SK,
where at least in the speech of older speakers, such forms are rarely used (e.g. the
extensive text material of Ritter, from Midyat region, or that of Nikitine from
Semzinan (in MacKenzie 1995) contain hardly a single form). But from WK, they
are well attested in older sources (e.g. in the Kurmanji texts of Le Coq 1903), and
many are firmly established and phonologically adapted, as in ex. no. (89).

89) a. Min Fé-yo Sas-mi§ kir.
18G.OBL  road-EZF  wrong-MI§ do.psT
‘Tlost my way.” (Capar 2009:63)
b.  Inson-i dayan-mi§ na-b-i ki.
human-gz2 stand-MI$ NEG-be.PRS3SG PTCL

‘One cannot endure it.’

4.4 Summary of salient dialectal features

In this section we provide a short summary of some of the most salient dialectal
features in the three dialects investigated above.




222 Geoffrey Haig & Ergin Opengin

Lexical variation

Semz./SEK SK WK
‘speak’ axiftin peyivin dengm

‘learn’ Jfér biin ‘elimin belf kirin
‘look at’ beré xo dan mézandin méz kirin
‘be able’ siyan karin se kirin
‘get tired’ seqi biin betilin wastiyan
‘burn, catch fire’ hel kirin péxistin véxistin
‘lose’ bezir kirin hunda kirin anda kirin
‘brought’ ina ani ani

‘I am going’ digim digim terim
‘extinguish’ mirandinewe tefandin vésandin
‘you.PL’ hing/hingo win/we wun/we

‘thev.DIR’ ew ew wana

Morphosyntactic variation

Feature Semz./SEK SK WK

suffixal singular masculine oblique - T s
singular masculine oblique by vowel raising - + +
neutralization of gender with indefinite nouns -+ - +

plural ezafe forms -&d/-ét -& -&
proximal marker on nouns (sg/pl) -e/-ene - -a/-ana
distinct 1PL verbal agreement suffix + - -

3sG verbal agreement suffixes -(t -6 -e

future tense particle dé =€ =€

future tense form of verb lacks bi- prefix
plural indefiniteness suffix

aspectual verbal morpheme -ewe
mood-aspect particle da

incorporation of preverbs

ezafe used for progressive aspect
ezafe/gender marking of subjects in present
prepositional marking of goal/recipient + - -
circumpositional marking of goal/recipient - + -
postpositional marking of goal/recipient
directional particle -e

definiteness suffix -eke

heavy verb stems (for kirin, birin, dan)
possessive reflexive pronoun without a same-clause - - +
subject antecedent

particle for ‘intention” mood

++ + o+
' +

&

<

1 1

1
+

+ 4+ +
L}

5. The status of Kurdish in Turkey

This section presents an overview of the status of Kurdish within the Turkish state.
We start with characterizing the juridical framework in which Kurdish (but also
other minority languages) are marginalized. Then we discuss some of the outcomes
of Turkey’s language policy with respect to the status and representations of Kurd-
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ish in the public sphere. Before concluding with some prevalent patterns of language
use and perceptions among Kurdish speakers, we provide a brief treatment of the
extent and influence of the recent steps towards increased democratization as well as
of cultural activism on the evolution of the situation of Kurdish in Turkey.

The language policy of Turkish Republic has its seeds in the intellectual and po-
Jitical climate of the final phases of Ottoman Empire (e.g. the constitution of 1876,
see Eraydin 2003). It is often seen as one of the principal components of the larger

roject of creating a linguistically a?d culturally homogenous Turkish nation
(Bozarslan 2004; Zeydanlioglu 2012; Ungor 2012; Haig 2004; Oran 2010; Yegen
1999). The central tenets of the policy entailed the consolidation and elaboration of
Turkish as the sole official language of all citizens. A number of measures were
deployed to achieve these aims, such as ideology-dissemination"through institutions
like Turkish Hearts, campaigns for the promotion of Turkish (Ungor 2012) as well
as a number of laws (e.g. Law on the Unification of Education in 1924), decrees and
re-settlement plans aimed at weakening the demographic dominance of Kurdish in
many areas (for details and documents see Bayrak 1993), or yet through such spe-
cific practices as bans on Kurdish person names (Skutnabb-Kangas and Bucak
1995). Turkish-only language policies were stamped into successive Versior}.s of the
constitution (for language policy in constitutions see Zeydanlioglu 2012; Opengin
2015), bearing witness to the high priority of Turkification policies in the realm of
language. Hassanpour et al. (1996) refer to Turkish language policy towards Kurdish
under “linguicide”, while Skutnabb-Kangas and Bucak (1995: 366) suggest that,
from a comparative global perspective, Turkey’s repression of Kurdish represents
the most extreme case of directed discrimination against a minority language ever
documented. Haig (2004) characterizes the pre-2000 language policy towards Kurd-
ish in terms of the concept of ‘invisibilization’: the removal, or suppression, of overt
symbols of existence, with the aim of creating a linguistically homogenous public
sphere — and ultimately, a linguistically homogenous population.

Although policies of invisibilization (and/or linguicide) have undoubtedly had a
hugely detrimental impact on the transmission of Kurdish in the first 40 years of the
Republic, they have been counterbalanced in recent years following the rising politi-
cal and cultural consciousness among Kurds since the 1960s. Especially after 1991,
following the relative easing of the ban on the public usage of Kurdish, the language
has gained some means of public representation (i.e. through publications, private
institutions, satellite television). Furthermore, wider democratization perspectives,
and the EU-accession negotiations, have compelled the government to retreat from
the earlier standpoint, which was beginning to appear increasingly absurd. In 2001,
Turkey removed some constitutional articles prohibiting public usage of Kurdish,
while further regulations introduced in 2002 enabled broadcasting and teaching in
private institutions of “the different languages and dialects used traditionally by
Turkish citizens in their daily lives”. These reforms were followed by the establish-
ment of private institutions for teaching Kurdish in major cities, launching a number
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measures severely limiting their practical benefits), the establishment of 3 state.
funded TV channel entirely in Kurdish, foundation of an academic institute under
Mardin Artuklu University, where MA level research in Kurdish Studies is con-
ducted, and finally, granting the right to launch Kurdish Language and Literatyrg
Departments at a number of universities.

Full documentation of the developments and their critical assessment are beyong
the scope of this overview, readers are referred to Zeydanloglu (2012), Bayir
(2013), and Opengin (2015), among others. The main contribution of these measureg
is symbolic, rather than practical: For the first time in the history of the Turkish Re.
public, Kurds are able to perceive their language as a publicly visible medium of
communication, officially tolerated (if not encouraged). However, the practical im-
pact in terms of safeguarding the long-term survival of the language is far from
evident. Certainly in the key area of cducation in state schools, official policies re-
main stubbornly restrictive: It is Kurdish children who are still denied educationa]
rights in their mother tongue. Nevertheless, these measures have opened up a previ-
ously unavailable space for public discourse on language policy. They have un.
doubtedly led to increased interest and esteem for the Kurdish language among
larger sectors of the population, and have contributed to the adoption of more libera]
attitudes in regard to linguistic and cultural rights of non-Turkish components of the
society.

One case suffices to illustrate the relative change in attitudes: On 3 February
2012, talking at a TV program on the possibilities and circumstances of education in

Kurdish, Biilent Aring, the deputy prime minister, cast doubt on the viability of

Kurdish for such an undertaking, stating “Is Kurdish the language of [a] civiliza-
tion?”. The statement was widely criticized by writers and groups of diverse intel-
lectual and political alignments. Finally, the deputy prime minister announced that
his statements were not intended to denigrate Kurdish and that, as a consequence of
the reactions to his statements, he now considers that Kurdish is a “living language”,
the “language of civilization with its own literature, culture and thought.”

As for the patterns of language practices and language perceptions, surprisingly
little serious research has been undertaken to date. One of the few studies is Opengin
(2012), a survey into the sociolinguistic situation of Kurdish, which showed that
Kurdish is no longer the default language of communication for a good portion of its
speakers: the younger the speakers are, and the more formally educated, and outside
of their local social networks, the less Kurdish they use. The use of and proficiency
rates in Kurdish are significantly higher in rural contexts than among urban popula-
tions, pointing to a more advanced and rapid process of language shift in the urban
context; the wider use of and higher proficiency in Kurdish among older women
(compared to older men) does not hold among younger generations of women
speakers. The research showed also that the perceptions of speakers on recent de-
velopments relating to linguistic and cultural rights are mostly shaped in line with

of local TV and Radio stations which broadcast also in Kurdish (albeit under strigg
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olitical tendencies, but that in general they generally estimated that the develop-
ments will have a positive impact on the transmission and survival of the language.
The low rates of literacy and written activity in Kurdish (reflecting the oppressive
Janguage policies towards Kurdish) point to the principally oral status of Kurdish,
while affirming the role of Turkish as the language of written activity. However, the
research indicated that the situation is too complex for any wholesale conclusion,
pecause the spread and consolidation of Turkish in low domains is counteracted by a
robust degree of Kurdish-language consumption in high domains like media, and its
emerging presence in certain institutions suggest further support for reversing the
Janguage shift. Thus in urban settings there appear to be two diametrically opposed
tendencies, one towards the growing acceptance of Turkish in domestic and com-
municative domains previously occupied by Kurdish, the other involving increasing
inroads of Kurdish into higher domains of media consumption and as an emblematic
index of political alignment and group identity.

In a very recent survey, Caglayan (2014) traces intergenerational differences in
the use of Kurdish in 21 families from the Diyarbakir region, noting a fairly con-
sistent pattern of Kurdish/Turkish bilingualism in the parent generation, with a shift
to Turkish monolingualism among the children, and noting that women are the lead-
ers in this development. However, Caglayan also points out that some parents are in-
creasingly aware of the detrimental aspects entailed in this language loss, and are
taking active measures to counteract it. It remains to be seen how these varying
factors will interact in shaping the usage of Kurmanji Kurdish in Turkey over the
coming decades.

Abbreviations used in interlinear glossing

1 first person IPFV imperfective

2 second person M masculine

3 third person NEG negative

ADD additive NVP non-verbal element in a complex predicate
ADP adposition OBL oblique case

AUX auxiliary PL plural

CAUS_ causative PRF perfect formative
COMPL complementizer PROG progressive

CopP copula PROX proximate

DEF definite PRS present

DEM demonstrative PST past

DIR direct case PTCL particle

DIST distal PTCP past participle
DRCT directional clitic =e PVB preverb

EZ ezafe / linker morpheme REFL reflexive pronoun
F feminine REL relativizer

FUT future SG singular
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HORT hortative SUBJ subjunctive

IMP imperative TAM marker of tense-aspect-modality
IND indicative voC vocative

INDF indefinite
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