THE ORIGINS OF KURDISH
By D. N. MacKenzie

IN a paper presented at the 20th International Congress of
Orientalists, in Brussels, 1938, Professor V., Minorskyl
reviewed all the available historical evidence,
linguistic, relevant to the origins of the Kurdish pe
subject is germane to the Dresent study, for if the origing of
the Kurds were known with any certainty the history of
their language might be easier to follow.

It may be as well first to dispose of some of the moge far-
fetched theories in this connexion, for despite Professor
Minorsky’s paper many of them live on. A number were
listed by the late Basile Nikitine in the first chapter of his
comprehensive study on the Kurds.2 Xenophon’s Kapdoiyor
have always been the favourite choice of those seeking the
progenitors of the Kurds,3 but we find attempts to link them
with the Xalde of Urartu, the Sagarti, or Zilirtu, and even
the Guti peoples, always on the strength of “une consonance
plus ou moins évidente avee le nom actuel de ce peuple ",
Xalds, happily, has been removed from the field, as it is known
to be the name of a god and not a nation,
nexions all seem to suffer from inherent impossibility.

In fact the only evident references to the Kurds in the
classical authors before our era would seem to be those of
Polybius, Livy, and Strabo to the Kdprior, or Cyrtii,® respec-
tively. The two historians mention them only as contingents

of slingers in the armies of Media and Asia Minor, while
Strabo, more explicitly,

and some
ople. The

The other con-

names them as wild mountaineers

! “Les origines des Kurdes,” Actes du X xe
Orienlalistes, Louvain, 1940, 143,

® Les Kurdes, étude soctologique ot historique, Paris, 1956, 2-16.

3 See, for cxample, G, R, Driver, * The Name Kurd and its Philn]ogicnl
connexions,” JR 1S, 1923, 393, and most recently T. M, Oranskij. Veedenie
” iraml;uju ﬁ/ologzju, Z\Ioscow, 1960, 316.

4 See A. Goetze, Kleinasien, Munich, 1957, 191, n. 6.

® See Driver, ‘ The Name Kurd,” 397.
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gym’ 1 1 Vith this
i i t also in Persis. With

in Media and Armenia, bu. ‘ .

ﬁitgrymexseption all the positive evidence points to the

£ )

: K ds being a Median people—a  view which Professor
1 Kur
4 Wnorsky strongly endorses.

v t

“If we take a leap forward to the Arab conque.st we 1smd I;cllilzg

b meaning, beco
; e Kurd has taken on a new Joe . ;
t"he ’:l ::111 synonymous with nomad ’, if nOthl:f xllrixl(;fh
e ;tivz Professor Minorsky quotes, for exalmy})lle,L e nineh
e ' a, who described the Lom
r rapher Ibn Rusta, w ' :
oen‘t E?:nggetl)f tllle deserts in tents, like the Kurds 1 ]'ll‘szc(llair(;
: 1 jonalism, the name 1s

1 wth of Kurdish nationa m, the ) ;
mcll;l - flr;r)lost all the peoples and tribes l‘lvmg between :hz
Tu lzac:nd Arabs on the west and the Persians proper 03 e
Turt i Among Tranian peoples this includes the Lurs a}rll' o
i Goran tribes. The modern Kurds’ approac‘h to 1st0rsy
7’miouiefreshing1y simple. Feeling a need for heroic anceis ed,
m?lsiinding the imperial Medes so to ‘speak 1Amemf (zi);ed,
ﬂ1111 make no bones about casting them in the rollle.d Lf;edim;
F1; p now fashionable among them to use a so-cax1 2e ecien
oa, obtained by adding:to our date the figure 612,

ra, .

ef the conquest of Nineveh by the Medes. 4 fotion the
° In the face of this blend of little fact anEd mu;l o

ins in i ven here t
inguistic evidence gains in importance. Hv
¥mgmsmcne1:;nzng1;agr, for the celebrated Professor N. J. ]:/fgrlls'
p byhno ed £0 see in the modern Kurdish vocabulary I;l‘lrvt el
fa ‘Opimitive Kurdish > which would be of the arz ,Au
o 'Pfx oup of the Japhetic branch of languages:ts o
Geotr gl:eé %:: said of such a theory is that it Stlll. a,wtaol s
?};‘Zitsn réels ’ to corroborate it that time vIvXaS flo zr;nsga nor%nal
1 ider Kurdis
vhi are at liberty to consi

Mem'mhllle 1Wzage. My first task then shoulc% be .to. deﬁ-;lﬁ
Irame'mh (alliﬁ ), by establishing the features which dlstlng;;lit
'Kurdls other .I;(anian) dialects. Unfortunately I.hav;e toa:?most

lttfifllenoutse‘o that my findings are largely negative, for

a

i 11, 128.
1 Bibliotheca geographorum Arabicorum, Tome N
2 Quoted by Nikitine, Kurdes, 4.
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1

every feature of Kd. has

Ir. dialect. Pers. éadm ‘eye’, for which Kd. has dav/w, is in Bal.,,

Gorani,! Vaf. éam, Gilaki 2 ¢um, Ormuri 3 ¢ima,
Pers. tuzm © seed *, Kd. tov/w, is in Bal., Gor. tom, Pashto

1ts counterpart in at least one ot
er

The most i
obvious feat i
vocalic -m, in eature is the development of pogs
3y ST~

the first
) » place to -v, then i ;
w, e.g. en in some dialects t, toma ¢ yeast ',

Kd.t nav/
S nav/w  ‘name’

hav/win ¢ summer’ <
di(v)  “tail> <
oy Lo, -
kav/wan ‘ bow’

< Av(estan) naman-
hamina-
pone duma-
e : Pers(ian) kaman
Moo are Ia)a;i;v examples of this development already i
article “ Dialekt /ua'n, as was shown by Paul Tedes Iy l'n
Simﬂﬁ‘develzp ologtle 1dcr Westiranischen Turfantexct(:: ’Ir; hll:
. ment also o i i
pm . ccurs sporadically in B: i
" it,bilil:li regu'larly.m Vafsi.3 But there cail ]1? elocl a'nd
g an inherited common feature of all ‘;1:: Zli‘}elStlon
e dialects,

In Kd. and Vaf(si) i
. af(si) it is fi i .
recent loanwords from Arz:)l;lilcldeng1 an appreciable number of

Kd. hav/wir, Vaf. hawir ¢ dough ’

Jivat . Ar. xamir

tawaw assembly ’ jamd‘at

(3am) » " complete’ lamam
’ Sawa © candle’

In Bal(oohi) PR Sama’
1t 1s restrict

furt 1cted to the N i

nal;a};fzs tt.dev?loped of all, and to intervocglritchem dialect, the

atlon is often recorded i o

N A ed in the precedi rOW

Bal. hawg,g : 8. Bal. kdmaq ‘Praw ,Ing VOWw

nydwd : y

NAWas :

Moreover,
el.
nag R Pers. zam
nyama ‘ between ’ miyana
Where Kd. does s 'namfm b o
groups om ot _xmee:n unique is in the development of the
groups o ‘ 0 -v, or -w, according t i

y this serves to point the Iatenefs (())f tt};e d;laleCt.

he change

of -m to -v/w, fi
A , for the loss
groups is quite common, e.g of the first consonant of these

L All Kd. exa
. mples are fi
: jllorfde Orientale, XV,O 2(;gm personal notes.
_ dla_lvee't from cast of Hamada
s va AStiyan va Tafris i

; see M. Mughaddam, ¢ Giyisha-vi
* Examples from W. Gej L

cf‘rd;b Kuada .H, Teheran, 1949.
ger, Etymologie des Baliéi, Munich, 1890

Pers. fuxm * first ploughing’, Kd. $ov, $6w, $¢f, is in Bal.,
Gor.t §om, Vaf. Sum. g
What appears at first sight to be a uniquely Kd. feature
is the occurrence of initial k- corresponding to comroon Ir. -,
Sanskrit k-, e.g.
Kd. kar  ‘donkey’ Pers. zar, Av. xara-
kanin © to laugh’ candidan, Ir. y/zand
kani ‘spring’ Vaf. wzania, Av. zan-
It is true that similar forms oceur in the cast, e.g.®
8. Bal. kar, Parachi khor ¢ donkey’
kandag, Khan-, Wakhi kand- ‘laugh’
but in these dialects they are paralleled by 2 similar develop-
ment of the other initial fricatives, f-, 0-, of which there is no
sign in Kd. But any hope that Kd. has somehow preserved a
¢ pre-Iranian’ initial aspirate stop, *Lh-, is dashed by the
verb ‘ to buy’, Ed. Lifin, Pers. zaridan, ultimately derived
from Tr. *ari-, Skb. kit and TE *gvrei. This shows that the
initial k- in all the Kd. examples is developed from a common
Ir. fricative. '

One feature distinguishing Kd. from all its near neighbours
is the preservation of an archaic form of the roob dyu- ‘ go’.
It is safe to say that all Kd. dialects have & in the stems
formed from this root, whereas in other West Ir. dialects it
had early developed into . The older form lived on, however,
in Bast Ir., as the following forms testify :

1 Gor(ani) examples are taken, whenever possible, from personal notes
of the Hawrami dialect (of Hawraman-i Luhon), which is consistently the
Other examples, where the dialect is specified, are from

most archaic.
Mundarten der Girdn, - . . bearbeitet von Karl Hadank,

0. Mann’s material,
Berlin, 1930.

2 A, Christensen, Contributions @ la dialectologie iranienne, Copenhagen
1930, 288.

2 (3. Morgenstierne, I/ FL, 1, 390.

« See my ‘ Bajaldni ' BSOAS, XVIIL 435.

s JIFL, I, 37; 11, 457.
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Pashto j-' Wakhj ¢aw-® Parachi ¢h-3
Ossetic cau-,

In short, apart from this ¢-, and the treatment of -gm and
-zm, I can find no feature which is both common to all the
dialects of Kurdish and unmatched outside them. To isolate
Kurdish convincingly, therefore, would seem to entail com-
paring it with at least each West Ir. dialect, listing the commop
and divergent features, TFor practical purposes, however,
taking Kurdish as ‘ that which is generally recognized, by
Iranists, as Kurdish *, it is necessary to consider for comparison
only its immediate neighbours, past and present.

This last distinction is made in order to recall Tedesco’s
article, in which he has shown conclusively 5 that Balochi,
although today spoken mainly in the extreme south-east of
the Iranian area, was originally a North-West Ir. language,
and a close neighbour of Kd. Beside the many features that
they have in common, listed by Tedesco, there is one major
difference that suffices to distinguish Bal. from all other
W. Ir. languages, including Kd. This consists in the almost
complete conservatism of Bal. with regard to intervocalic
consonants, compared with the varying degrees of develop-
ment elsewhere. Compare :

Ormuri caw- 1

-p- 8. Bal. ap ‘Kd.av/w : Gor. aui - water’
- dita : di : di  ‘seen’
-¢- 766 : 7oz 0 ‘day’
k- zamik ‘ crops ” : 2av,/wi ‘ field ’
-d- wad : Twe ‘salt”’
- drij diréz ‘long”’
-g- rogan : fon Fdan ‘ fat’

The linguistic neighbours of Kurdish in the south at the
present day are the Luri dialects, including the Bakhtiari.6

1 Morgenstierne, EVP, 77, A0, 1, 268.

*IFL, 11, 519.

3IIFL, 1, 244,

4 ibid., 391.

3¢ Dialekto]ogie,’ 252-3.

® Bakht(iari) examples are taken from D. R. Lorimer, Phonology of the
Bakhtiari . . Dialect . . ., London, 1922, 102-6.

U—
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ese are sufficiently like modern Persi.an for the tz;ilo t]c; ll)e

idered together. They are distinguished from Kd., 2 i
lls’lgfereother N.W.Ir. dialects by a number of. phonologica
evelopments well known to be specifically Persian. One can
qﬁote the Pers. d corresponding to common Ir. z, e.g.

- Pers. danistan, . Kd. z];inlin,_ ‘ to know
. dunistan al. zanag ’
Bakd}:itmdg ' : Kd. zav/wa, bridegroom
" : Gor. zama

Bakht. dama, dowa
Then there is Persian %, arising from older 6 (or s) ard §,
to which Kd. and the rest oppose s or z, e.g.

q : Bal. dsin ‘iron’
Pers., Bakht. @han : Kd,, st : ?
P:rs. aha, Bakht. @ahi : Kd., Bal. as(/)k ‘ geﬁr’
Pers., Bakht. mahz : Kd. mads?, S

Gor. mas|aw?
< b
q az- want
Pers. zwah-, Bakht. zo- : Kd. zwaz-, )
Gor. waz-

and finally Pers. z from older §, preserved in Bal., while Kd. has

Z e.g. 3 , ‘ ’

’ Pegrs. zan, Bakht. zena : Kd. Zin, Bal. jan ‘ woil.nan’
Pers. zistan : Kd. #in . ‘to 1vte‘ ’
Pers. zth : Kd. %, Bal. jig bowstring

The last neighbours of Kd. to be considered are t}dle ;(l)(r)si;t;
In fact ‘ neighbour’ is not perhaps the best worf , or the
Gorani dialects in question are now reduceq to a e;(;r}ﬂl,e,rn
islands in a sea of Kurdish. Where QOranl shovtrs oo
characteristics Kurdish often agrees Wl.t}} 1‘:he Persw;n diadects .
One such case is the development f’f initial y- to 9- .
Kd., and Bal., while it is preserved in Gor., e.g,.

Gor. yawa : Pers. jou, Kd. 7':6 :l?arle?f < Av. yg@:g;_

yahar : figar, jarg ‘liver’ < yd ¢
Both these Kd. words may be b.orroywed.from Persl., t:tcz nl:
can hardly be true of Kd. jc'fr ‘ time .Whlc}_l canlon y
pared with Middle Persian j@r, Parthian yawar.

1 Tedesco, ‘ Dialektologie,” 193.
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In the development of original initial hu- to w- Gorap;
agrees with Bal., while in both Kd. and Pers, the outcome
is zw-, e.g.

Gor., Bal. wan- - Pers. zvan-, Kd. zuwen- ¢ read ’ <2 y/huwan
Gor., Bal. war- :Pers. avur-, Kd. zg- ¢ eat’ < \/hwar
Gor. wé-, Bal, wat- - Pers. atud, Kd. z5. « self” < Av, zogs5

It is worth noting, in passing, that in this cage Kd. does not
accord with one peculiarity which may be ascribable to Median,
viz. the development of - to f-.1

This partial agreement with both camps gives some idea, of
the original position of the Kq. dialects—or rather of their
Supposed common ancestor——ip relation to other W Iy, dialects,
but the subject needs to be pursued further, T Las already
been touched upon by Tedesco,? although he was mainly
concerned with the ‘ Nordwest-Dialekt ’ of the Turfan texts,
i.e. Manichaean Parthian, which he showed to be a uniform
but composite dialects It is now possible to amend Tedesco’s
findings in a few details, but his main conclusions still stand.
He made a table of his * Hauptbeispiele ’, the criteria for his
grouping of the dialects, and this table I have converted into
a diagram. Tt is certainly over-simplified on the right-hand
side, as far as the labels ¢ Caspian’ and * Centra] ’ are con-
cerned, but the left-hand side represents the situation fairly,
In my opinion, with Kurdish holding a position between proto-
Balochi and Persian,

The isoglosses concerned are :

(1) that between dialects preserving a nasal present stem of
the verb “ to do ’, kun-, etc., and those with a stem from
the root Zapr- ;

(2) that between dialects with forms of the past participle
‘come ’ derived from *@-gata- and *a-gmata- respectively
(and here again Kd. scems to be marked off from
Median, if we can judge from the name of the Median

1E Benveniste," Persica 11, BSL, 31, 73.
2 ¢ Dia]ektologie,’ 252-4.
3 ibid., 246.
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capital. The Greek forms ’Ayfdrava, E:}clﬁa-r;t;,nar;i

Old Persian Ha(n)gmatina-, are general yKd y

contain the same -gmata- form, not found in ae,r o
3) that dividing dialects with an Izafe constlﬁctr1onv,Vithout '
( from the old relative pronoun, from those ;

and finally a double isogloss

(1) kun-

kar-

. )
(Manichacen) C:upnn
Parthian dialects

*Balochi

(3) No Izafe
Izafe

{Gorani)
‘ Central ’
dialects

(Manichacan Middle)

Persian

&ft)

(4) between dialects having d-vor b- respect.wellyri'r(;i
original initial dw-, and also j- or y- respectively rep -
sengting older initial y-. These sound changes a

supported by at least one itel’fl' of vocabulary, viz. the

word for ‘ milk ’, either §ir or szft.‘ I

The diagram, naturally, represents only oneagozjrll eln 1t }(f),f ind

has no geographical meaning. Any othler grfw i men of the

dialects in question, however', W(.)uld fathese P
complicated picture, even considering only
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Of the other features considered by Tedesco few
determine the relative positions of Kd., Bal.
Thus the development of initial w- to b-,
dialects have in common with Pers.
late development as it is lacking in pr
dialects nearest to the Persian.
rightly, attributes this difference w
on the Southern dialects.
little modified in this posit
into g(w)-, e.g.

help to
> and Persjap
which some Kq.
, must be a comparatively
ecisely those Southern Kd.
Professor K. Barr,! T think
ithin Kd. to Gorani influence
In most other W.Ir. dialects w- is
ion, while in Bal. it has developed

Pers., Bakht. bad :Gor., 8. Kd. wa

:Bal. gwat < wind’
N./C.Kd. ba

Semnani,?
Zahrai3® g
Pers., 1 Gor., S. Kd. waran : Bal. gwar < rain’
N./C.Kd. baran  Zahr. varan
Semn.  vdrad
N./C.Kd. i Gor., 8. Kd. wir
(Pers.), Bakht. béz- - Gor. wee-

N./C.Kd. bes- S.Kd. *ws-

:Bal. g ‘memory’
: Bal. geé- ¢ sift

Again, Kd. appears to share the development of Old Ir. 6r
to s with Persian. The only example Tedesco quoted,* with
justifiable caution, was the numeral ‘3, Kd. s¢. But to this
one can add a word most unlikel
nearest traceable relative is found only in the Bashkardi
dialect of Makran. The Kd. word s pé-zwds, or -wdwus,
“ barefoot,” Bashkardi pa-zwaves. Gor., in contrast, has pd-
wirwd, and in Zahrai one finds pa-xarowd and -wdrapd. All
these forms can be traced back, as was kindly pointed out to

y to be borrowed, as its

1 Iranische Dialekta
Berlin, 1939, 144,

% Christensen, Contributions 11, Copenhagen, 179-97.

3 Zahra is a district south of Qazvin, near Takistin (v. Henning, TPS,
1954, 159). The Zahr(ai) dialects of two centres, Bermowa (Ibrahimabad)

and Sezjowa (Sagzibad), are described by Jelal Al Ahmed, Tat-nisinka-yi
bulik-i Zahra, Teheran, 1958,

* * Dialektologie,’ 199, n. 1.

uj'zeiclmungen, aus dem Nachlass von F. C. Andreas,
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e by Dr. I. Gershevitch, who discovered the }?ashkardi word,
Av. z*d@.aofra- € having one’s own footwear ’, thus .:
v. 2¥d.aofra- > *zwaussa- > nwds . o [}n Kd.]
> *(x)wau(h)ra- > *wawir > wirwd [in Gor.]
(cf. Gor. yaré < 3° < *hré < *Hrayah—,_an‘d
the metathesis in C. Kd. bifwd < bawir
“ belief’ .
. > ’)*z(w)du(h)m- > *zaru- (+ pa) [in Zahr.]
(cf. Zahr. zos- * sleep’ << x*afsa-)
" But it must be remembered that Bal. also ha,s s fro_m Or, e.g.
pusag ‘ son’ << *pubra-ka-, ds. “fire” < *abr-
' m short, we can add another to the isoglosses numbered (4)
i ram. )
" ’i‘lixzd;igtcime of the groups -rd- and -rz- in the' various
non-Persian dialects is far from certain, words having been
borrowed in every direction. There can be no doubt t}.lat the
development of -rd- to -I/r- took place in many of these dialects,

e.g. Semn. val(a), Gor. wili ‘ flower’ < *warda-
Gor. (Kandulai) 23l ‘ heart’ < *zrd-

But Gor. also has the preverb hur ‘up’, frorfx Av. 9.7‘9d1.va.—,
corresponding to Middle Pers. ul. The Kd. equivalent is hdl in
the N., hal in the C. dialects, with the same velar { p.}lo?eme
we find in the verb patawtin, paléw- ‘ to filter, st'raln If
we derive this from *para-dawaya-, which ailso gives Pers.
palay-, we seem to have a true Kd. form, with w preserveg
at the expense of y as in Parthian.? N'.Kfi. has the v.er1
pdrzinwn, with the same meaning  to str%.nn ’,, from the riva
root seen also in Gor. é@y-parzén ‘ tea-strainer ’, and borrowed
in Armenian parzel ‘ filter, purify *. The t.wo verbs c?uld, of
course, co-exist in Kd., but the preS(.:rvatxon of -rz- is note;-
worthy. Tedesco ? considered that thls. group also becar}ne -1-
in a number of dialects, without passing through the inter-

1 W. B. Henning, ‘ Das Verbum des Mittelpersischen der Turfanfrag-
mente,” ZI11, 9, 209.

2 Tedesco, ‘ Dialektologie,” 197.

3 ibid., 206.
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mediate stage -rd-, Although at first sight this seems most
unlikely, it may be the case in Kd., for while it has 2 unchanged
in such words as 2anin, 2qwd 1 it has a larger number of words
with (NKd.) ! or (CKd.) ? corresponding to older 7z than
sure cases of the preservation of this group. Thus :

Kd. bl tind 2 ‘ high’ : Av. borazant-
héstin, hel/1- ‘leave’ Vhrz
mal (only) ‘neck ’ marazu-
mal/lin,3 mal/l- < rab Vmrz
C.Kd. sipit ‘ spleen ’ Sparazan-
N.Kd. balgy, balif ¢ pillow ° barazis-, Pers. balis
gle ‘ complaint * : Vyrz, Pers. gila
against
Kd. darz ‘ high ’ < Av. baraz-
harzin ‘millet ’ < *h(a)rzana-, Pers,
arzan

and possibly
N.Kd. gazin(da) ‘ complaint ’, if < Vgrz

Gorani has only barz in the meaning “high’, but also
(Kandulai) bald * above ’ i mal “neck’ and mal- < rub ’, as in
Kd., but also maz ¢ back, spine * from *marz-. 1 do not think
it is possible to be certain which is the true Kurdish develop-
ment, but whether we consider the many words with I/t as
native or loan-words thejr preponderance is significant.

Bal. appears to have kept both rd and 7z, but on very slim
evidence. For 7d it rests on the single form zirde, quoted as
a poetic word for ‘ heart’. For 7z there is burz “high’, but
also barz7 saddle-bag *.4 Otherwise, beside the more obvious
loanwords from Pers., such as ds1 ‘ heart ’, gul ‘ flower’,
paldy- “filter’, there are only the problematic words balad
¢ height ’, representing Ir. *barzdd-, and the verh tlag, ista “ to
leave’, from Vhrz.  The difference between Kd. and Bal,,

! See above, p- 73.

* CKd. also has balg
bala-barz “ tall”

* Infinitive mistin or

4 Morgenstieme,

‘stature °, bug only in bazn-a-bala ‘ figure > and

nastin in some dialects.
‘ Notes on Balochi Etymology, NTS, V, 41.
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INZIE.

D. C

T € - W 1 IOSCI' contact
n h. espect Sllgg sts that pl‘OtO I\d, as 1m ¢ onta
i this ‘9 .
. . i 1 SSlbl fl'Om a
me d ductrlon 18 PO e
| \ edeS(iO, t he sa
(¢} 193 e T o

i -nd-. We
igi taining the group -n
ds originally con P
unber o e ¢ h’ < 4/zand, and ca
¢ to laugh ’ o
hav? S‘een kz fm<L +/gand, NKd. band ¢ servant kl )jd fg;bdanér-
anin tg rt())l N.Kd. hinartin, hinér-, CKd (Pars han,(n)dr_
md Pfodf‘ szfhich 1 compare with Man.2 M;{d. dieSh. fane)or
:ttz f;ilrle(;t’ e e o s ji_ :/d(t: as l\gn Mid. Pers.
tion of -nd- to -n- fan. -
A Saneﬁliiiusetween Kd. and Pers. is 1n .tth}eia};rgzizn .
e .
i " li'sitn?gzrﬂ fr-, while in many N.W.Ir. dialects 1
tion O > wh ;
i Bal. §-, e.g. .
) Or; hrz?k?,(;rrd :vn, ué- - Bal. $awadk- < *fra-waxs
Pers. furas- . W
eKd. fires- Val. ras-
Kd. firman : Gor. harman'a
Tn view of these leaning

tosell’

work ” (cf. Kd.farrm.dn ¢ order )me
s towards Persian it seemstto "
i ’s stateme
at least to qualify Professor Mmorsky 21; e
neces‘sar{{ de proprement dit . . . appart'lent sa}x: uoun dowte
that urN 1()l Quest iraniennes ’,* a
au groupe Nord-

des langues 1 e
hy ntention that < unité du kurde doit s’expliq
further co
sa base médique ".*

* * *
i d with the phonology
So far we have b.een.mamly con(f::i Lwith e o
N regar}(}:ll(;gg;t 3}‘130\??:’2‘21;“ this ceases Fo beNposig)l(e).
e mor'pal diffe;ences between the vanousk . 3’ ledg(;
e morph()l(:igl‘i have described elsewhere.? ' Qur fr;lo. odge
sk Kd.' lects is still incomplete, but it 1s su ctl; oo
e s 1adiﬂ‘er almost as much one from the 1: her
o thetyheir northern kin. For the moment, (‘; zialect;
the}’ - f:rrcl,ftl myself for the most part to the N. and C.
Fwtleﬁig the reasons for their divergences. ’
. 1 In the phrase az ban? ¢1 (am your) servant "
2 Henning, ¢ Verbum,’ 1?3. }
3 <Qrigines des Kurdes,” 145.

4 ibid., 152.

s , 1 .
TaUS, alec €8 ndon Orienta Series,
5 Kurdish Dialect Stud I, Londs (0] tal 961
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Of the two groups the Northern shows itself to be
archaic in a number of ways. In phonology it i
of preserving hoth phonemes v and w,
in the other dialects, eg

N jvin jinéw, jon * abuse ’ < dusnam
NWIStR © nastin “tosleep’ < i Vpad
Sav Saw ‘night’ < 234 -
but N. bawar(i) : C, bawir, bifwa  beljef’ < wawar

N. and (. Mawiz, méwss ‘raisin’ < *madwicg-

dialects have heen m
uding the Semitic empl
ated stops 74k, and ev.
n the other dialects,
on the other hand, N.Kd. t
ation and has ev
native constructions, when we m
alternatives.

At the same time the N.
of foreign phonemes, incl
the (Armenian ?) unaspir.
¢, none of which is met i

In morphology,
resistant to innov

Ore receptive
atics g, ¢, 51
en an ejectiye

1as heen fairly
en tended to discard some
ay assume it to have inheriteq
For example, while it has preserved a full
oblique case system for both nouns and pronouns, it has almost
completely given up the pronominal sufixes. In the othey
dialects it is the oblique case which has gone to the wall, the

pronominal suffixes assuming many of its functions.

Compare,
e.g.

N. W& ine nan pat: C. aw sina, nan-i kird
‘ That woman baked (made) bread °
nani bida min nan-im bedare
‘ Give me bread ’
Again, the past tenses of tran
passive sense in its simplest form
N. az darman kirim

sitive verbs preserve their
in the north, e.g.
“I was physicked ’
and the construction rarely goes beyond what is found in

Old Pers.
oma tya mana krigm
cf. N.Kd. ava-ya yé min Jir

(How far the (!, dialects
below.)

}‘ This (is) what I did’

have departed from this will be scen

Y& and © are found in both N. and C.Kq.

the mgg,
s only by Virtye
which coincide in g
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p. N. M

: expression of a passive in the present tegses niz

the c:)r?jugation has been evolved.ln the n?['tu N as is

: ar{h r Kd. dialects. Instead a simple periphrasis

4n othe .

P °y_edi e‘glguétin ¢ He will be killed (lit. come to klllmg). 1

- MH; C.Kd. we find a number of morphologica

i o C.kd. . .
n:nis Some of them are of comparatively recent ditz

o v 1}?is. .the extension of the ‘ transitive past con@ruc 1110 X

95‘]’30 the verb takes a personal ending representing wha
e . .

Be]r l}irsh would be the Indirect object, e.g. .

o ¢ Theveseen a dream (lit. dream-
my seen-is) ’

‘I have scen a dream about thee
(lit. drcam-my about seen-
art)’ f

:\:Th same development is found in the Haurami dialect o

The
" Gorani that I have recorded, e.g.

C. aaw-im diw-a

but zaw-tm péwae diw-it

q-ni ¢ iven the book to thee
iitebaka-m da-ni pana ‘ Lhave given :
Hour. bl ! (lit. the book-my given-art
to)’ .
but as no examples are to be found in Benedictsen’s Halzrm:ﬁ
’ 0
nllaterial 1 this cannot be taken as a feaFure common o ol
dialects of Haurami, let alone of Gorani. For mag}ly tha,n
features of C.Kd., however, we have to look no farther
1 e Kd., ‘
Gorani for an explanation. ’ . i
First there is the defining suffix -akd, found in }éa;l; 2aIn
the other major Gor. dialects recorded, and (illso 318 a(,i . 1 o
) is restricted to the C. and S. dia! .
. the use of this suffix is res ; : :
}{ndNt Il§d the only means of defining a noun is by IISIzgf Z}:fl
demo‘nstrative adjectives. Less, perhaps, is to btlz leaniu n:bel.
the other defining suffix, -d, as it is common to a large r

ille. s et
v Les dialectes &’ Awroman et de Pawd, textes recueillis par . . . B. revus el
o L ) hagen, 1921.

i€ thur Christensen, Copenhagen, 1 ) e

e d Zl)g;t::)fuérhis group are, or were until recently, s;;)l;elx(‘::afli .

2 N g g " ,

‘,lhe lé):th-west of the Kd. area, but they are closelv\: related ok »Berhn

extlgm’flnm\"s Mundarten der Zdzd, . . . bearbeitet von Karl Hadank, s
see 0. Manz

1932,

e g — .\,

H
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of W.Ir. dialects, but its complete absence from N.Kd. is
the more remarkable.

We have already seen ! that Kd. and the so-called - Central
(Ir.) dialects’, including Gorani, have an Izafe construction
in common with Persian, but there the similarity ends. The
archaic N.Kd. dialects have an Izafe which is still recognizable
and still used as a relative pronoun and, as with all pronouns
in these dialects, the Izafe agrees in gender with its antecedent,
e.g.

N. bab-& min ‘my father’

d-a mian/dayk-a min ‘ my mother’

aw kas-& wwwili bt “ that person who comes first ’

aw masala k6 az bd hétine * that matter (masala 1)
about which I have come’

The first signs of decay in this system are seen in those C.Kd.
dialects which preserve a distinetion of gender.® Here the
inherited forms of the Izafe, M. -¢, ¥. -d, are replaced by
M. -7, F. -¢, which are identical with the corresponding oblique
case morphemes, from which they are probably borrowed. All
the remaining Kd. dialects have a simple and universal form
of Izafe, -i.

In Gorani we again find. in the Haur. dialect, two forms of
lzafe distinguished, not by a difference of gender, but of
function. Here there is what I call an epithetic Izafe -7 and
a genitive Izafe -7, both used for both genders, c.g.

Haur. Awr-éw-i jwdn ‘a young hoy’

‘my son’

“a young girl’

‘a daughter of the Khan’

L= aman

kinacowa-y jwana
kindéewa-w want

1t is not, I think, wnlikely that the reduction of the €. and 8.
Kd. Izafe to the single form -i is a result of the clash between
the two systems. 1t is, of course, possible to think of Persian
influence, but this would have to be literary rather than

! In the diagram, p. 75 above.
* Particularly Pizhderi and Mukri, sec K(uwrdish) D{ialecty S(tudies) 1,
§§ 179.b, 183.a. “ﬂ
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loquial, and there is no other sign of its having affected Kd.
i ogy.

Q(’)I'rrliil (ilzft?; is not the only means of connecting a ‘noun with
ts epithet in these dialects. All Gorani shares .w1tvh C.. an.d
Kd. what I call an “ open compound ’ construction, which is
mployed whenever the noun phrase is definite. The mark of
.'this construction is a compound vowel -a-, e.g.

‘ the young boy’

‘ that young boy’

‘ the young girl (kinace)’

‘ this young girl’

Haur. kui-a jwan-aka
@ kuf-a frwin-d
kindda jwana-ké
7 kindéa jrané
Compare
C.Kd. ¢ the handsome boy’
¢ that handsome boy’
‘ the pretty girl’
¢ this pretty girl’

kuf-a fwan-akd
aw kui-a jwan-d
kié-a jwin-akd
am kié-a jwan-d
There is no trace of this type of * open compound " in N.Xd.

In the matter of personal pronoun suffixes C.Kd. differs
from Gorani, but to a lesser extent than it does from N.Kd.
These suffizes play a similar and cqually important part in the
syntax of both Gor. and C.Kd. The main difference between
them is one of form. For the 3rd person Gor. has the same
forms as Persian, -§, -3a(n), while Kd. has -7, -yan. For the
other persons the forms are generally the same in both groups,
viz. Ist -m, -ima(n), 2nd -t, -td(n). In the more conservative
C.Kd. dialects, however, the original Kd. forms of the Ist
and 2nd plural suffixes are preserved, -in and -i 1'espectively !
(cf. Av. -né, -wé). This state of affairs must be compared with
that obtaining in N.Kd., where pronominal suffixes as'suc.h
have disappeared. This is a development in N.Kd. which it
shares with Zaza. The 3rd singular form -2 (cf. Av. -hé) oceurs
in Balochi also and we may assume, from the traces left in
the absolute prepositions common to N. and C.Kd.? that it
was once common to all Kurdish. It may be inferred that the

1 See KDS I, § 197.a.
2 ibid., §§ 237, 302.
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preservation of the pronominal suffixes in C.Kd. is directly
due to Gor. influence, the strength of which is also shown by
the partial assimilation of the Kd. forms.

The secondary passive conjugations of C. and S.Kd. have
already been mentioned. In S.Kd. they are formed regularly
with the morphemes -y~ present, -ya- past. This type of
“y- passive’ is common to Gor. and Zaza, and the S.Kd.
form is probably a direct borrowing from Gorani. This cannot
be said of the C.Kd. conjugation, however, for although it is
identical in function it differs in form. The (.Kd. passive
morphemes are -rc- present, -/@- past. They are generally
agreed to have heen evolved on the analogy of the inherited
forms of the verh “ to do’, thus :

Passive ‘ be done’

ka- (< kar-) : kire- (< kyya- - <th-y 0 X- 1 Xove-

Transitive ‘ do’

where X- represents any transitive present stem. If it is
accepted that such a secondary conjugation was unknown to
early Kd., the impetus for its development would seem to have
come from Gorani.

A last, minor example of Gor. influence is to be seen in
the replacement of the N.Kd. preverh va (cf. Pers. biz, vd) by
a ‘ postverb ’ -awa in C.Kd., e.g.

N. va kor 2 C. kird-awa, Gor. Fard-ciea ‘ opened ’

ra girt gurt-awa
va Sart sard-awa,

‘ caught’
Sarda-wa  “ hid’
Gorani has not only the same suffix -awa in this function but
two other ‘ postverh * suffixes, -ara, e.g.
N. fanist : C. da »34t : Gor. nidt-ara sat down’

N. and C. da aist wist-ara “ let down ’

and -ana, not matched in Kd.

To redress the balance a little, therc is one feature of
N.Kd. which is much closer to Haurami than to other Kd.
dialects. Whereas these have -@n as a general plural morpheme,
much as in classical Persian, both N.Kd. and Haurami have
preserved a two-casc system in the plural as well as the
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singular. Thus in N.Kd. -a(n) is speciﬁcalily a plural oblique
morpheme, the direct plural taking no ending, e.g.
N. misk dar kaftin
az de va maska dar éxvm  © I shall drive these mice out’
Haurami has two plural morphemes, -¢ direct, - oblique, e.g.
Haur. g kitebé ¢ those books’
@ kutebd bara ¢ bring those béoks’

¢ the mice came out.’

Plainly the development in these two dialects has been

parallel but independent. The other Gorani dialects., recorded

by O. Mann, have undergone the same gencralization of the

plural morpheme -dn as C.Kd., e.g.

‘ the thievesran’

‘ his donkeys were tied
up’

‘ those dogs were
killed ’

In some S.Kd. and Gor. dialects this comparatively recent
development of a common plural ending has been taken a step
further by the substitution of the ‘ collective * morpheme -gal,
or its derivatives, for -an.

To summarize, even ignoring the more recent developments,
there are four cases in which C. and S.Kd. appear to have
borrowed directly from Gorani, viz.

Kandulai! dizakan ramay
harakan-is basyanawa

Gahwarai? @ tdtana kudisin

—the defining suffix -akd,

—the ‘ open compound ’ replacing the Izafe,

—the secondary passive conjugation,

—-the ¢ postverb * -awa,
and two more cases where their difference from N.Kd. can be
attributed to Gorani influence, i.e. in

——the simplification of the Izafe system,
and—the preservation of personal pronoun suffixes. If‘ we
consider the present extent of C. and S.Kd. in comparison
with the remaining islands of Gorani I think there is no
avoiding the conclusion that these dialects of Kd. have

1 Mundarten der Girdn, 311 and 322. 2 ibid., 454.
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overlaid a Gorani substratum. while the N, d
a mueh greater extent preserved their purity.

Earlier I was at sonie pains to stress the essentially SWI
element in common Kurdish. The north-western ¢
Gorani and Zaza. In contrast, is quite undiluted, A elance at
their present disposition suffices to show that hotl, groups
have undergone a considerable displacement. Tt is not difficult
to translate these linguistic findings, if they
into geographical and historical terms.
to be considered is the

ialects have to

1aractey of

may be so called,
One Important factor
persistence as a ro]nriw]y small ang
isolated unit of the Zaza People. who are known 1o have comp
originally from Dailam on the southern shore of 10 (aspian,
Without more historical evidence it does not scem fo
decide whether they were displaced further we
influx of Kurds, or fraversed unseathed {
oceupied by Kurds, The former seems at o
explanation.

A hypothesis in {he broadest termsg. thevefore. seomg to
entail, first, a northward movement of the m
Kurds into Armenia, perhaps expelling the Zaz - secondly,
the occupation of the southern Zagros an( the surrounding
area by the Goran lastly, in more reeent times, a secondary
expansion of the Kurds, from the north, which Iod to their
overrunning and gradually absorbing all hut the surviving
Goran. The difficulty arises in setting a date to these hypo-
thetical movements, but for a solution of t}
necessary to look outsjde

asible to
stward hy q
erritory already
ast the more likely

ain hody of the

1is problem it s
the linguistie evidence,

INGUISTIC FIELDS, CONCEPTUAL SYSTEMS
- AND THE WELTBILD

By N. C. W. SpENCE

has been claimed for field’ theories in s?nlant12§;
e instance, Professor P. Guiraud’s statemenF : ‘Lano ,13‘
Cf.’fl(:rm linguistique, définie par Trier, constitue lavf;ran E
a , : rane
d’e c1 tiO}l)l de la sémantique moderne ’.! Proft.assor ) ; "
ierV Otlllmrg and Professor S. Ullmann, to mel;tlonpn};l 1\2{’
iyl 1 hemselves in e
ho have interested t in
e e itici 1 ts of Trier’s hypo-
i 1 " sertain aspects o 0-
while they criticize cer 8 -
tgeor;es,s‘a‘ongly support the ‘field " idea because it 1mp}1e;
heses, | 1 o8 !
t :tructural approach to meaning.? So do I Abut. Ita sori o
ah t < field” theories have generally been apphed' in (;od gto
t aay and have sometimes been completely misapplied,
aw
re pseudo-structures. ‘
Pr(\)g}g;:;egogxg as far as those structuralists who excludg
mearlling from linguistics because it is insuﬁ"me;;’;l};) str(;xctilgzd
ienti is, I think that it sho e admitt
to allow of scientific analysis, : ‘ o admitted
1 iderable difference between
that there is a considera between the relatve
ili ical or morphological struc »on
stability of phonologica : s
atterning of word-m ,
one hand, and the much looser p ol meanings,
y le, the approach and con .
on the other. On the whole, he .
i ive—but this is not necessarily a
this paper are negative _ eces 2 ba thing
i 1 ill survive criticism, and if they .
heories are sound, they wi : ey
;ifkte tjche curate’s egg, good in parts, there can be no harm in
iscarding what is bad. . . ‘ ’
dlsIc{irhoulgd perhaps start by outlining the principal ﬁefldC
> 3 . -,
theories. Space forces me to sclect and to omit : 1 therefor

: i Paris, 1953, 73. R C sl R

: Lfa S'E"'Ilanf:lqize’\{'atzll Wartburg, ¢ Betrachtungen iiber (;1); Yllle((i;;g)

: ber @i, W . srterbuches.’ vi s
des \C’V.(’)r;'slcphatzes und dic Gestaltung (lc.s'_\v\_’ortmbuu.l‘u %4@13141477’ (with
';96—312 Problimes et méthodes do la lin,gz}zi?tugfe, LP ar’lcs(;gmph’ie Berlin, 1952,
I : tffssystem als Grundlage fir die Lext e ~Osford,
‘R‘ Ha"lg)SBtg:llgfxfn Principles of Semantics, 2nd ed., (‘wlasgov‘ Ox;“otlge
hx.fxv ;2‘ i70 309—3,17 ¢ Historical Semantics an‘d the %tr?wf;uf‘el;mo .
i‘ga”blf v, jllisceldnea Homenaje a André Martinet . Estructura

ocabulary, o
historia, 1, La Laguna, 1957, 289-303.




