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Ipeauncaosue

B nexabpe 2024 r. B MockBe mpomuio MacmradHOoe MEXIyHapoI-
Hoe Meponpusitue — IlepBbiii EBpa3zuiickuil KOHIpecc JUHIBUCTOB
(https://eacling.org/). Konrpecc ObuT OpraHu30BaH M0 WHHUIMATHBE MH-
CTUTYTa sI3bIKO3HaHUs Poccuiickoil akaneMuu HayK MpHU MOJJIEPIKKe
MuHnCcTepCcTBa HAyKH U BEICIIero oOpasoBanus Poccuiickoit denepannu
U Tipomien B pamkax mnpasanoBanust 300-netus Poccuiickoil akagemun
HayK. OCHOBHBIC HANIPaBJICHNS COBPEMEHHOM THHTBUCTUKN OBLTH TIpe-
CTaBJICHBI B 18 CEKIMIX KOHTpecca, 3 HUX 11 cekimii ObLIO MOCBAIICHO
KOHKPETHBIM SI3bIKaM FJIH TPYIITIaM sI36IK0B. Hanbosbiee BHIMaHUE OBLTO
yaIeIeHo si3bIkaM EBpasum, B TOM YHCIIe MPAHCKUAM, KOTOPBIM OBLTa IOCBS-
meHa otaenbHas cekius (opranmzaropsl — O. U. bensie u A. I1. Boig-
puH). Marepuainbl HanOoJee 3HAYMMBbIX JOKJIaI0B 3TOM CEKLIMH, a TaKXKe
rieHapHsii qoknaa A. Kunsau (Yausepcutet [xxaBaxapnana Hepy, Hbro-
Henu, Haus1) cOCTaBUIIM OCHOBY BBITYCKOB «HIOMPAHCKHUX SI3BIKOBY
2026 1.: mepBas 4acTh cTareil omyOIMKOBaHA B 3TOM HOMEpE JKypHaJa,
a BTOpasi BBIMJIET B CIEAYIOIIEM.

Hacrosmuii Homep otkpbiBaeT craths A. Kuasau «A short history
of the official counting of India’s languages (1901-2011)». B Heit cpaB-
HHUBAIOTCSI CIIOCOOBI MO/ICUETA SI3BIKOB, KOTOPBIC IPHMEHUTHCH B MHIHM
3anocneanne 100 neT, n aHamM3upyeTCst CaMo IOHATHE «POIHOTO SI3BIKAY,
JIe)Kalllee B OCHOBE pa3HbIX Iepenuceil. Y TBeprKIaeTcs, YTO METOI0I0TUsl
nepenucei, nposeaeHHbIX nocie 1971 r., He M03BoJIsET BBISIBUT PEATbHOE
SI3BIKOBOE pazHooOpa3zue VHmum, B TO BpeMs KaK IMPEIbLIYIIIE IEPEIHCH,
HanpoTUB, 0oJiee aleKBaTHO OTPaXKaJH S3bIKOBYIO CUTYAIUIO, HECMOTPS
Ha TO YTO OHHU NMPOBOAMIMCH B KOJIOHUAIBHBINA IEPUOA UCTOPUU CTPAHBI.

Tumnosnornyeckoe UCCIe0BaHNE CUMIIATUBHOIO MHOKECTBEHHOTO
Yrcia B 3alaJHbIX UPAHCKUX S3bIKaX MPEACTABICHO B CTaThe MPAHCKO-
ro yueHoro M. Harsryii-Koxana «Similative plurals in Western Iranian
Languages». ABTOp BBIJICINISIET YETHIPE OCHOBHBIX CTPATETUH BHIPAKEHHS
CUMHJIITUBHOTO MHO)KECTBEHHOTO YrcIa: 1) 9Xo-peayIuinKanus; 2) cuc-

© 0. B. Maszyposa, A.Il. Berapun
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TeMa C IOTIOJIHUTENFHON TUCTPUOYLIMEH 3X0-peayTUIHKALNU U cyhduKca-
uy; 3) pacmupeHue QyHKIHMHA MoKa3aTeIss MHOKECTBEHHOTO uHcia -hAd;
4) KOHCTPYKIIMH C JIEKCEMOH ‘BeIb’.

Oco0eHHOCTAM yIOTPeOICHNS BpEMEH B IIYTHAHCKUX HAPPaTHUBAX I10-
cesmieHa pabora M. I. Menenuenko « What we do in the shadows of the pear
tree: Tense switching in Shughni Pear Stories». B cratbe paccmarpusarotcest
CTpaTerny yHOTPEOICHHSI BPEMEH B OKCIIEPHMEHTE C HOCHTEIISIMH ITyTHAH-
CKOTO SI3bIKa, KOTOPBIE OTMCHIBAIIN COOBITHS KITACCHIECKOTO CTUMYIFHOTO
Marepuajga — KOpoTKoro «dDuiibMa o rpymax», CO3IaHHOTO YOIIecoM
Yetidom B 1970-x TT.

B crarse B. T. J[3axoBoii «Peanu3aiusi 3BOHKUX CMBIYHBIX B COBpE-
MEHHOM OCETHHCKOM S3bIKE» NIPEACTAaBICHBI PE3yAbTaThl HHCTPYMEHTAb-
HOTO UCCIIEA0BAHUS OT/IEJIBHBIX COITIACHBIX UPOHCKOTO AUANIEKTa OCETHH-
CKOTO sI3bIKa. AHAJIM3 IPOM3HECEHUH CIOB B MporpaMme Praat mo3sonun
YCTaHOBUTb, KAKUM ITO3MLIIMOHHBIM U KOMOMHATOPHBIM U3MEHEHUSIM TIO/I-
BEPKEHBI OCCTUHCKNE 3BOHKHE CMBIYHBIC COTTIACHBIC. ABTOP MTOKA3bIBACT,
YTO B KOHCYHOH IMO3UINH COTTIACHEIEe, 0003HaYaeMbIe Ha TUCbME OyKBaMHU
0 | 2, pealln3yrTcs Kak rimyxue /t/ u /k/ COOTBETCTBEHHO, a COTIACHBIH 6
B OTOM IO3UIMU HE BCTPEUACTCSL.

JIBe cTaThM HACTOSAIIECTO HOMEPA MOCBAMICHB! AUAXPOHIYECKOMY HC-
CIIEZIOBAaHUIO MPAHCKUX SI3BIKOB — B HUX NPEACTABICH HOBBIN B3IV
Ha psJT NPOOJIEMHBIX BOIIPOCOB COBPEMEHHOM upaHucTuku. /1. b. BysHep
B CTaThe « DTUMOIIOTHSI HEKOTOPBIX HHIOMPAHCKUX KYJIBTYPHBIX TEPMITHOB
W TeOpusl MHJIOoUpaHCcKoro cyoctpara. 1. Unnoup. *Histi-/*Hista- ‘kup-
UY’» KPUTUYECKH PacCMaTPHUBACT TCOPHIO WHIOMPAHCKOTO cyOcTpaTa
HocuTenel KyneTypbl bakrpuiicko-Mapruanckoro apxeoaoruueckoro KoM-
IUIEKCa, IOKa3bIBasl, UTO CII0BA, IPUBIIEKAIOIIUECS TOCIEI0BATEIIIMU 3TOMH
TEOPHUH B KAUECTBE KIIIOUEBOIO CBUAETENILCTBA CyOCTPATHOIO BIIMSHUS
Ha JIEKCUKY MPAWHAOMPAHCKOTO SI3bIKA, UMEIOT B OCHOBHOM HaJICXKHbIC
WH/IOEBPOIMEHCKIe ATUMOIIOTHH. B cTaThe moapoOHO 00CyKaaeTcs CIOBO
CO 3HAYEHUEM ‘KUPIUY’, 1JI1 KOTOPOI'O IOCTYIUPYETCS MHI0EBPONEHCKUIA
MPOTOTHII, OTBEYAIOIINI KAK CEMaHTHYECKHUM, TaK M (DOpMaTbHBIM 3TUMO-
noruueckuM kputepusim. FO. A. JIzutoite! («K Bompocy o auaiekTHOM
WICHEHUH CKU(CKOTO S3bIKa» ) 00CYXKIaeT BOIPOC O Pa3THICHUN KaK MH-
HUMYM JIByX JTHAJICKTOB B CKH()CKOM sI3bIKe. B cTaThe mokazana ommbod-
HOCTB TCHJCHITIH PACIIPOCTPAHATH OTACIbHBIC (DOHETHUESCKHE SBICHUS,
XapaKTepHBIE TSI OMHOTO M3 JHAJICKTOB, HA CKU(PCKUI S3BIK B IIETIOM.
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3aBepIiaeT BHIMYCK BecbMa MopoOHas penensus P. Moduan Ha u3-
naHHyIo B TerepaHe Ha MepCcHUJICKOM si3blke MoHoTpaduio M. [labupa-
Myxkannama « TUONOT U] UPAHCKUX SI3BIKOBY. PelieH3us T03BOJISIET 03Ha-
KOMHUTBCSI C OCHOBHBIM COZIEPYKaHHUEM 3TOTO (PyHIaMEHTAIBHOTO TPy/a,
B KOTOPOM K MPAHCKHUM SI3bIKAM MTPUMEHSIOTCSI COBPEMEHHBIC THUITOJIOTH-
geckue MeTonbl. Habmrogenus aBropa mpeacTaBisioT co0o0i IIEHHOCTD
HE TOJIbKO JUIsl UPAHCKUX SI3bIKOB, HO U AJIS1 IMHTBUCTUYECKON THIIOJIOIMH
B 1IesoM. B pabote Taroke aHaIM3UPYIOTCS IHAXPOHHUCCKUEC H3MCHEHUS
OTAEJIbHBIX SBJICHUN B UPAHCKUX S3bIKaX.

Temaruka crareil xxypHana «MHIOMpaHCKUE A3BIKM» B BBIIYCKax
2026 r. oiIn9aeTcst BRBICOKMM YPOBHEM PazHO00pa3usi Kak Mo KPyry 3aTpo-
HYTBIX TEM, TaK U M0 BHIOOPY sA3bIKOB. OXBayeHbI 3ama/iHasi ¥ BOCTOYHAS
MOATPYIINa UPAHCKUX SA3BIKOB, IIPU ATOM IMPECTABIEHbI Pa3HbIE HAIIPAB-
JIEHUsI COBPEMEHHBIX JTMHTBUCTHUYECKUX HCCIEIOBAaHUI: CPaBHUTEIHHO-
HCTOPUYECKOE SI3BIKO3HAHUE, TEOPHs TpaMMaTHKAIU3allii, CHHXPOHHOE
TUIIOJIOTHYECKH OPUEHTUPOBAHHOE OMHMCAHHME, aKyCTUYECKHI aHau3
(hOHETHYECKHX JaHHBIX, & TAK)KE COLMOIMHTBUCTHYECKOE CCIIEIOBAHNE
SI3BIKOB MHIMH.

1O. B. Masyposa, A. I1. Boiopun
DOI: 10.30842/30346800.2026.2.1.1



Preface

In December 2024, Moscow hosted a major international event —
the First Eurasian Congress of Linguists, EACL-1 (https://eacling.org/).
The Congress was organized on the initiative of the Institute of Linguistics
of the Russian Academy of Sciences with support from the Ministry of Sci-
ence and Higher Education of the Russian Federation as part of the events
to mark the 300" anniversary of the Russian Academy of Sciences. A total
of 18 sections presented the major avenues of contemporary linguistics.
Among them, 11 were dedicated to specific languages or language fam-
ilies. A special focus was on languages of Eurasia, where Iranian lan-
guages were featured in a separate section organized by Oleg 1. Belyaev
and Arseniy P. Vydrin. The most significant reports of this section and
the plenary lecture by Ayesha Kidwai (Jawaharlal Nehru University, New
Delhi, India) form the basis of the 2026 issues of Indo-Iranian Languages.
Some of the articles are published in present issue, while the remainder
will appear in the next issue.

Opening this issue is “A short history of the official counting of India’s
languages (1901-2011)” by Ayesha Kidwai who compares the methods
used for counting languages in India over the past 100 years and ana-
lyzes the ‘mother tongue’ concept underlying the different censuses. She
argues that the methodology behind the censuses after 1971 fails to reflect
the actual linguistic diversity of India, whereas the earlier censuses, though
conducted during the colonial period, provided a more adequate picture
of the linguistic situation.

Mehrdad Naghzguy-Kohan’s typological study “Similative plurals
in Western Iranian Languages” identifies four main similative plural
strategies: 1) echo-reduplication; 2) complementary distribution of echo-
reduplication and suffixation; 3) extension of the functions of the plural
marker -Ad; and 4) constructions with the lexeme ‘thing’.

The work by Maksim G. Melenchenko, “What we do in the shadows
of the pear tree: Tense switching in Shughni Pear Stories” describes tense

© Julia V. Mazurova, Arseniy P. Vydrin
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usage peculiarities in Shughni narratives. The data are based on an exper-
iment involving Shughni speakers. Participants were asked to describe
the events depicted in the classic “Pear Stories”, a short stimulus video
developed by Wallace Chafe in the 1970s.

Veronika T. Dzakhova’s article, “Realization of voiced plosives
in modern Ossetic”, presents the results of an instrumental study of certain
consonants in the Iron dialect of Ossetic. Her data show which positional
and combinatory changes affect Ossetic voiced plosives. The author argues
that in the final position, consonants represented in writing by the letters 0
and e are realized as voiceless /t/ and /k/ respectively, while the consonant
6 does not occur in this position.

Two articles in this issue deal with diachronic research in Iranian
languages, offering a new perspective on a range of contentious issues
in modern Iranian studies. In his article “Etymology of some Indo-Iranian
cultural terms and the Indo-Iranian substratum theory. I. Indo-Iranian
*Histi-/* Hista- ‘brick’”, David B. Buyaner critically examines the theory
of an Indo-Iranian substrate originating from speakers of the Bactria—
Margiana Archaeological Complex. He demonstrates that the words
cited by proponents of this theory as key evidence for substrate influence
on the Proto-Indo-Iranian lexicon mostly have reliable Indo-European
etymologies. The article discusses the word ‘brick’, for which an Indo-
European prototype meeting both semantic and formal etymological crite-
ria is posited. Yuriy A. Dzitstsoity (“On the dialectal division of Scythian’)
argues that at least two dialects can be distinguished within the Scythian
language. The article demonstrates the fallacy of the tendency to generalize
specific phonetic phenomena characteristic of one dialect to the Scythian
language as a whole.

A detailed review by Roohollah Mofidi of the monograph “Typol-
ogy of Iranian Languages” by Mohammad Dabir-Moghaddam, published
in Tehran in Persian, concludes the issue. The review provides insights
into the main content of this fundamental work in which modern typo-
logical methods are applied to Iranian languages. The results contribute
to both specific research in Iranian languages and general theoretical issues
of the linguistic typology. The author also dwells on some diachronic
changes attested for Iranian languages.

The 2026 issues of Indo-Iranian Languages offer a high level of diver-
sity in terms of both the topics covered and the languages selected. While



14 Wnnoupanckue s3pixu | 2 (1) | Indo-Iranian Languages

addressing both the Western and Eastern subgroups of Iranian languages
they cover varying paths of modern linguistic research including dia-
chronic linguistics, grammaticalization theory, synchronic typologically
based description, acoustic analysis of phonetic data and sociolinguistic
research based on the languages of India.

Julia V. Mazurova, Arseniy P. Vydrin
DOI: 10.30842/30346800.2026.2.1.2



A short history of the official counting
of India’s languages (1901-2011)

Ayesha Kidwai

Jawaharlal Nehru University (New Delhi, India); ayesha@jnu.ac.in;
ORCID: 0009-0009-7527-3285

Abstract. This study investigates the persistent ambiguity surrounding
the count of mother tongues in postcolonial India by tracing a century of enumer-
ation history. It argues that the post-1971 Census shifted from identifying distinct
languages to utilising “language labels”, a methodology that obscures rather than
illuminates linguistic diversity. Deviating from the common perception that this
practice is a colonial holdover, the paper demonstrates that the Linguistic Survey
of India era censuses were actually more attuned to the country’s pluralistic reality.
Instead, the current impulse toward minimising is identified as a strategic instru-
mentalisation of Constitutional provisions.

Keywords: Linguistic Survey of India, Census Language Tables, decolonial-
ity, India’s linguistic diversity, Hindi

Acknowledgements. This article has benefited from extensive discussion with
R. Karthick Narayanan, and the comments of an anonymous reviewer.

For citation: Kidwai A. A short history of the official counting of India’s
languages (1901-2011). Indo-Iranian Languages. 2026. 2(1). P. 15-48.

DOI: 10.30842/30346800.2026.2.1.3
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Kparkas ucropusi opuuuaJIbHON Nepenucu
s13b1k0B Unaun (1901-2011)

Ailiemia KnaBan

Yuuepcuret [[xaBaxapnana Hepy (Hero-/lenn, Unaus);
ayesha@jnu.ac.in; ORCID: 0009-0009-7527-3285

AHHoTanus. B crarse npociexuBaercs, Kak HEOJHO3HAYHOCTb, IPUCYIIAs
MOJICYETY POIHBIX S3BIKOB B NMOCTKOJIOHHANBbHOW WMHIMH, OTpa)xaeTcsi B BEKO-
BOU HCTOPHUH NEpeNceii. Y TBEPIKAACTCS, YTO B IEPEIIUCSX, TIPOBEIEHHBIX MTOCIIE
1971 r., HabnrogaeTcsi Mepexo/] OT BBISIBICHUS OT/IEIBHBIX S3BIKOB K HCIIOJIb30-
BAaHUIO «SI3BIKOBBIX APJIBIKOB», U TaKass METOLOJIOTU 3aTCMHSCT, a HC MPOSACHACT
SI3BIKOBOE pa3HOOOpa3ue. B MpoTHBONOIOKHOCTb PACIPOCTPAHEHHOMY MHEHHUIO,
YTO TaKas MpaKTHKA SBJISAETCS KOJOHUAIBHBIM HacJeIueM, B CTaThe MOKa3aHo,
YTO IMEpPENNCH, BEIIOIIHEHHBIE B epruo] co3nanus Linguistic Survey of India
(1894-1928), myuriie oTpaxxaii MHOTOSI3BIKOBYIO pealbHOCTh CTpaHbl. HanpoTus,
COBPEMEHHYIO OPHEHTALNI0O K MUHUMH3AIMN MOKHO CBSI3aTh C MaHUITYIHPOBa-
HHUEM KOHCTUTYUMOHHBIMU TTOJIOKCHUSIMH.

KuroueBsle cioBa: Jlunrsuctudeckuii 0030p MHanu, ydeT s136IKOB B mepe-
IIUCH, IGKOJIOHNAITBHOCTB, SI3BIKOBOE pazHooOpasue Nuanu, Xuuau

BbaarogapuocTu. ABTop BhIpaxkaeT O6iaronapHocts P. Kapruky Hapasnany
3a 00CTOSITENIHOE 0OCYIK/ICHNE CTaThH, a TAK)KE AHOHUMHOMY PEIICH3EHTY 32 [IeH-
HbI€ KOMMEHTapHUH.

Jist uutupoBanus: Kidwai A. A short history of the official counting of India’s
languages (1901-2011). Indo-Iranian Languages. 2026. 2(1). P. 15-48.
DOI: 10.30842/30346800.2026.2.1.3

1. Introduction

One of the enduring mysteries in postcolonial India is the actual num-
ber of languages that are spoken in the country at this point in time. While
“Ethnologue” lists India as being home to 435 languages, the “People’s
Linguistic Survey of India” (2010—present) (henceforth, PLSI) claims
to have documented over 780 languages thus far; but the Census
of India 2011 (henceforth, Census), the sole official record of languages,
registers 121 languages. These three widely differing figures are driven
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by considerably varying methodologies, which are in fact not obviously
reconcilable with each other.

A look at the summary tables of how the three surveys present their
data reveals this difference. Ethnologue names each ‘indigenous’ language
by aunique code and summarises its count by linguistic genealogy, relying
on the figures of the Census to determine the population of speakers, see
Table 1. Since it is based on a literal head-count of the Indian population,
it produces fresh estimates of the numbers of speakers every decade or so.!

Table 1. Ethnologue’s language count by family

Language family Number of languages
Sino-Tibetan 149
Indo-European 141
Dravidian 84
Austro-Asiatic 32
Andamanese 14
Kra-Dai 5
Creole 4
Sign Language 2
Language Isolate 1
Mixed Language 1
Pidgin 1
Unclassified 1
Total 435

The PLSI differs from the others in several respects, as it is not intended
to be an “exhaustive survey of each and every language in existence
in India™ or a substitute, repeat, or sequel to the Census and the colonial
Linguistic Survey of India (1896—1928; henceforth, LSI). As its goals are,
generally stated, to build networks between diverse language communities
and to foster a rights-based advocacy on matters of language, it does not

https://www.ethnologue.com/country/IN/ (retrieved on 10.10.2025).
2 https://www.bhasharesearch.org/plsi/language-archive (retrieved on 10.10.2025).
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actually list or classify the languages it does study by any other metric than
provinces. Nevertheless, a four-fold classification can be inferred from
the manner in which the archive is proposed to be organised into, as shown
in Table 2. This classification is not linguistic or genealogically determined,
but rather uses an admixture of sociological (adivasi, i.e. tribal) and Census
(Scheduled vs. Non-Scheduled) categories with a purely function-based
category of ‘code’ language thrown in. The few entries that have been
uploaded on the website so far contain a mix of linguistic, historical, and
cultural information, with references both to the Census (particularly for
speaker strength) and the LSI as its source.

Table 2. The PLSI language classification

PLSI Number of languages
Languages of Adivasis 32
Scheduled Languages 30

Non-Scheduled Languages -

Code Languages 1

The Census, on the other hand, offers two classifications in its
chapter on languages, and then groups them in terms of their inclusion
in the Eighth Schedule of the Indian Constitution (Table 3). It then pres-
ents various statements examining the distribution of population for these
two groups of languages by different parameters, and closes with a gene-
alogical classification of the languages of the two groups (Table 4). This
is in contrast to the LSI’s counts, which follows only a genealogical
grouping (Table 5).

Table 3. The Census’s language count (2011)

Census year 2011 Number of languages
Scheduled Languages 22
Non-Scheduled Languages 99 + others
Total 121 (+ others)
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Table 4. The Census’s language count by family (2011)

Language family Number of languages

Indo-Aryan 21
Indo-European |Iranian 1

Germanic 1
Dravidian 17
Austro-Asiatic 14
Tibeto-Burman 66
Semito-Hamitic 1
Total 121

Table 5. LSI’s language/dialect count by family for India

Language famil Number
guag y of languages/dialects
Austro-Asiatic 45
Tibeto-Burman 344
Dravidian 45
Indo-Aryan 289
Unclassified 20
Total 7433

In fact, the enumerations in the Census Reports have never yielded
the same number of languages/dialects ever postulated by the LSI (Table 5),
even in 1901-1921 (Table 6), when Grierson was still loosely associated
with the Census operations.*

Table 6. India languages in the Census 1901-1921

Census year

Number of languages

1901 147
1911 220
1921 222

3 This figure is approximate as the LSI covered undivided India.

4The Census counts in Table 6 are inclusive of foreign languages spoken within
the territory of India.
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In this paper, I present a short history of the methodology of the Cen-
sus regarding the treatment of ‘mother tongue’ language returns, in order
to make the general point that the post-1971 period represents a trend
similar to the methodologies of the early colonial censuses. My main argu-
ment runs as follows: The methodology of the Census in evaluating lan-
guage returns does not, whatever be the allusions it makes, have anything
to do with the LSI or the 20™-century colonial censuses. I will argue that
the treatment of language returns in postcolonial India has had very little
to do with the LSI, barring the efforts in the 1961 Census, where the Cen-
sus Commissioners and officials sought to take a decolonial approach
to the question of language returns. I suggest that the Census’s reference
to the LSI must be seen as merely a superficial appropriation of some
features of an LSI-inspired Census in order to advance an agenda that
minimises and undercounts India’s minority languages and ‘promotes’
Hindi and the other 21 scheduled languages.

To this end, the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 traces the Cen-
sus’s methodology in the postcolonial period 1971-2011 and shows that
the Census can be argued to trace the colonial roots of many of its processes
to the 1881 and 1891 Censuses. Section 3 discusses the 1901 Census report
on language and the LSI framework that underlay it. Section 4 turns its atten-
tion to the Census in 1961 and describes how its critical engagement with
the LSI signalled a period of decolonial thought in measuring India’s linguis-
tic diversity. Section 5 concludes the essay with a discussion of the political
developments that ensured a decolonial Census could not be maintained.

2. The Census (1971-2011) methodology in comparison with
early colonial censuses (1881-1891)

For the discussion in this section, I will lay out the process observed
in the Census 2011 in the treatment of language returns and record the sim-
ilarities from the previous postcolonial censuses in comparison, making
the connections to the 1881 and 1891 censuses where relevant.

2.1. Enumeration

The beginning of any census exercise requires a definition of the return
to be elicited by the enumerators. The Census 2011 does not elicit the names
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of ‘languages’ directly, instead using the notion of ‘mother tongue’ (MT)
as defined in the Indian Constitution in Art. 350A.° The prefatory note
to the paper on Language defines ‘mother tongue’ [Census 2011: 3] as follows:

Mother tongue is the language spoken in childhood by the person’s
mother to the person. If the mother died in infancy, the language mainly
spoken in the person’s home in childhood will be the mother tongue.
In the case of infants and deaf mutes, the language usually spoken
by the mother should be recorded. In case of doubt, the language mainly
spoken in the household may be recorded.

This definition of MT has remained constant since 1971, and is at least
partly an inheritance from the colonial censuses of 1931 and 1941, which
instructed enumerators to record a child’s first language. The source of this,
what Tiery [2024] calls the ‘primordialist’ definition of the unit of enu-
meration, is most likely the 1881 and 1891 censuses, which were defined
characterising ‘language’ as ‘spoken by the individual from the cradle’, and
as ‘spoken in childhood by the person’s mother to the person’, respectively.
This definition was used again in the 1941 and 1951 censuses as well.
Only in the 1901, 1911, 1921, and 1961 censuses was “mother-tongue”
not defined literally as the respondent’s mother’s language.

In addition, enumerators were instructed to record the MT in full as stated,
and to desist from linking it to the respondents’ religion or ethnicity. In case
the enumerator has grounds to suspect the truth of the MT, (s)he is instructed
to nevertheless record the return given and follow it up with a supervi-
sory report to their supervising officer for verification. These instructions
are intended not only to minimise enumerator bias and the politicisation
of the Census process, but also to collect data in a manner that is amenable
to post-enumeration rationalisation, which we discuss in the next section.

2.2. Rationalisation

In the Census 2011, raw returns are subjected to a process of “thorough
linguistic scrutiny, edit, and rationalisation” [Census 2011: 4]. These pro-

5350A provides for instruction in the mother tongue at the primary stage of edu-
cation to children belonging to linguistic minority groups. This provision was not
part of the Constitution of India, 1950, and was inserted by the Constitution (Seventh
Amendment) Act, 1956.
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cesses, the Census states, are necessary because “mother-tongues as returned
in the census are basically the designations provided by the respondents
of the linguistic mediums in which the respondents think they communi-
cate; they need not be identical with the actual linguistic mediums” [Ibid.].
For the 2011 Census, a total of 19,569 raw returns were received.

Although Census 2011 does not make its detailed criteria explicit
in any of the documents it has made public since 1971, the Language
Census Data website® provides us with a reasonable impression of the steps
that follow immediately post-enumeration:

e Editing involves standardisation of spellings in the return and correc-
tion of spelling and other language errors.
e Rationalisation involves the elimination of spurious returns.

In Census 2011, the total number of rationalised mother tongues was
2,843, i.e. 14.53 % of the original raw returns.

The institution of this step of rationalisation has been an important
one, as the colonial Census overall was dogged by this problem of spurious
returns. For example, the 1891 Census notes in dismay [Census 1891: 130]:

[T]he first impulse, in many cases, is to return the name of the caste
as that of the language. For example, the potter gives “potterish”, the tanner
“tannerish” or the weaver “weaverish” as his mother tongue, especially
if he be either a member of a large caste or a stranger to the locality where
he is being enumerated. In other instances, the name of the District or State
will be returned. (...) [But] (...) there are cases, too, where the tribal des-
ignation indicates a real distinction. But a further difficulty arises when
the name mentioned happens to be not in accordance with the enumera-
tor’s notion of what is fit, or where official views on matters philologic
may not have filtered down to him. In that way a good deal of valuable
information may have been lost in the course of the census; as where, for
instance, a general term, such as Hindi, was substituted for some name
locally recognised.

This process of scrutiny and rationalisation was introduced since
the 1961 Census. All names that turn out to be cases of misreporting, caste
names, place names, names of religious faiths, motivated names, etc. are
weeded out at this stage.

¢ https://language.census.gov.in/showHomePage (accessed on 10.10.2025).
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All these measures notwithstanding, it is therefore somewhat sur-
prising that the number of raw returns has only been increasing in every
Census since 1971; as Table 7 shows, the number of rationalised MTs has
fluctuated widely.

Table 7. Rationalised MTs Census Language Reports

Census year Raw returns Rationalised MTs
1971 3,000 —
1981 <3,000 -
1991 10,400 3,372 (32.4 %)
2001 6,661 3,592 (53.9 %)
2011 19,569 2,843 (14.5 %)

It is impossible to ascertain in particular as to why the list of rationalised
MTs does not stay within approximately the same range in every Census,
especially if the information in either the LSI or the 1931 Census, both
of which published classified lists of language names, is used as a basis
for the rationalisation.

2.3. Classification

The process of classification is then applied to rationalised mother
tongues. It involves the “arrangement of speeches into coherent typolog-
ical systems so that broad language areas could be delimited and each
speech form could be appropriated to the place it belongs in the system
on the basis of comparability of its linguistic features.”” Effectively, this
statement signifies that first, the rationalised M T returns are classified into
language families and subgroups that were proposed by the LSI [Grierson
1927], and possibly also subsequent Censuses. Census 2011 was found
to contain only 1,369 classified MTs, i.e. just 7 % of the raw MT returns
and approximately 48 % of rationalised MTs.

"https://language.census.gov.in/showConceptsDefinitions (accessed on
10.10.2025).
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The remainder of the 2,843 non-spurious MT returns, i.e. 1,474 ration-
alised MTs, are considered to be ‘unclassified’ languages. These unclassi-
fied languages are not subjected to any further processes and are reported
under ‘Others’ in the language tables. In the 2011 Census, this means that
the non-spurious MT returns of 1,875,542 Indians are presented in the Cen-
sus reports as not having language names that the state recognises.

The second step of classification is also a step of a further elision
of language names, as the Census, since 1991, chooses not to name those
classified MTs that have less than 10,000 speakers. These, too, are listed
as undifferentiated ‘Others’. As Karthick Narayanan [2025: 9] points out,
this means that in the Census 2011, both types of ‘Others’ languages appear
to total 1,099 classified MTs, i.e. over 80 % of classified MTs, as the Cen-
sus publication [Census 2011] states that 270 classified MTs have been
identified at the All-India level.®

The third and final step of classification maintains the language names
and returns of the 270 MTs that have survived thus far, but with the addi-
tional step of using selected language names as labels, rather than signi-
fying an actual MT. For example, consider the first page of the ‘Abstract
of Speaker Strength of Languages and Mother Tongues-2011’ [Census
2011: 6].°

The items in bold in Figure 1 are the use of language names as, what
I call, ‘language labels’. While there are languages like Assamese and Dogri
that have no other classified MT from the 1,369 classified MTs, there are also
language labels like Hindi, which have 56 classified MTs grouped under it.
In all cases, the ‘Others’ category contained under individual language labels
signifies classified MTs which are spoken by less than 10,000 speakers.

The Census documents are exceedingly vague about how such deci-
sions for classification are made. Although reference is made to the LSI,
and the Census held during the pendency of the LSI, are as providing some
sort of foundation for this classification, this is an untruth on several levels.

8The Language Census Data website, however, cites 373 languages as being
excluded by the 10,000 speakers strength benchmark. For the purposes of the descrip-
tion in this paper, I rely on the official Census papers, but this confusion is informative
insofar as it indicates that the published figures and the data contained on the Language
Census data website do not always agree.

°There is another ‘Others’ section, which records the numbers of unclassified MTs
and is listed independently, on par with language labels.
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LANGUAGES SPECIFIED IN THE EIGHTH SCHEDULE (SCHEDULED LANGUAGES)

PART-A

Name of Language & mother
grouped under each language

Number of persons who

returned the language (and|
the mother tongues|
grouped under each) as|

grouped under each

Name of L & mother

;‘\lumber of persons who|

d the (and|
the mother tongues grouped|
under each) as their mother|
tongue)

their mother tongue)
2

1 1 2
ASSAMESE 1,63,11,351 Gawari 19,062
Assamese 1,48,16,414 Gojri/Gujjari/Gujar 12,27,901
Others 4,94,937 Handuri 47,803
Hara/Harauti 29,44,356
BENGALI 9,72,37,669 Haryanvi 98,06,519
Bengali 9,61,77,835) Hindi 32,22,30,097|
Chakma 2,28,281 Jaunpuri/Jaunsari 1,36,779
Haijong/Hajong 71,792, Kangri 11,17,342
Rajbangsi 4,75,861 Khari Boli 50,195
Others 2,83,900 Khortha/Khotta 80,38,735)
Kulvi 1,96,295|
BODO 14,82,929| Kumauni 20,81,057
Bodo 14,54,547 Kurmali Thar 3,11,175)
Kachari 15,984 Lamani/Lambadi/Labani 32,76,548|
Mech/Mechhia 11,546 Laria 89,876
Others 852 Lodhi 1,39,180
Magadhi/Magahi 1,27,06,825
DOGRI 25,96,767 Malvi 52,12,617
Dogri 25,96,763 Mandeali 6,22,590
Others 4 Marwari 78,31,749
Mewari 42,12,262
GUJARATI 5,54,92 554| Mewati 8,56,643
Gujarati 5,50,36,204| Nagpuria 7,63,014
Gujrao/Gujrau 15,431 Nimadi 23,09,265)
Pattani 16,510 Padari 17,279
Ponchi 13,812 Pahari 32,53,889
Saurashtra/Saurashtri 247,702 Palmuha 23,579
Others 1,62,895 Panch Pargania 2,44 914
Pando/Pandwani 15,595
HINDI 52,83,47,193] Pangwali 18,668|
Awadhi 38,50,9086 Pawari/Powari 3,25,772
Baghati/Baghati Pahari 15,835 Puran/Puran Bhasha 12,375
Bagheli/Baghel Khandi 26,79,129 Rajasthani 2,58,06,344
Bagri Rajasthani 2,34,227 Sadan/Sadri 43,45 677
Banjari 15,81,271 Sirmauri 1,07,401
Bhadrawahi 98,806 Sondwari 2,29,788|
Bhagoria 20,924, Sugali 1,70,987|
Bharmauri/Gaddi 181,069 Surgujia 17,38,256
Bhojpuri 5,05,79,447 Surjapuri 22,56,228
Bishnoi 12,079 Others 1,67,11,170
Brajbhasha 15,56,314
Bundeli/Bundel khandi 56,26,356 KANNADA 4,37,08,512
Chambeali/Chamrali 1,25,746 Badaga 1,33,550]
Chhattisgarhi 1,62,45,190 Kannada 4,35,06,272
Churahi 75,552, Kuruba/Kurumba 24,189
Dhundhari 14,76,446 Prakritha/Prakritha Bhasha 12,257
Garhwali 24,82,089 Others 30,244

Fig. 1. Languages grouped under Hindi by Census 2011

First of all, the number of MTs in none of the Censuses since 1971 corre-
sponds to the number of language varieties that the LSI identified: a total
of 743 languages, from which 179 ‘languages’ and 544 ‘dialects’ were
identifiable. Assuming that the Censuses 1971-2011 also follow the Census
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1961 decision to abandon the colonial distinction of language vs. dialect
(see Section 3), the fact is that the closest we have ever got to 723 MTs
is in Census 2011, and even that is off by about 500 languages.'® As Table 8
shows, the MT-identification rate of the Census has never crossed 20 %
of even the classified MTs!

Table 8. India languages in the Census General Reports

Census year | Number of classified MTs | Number of MTs > 10,000 speakers
1971 - -
1981 - 106
1991 1576 216 (13.7 % of classified MTs)
2001 1635 234 (14.3 % of classified MTs)
2011 1369 270 (19.7 % of classified MTs)

Second, the LSI did not ever make a classification that puts all
the 56 varieties listed under the language label ‘Hindi’ as being included
in the same sub-group or branch. For example, Awadhi and Bagheli are
to be found in the Eastern Hindi subgroup of the Central sub-branch of Gri-
erson’s classification of the Indo-Aryan subfamily, but Braj and Hindi are
in the Western Hindi sub-group. Bhojpuri is classified as an outer-branch
Eastern Indo-Aryan language, and all the Pahari languages in the list are
part of the outer North-Western branch of Indo-Aryan, as is Gojri. No
linguistic justification is given for this classification by the Census, and
it is exceedingly difficult to take as principled in any way.

Moreover, the classification of various MTs under the language label
of Hindi has not remained constant either. As Table 9 records, the lan-
guage label ‘Hindi’ has had varying different numbers of MTs grouped
under it.

10 Quite a different picture emerges, however, if we include the othered languages
into the MT count, using the formula [Classified MTs] — [No. of MTs >10,000 speak-
ers]. Then, Census 1981 isolates 1,360 MTs, Census 1991 1,401 and 1,099. These
figures are much closer to the only Census that actually engaged with Grierson’s LSI
and the Census of 1931, but as the question that was asked at the point of enumer-
ation was also very different, too much cannot be made of the apparent closeness
to the Census figures.
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Table 9. MTs listed under the language label ‘Hindi’ in Census Reports

Census year Number of MTs
1971 48
1981 50
1991 48
2001 49
2011 56

In fact, we may infer that the Census has, since 1971, been engaged
in bowdlerising the LSI and the 1931 lists to inflate figures for the language
label of Hindi. All the languages of the LSI/Census 1931 subgroups named
Bihari, Rajasthani, Central Indo-Aryan languages, Eastern Hindi, and
West, East, and Central Pahari languages, have been successively incor-
porated into the current ‘Hindi’ group. There is no escaping the extreme
irony of this ‘promotion’ of Hindi by the Census operations, particularly
given that many of the languages grouped so are also the ones which,
on the ground, are under intense pressure from Hindi in their home regions,
in that the domains in which these languages are used are shrinking rap-
idly, with Hindi being used in those domains. Nevertheless, resisting that
pressure, the speakers of these languages hold out and assert their distinct
linguistic identity to the Census enumerators, only for it to be substantially
erased by this policy of using language labels.

Rather than the LSI, the current Census table most closely resem-
bles the kind of language information and groupings that were undertaken
in the 1891 Census, which also groups together languages under language
labels. In that Census, language names like ‘Hindi’ are explicitly admit-
ted to be language labels which, the report says, “predominates” through
Hindustan and Bihar [Census 1891: 138-139] (emphasis mine):

This title [Hindi] is admittedly a comprehensive one, and includes
all the varieties of Aryan speech between the Jamna and Rajmahal. It has
thus absorbed such distinctions as Vraj, Baiswari and Bhojpuri, as well
as Maithili and other Bihar varieties of Hindi. (...) [T]herefore, all such
sporadic entries have been absorbed into the general title, lest the sep-
arate recognition of such small and scattered numbers should give
a misleading notion of the actual prevalence of the dialects in question.
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Just as the 1891 Census collapsed several independent mother tongues
under a single language label of ‘Hindi’, lest there be “separate recognition
of such small and scattered numbers”, the postcolonial Census since 1971
does exactly the same. Why the 1881 and 1891 Censuses did so is under-
standable, as the early colonial state was deeply invested, as Goswami
[2004: 64] has argued, in the creation of sustainable state-generated clas-
sificatory schemes that were constructed by a “rule of difference” that
mandated the “continual performance of the nonidentity between the state
and its colonised subjects”. Building on her arguments, Majeed [2019]
has argued that the colonial state’s attempts in the early Censuses were
to develop ‘language’ to be a parameter by which it could classify social
constructs like ‘race’ and ‘nationality’. But why should the postcolonial
Census wish to replicate the intentions of the colonial one? Before I dis-
cuss the reasons for this apparent coincidence of strategies in Section 4,
I first consider the impact that the LSI and Grierson’s work on the 1901
(and subsequent Censuses) had for postcolonial India, and particularly
the 1961 Census.

3. The LSI and its impact on the Census (1901-1931)

The beginning of the 20™ century saw a radical change in the colonial
Census of India methodology because of the initiation of the Linguistic
Survey of India in 1896. Although an initiative independent of the Census
throughout its long existence spanning more than three decades (the last
volume of the LSI was published in 1928), the LSI and its Superintendent,
George Abraham Grierson, played quite a crucial role in the Censuses
of 1901, 1911, and 1921. In Kidwai [in press], | show that the proposal
to conduct the LSI, which was a study of the modern vernacular languages
of India, was originally conceived as a scholarly exercise, which repre-
sented a consensus between philologists meeting at the Seventh Interna-
tional Oriental Congress, Vienna, 27-29 September 1886. It was only upon
the denial of governmental sponsorship to the original scholarly exercise
that led to the LSI’s opportunistic alliance with the Registrar General’s
office.

As Majeed [2019: 56-60] has shown, even as there was a close con-
nection between the Census and the LSI, Grierson quite clearly enforced
a separation between the two, cf. [Ibid.: 58]:
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From the outset, he was anxious about how his engagement with
the Census might hinder the Survey’s progress, since the LSI’s work
could not be ‘dropped altogether for a lengthened period, and then taken
on again, without injury and considerable expense’. (...) It was therefore
in Grierson’s interest to make sure that his work for the Census could be
utilised in the LSI, while also ensuring that the Survey came into its own
as a project in its own right. At the same time, it could ride on the back
of the Census for some of its information.

One of the crucial ways in which Grierson did this was by introducing
into the Census the genealogical classifications and groupings arrived
at by the LSI following its own independent methodology, thereby ensur-
ing that Census observations, starting from the 1901 Census itself, were
at least broadly in line with the classifications being arrived at by the LSI
on philological/linguistic grounds. This was doubly ensured by Grier-
son by having circulated!' to all the Provincial Census Commissioners
the rough lists of languages spoken in each district that the LSI had cov-
ered'? and by agreeing to author the chapter on ‘Languages’ in the 1901
Census report,' in such a way that the languages recorded by the Census
enumerations are classified according to the groupings being developed
by the ongoing LSI. As Grierson says in his opening paragraph of the chap-
ter [Census 1901: 247] (emphasis mine):

The survey is not yet completed (...) but the greater portion of the work
has been done, and the present chapter may be considered as an abstract
of its results so far as they are available. (...) Speculations regarding
Indian languages must wait till the survey is concluded, and all the facts
are presented in a convenient form. Till then, even the classification
adopted in the following pages must be taken as provisional. It rep-
resents the arrangement which at the present moment, to my mind, agrees
best with the facts which have been hitherto examined, but the discovery
of new facts may induce me to modify it.

"H. H. Risley to G. A. Grierson dated 24.10.1900 (Mss Eur E223/260, Asian and
African Studies, British Library).

12 The LSI did not cover all of British India, as the entire Madras Presidency and
some princely states had refused to participate in it at all.

B G. A. Grierson dated 19.09.1900 to the Census Commissioner, H. H. Risley (Mss
Eur E223/260, Asian and African Studies, British Library).
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The provision of the LSI’s Rough Lists to the Census Commissioners
can be seen as a rationalisation measure by Grierson, as the offer was
made in the context of Risley’s early suggestion' that Grierson’s help
was needed in particular to determine the ‘doubtful names’ of languages.
Why Grierson felt the LSI’s Rough Lists were a good guide for rationali-
sation was because of the procedure he had thus far employed in the LSI
in compiling them.

Between April and July 1896, Grierson had sent a circular with a form
to all District-level officials (Assistant/Deputy Collectors and Magistrates)
requesting them to list the names of “genuine local dialects”.!> These were
defined as “home-language, spoken in the country away from the cities”.
Respondents were instructed to provide all the names if multiple ones were
used. If a local dialect had no special name but was known by a well-known
general term, it was to be entered. It was emphasised that no language
census was being requested, and that at this stage, all that was required
was that officials provide a return for the names of speech varieties and
short remarks about prior mention of these languages/dialects in govern-
ment reports such as the Census, Settlement Reports, Gazetteers, as well
as scholarly journals and books. A facsimile of the form that accompanied
this circular is to be found in Figure 2, which Grierson requested district
officials to have filled up “by some intelligent persons with the local modes
of speech in the area under your charge.”

The letter also informed officials that in this first stage of the survey,
their responses would be compiled into “a rough preliminary catalogue
of all the names by which every form of speech used in the area of the sur-
vey is known.” This would then be followed by a second stage, which
would consist of “collecting specimens of all the various forms of speech
so catalogued; and of revising the first rough catalogue by the help of these
specimens.” This second stage was therefore one in which linguistic phe-
nomena (mostly morphosyntactic) were used to confirm whether the names
supplied actually identified distinctive language varieties. By October
1900, many of the specimens received had indeed been analysed, but since
quite a few specimens still remained to be received, Grierson presents

“H. H. Risley to G. A. Grierson dated 17.10.1900 (Mss Eur E223/260, Asian and
African Studies, British Library).

13 Grierson to the Deputy Commissioner, Central Provinces and the Political Agent,
Raipur, dated 04.04.1896 (Progs., Nos.V/11, 1896-1903, National Archives, Delhi).



Fig. 2. Form accompanying the April 1896 circular
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the classification he uses as provisional in his chapter in the 1901 Census
report, which was the only time he ever wrote for a Census publication.
In this chapter, he resolves the anxieties that Majeed in the quote above has
noted about the Census’s vis-a-vis by instituting a scheme in which the LSI
was insulated from the pressure of strict compliance with the Census find-
ings and did not have to consider the findings of the Census as a validation
of its conclusions. Instead, it was the Census’s responsibility to ensure
that its findings were framed within the LSI’s classifications and findings.

Such was the success of this stratagem that all three subsequent census
reports — 1911, 1921, and 1931 — were careful to respect the LSI classi-
fications; indeed, the Census seemed to believe that with the LSI making
the advances in understanding that it was, there was nothing much left for
it to do. By 1911, Census Commissioners were noting that “the question
of language and dialect has now fully been dealt with”'¢ and by 1920,
had declared that it was “doubtful” whether there was any scope left for
“a detailed treatment of language” by it.!” The 1931 Census notes that
post the publication of the LSI’s important introductory volume in 1927,
“the little that remains for a census to do with regard to the main language
of the country beyond recording their corresponding increase and decrease,
since the area of any given tongue is hardly ever stable” [Census 1933: 348].

The LSI archive is a valuable source to understand the process by which
the LSI’s imprint was stamped on the Census. Early on in 1900, Grierson
supplied the then Commissioner, Herbert Hope Risley, with a paper detail-
ing how the linguistic classification of Central Indo-Aryan (prominent
amongst them, Hindi) was undertaken. Once Risley read it, he was driven
to admit that “the entries in the language column of the Census schedule
will be worth much”8, as the information the Census had collected about
language, dialect, and region was not in any way superior to the LSI.
In fact, the “statistical part of the Chapter is the least important as it is no
case to be more than approximate.” He therefore recommends to Grierson
that he:

1 Note for Report. Ch. IX. Language, p. 1, attached to letter from E. A. Gait to Gri-
erson, dated 06.07.1911 (IOR/S/1/14/2. Asian and African Studies, British Library).

17]. T. Marten to Grierson dated 11.03.1920 (IOR/S/1/14/1, Asian and African
Studies, British Library).

' H. H. Risley to G. A. Grierson dated 24.3.1901 (Mss Eur E223/260, Asian and
African Studies, British Library).
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(...y should start writing on the basis of the first totals at once and make
...[the]... chapter a forecast in general terms of the conclusions which
the Linguistic Survey will set forth in full philological detail. For a Cen-
sus report, we want something that is generally understood, and which
will be read by people who do not run to philology except in a general
way. I should be inclined to start by an exposition of the general principles
on which classification is based (...) Then, I would treat each group sin-
gly, bringing out their group character, and the characters distinguishing
the languages, which make up the group. You would in fact treat each group
much on the lines of the article which you sent me. ¢...) I will endeavour
to fit in the ethnological data (forming of course part of a separate chapter)
with your philological conclusions.

This is exactly the chapter that Grierson wrote for Census 1901, a text
that was eventually to serve as a draft for his introductory volume of the LSI
published in 1927 [Grierson 1927]. This chapter is a remarkable inclusion
in a Census that is widely acknowledged for its application of ‘scientific
racism’ in the way that it classifies Indians by racial types and argued for
a racial origin of the Indian caste system, because it argues specifically,
in its third paragraph [Census 1901: 249], against any attempt to view
language in India as amenable to ethnological conclusions:

Nowhere are there presented stronger warnings against basing ethno-
logical theories upon linguistic facts than in India. The “unholy alliance”
between the two sciences has long been condemned, and has now fallen
into disrepute, and I have, hence, in the following pages refrained so far
as was possible from discussing questions of racial origin. When I have
done so, it has only been to bring forward theories regarding the origin
of nationalities which have been previously suggested by professed ethnol-
ogists, and to attempt to throw light upon them when they are confirmed
by philology.

Grierson’s chapter [Census 1901: 250ff.] which proposes a tentative
classification of languages and dialects based on philological grounds
alone, is thus an important counterpoint to the overall racialist project
in Census 1901." Although Risley’s anthropometric methods and con-

1Tt is important to note here that the archive shows that it was Risley himself, in his
letter dated 09.04.1902, who suggested to Grierson that he begin his discussion with
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clusions have long been discredited, his racial interpretation of caste had
a lasting and profound impact on how the British colonial government
viewed and administered Indian society [Bates 1995]; indeed, many would
argue that it has had even a longer afterlife, stretching into postcolonial
India.?

The manner in which Grierson discussed the language returns
in the 1901 Census chapter marked the major change of listing lan-
guages by family that is to be seen in the Indian Census today. Figure 3
is an image of Table A of the 1891 census for Parent Tongue [Census
1891: 136]. This is to be contrasted with the 1901 overall table in Fig-
ure 4 [Grierson 1903: 2], in which there is, instead of a semi-random
assortment of language names and population numbers, a structured
list of language families provided. But it is not only in this table that
the difference between the two censuses lies. Following the format sug-
gested by Risley, Grierson then proceeded to discuss each group of lan-
guages, revealing in each section the LSI’s tentative sub-groupings down
to the dialect level along with speaker strength statistics provided to him
by the provincial census commissioners. Figure 5 presents a few of these
subsidiary tables to point out some general characteristics of Grierson’s
discussion.

The most important thing to note from these samples of subsidiary
tables is that the framework for classification is provided by the LSI and

a paragraph on this relationship. The next few letters then cordially discuss the content
of this discussion, with Grierson frankly expressing the exact same views one finds
in the chapter. This suggests that whatever commitments Risley had towards racialised
scientism, he did not harbour an opinion that it had to be necessarily applied as the sole
explanation for all differences.

P Majeed [2019: 21-22] presents a picture of Grierson’s politics that portrays his
unquestioning acceptance of racial types and ‘scientific’ racism. I think this position
does not place adequate weight on Grierson’s oft-repeated pronouncements, both in pri-
vate correspondence as well as in published work like the LSI and the Census chapter
quoted above, where he explicitly rejects the use of ethnology, anthropology, and
their anthropometric methodologies. In my view, while it is indeed true that Grierson
seems to never have directly confronted the positive endorsements that many of his
interlocutors gave to anthropometric methodology — in general, he was a conservative
person, always committed to maintaining civility even in disagreement and careful not
to cause affront to men who held high public office — the fact is that neither in the LSI
or in the work he did for the Census did he ‘racialise’ his philological classifications
(contra [Bates 1995]).



Tasce A.—Showing the GeneraL LiNeuisric DIsTrIBUTION of 10,000 of the PoruratioN.

=
Language and Class. ‘ p;“lm‘;;co‘o‘ Language and Class. P:“Sf&'o
A. Indic-Aryan - - 7,460 F. Thibeto-Burman—cont.
Hindi - 5 - 3,269 Kathé (Manipuri) 3
Bengidli - 1,578 Miri-Abor - 1
Marathi - 721 Kiki - - 1
Panjabi - 676 Liling - 1
Gujarithi 405 Liishai - 1
Uriya 344 Thibetan 1
Urdd - - 140 Minor Languages 1
Sindhi - 99
Western Pahdri 58
Assamese 0 55
Central Pahiri - 44 G. Mon-Annam 9
Mdarwidi - 44
Kachhi - 17 Moén (Talaing) 9
Halabi - - 6
Kashméri - - - 1
Goanese, &c. - 1
Eastern Pahdri - 1 H. Shén (T4i) - g 7
Minor Languages [
Shén (unspecified); - 7
B. Dravidian - - - 2,021
Telugu - 759 J. Malayan by —
Tamil - 581
Kanarese - 371
Malayilam - - 207 K. Sinitic - 27
Génd - 53
Thla - 19 Karén 26
Ordon - - 14 Chinese 5 1
Kandh 12
Kodngu - - 2
Mal-Pahddia 1
Bribui - - - 1 L. Japanese - - - —
Minor Languages - 1
M. Erénic-Aryan 51
C. Kolarian - 113
Pakhtt 41
Santhdl - 65 Baléeh - - 9
Miindd and K6l - 25 Persian 1
Kérwi und Kar - 7
Bhil - - 6
Séwara - - 4
Kharria - - - 3 N. Semitic - - 2
Baigas, Bhinjs, &e. 2
Gadaba 1 Arabic - - 2
D. Gipsy Dialects - e 15
0. Tuvénic (Ugrian) - & ==
E. Khasi Dialects - 7
P. European-Aryan - 5 9
F. Thibeto-Burman = S 278 Fnglish - 9
Burmese - 212
Arakanese - 14
Kachéri - 8 Q. Basque - - ~
Nipdli dialects 5 Ld
Grro g 6
Tippera - 5 Ha mitic & 5 1
Khyin - - 5
Niga dialects - - 4 Not distinguishable or not
Mikir - - 4 returned - .
Méch - - - 4

Fig. 3. The 1891 Census: Languages of India
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Number of o iper
langunges
soken,  "peskens
A. VERNACULARS OF {NDIA.
Malayo-Polynesisn Family—
Malay Group® . . . . 2 7,831*
Iudo-Chinese Family— 11,712,299
Mon-Khmér Sub-faraily . . . 427,760 &
Tibeto-Burman Sub- fnml]y . . 9,660,454 79
Siamese-Chinese Sub—i‘nmlly e . 1,724,085 9
Dravido-Munda Family— 0 59,603,799
Mundé Sub-family . 5 . 8,179,276 10
Dravidian Sub-family . . 66,514,624 14
Indg-European Family, Arynn Sub fmmly— s 221,167,673
Eranian Branch 5 < L87T,023% 3
Indo-Aryan Brauch . : % 219,780,650 22
Semitic Family . . 5 . 5 . 1 42 881
Hamitic Family . 3 S 5 . . 1 5,530
Unclassed Imnguages 5 5 5 3 . 2t 346,150
Angiamﬁnese . . . . . 84}4'8184-%
Gipsy anguages . . . 44,
Others . s . . . ‘126
TOTAL VERNACULARS OF INDIA . 147 202,966,163
B, LANGUAGES OF OTHER ASIATIC COUNTRIES§
AFRICA, AUSTRALIA . 5 5 . 5 & . 76,673
C. EUROPEAN LANGUAGES . . - . S . . 269,997
Language not retarned S . . 5 . . 947,164
Language not identified, traced, ete . . . 5 5 c 5 . 101,059
GRAND TOTAL~INDIA + 204,861,056
Gy,

Fig. 4. The 1901 Census: Languages of India
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Mai Population Group. Population
Tain Group. retarning it. returning it.

Non-Sanskritic . 54,425 || Shina-Khowar e
Sanskritic 5 .| 219,726,225 _‘Ka,l:l')vshi'-Pa,sh . o
Torar, Indo-Aryan| ToraL, Non-Sans-
Branch .| 219,780,650 kritic languages 54,425
(A) ©)
Dialect. rfé)nl?:xli%tg‘wi:. Dialect. rftﬁ"llnli’:ltgl?z.
Luhnds . . . 380 | Dialects nortk of the Salt Range,—
Jatki . . . 220,836 contd.
Dél‘§W51 . . . 526,577
Chinawar . . . 165 | Sawain . . . 42,291
Jandali . . l 39,016
Dialects north of the Salt Range. | Khatri . . . 34,930
Awankari . . . 621 | Dialects soutk of the Salt Range
Dhanni . . 11,711
Ghébi . . . 74,082 | Kachhri . . A 16
Hindki . . . 661,283 | Khétrani . . . [ 96
Pothwari . . 226,542 | Maltani . . 961,997
Tindoli . . . 2 | Bahawalpuri . .| 680,086
Réshi . > = 3,011 | Thalochhri : . 1,666
Obhé-diboli . . 1,924

Of the above Jatki is the language of the Jat population of Dera Ghazi Khan, Dérawalis
found in Dera Ismail Kban. Chinawari is spoken along the Chenab. Nearly all the speakers of

Awankari, Dhanni, Ghébi, and Péthwari, belon,
in Hazara and Rawalpindi. Reéshi (valley of ¢

g to Rawalpindi, Hindki is principally found

o Résh), Sawain (valley of the Soan), Jandali

and Khatri (both north of Pindi Gheb) all belong to Ruwalpindi. Bahawalpuri is the Lahnda

of Bahawalpur.

Ubhé-di boli is the Ubhéchi of Sindh,

(B)

Fig. 5 (A—C). The 1901 Census: Samples of subsidiary language tables
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MiswAiei. .
Approximate
Language. Population

Where spoken. I:l;':l‘:g:’s.‘" speaking it.

Ajmer-Merwara .| 833,401 Eastern Hindi . . | 22,136,368
Assam . 5 . 7,205
Bengal . . s 10,663

Berar . . . 41,621 (E)

Bombay . . . 263,503

Central India . . 125,498

rPnnjab . .

.

Central P:iovinces . 3?,;?; ——
Hy deraba . 5 67, Language. opulation
Puynjab (excluding returning it.
Bagri) . . . 196,026
Rajputana (excluding
agr) <L ol smiggez || Tablemg .o .. . 198
United Provinces . 8,050 Tamln . . ,646
Elsewhere . g 5,144 || Mojung . . 162
Torar, Marwiri  (ex- 7— ﬁ?}rigg.rf . .
i agri . y 81 991 13 . . . one
cluding Ba,,n)_ “ 4 M9 Mohongis | : .
Dieat. Namsangia . .
281,491 Maoshang . " "

Rajputana . . .| 564,252 Shingga . o
Torar, Bagii . .| 845743 Torat, Bastern Naga o
Torar, Marwari (in- |———— group . = 1,895
cluding Bagri) .| 5,627,734
D) (F)

Fig. 5 (D-F). The 1901 Census: Samples of subsidiary language tables

not by the actual returns received by the Census. This leads to the grouping
of speaker strength under purely theoretical parameters, based on the LSI’s
philological conjectures, concepts like that in (A), i.e. Sanskritic vs.
Non-Sanskritic Indo-Aryan, rather than actual speaker returns noted down
by the enumerators. Similar abstractions are denoted by the names ‘East-
ern Hindi’ in (E), and ‘Eastern Naga’ Group in (F). Note also that in (F),
even those dialect names are included which do not figure in the language
returns. (D) represents the case of what the LSI considers to be two closely
related languages, Marwari and Bagri. It is interesting to see that even
though the language name Bagri is recorded by a significant number and
reflected in the Census counts, Marwari is used as a language label, pre-
sumably to signify the closely related nature of these languages.
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It will be obvious to the reader that the 1901 Census represents quite
a different enterprise than both the Censuses that preceded it and the 2011
Census on several counts when it comes to recording MTs. While the sum-
mary table of Census 1901 (given in Figure 4 above), does not name and
count every ‘dialect’, the subsidiary tables included in the chapter name
for many if not all of them, including those that cannot be classified.
Speaker strength was never a criterion that was employed to determine
listing or naming of India’s languages.

As already mentioned, the fact that the 1911 and 1921 Censuses
acknowledged that the LSI was the authority on the philological classifi-
cation of Indian languages and dialects, and tried to implement its find-
ings and classification in their reports. However, as Majeed shows [2019:
59-60], more often than not, the Census officials struggled to translate
the LSI’s findings into their own system of enumeration, which prefers
to count ‘languages’ rather than ‘dialects’, especially given that Grierson’s
use of the distinction was solely determined by extralinguistic factors such
as ‘possession of a literature’, ‘social prestige’ and the like. A consider-
ation of the weaknesses of the language chapters of these Censuses would
take me too further afield at this point, so I shall put that discussion aside,
merely underscoring the point that Grierson’s import of the LSI framework
into the 1901 Census did not actually build sufficient capacity in the Census
organisation to analyse and classify language returns.

Furthermore, this establishment of the LSI’s supremacy also eclipsed
two important changes in the Census methodology. The first important inno-
vation that was initiated in the 1901 Census was the collection of information
about bilingualism, a question which has continued to feature in the Cen-
sus to this day. Enumerators were asked to elicit information about ‘Other
Indian languages in common use’ as well as ‘whether literate in English’.
A discussion of this measure is beyond the scope of this paper, but the fact
that Grierson in the 1901 Census report does not discuss these returns at all,
is indicative of how narrow his interest in the Census returns actually was.

The second innovation was that unlike the previous censuses, the 1901
Census asked the enumeration question as ‘language ordinarily used’
rather than parent-tongue or mother’s language as it had been in the 1881,
1891 Censuses. It was clarified further in 1911 that the language to be
returned was that which each person ordinarily spoke in his own home.
Only in the case of infants and deaf mutes was the mother’s language to be
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entered. As Tieri [2024: 449] has pointed out (talking here about the 1961
Census which also used exactly this definition), this shift of language
“is a subtle but profound change: differently from ‘mother’s language’,
‘language mainly spoken in the household’ implies a non-deterministic
approach to linguistic identity. This definition locates mother tongue in lan-
guage use (‘spoken in the household”), which is not an ascriptive feature
but a deliberate action, and hence can be altered at will.”

Grierson does not appear to have been involved in effecting this
change, as the archive shows him being approached by Risley only after
enumeration had already been completed. But while there may not have
been any direct connection that can explain this change, the fact is that
the LSI had for the past few years been using that very definition of lan-
guage cannot be a mere coincidence. In his April 1896 circular (see foot-
note 15 on page 30), Grierson had defined genuine local dialects in terms
of use in the home domain:

I hope that it will be clearly understood that the names which I want
entered are the names of the genuine local dialects. In some parts of India,
people are more or less bilingual. A man will speak one language in his
own house and amongst his familiar friends and another language,
a kind of court language, when talking in the city, bazaars, in a public
court, or to a superior. It is the former language which I wish to have
recorded. The other may be recorded too, provided its use is carefully
stated, but the important one is the home language spoken in the coun-
try, away from the cities. To take a concrete example, in Allahabad, for
instance, the language spoken in the courts, in the bazaars and to European
gentlemen is no doubt Hindustani, but the language or languages of the sur-
rounding district differ widely from Hindustani. According to one excel-
lent authority, no less than six different dialects are current in that single
district. It is the local name of these dialects which I wish to have entered
in the form. Hindustani should only be entered if it is the home language
of any particular class or group of people, for example, of the Musalman
population of any town or tract.

It is therefore not unreasonable to conjecture that the Census’s redefi-
nition of the term as the ‘language ordinarily used in the home’ was influ-
enced by the LSI. However, while for the LSI, the definition was crucial
in enabling the officials to identify the linguistic object they were to report



Ayesha Kidwai 41

on, it is not at all obvious exactly what impact the change in definition had
on the actual Census returns, because there is no proof that the enumerators
actually framed the language question in the use-based manner that was
intended. Further, the use of LSI classification as a framework naturally
constrained the results.

4. Decolonial thinking in the 1961 Census

The Second World War brought an abrupt halt to the collection and
classification of language and mother-tongue data in the 1941 Census,
which was the last Census conducted by the British, as India won its
independence from colonial rule in August 1947. The large-scale social
tensions, upheavals, and migrations triggered by the Partition of India and
Pakistan entailed that the data for the 1951 Census was collected in a time
of great disturbance.

The 1951 Census of India recorded approximately 783 mother tongues.
The data for mother tongues were generally tabulated by large adminis-
trative units called “tracts” (usually consisting of several tehsils or police
stations) rather than by individual villages, although special sorting was
later done for certain multilingual border areas. By the mid-1950s, how-
ever, as the country gradually stabilised, confidence grew in the provisions
of the new Constitution and in the commitment to realise its promises
of universal education and social and cultural equality. In this climate,
the Census was identified as a key instrument for gathering knowledge
about the ‘real’ India.

To my mind, the 1961 Census vis-a-vis at least the language census
data represents India’s first and perhaps only Census that represents deco-
lonial thinking [Mignolo 2021], as it seeks to eliminate “coloniality” from
the way that Indians and the state that they had recently created could come
to understand and count the languages spoken within its area. In a mam-
moth effort that spanned over nearly a decade, a team of the Census Com-
missioner Asok Mitra and the linguist R. C. Nigam, advised by the great
linguist Suniti Kumar Chatterjee, thoughtfully tried to free language data
collection and interpretation from the two distinct strands of epistemology
that were its inheritance from the colonial period. The scheme that they
came up with ensured the counting and naming of 1652 MTs returned,
including those that were spoken by small numbers of people.
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Considerations of space prevent me from dwelling on the 1961 Census
methodology at length, so I shall focus on just two aspects of why I think
the Census of 1961 is an inspiring moment of decolonial thinking, how-
ever short-lived, in nascent India. The first represents the manner in which
it embraces an epistemic delinking from both the LSI and the Census
practices of the colonial past. In an outstanding critique of the colonial dis-
tinctions between ‘language’ and ‘dialect’, Nigam [1971: xxiv—xxx] argues
that the latter term has no scientific validity, either as an object of Census
enumeration or of linguistic analysis. Discarding popular definitions that
treat dialects as inferior, substandard, illiterate, scriptless, or ungrammati-
cal forms of a language, Nigam points out that even though the LSI shows
awareness of the status-based nature of this distinction and laid down
criteria to control for this, the LSI still contains many lapses, as “uni-
formity of following his own laid-down criteria was never a virtue with
the great Editor of the Linguistic Survey Volumes.” He therefore recom-
mends abandoning this distinction altogether, as “pursuing the line of ‘lan-
guage/dialect’ discussions is not likely to yield any concrete results (...)
[as to distinguish the two] (...) there have always got to be considerations
taken into account which fall outside of strictly linguistically structural
or grammatical considerations” [Ibid.: xxx].

The importance of this move for the 1961 Census needs to be under-
scored, as the 1961 Census was committed to the LSI system of analysis
and only then classification as a means of identifying distinct MTs [Nigam
1971: xv]. Rather than a simplistic rejection of the classification method
in linguistics, this rejection of the language/dialect distinction creatively
relinks the LSI to the Census, as providing historically relevant infor-
mation about MT returns. Whereas the 1901, and subsequent Censuses,
imposed the LSI framework onto the Censuses and rendered the actual MT
returns invisible, the 1961 Census treats returns of MTs listed in the LSI
at par with other MT returns given by the people of India. As a conse-
quence, the final report names and lists the statistics of all 1652 mother
tongues.

Perhaps the most striking decolonial move of all is how the 1961 Cen-
sus, invoking the LSI, envisions a new role for the Census of India. Figure 6
[Census 1964: ccxxxiv] reproduces an importable table from the final
Census report, which specifies the results obtained from a scrutiny of MT
statistics when the LSI information is integrated with the other M T returns.
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No. of  Total No. of

tongue speakers

1. No. of mother tongue returns . . . 1,652 438,936,918
2. No. of mother tongue attested, in Grierson’s

Linguistic Survey of India classifications 572 436,224,545
3. No. of mother tongues not traced in the L.S.I.

and tentatively classified 400 425,076
4, No. of mother tongues attested in the Linguis-

tic Survey of India but tentatively reclassified. 50 1,908,399
5. No. of mother tongues considered unclassi-

fiable 527 62,432
6. Foreign mother tongues 103 315,466

Fig. 6. The 1961 Census: Mother tongue statistics

Seen in the light of the comment made by the Census Commissioner,
Asok Mitra’s introductory note to the 1961 Census, which makes it clear
that the Census officials planned to undertake “a more extended long-
term survey, in the manner of Grierson’s LSI (...) in the intercensal period
and would bring in a richer harvest to 1971 and 1981” [Census 1964: iv],
it is obvious that Census 1961 saw its role in the next twenty years to be
one of orchestrating a new linguistic survey of India, presumably through
the Language Division that was instituted in 1961. Such a survey was
warranted because Mitra recognised that the 1961 report “stands for work
in progress and is no more than a tentative presentation”, and also that
the Census had still to convince the government: “I must accept respon-
sibility for my share in the statements made and the conclusions drawn,
even in the Linguist’s Note, which do not necessarily represent the views
of the Government, insofar as misstatements, errors or misplacements
of emphasis are concerned” [Ibid: v].

Clearly, however, efforts to convince the government were not suc-
cessful, as even though Nigam’s [1971] invaluable “Language handbook
on mother tongues in Census” was published by the Office of the Registrar-
General, which detailed notes on all the 1652 returns, when the 1971 Cen-
sus report on Languages did finally appear, it was in the form described
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in Section 2 of this essay, rather than as a continuation of the work initiated
by the 1961 Census. Although it is far from certain that the Census and its
Language Division, or for that matter any consortium of linguists, could
have succeeded in this endeavour, it is worth closing this essay with some
speculations from recent politics as to why the direction given by the 1961
Census was not pursued.

5. Decoding the politics of the change in the Census
methodology

Why was India’s decolonial moment so short-lived? Why is it that
despite the fact that the 1961 Census revealed that so many Indian mother
tongues lay outside the classifications provided by the LSI, why is it,
since 1971, cited as the sole document that the Census of India relies on?
The answer, I believe, lies in both policies as well as the way that poli-
tics over the last five decades has instrumentalised certain key provisions
in the Indian Constitution.

In a fine essay, Agnihotri [2015] has shown how the various tensions
in the Indian Constituent Assembly debates ensured that most of the lin-
guistic decisions taken by the Constituent Assembly ended up in either
ignoring, or in some cases even weakening “the multilingual and multi-
cultural ethos that is constitutive of Indian society” [Ibid.: 47]. Although
several important provisions for the protection of linguistic minorities
were pushed through, the compromises that had to be made in the pro-
cesses of winning them have ensured the survival of other articles that
sufficiently diminish the actual protection given to the rights of linguistic
minorities.

Consider first the apparent protections. The Indian Constitution pro-
tects linguistic minorities through Articles 29 and 30, which guarantee
the right to conserve their distinct language, script, and culture and to estab-
lish and administer educational institutions of their choice. Article 347
allows the President to recognise a language used by a substantial portion
of a state’s population as an official language. Additionally, Article 350A
mandates the provision of facilities for instruction in the mother tongue
at the primary stage for all linguistic minorities, and Article 350B provides
for a Special Officer to report on the measures for the protection of linguistic
minorities.
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It will be obvious to the reader that for these protections to be deliv-
ered, there has to be an actual count of the number of linguistic minorities.
As the Constitution does not name or list them, the only means by which
such minorities can be enumerated is the Census, which, as we have seen,
has, since 1971, developed a number of ruses to mask minority status.
The purposeful undercounting of Indian MTs by the post-1971 Census
is at least partially determined by the Indian state’s panic-stricken response
to a decolonial Census actually enumerating all the minorities that exist.
Hence, the decision of refusal to count below the 10,000 speaker strength
threshold and to discard those varieties not covered by the LSI.

Furthermore, although Article 350B is procedurally implemented
in the appointment of a Special Officer and although it does define linguistic
minorities — “any group or groups of people whose mother tongues are dif-
ferent from the principal language of the State, and at the district and taluka/
tehsil levels, different from the principal language of the district or taluka/
tehsil concerned” — it leaves it to the States / Union Territories to define
them. No list of minority languages is ever compiled by this office using
the information from the Censuses, nor does it exercise the power to demand
the inclusion of minority languages in the State / Union Territories. A con-
sideration of this office’s last annual report in 20142015 available online?!
shows that it has no justiciable objection to most States / Union Territo-
ries, barring a handful of, mainly identifying other Scheduled Languages,
as the minority languages of their regions, paying scant attention to even
the minorities that the Census does identify. Again, the post-1971 Census’s
strategy of grouping MTs under language labels helps in this endeavour,
particularly if the MT is grouped under a Scheduled Language.

As we have seen, there is no other language label that is a benefi-
ciary of the post-1971 strategy of grouping under a language label than
‘Hindi’. The steady inflation of the number of MTs it labels is the result
of the weaponisation of the most problematic article of all, Article 351
(emphasis mine):

It shall be the duty of the Union to promote the spread of the Hindi
language, to develop it so that it may serve as a medium of expression for
all the elements of the composite culture of India and to secure its enrich-

2T hittp://164.100.166.181/annualreport/52ndReport CLM_English.pdf (accessed
on 10.10.2025).
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ment by assimilating without interfering with its genius, the forms, style
and expressions used in Hindustani and in the other languages of India
specified in the Eighth Schedule, and by drawing, wherever necessary
or desirable, for its vocabulary, primarily on Sanskrit and secondarily
on other languages.

Article 351 was originally intended to achieve linguistic harmony
and national integration by developing Hindi’s connections to the orig-
inally 14 languages listed in the Eighth Schedule, but as the years have
progressed, language politics in India has changed the meaning of inclu-
sion in the Eighth Schedule. The schedule has been expanded through
amendments to now total 22 languages, such as Sindhi (1967), Konkani,
Manipuri, and Nepali (1992), and Bodo, Dogri, Maithili, and Santhali
(2004). Languages in the Schedule are eligible for government support
in development, use in secondary education, and for official purposes,
but none of these ‘advantages’ invest such overwhelming power that
there should be 38 languages queueing up for inclusion in the Schedule.
The real reason for this aspiration is the sad fact that, since 1971, the
only way a citizen can get to be recognised as a speaker of a ‘language’
is if its name is included in the Eighth Schedule. Because then, and
only then, the state’s Census methodology tells her, can she truly count.

Abbi, Gupta, and Aggarwal [Abbi et al. 1995] point out that the Eighth
Schedule is best characterised as the state’s elevation of a select group
of Indian languages into an elite tier onto which it confers legitimacy.
In the process, they argue that it constructs a hierarchy where languages
outside the Schedule are relegated to the status of dialects. This has
installed, what Abbi [1995] calls, a system of ‘linguistic apartheid’, where
the 10,000-speaker threshold serves as a gatekeeper to political and social
visibility. For a speaker of a minority or tribal mother tongue, the Cen-
sus methodology ensures that their linguistic identity is either othered
or forcibly subsumed under a dominant “language label” like Hindi. In this
framework, the Eighth Schedule is not a tool for preservation but a mech-
anism of functional displacement, forcing citizens to abandon their native
tongues for the prestige of a Scheduled language in order to be recognised
by the state. It is this system of structural exclusion that the Census seeks
to reproduce every decade through its practice of counting language labels
rather than languages.
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6. Conclusion

This article has examined the history of the enduring problem
of the undercounting of India’s minority languages and the ensuing confu-
sion as to exactly how many languages are spoken in the country. It argues
that this undercounting is not the result of an inheritance of colonial language
policy, by showing how the LSI disrupted colonial categories of thought,
and actually forced the counting of all minority languages for over three
Censuses. It shows that barring the 1961 Census, where the aspiration
to strengthen the LSI’s legacy into a truly decolonial one was first show-
cased, the role adopted by the Census is to play handmaiden to the state.
It does not therefore count the ‘mother tongue’ at all, insofar as it is a native
speaker’s self-identification, but only invented language labels.

Abbreviations

LSI — Linguistic Survey of India; MT — mother tongue; PLSI — People’s
Linguistic Survey of India.
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Abstract. This study investigates the encoding strategies and diachronic sources
of similative plurals — constructions denoting ‘X and similar entities’— in Western
Iranian languages. Unlike ordinary plurals, the set formed by similative plurals
is comprised of some heterogeneous members. While previous research on Western
Iranian languages has predominantly examined ordinary and associative plurals,
similative plurals remain understudied. Drawing on data from various languages
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expressing similative plurals: (1) echo-reduplication, (2) a complementary system
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AHHoOTauus. B crarbe paccMaTpuBalOTCs CTPAaTErMy BhIPAKCHUS CUMMUIIS-
TUBHOH MHOXKECTBEHHOCTH — KOHCTPYKIIUH CO 3HaueHHEeM ‘X U MoJ00HbIe” —
Y MX JUaXPOHUYECKHE NCTOYHUKH B 3aI1aIHbIX MPAHCKHX si3bIKax. Ha Marepuane
Pa3UYHBIX SI3BIKOB U JHAIIEKTOB BBIJEISIOTCS YEThIPE OCHOBHBIE CTPATETUH:
1) sX0-peayruiMKaIus; 2) cucteMa ¢ JJOMOJHUTEILHON AUCTPUOYyLUEi 9X0-pey-
IUIMKanUK U cydukcanmu; 3) pacmupenne QYHKIHN TOKa3aTelss MHOKECTBEH-
HOTO 4Kcia -hd; 4) KOHCTPYKIIMH C JIGKCEMOH ‘Belllb’. AHAIN3ZUPYIOTCS IPU3HAKA
CYIIECTBUTENIBHBIX (O1yIEBICHHOCTD, HAPHLATEILHOCTD ), KOTOPHIE MOTYT BBICTY-
IIaTh BEPIINHAMH B KOHCTPYKIIMH, ¥ JOTIOTHUTEIbHBIC 3HAYECHHS, BEIpaKaeMble
JAHHBIMU KOHCTPYKLUSAMH, TAKHE KaK MeHOpaTUBHOCTb.

KiroueBble cj10Ba: CUMUJISITUBHAS MHOXXCCTBECHHOCTh, HCAJAUTUBHAsA MHO-
JKECTBCHHOCTD, 3alla/IHBIC UPAHCKUEC A3BIKU

Bnaromapuoctu: f xoten Ovl BeIpa3uth OnaromapHocTh A. I1. Bermpuny
332 NPOHMLATENIbHbIE KOMMEHTApUH, a TaKKe aHOHUMHOMY PELIEH3EHTY 3a LIeH-
HbIE 3aMeYaHus1, KOTOPbIE IOMOIIIH YIYYIIUTh (PUHAJIBHBII BapUAHT CTaThH.

Jnsa uutupoBanusi: Naghzguy-Kohan M. Similative plurals in Western
Iranian languages. Indo-Iranian Languages. 2026. 2 (1). P. 49-73.
DOI: 10.30842/30346800.2026.2.1.4

1. Introduction

In the literature on categorization, a distinction is typically drawn
between stable categories and ad hoc categories [Barsalou 1983; 1991;
2003; 2010]. Stable categories are context-independent and are expressed
through conventional linguistic forms, whereas ad hoc categories are
highly context-dependent, both in their construction and interpretation
(cf. Casasanto, Lupyan [2015], who argue that all categories may be con-
sidered ad hoc). Many languages provide specific constructions for cases
where context plays a crucial role in determining category membership; for
further discussion, see [Mauri 2016; Moravcsik 2020; Ramat 2024]. For
instance, within the domain of number, it is generally possible to distin-
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guish two types of plurals cross-linguistically: the ordinary (or additive)
plural and the heterogeneous plural, the latter comprising the associative
plural and the similative plural. The ordinary plural, as a stable category,
denotes a collection of referentially homogeneous members. That is, each
referent of the plural form is also a referent of the singular nominal base
[Daniel, Moravcsik 2013: 150]. For example, the plural noun books denotes
a set of similar entities in which all members share the defining property
of being a “book”. This type of plural is expressed cross-linguistically
through various grammatical devices, the most common being inflectional
affixes. In Persian, for instance, ordinary plural marking strategies include
suffixes such as -dn, -hd/-d, and -dt, as illustrated by dosman-dn ‘enemies’,
ketab-ha ‘books’, and touzih-dt ‘explanations’.

In contrast, associative plurals and similative plurals, as ad hoc catego-
ries, form sets with heterogeneous members. An associative plural refers
to a construction in which a nominal, combined with a synthetic or analytic
marker, denotes a human referent along with associated individuals, typi-
cally expressing meanings equivalent to ‘X and company’ [Mauri, Sanso
2023]. In Persian, for example, the associative plural is formed by attaching
-ind ‘these’ to a nominal, as in A/i-ind ‘Ali and his associates’ (e.g., friends
or family members); for a detailed discussion of associative plural markers
in Iranian languages, see [Naghzguy-Kohan 2022].

On the other hand, the “similative plural” as labeled by Daniel and
Moravcsik [2013] refers to a construction in which a nominal, combined
with a synthetic or analytic marker, conveys the meaning of ‘X and simi-
lar entities’. This is exemplified in Persian by echo-reduplication, as in ketdb
metdb ‘book(s) and similar items’ or daftar maftar ‘notebook(s) and sim-
ilar items’.

The objective of this article is to identify the strategies encoding simi-
lative plurals in a selection of modern Iranian languages and to trace their
diachronic sources. To this end, Section 2 provides a detailed analysis
of similative plurals. Section 3 reviews existing literature on similative plu-
rals in Western Iranian languages. Section 4 outlines the data and method-
ology employed in this study. Section 5 presents the various strategies used
to encode similative plurals across Iranian languages. Section 6 compares
and contrasts the diachronic sources of these plurals in Iranian languages
with those identified by Mauri and Sanso [2023]. Finally, Section 7 sum-
marizes the conclusions drawn from the data analysis.
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2. Similative plurals

The similative plural denotes a construction expressing the mean-
ing ‘X and similar entities’, where X serves as an exemplar representing
a broader set of conceptually related items. Crucially, the members of this
set are semantically heterogeneous, sharing only contextually relevant
features with the exemplar. For instance, the Persian similative construc-
tion daftar maftar ‘notebook and similar items’ establishes a set in which
daftar ‘notebook’ functions as the exemplar, while the full referential range
is contextually determined and may encompass stationery, paper-based
objects, or other functionally analogous items. These elements resemble
the exemplar only in specific semantic aspects while differing in others.
Thus, similative plurals encode heterogeneous sets whose precise inter-
pretation depends on context.

Formally, similative plurals may be expressed through morphological
markers (bound morphemes such as affixes) or non-morphological markers
(free lexical items). The morphological strategies, particularly affixation,
typically represent older grammaticalization patterns, indicating their dia-
chronic precedence in such constructions [Daniel, Moravesik 2013: 151].

From a typological perspective, the similative plural has received
significantly less attention from researchers compared to the associative
plural. Mauri and Sanso [2023] attribute this lack of attention to descrip-
tive unawareness and a descriptive gap rather than to the low frequency
of this construction. However, at times, there is no descriptive unaware-
ness, and scholars have indeed acknowledged this distinct functional
category, albeit employing alternative terminology. For instance, in their
analysis of reduplication phenomena in Tamil, Wiltshire and Marantz
[2000: 558] use the terms “plural /variation suffix” rather than “similative
plural”. Thus, in this case, the distinction lies solely in the choice of tech-
nical nomenclature. Moreover, the similative plural in many languages
(including Iranian languages) is typically restricted to highly informal
speech styles. Consequently, it is rarely attested in linguistic corpora. Thus,
as Mauri and Sanso [2023] also underscore, it can be argued that the occur-
rence of such a construction is not uncommon cross-linguistically, and
it is primarily the aforementioned reasons that have led to the assumption
otherwise.
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Functionally, the similative plural aligns with the notion of a general
extender in pragmatics. General extenders — elements such as etcetera,
and so on, and and the like — serve to expand either a specific list or a sin-
gle item by incorporating unspecified referents, cf. [Overstreet 1999].
Mauri and Sanso [2023] argue that researchers’ hesitation to classify this
construction as a distinct plural type stems from its predominantly analytic
expression in well-studied familiar languages, despite evidence of synthetic
markers fulfilling the same function in languages like Karbi (a Trans-
Himalayan Tibeto-Burman language). This article demonstrates that not
only analytic but also synthetic similative markers are attested — even
within the same language — among Iranian languages.

Another key consideration in analyzing ordinary, similative, and
associative plurals is their sensitivity to the animacy hierarchy (Speech
Act Participants > Proper Names > Kin > Human > Animate > Inani-
mate). In languages with optional plural marking, ordinary plurals are
more likely to appear on nouns ranking higher in this hierarchy. Notably,
in languages like Persian — where nominal pluralization involves dis-
tinct inflectional classes — these classes exhibit differential sensitivity
to animacy. For instance, the suffixes -an and -in (e.g., zandn ‘women’,
mostaxdemin ‘servants’) show a strong correlation with animate referents,
whereas -Ad applies freely to both animate and inanimate nouns. Other
suffixes, however, display no statistically significant animacy-based pat-
terning [Naghzguy-Kohan, Kuteva 2016].

As Mauri and Sanso [2023] observe, similative and associative plurals
exhibit a near-complementary distribution, conditioned by their respective
positions on the animacy hierarchy. Associative plurals primarily occur
with proper nouns and kinship terms, whereas similative plurals are typi-
cally restricted to non-human and inanimate referents.

In summary, the distinctive properties of ordinary and heterogeneous
plurals, as analyzed in existing scholarly works, cf. [Mauri, Sanso 2023],
can be systematically compared, as illustrated in Table 1 (the Persian exam-
ples provided are my own).

As will be demonstrated later in this article, regarding the similative
plural, data from Iranian languages reveal that the fourth feature in Table 1
does not apply uniformly. Specifically, the nominal head of a similative
plural construction may bear the feature [+human].
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Table 1. Characteristic features of ordinary and heterogeneous plurals

. Associative Similative
Feature Ordinary plural
plural plural

1. Composition |Homogeneous Heterogeneous |Heterogeneous set:
set: sandali-ha set: Ali-ind sandali mandali
‘chairs’ ‘Ali and his ‘chairs and similar

associates’ items’

2. Set formation |Simple additive |Associative Similarity-based

operation reasoning reasoning

3. Context depen-
dency

Context-indepen-
dent

Context-depen-
dent

Context-dependent

4. Animacy sensi-
tivity

Higher animacy
increases likeli-
hood of marking

Restricted
to proper nouns
and kinship terms

Restricted
to non-human/ina-
nimate referents

3. Literature on similative plurals

As previously noted, similative constructions have received only
sporadic attention in the relevant literature. This observation also applies
to Iranian linguistic studies. Among Iranian languages, the construction
that functionally expresses similative plural and has garnered significant
scholarly interest is echo-reduplication. The primary objective of existing
studies on echo-reduplication constructions has been — at most — to offer
a comprehensive description of this phenomenon, drawing on contem-
porary theoretical frameworks such as Inkelas and Zoll’s [2005] mor-
phological model or Optimality Theory, e.g., [Shaghaghi, Heidarpour
Bidgoli 2001; Ghaniabadi et al. 2006]. The following works on Persian
echo-reduplication are particularly relevant, as they address its functional
properties: Rasekh-Mahand [2009] stands among the pioneering Iranian
scholars to undertake a semantic analysis of reduplicative constructions.
Drawing on the theoretical frameworks of Moravcsik [1978], Regier
[1998], and Kajitani [2005], his study categorizes Persian echo-reduplic-
atives as instances of post-reduplication, wherein the reduplicated element
follows the base. Furthermore, since the base is not fully duplicated, this
process is characterized as partial reduplication. Rasekh-Mahand [2009]
demonstrates that reduplication in Persian applies productively across lex-
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ical categories — including nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adverbs — with
nominal reduplicatives (e.g., ketab metab ‘book(s) and similar items’)
constituting the majority. Crucially, such echo-formations predominantly
encode a semantic nuance of quantitative augmentation. Similarly, Rezayati
Kisheh-Khaleh and Soltani [2015] systematically extracted Persian redu-
plicative constructions and subjected them to morphological and semantic
classification. Their study is distinguished by its extensive dataset and
includes a thorough review of both international and Persian-language lit-
erature on reduplication. In one section, they analyze cases corresponding
to what this study terms echo-reduplication. Rezayati Kisheh-Khaleh and
Soltani identify the core semantic function of nominal echo constructions
as expressing “adjacent and similar entities”. Ghaniabadi et al. [2006]
likewise document echo-reduplicative constructions that semantically
encode similative plurality, though the authors do not employ this spe-
cific technical term in their analysis. Finally, although Smith’s [2020]
study focuses exclusively on the semantics and pragmatics of similative
plurality in Persian and Japanese, it remains limited to m-reduplication
(see Section 5.1). Other linguistic devices expressing similative plural
are entirely overlooked, suggesting the author may be unaware of this
grammatical category as such.

To date, scholarly recognition of heterogeneous plurals in Iranian lan-
guages has been limited to just two diachronic-typological studies: Mauri
and Sanso’s [2023] seminal work and Naghzguy-Kohan’s [2022] investi-
gation. Departing from previous research, Mauri and Sanso [2023: 9] aim
to “provide source-oriented explanations for the variety of synchronic man-
ifestations of heterogeneous plurals”. Their analysis draws on a 110-lan-
guage sample that includes just one Iranian language (Persian), in which
they identify only the associative plural construction N+ind, without spec-
ifying any strategies for expressing similative plurals. Through examining
both synchronic and diachronic variations, the authors attempt to delineate
the distinctions and commonalities between associative and similative con-
structions. Similarly, Naghzguy-Kohan’s [2022] study focuses primarily
on the encoding of associative plurals in Western Iranian languages, with
only occasional references to similative plurals.

These observations underscore the critical need for research on simi-
lative constructions in Iranian languages — a gap the present study aims
to address.
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4. Data and methodology

Similative plurals are typically used with very low frequency in formal
conversation. Besides a lack of descriptive awareness, this may be one
of the primary reasons for the limited attention given to this construction
in the relevant literature; for discussion, see [Mauri, Sanso 2023]. For
instance, even the most frequently used strategy for expressing simila-
tive plural in Persian, namely that of echo-reduplication, is almost absent
in the extant corpora of Persian language (like Dadegan'). This situa-
tion is more unfavorable regarding other Iranian languages. Against this
backdrop, the current study is based on the data gathered from a brief
questionnaire I shared with some 700 people in social networks (espe-
cially the social media Instagram) during the COVID-19 pandemic
quarantines. Since the audience consisted entirely of Iranians who were
proficient in the official language (Persian), this short questionnaire was
designed based on the common usage of similative constructions occur-
ring in Persian sentences. Participants were asked to provide the likely
equivalent similative constructions in their native languages. The question-
naire received responses from fifty-four individuals. All nonanonymous
participants who responded to the questionnaire possessed at minimum
a bachelor’s degree, and their ages ranged from 23 to 61 years. It is evi-
dent that not all responses corresponded to fifty-four distinct languages
or dialects. In some cases — particularly with different Persian variet-
ies, the Lori varieties of Malayeri and Borujerdi, and the Kurdish variety
of Sine’i — multiple answers pertained to the same language or dialect,
resulting in duplicates. All data were later double-checked and explicitly
discussed with native speakers of respective Iranian languages. The lan-
guages and dialects that served as the foundation for the source data,
references, and analysis in this article — each exhibiting structurally sig-
nificant features central to the study — include several varieties of Col-
loquial Persian (Southwestern Iranian), such as Tehrani spoken in Cen-
tral Iran, Hamedani and Araki in the west, Shirdzi and Alamarvdashti

' The Dadegan corpus (https://dadegan.apll.ir/) is a collection prepared by the Acad-
emy of Persian Language and Literature. In compiling this corpus, 1,493 texts have
been utilized, spanning from the oldest surviving Persian texts to contemporary works.
The number of selected phrases has now reached approximately five million.
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in the southwest, Mashhadi in the east, and Birjandi in the southeast.
Additionally, the study draws on Lori/Luri varieties, also Southwestern
Iranian, including Malayeri, Borujerdi, and Nahavandi, all spoken in West-
ern Iran. From the Northwestern Iranian group, Caspian languages such
as Talyshi (Téaleshi) varieties from Shaft County and the city of Paresar
in Gilan, as well as Gilaki from Anzali Port, Ramsari, Baboli, Shahrudi
were examined. Finally, Kurdish varieties — also Northwestern Iranian —
such as Sine’i, and Mahabadi contributed essential linguistic data
to the analysis.

This study presents a diachronic-typological analysis of similative plu-
ral markers across the aforementioned Western Iranian subgroups, focusing
on languages within the geographical area of Iran. Departing from Mauri
and Sanso [2023] but following Daniel and Moravcesik [2013], the data
were examined to identify both dedicated and non-dedicated (or polyfunc-
tional) encoding strategies for similative plurals, including morphologi-
cal and non-morphological markers. The diachronic component of this
research traces the historical sources of these markers and, where possible,
reconstructs their developmental trajectories. This approach could uncover
developmental links — or typological correspondences — between simi-
lative plurals and other plural types, specifically associative and ordinary
plurals, in these languages.

5. Encoding similative plurals in Western Iranian languages

Four major strategies are employed to express similative plurals
in Western Iranian languages. In many cases, more than one strategy
is at work in a single language.

5.1. Echo-reduplication

As a form of partial reduplication’? — or “complex reduplication”
in Rubino’s [2005a: 16—17] terms — echo-reduplication generally entails
the replication of the base with a replacement in the initial consonant,

2In contrast, Stolz etal. [2011: 47] and Stolz [2018: 248] classify echo-reduplication
as a form of total reduplication.
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consonant cluster, or syllable. The reduplicant lacks independent mean-
ing and typically does not occur as a standalone form. Cross-linguistic
studies demonstrate that echo-reduplication is particularly prevalent
in the Indo-Iranian branch of the Indo-European language family, as well
as in neighboring language families in South Asia such as Dravidian [Abbi
1992; Rubino 2005a: 24; 2005b; Singh 2005; Southern 2005: 135-156].
Across languages, echo-reduplication proper appears to be consistently
linked to the expression of ad hoc categories, such as similative plural,
and related notions [Inkelas 2014: 171; Mauri, Sanso 2018].

Mauri and Sanso’s [2023] survey of 110 languages identifies Bengali,
Lao, and Tamil as using echo-reduplication to express similative plurality,
cf. Wiltshire, Marantz [2000: 558], who refer to the reduplicant in Tamil
as a “plural /variation suffix”. This aligns with Abbi’s [1992: 20] conten-
tion that echo-reduplication in South Asian languages primarily conveys
meanings of ‘et cetera’, ‘things similar to’, and related notions. Simi-
larly, Rubino [2005a: 24], in his discussion of reduplicative constructions
in Indo-Iranian languages, provides the examples in which the following
instances of similative plural in Tajik and Punjabi are found:

Tank (Iranian, Tajikistan) [Rastorgueva 1963: 25-26]
(1)  non ‘bread’, nonpon ‘food and the like’

Punsasr (Indo-Aryan, India) [Bhatia 1993]
(2)  a. paaNii ‘water’, paaNii vaaNii ‘water and the like’
b. kamm ‘work’, kamm vamm ‘work and the like’

The Tajik example above illustrates the use of echo-reduplication
to encode similative plural in an Iranian language. This phenomenon
is a major widespread strategy across all sub-branches of the Iranian lan-
guages. However, echo-reduplication patterns exhibit minor variations
among these languages and dialects, much like in non-Iranian languages,
cf. [Inkelas 2014: 170].

In echo-reduplication constructions, the phonological form of the redu-
plicant is typically determined by the base word. A common feature across
many Iranian languages is the use of the nasal /m/ as the default onset —
unless the base itself begins with /m/, in which case the reduplicant’s
onset shifts to /p/. As the following examples in Table 2 demonstrate, this
phonological pattern is attested in both Northwestern and Southwestern
Iranian languages.
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Table 2. Echo-reduplication in Iranian languages

Language/dialect Examples
Tehrani kdgaz mdqaz ‘paper and similar stuff’;
miz piz ‘table and similar stuff’
Araki xune mune ‘house and the like’;
mdsin pasin ‘car and the like’
Shirazi difal mifal ‘wall and similar stuff’;
meddd peddd ‘pencil and similar stuff’
Mashhadi ¢drqad mdrqad ‘scarf and similar stuff”;
mildn pildn ‘a wide alley and the like’
Shahrudi sdroq mdroq ‘bundle and the like’;
masrafe pasrafe ‘wine goblet and the like’
Gilaki Salaki palaki ‘rag/old cloth and the like’;
marqgdne parqdane ‘egg and the like’
Béboli lave mave ‘pot and similar stuff”;
metkd petka ‘pillow and similar suft’
Sine’i kar-o-mar ‘business and similar affairs’;
psa-o-msa ‘pistachio and similar stuff”

While the general principles governing echo-reduplication formation
described above exhibit systematic regularity, they are not entirely
exceptionless. Specifically, a limited number of deviations from these
patterns can be attested in the data. The existence of such exceptions
necessitates further investigation in each language to determine whether
factors such as analogy underlie these modifications or whether other
linguistic mechanisms are responsible for their occurrence. Table 3 lists
some attested instances of deviations from the general reduplication
patterns across four languages/dialects in the dataset.

It is noteworthy that the features identified as irregularities in certain
varieties of Persian — specifically, in Tehrani and Mashhadi in the table
above — exhibit complete regularity in some dialects of Talyshi, where
the oral stop /p/ serves as the default reduplicant onset. This default is over-
ridden only when the base word begins with /b/ or /p/, triggering a shift
to the nasal onset /m/. The following examples come from the Talyshi
variety spoken in Nasir-Mahale, a village in Shaft County, Gilan Province:

3-0- in Sine’i examples is a linker/interfix.
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TarysHI (Nasir-Mahale)

(3) a.sefra pefra b. bez mez
tablecloth RED goat RED
‘tablecloth and the like’ ‘goat and the like’
liv  piv pele mele
leave RED steamed rice RED
‘leave and the like’ ‘steamed rice and the like’

Table 3. Irregularities in reduplicative constructions in some Iranian
languages

Language/dialect Examples

Tehrani kdhu mdhu /| kdhu pdhu ‘lettuce and similar stuff™*

late pate ‘rag and the like’;
Seleng peleng ‘hose and similar stuff”;

Mashhadi B .
c¢oqok pogok ‘sparrow and the like’;
zeqare peqare ‘a little thing and the like’
A masin tasin ‘car and similar stuff”’;
Shirazi . A o,
mendre kendre ‘minaret and the like
Ramsari masin bdsin ‘car and similar stuff’

It is important to note that Talyshi is not the only language in which
the rules governing reduplicative construction formation diverge from
those found in the majority of Iranian languages, including Standard Per-
sian (or Tehrani). A parallel case can be observed in the Alamarvdashti vari-
ety of Persian. In this dialect, as in most other Iranian languages, the default
onset of the reduplicant is /m/. However, when the base begins with /m/,
the reduplicant’s onset is realized as /t/ rather than /p/:

ALAMARVDASHTI
(4)  a.xdrak marak b. maxtak taxtak
unripe_date RED cradle RED
‘unripe date and the like’ ‘cradle and similar stuff’
tabar mabar mox-o0-tox
axe  RED palm-LNK-RED
‘axe and the like’ ‘palm and the like’

4For more examples see [Ghaniabadi et al. 2006].
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Naturally, certain irregularities or exceptions to the aforementioned
rules are observed in Aldmarvdashti. Crucially, what may appear as devi-
ations from these rules within Alamarvdashti are, in fact, entirely reg-
ular in other varieties of Persian. These patterns can thus be attributed
to the impact of Standard Persian, which has exerted a persistent contact
influence on this variety of Persian. The following examples illustrate these
deviations in Alamarvdashti:

ALAMARVDASHTI
(5)  a.morvarid porvarid b. medad pedad
pearl RED pencil RED
‘pearl and similar stuff’ ‘pencil and similar stuff’

5.1.1. Pragmatic functions of echo-reduplication

Like other types of reduplication constructions in the world’s lan-
guages, echo-reduplication constructions are multifunctional; for their
different roles, see [Rubino 2005a: 19-22]. Despite Rubino’s [2005a:
24] assertion that echo-reduplication is unique to Eastern Indo-European
languages, similar constructions exist even in English. One such exam-
ple is shm-reduplication, a specific type of echo-reduplication that holds
particular relevance for this study due to its multifunctional nature —
mirroring the pragmatic functions observed in Iranian echo-reduplication.
Nevins and Vaux [2003] note that it is used to downplay or deride a partic-
ular phrase, carrying a dismissive sense. Similarly, Ghomeshi et al. [2004]
classify these constructions (exemplified by table-shmable) as deprecative
reduplication. In the same vein, other scholars contend that the construc-
tion denotes mockery and ridiculing, or is associated with ironic inter-
pretation [Inkelas, Zoll 2005: 42; KoHataj 2016: 243]. Cross-linguistic
insights from Kdirbaeva [2024] corroborate these findings, demonstrating
that reduplication structures in English and Karakalpak (a Turkic language
spoken in Uzbekistan) similarly express pejoration and related notions.
Collectively, these studies underscore echo-reduplication’s capacity
to encode negative evaluation, playful derision, and pragmatic down-
toning.

The same observations apply to echo-reduplication in Iranian lan-
guages. In these languages, when the base has the feature [—animate],
the reduplication primarily conveys trivialization while also producing
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diminutive effects. The following two examples from Tehrani illustrate
this point:

TEHRANI
(6)  a.telvezyun-melvezyun faqat jda-ro tang kard-an
TV-RED only space-acc tight do.pFv-3pPL

be dard ne-mi-xor-an.
to pain NEG-PRs-eat-3PL
‘TV and the like are just taking up space and are useless.’

b. motor-potor vasile-ye  nagqliye hesdb
motorcycle-RED device-Ez vehicle count
ne-mi-s-e. bo-ro ye mdsin be-xar.

NEG-PRS-become-3SG  IMP-g0.2SG one car IMP-buy.2SG
‘A motorcycle and the like are not considered a proper vehicle. Go
buy a real car.’

Furthermore, in some contexts, a noun bearing the [+human] feature
can serve as the nominal head/base, as illustrated by the following Persian
examples:

TEHRANI
(7)  a.doktor moktor b. mohandes pohandes
physician RED engineer RED
‘physicians and similar people’ ‘engineers and similar people’

In such cases, echo-reduplication acquires a pejorative — sometimes
even derogatory — connotation, often signaling a negative evaluative
stance toward the group it denotes.

Notably, the same phenomenon is attested in the Indo-Aryan language
family. For instance, Singh [2005: 266], in analyzing partial reduplica-
tion in Modern Hindi, provides examples in which proper nouns serve
as the base of reduplicative constructions, consistently yielding a “dismis-
sive or ironic interpretation”:

(8)  MobpEerN HInDI (Indo-Aryan, India)

a. narendra b. bhagavaan
‘Narendra’ ‘God’
narendravarendra bhagavaanvagavaan

‘undesirables like Narendra’ ‘crazy things like God’
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However, these observations contrast with the properties that scholars
have attributed to the nominal head of the similative plural. For instance,
in distinguishing associative plurals from similative plurals, Daniel and
Moravcsik [2013: 150] argue that a similative plural “denotes a class
of objects [emphasis mine — M. N.-K.] sharing similar features rather than
a group of closely related associates”. Similarly, Mauri and Sanso [2023]
observe that the feature [—animate] constitutes a defining characteristic
of the nominal head in similative plurals (see Table 1).

It should also be noted that in many Iranian languages, echo-redupli-
cation permits adjectives, in addition to nominals, to function as heads, cf.
[Rasekh-Mahand 2009]. In such cases, it appears that the nominal head —
which would normally accompany its modifier — has been elided, with
the nominal meaning and its category being transferred to the adjacent
adjective through a metonymic process. This is illustrated by the following
Persian examples:

STANDARD PERSIAN
9) a.zan=e zarif  marif —  zarif marif
woman-LNK delicate RED
‘a delicate (woman) and the like’
b. mard=e caq maq — c¢dq mdg
man-LNK fat RED
‘a fat man and the like’

The use of lexical categories other than nouns as bases for echo-
reduplication is not unique to the Iranian branch. For instance, Abbi
[1992: 21-22] documents the use of adjectives in echo-reduplication
in the Dravidian languages Tamil and Telugu. Furthermore, Mauri and Sanso
[2018] observe that in Kannada — another Dravidian language — echo-
reduplication can apply to words across all word classes. Their examples
include both nominal and verbal bases, yielding a similative plural (10a)
and a similarity meaning (10b), respectively:

KaNNADA (Dravidian, Southern Dravidian) [Lidz 2000: 148—149]
(10) a.pustaka —  pustaka-gistaka
book book-RED
‘books and related stuft”
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b.ooda —  ooda-giida beeDa
run run-RED  PROH
‘Don’t run or do related activities.’

5.2. Employment of echo-reduplication and suffixation
as complementary strategies

In certain Southwestern Iranian languages — such as the Hamedani
variety of Persian and the Lori varieties of Borujerdi, Malayeri, and
Nahavandi — the use of echo-reduplication and the suffixation of a sim-
ilative marker operate in complementary distribution. These two mutu-
ally exclusive strategies are phonologically conditioned: as a general
rule, if the nominal base begins with any sound other than /m/, the onset
of the reduplicated segment is replaced by /m/, see (11)—(12).

HAMEDANI BORUJERDI
(11) tela mela (12)  xodkar modkar
gold RED pen RED
‘gold and similar items’ ‘pen and similar items’

Conversely, when the nominal base begins with /m/, a dedicated sim-
ilative suffix is attached instead (see Table 4). Despite minor phonetic
variations, this similative suffix remains consistent across all the afore-
mentioned languages and dialects.

Table 4. Similative suffixes

Language/dialect Examples

Hamedani (-meldn) | mdsin-meldn ‘car and similar stuff’;
mogqr-melan ‘chicken/hen and similar stuff”

Malayeri (-melon) | meddd-melon ‘pencil and similar stuft”

Borujerdi (-melu) | mdsi-melu ‘car and similar stuft’;
mobl-melu ‘sofa and similar stuff’

Nahavandi (-malo) | masin-malo ‘car and similar stuff’;
miva-malo ‘fruit and similar stuff’

The origin of the similative suffix -meldn and its various forms
in the aforementioned dialects remains uncertain. In general, this com-
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plementary distribution strategy — specifically, the alternation between
echo-reduplication and invariable suffixation — is confined to Iranian
languages and dialects spoken in the Southwestern region of present-day
Iran.’ However, a parallel usage is attested in the Northwestern Iranian
language Talyshi, where the similative marker -mala follows a distinct pat-
tern. Unlike the phonologically conditioned systems of the Southwestern
dialects, the Talyshi variety of Kishe-Khale village in Paresar city of Gilan
province possesses the suffix -mala which is lexically conditioned and does
not depend on the phonological form of the nominal base. Instead, its appli-
cation conveys a pragmatic nuance, typically indicating that the referent
is perceived as of little value by the speaker. Examples include: mdsin-mala
‘car and similar items’; mdtor-mala ‘motorcycle and the like’; ddz-mala
‘sickle and similar items’; kaca-mala ‘spoon and similar items’; osun-mala
‘iron and comparable materials’. This contrast between the phonologically
driven systems of the Southwestern languages and the lexically/pragmati-
cally motivated usage in Talyshi underscores the diversity in the functional
distribution of similative markers across Iranian languages.

5.3. Default plural suffix -Ad as a similative marker

The suffix -Ad is the default plural marker in Modern Persian, applicable
to both animate and inanimate nouns. However, when attached to a human
proper noun, it can evoke a similative plural interpretation, denoting a group
of individuals who share the characteristic(s) associated with that proper
noun. For example, Ferdowsi-hd® ‘similar people like Ferdowsi’, cf.:

STANDARD PERSIAN
(13)  Iran Ferdowsi-ha dar-ad.
Iran Ferdowsi-pL have-PRS.3SG
“There are many poets like Ferdowsi in Iran.’

5 Unlike Araki Persian, which uses only echo-reduplication, a Turkic variety spo-
ken in Arak employs the suffix -maldn to form a similative plural for certain Turkic
nouns — mostly loans from Iranian languages — that begin with /m/. An alternative
explanation is that this suffix is a substratal remnant of the Turkic communities’ original
language. Since non-Iranian languages in Iran lie beyond the scope of this article, I will
provide only a few illustrative examples: malo-maldn ‘cow and the like’; milcak-maldn
‘fly and the like’; movd-maldn ‘clay jug and the like’; miz-maldn ‘table and the like’;
masin-maldn ‘car and the like’.

¢Ferdowsi (940-1020) was a famous Iranian epic writer.



66 Wnnoupanckue s3pixu | 2 (1) | Indo-Iranian Languages

This usage appears atypical for similative plurals, as it diverges from
the properties typically ascribed to the nominal base in such construc-
tions. Specifically, while similative plurals most commonly involve com-
mon nouns with non-human or inanimate referents (see Table 1), the base
in this case is a proper noun — a category occupying a higher position
in the animacy hierarchy. In the same vein, it seems that the nominal head
in the construction, while functioning as exemplar of the set, is not char-
acterized by low referentiality and unidentifiability, as defined by Mauri
and Sanso [2023]. Furthermore, unlike conventional similative plurals, this
construction — formed through suffixation of proper nouns with ordinary
plural markers — carries no pejorative or derogatory connotations.

Moreover, a crucial theoretical issue concerns the origin of the simila-
tive plural marker -4a@, which derives from an ordinary plural marker. This
developmental pathway — from an ordinary plural marker to a marker
of heterogeneous plurals — is notably common for associative plurals
but not typically observed for similative plurals. For instance, Daniel and
Moravcsik [2013: 150] observe that in half of their sample languages,
the associative plural marker also functions as an ordinary plural marker.
They argue that these markers are most likely polysemous rather than
resulting from accidental homonymy, thereby supporting the claim that
associative plurals and ordinary plurals are inherently related. As our
findings demonstrate, a similar — though less extensive — connection
exists between similative and ordinary plurals. Similarly, Mauri and
Sanso [2023] demonstrate this relatedness, though with some divergent
findings. Based on their 110-language sample, they propose a bidirec-
tional diachronic relationship between associative plurals and ordinary
plurals, wherein either may serve as the source for the other. However,
their data present a distinct pattern for similative plurals: only three
languages in their sample exhibit the optional use of similative plurals
as ordinary plurals. Crucially, in these cases, the similative markers derive
from uncertainty markers, prompting Mauri and Sanso to posit a unidi-
rectional developmental pathway: uncertainty marker — similative
plural — (optional) ordinary plural. Notably, the Persian data con-
stitute a significant counterexample to this generalization. In Persian,
the ordinary plural marker -4a has simultaneously developed similative
plural function. This suffix originates from the Middle Persian deriva-
tional suffix -74d, a category-changing morpheme that derived adverbs
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from nouns and adjectives [Abu al-Qasemi 2008: 329], as illustrated
by the following examples:

tan ‘body’ — tanihda ‘alone’;

wuzurg ‘great’ — wuzurgihd ‘magnanimously’;
amaragan ‘totality’ — amaragniha ‘wholly’;
borz “tall (adj.)’ — borziha ‘tall (adv.)’.

This adverbial function survives only in the lexicalized form tanhd
‘alone’ in New Persian. Based on the foregoing observation, the suffix’s
historical development demonstrates a distinct trajectory:

derivational suffix — ordinary plural marker —
— similative plural marker

When examined in conjunction with Mauri and Sanso’s [2023] find-
ings, this pathway provides empirical support for potential bidirectionality
in the diachronic development of similative and ordinary plurals across
languages.

5.4. Non-morphological constructions

In colloquial Persian, an independent lexeme with the original meaning
‘thing’ follows the nominal head to express similative plural meaning:

(14) CorLLoQUIAL PERSIAN
xodkdr-i ~ Ciz-i dar-id?
pen-INDF  thing-INDF  have-PRS.2PL
‘Do you have a pen and the like?’

In the above example, both the nominal and the independent simila-
tive marker take the indefinite suffix -i. The same construction is attested
in Birjandi:

(15) BiIriANDI
ya  piyaz-i Ciz-e
one onion-INDF  thing-INDF
‘an onion and the like’

A somewhat analogous strategy is attested across various Kurdish vari-
eties. In these dialects, the nominal is followed by the enclitic -o- (linker)
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and a lexical item meaning ‘thing’. This pattern is exemplified by the forms
¢ta and wanak in the Sine’i and Mahabadi varieties of Kurdish, respec-
tively:

SINE’1
(16) a.masin-o-cta b. sanali-o-cta
car-LNK-thing chair-LNK-thing
‘car and similar objects’ ‘chair and similar objects’

c. televiziyon-o-cta
television-LNK-thing
‘television and similar objects’

(17)  MAHABADI
sayara-o-wanak
car-LNK-thing
‘car and similar objects’

Of particular interest is the observation that in Sine’i Kurdish, in highly
informal registers, ¢ta following a proper noun can form an associative plu-
ral construction, as in Mdral=o ¢ta ‘Maral and her associates’. Crucially,
this usage carries strong derogatory connotations. This finding contrasts
with Mauri and Sanso’s [2023] observations, where heterogeneous markers
deriving from ‘thing’ are exclusively documented with inanimate nominals
functioning solely as similative plural markers.

6. Diachronic sources of similative markers in Iranian
languages

In grammaticalization studies, the term “source” refers to the orig-
inal linguistic element or construction from which a grammatical form
develops. Drawing on their analysis of a 110-language sample, Mauri
and Sanso [2023] identify six principal diachronic sources for similative
plurals cross-linguistically:

1. Universal quantifiers;

2. Connectives (‘and’, ‘with’, ‘also’);
3. The lexical item ‘thing’;

4. Indefinite pronouns;
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5. Interrogative markers;
6. Markers of vagueness/uncertainty.

This list is not exhaustive, as some constructions — such as echo-
reduplications — do not derive from a clear (lexical) source. Mauri and
Sanso [2023] contend that echo-reduplication should be treated as a seman-
tically transparent process rather than a grammaticalized similative plu-
ral marker. Consequently, from a (lexical) source perspective, its role
in the development of similative plurals holds little theoretical significance.
The same argument applies to Iranian languages, where echo-reduplication
is productively used to convey similative plural interpretations.

Beyond echo-reduplication, certain similative plural markers, such
as the Iranian suffix -melan and its variants, lack reliably documented
historical origins. By contrast, the plural marker -Aa, which has functioned
as a similative plural in Persian, can be traced to a derivational adverbial
suffix in Middle Persian. Nevertheless, earlier/ultimate source of this der-
ivational morpheme remains unattested in the historical record. The only
similative plural markers for which historical data is entirely unambiguous
are those that derive from lexical sources meaning ‘thing’.

7. Conclusion

As an ad hoc category, similative plurals exhibit significant context-
dependence, driven largely by pragmatic factors. Their avoidance in formal
contexts explains their underrepresentation in corpora and grammatical
descriptions.

Iidentified four principal strategies for similative plurality in Western
Iranian languages:

1. Echo-reduplication (the most pervasive, with dialectal phonological
and pragmatic variation);

2. Complementary use of echo-reduplication and suffixation;

3. Functional extension of the default plural suffix -A4a to a similative
marker;

4. Non-morphological constructions.

Notably, multiple strategies coexist within a single language (e.g.,
Persian and Kurdish use strategies 1 and 3 in parallel). My findings chal-
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lenge animacy-based accounts, showing that similative plurals can sanction
[+human] heads — albeit with pejorative/evaluative overtones.

Diachronically, Western Iranian languages both align with and diverge
from Mauri and Sanso’s [2023] cross-linguistic patterns. While some mark-
ers follow expected lexical sources (e.g., ‘thing’-derived forms), Persian
-ha defies typological expectations, grammaticalizing from adverbial
suffix — ordinary plural — similative marker — inverting the cross-
linguistic unidirectional pathway (similative plural — ordinary plural).

This study expands the typology of heterogeneous plurals, demonstrat-
ing Iranian similative constructions as more widespread and functionally
nuanced than previously recognized.

Abbreviations

ACC — accusative; Ez — ezafe; IMP — imperative; INDF — indefinite;
LNK — linker; NEG — negation; PFv — perfective; PL — plural; PROH —
prohibitive; PRS — present tense; RED — reduplicant; sG — singular.
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Abstract. This article presents the results of a study on the narrative func-
tions of verb tenses in Shughni. Shughni is an Eastern Iranian language with
a compact TAME system, which has tensed evidentials (with Preterite being
the direct past and Perfect, the indirect past) and lacks grammaticalized aspect.
The current study analyzes five narrations of the Pear Film plot by native Shughni
speakers recorded in Kharagh in 2023. The Pear Film is a famous short film
devised for linguistic experiments. For analysis, I used only independent clauses,
as suggested by the Labovian framework of narrative analysis. Three consul-
tants watched the film directly, while the other two only knew its plot as ren-
dered by another speaker. They were then asked to retell the plot of the film
in Shughni. This difference in the source information did not produce a defin-
itive influence on the speakers’ tense choice. Four consultants used the Present
as the main narrative tense, while the fifth preferred the Preterite. It is unclear
what motivates the choice of the narrative tense, and further study on this topic
is necessary. All the five consultants switched to other tenses at least a few times.
In Present-tense narratives, the Preterite and the Perfect are used to refer to past
events. The Perfect is employed for events that were not witnessed by the narrator
or the characters and therefore is often attested in backgrounding contexts denoting
events outside of the main plot line. On the other hand, the Preterite is used for
witnessed past events. In Preterite-tense narratives, the speaker often switches
to the Present to denote imperfective events. The particle ya/ ‘still, while’ is often
used in Present-tense clauses, functioning as an additional imperfective marker.
Sequences of tensed verbs are often interrupted by clauses with the null copula.
It is frequent even in Preterite-tense narratives where Russian translations use
the past form of the verb of being. This fact indicates that the null copula is to some
extent “tenseless” in narrative discourse.
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Annoranusi. Ctarbs MOCBSIIECHA UCCIICIOBAHUIO HAPPATHUBHBIX (PYHKIINI IJ1a-
TOJBHBIX ()OPM B IIYTHAHCKOM SI3BIKE Ha MaTepuae nepeckasoB «Puibma o rpy-
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KITFOYEHUSI C ITPOLLIE/IINX BpeMeH Ha (hopMy mpe3eHca (MHOT/Ia ¢ JOIOIHUTEbHBIM
JICKCUYECKUM MapKepoM) MOTYT 0003Ha4aTh UMIEPPEKTUBHOCTD Kilay3bl.
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1. Introduction

This article is a preliminary study of tense use in Shughni narratives.
It is based on the data from five retellings of the Pear Film by native
Shughni speakers. Research on the functions of tenses in narratives
is based on the idea that narratives constitute a specific speech register.
Whereas tense semantics is usually described in relation to speech time,
in narratives event time relates to the current moment in the story instead
of speech time [Paducheva 2010: 286]. Therefore, the use of tense forms
in narratives may be different from those in conversations and, moreover,
it is often conventionalized. As J. Obrtelova put it, tense choice is not
“a purely random choice of the narrator, but rather seems to follow certain
rules” [Obrtelova 2017: 39]. This is especially pertinent for languages
with evidentials, which can be used as genre markers, allowing listeners
to differentiate between several types of stories [Aikhenvald 2004: 310].
Switching between different forms may also serve to structure the narrative
[Verhees 2019: 108—111; Urmanchieva 2021].

Shughni is an Eastern Iranian language spoken in Tajikistan and Afghan-
istan. It belongs to the areal grouping of Pamir languages. Although there
are grammars of Shughni, the most important being [Karamshoev 1963;
Parker 2023], semantics of tense forms and their use in narratives have
not been studied extensively. The study [Melenchenko 2023] is devoted
to the semantics of the Perfect tense but provides limited information on its
use in narrative sequences.

Shughni seems to be a promising language for such research for two
main reasons. Firstly, it has two past tenses, which encode direct and
indirect evidentiality (the Preterite and the Perfect). As will be shown
below, the interplay of evidentiality and narratives can be very non-trivial
and is understudied cross-linguistically. Secondly, Shughni has no fully
grammaticalized aspectual markers (both of the past tenses can be used
for imperfective and perfective events). Since aspect plays a crucial role
in narrative structuring in many languages [Fludernik 2012: 75], it is inter-
esting how Shughni speakers manage the narrative discourse without it.
The TAME system is rather compact, and therefore each of its tense forms
may be expected to have a variety of functions, which would otherwise be
distributed across several forms. The study of narratives can complement
our understanding of the grammatical semantics of this system as well



Maksim G. Melenchenko 77

as cultural conventions for different types of narratives in the Shughni
community.

This article consists of five sections. Section 2 provides a short over-
view of the TAME system in Shughni. Section 3 describes the collected
data and discusses the methodology of the study. Section 4 presents
the results of the analysis of tense forms in the collected narratives. Sec-
tion 5 concludes the article.

2. Tenses in Shughni

Contemporary Shughni has three tenses. The Present, or Present-Fu-
ture (Russian nastojascee, nastojasce-buduscee) is the default tense for
ongoing and future events. For most verbs, it can refer both to habitual and
non-habitual events. Future time reference and habituality can be expressed
by a clausal enclitic =ta, but its exact functions are unclear [Parker 2023:
339-344]. The Preterite (Russian preterit, prosedsee) is described in tra-
ditional grammars as an unmarked past tense [Karamshoev 1963: 154,
161-162; Edelman, Dodykhudoeva 2009: 806—-807]. More recent research,
however, has shown that the Preterite is a marked direct evidential form
[Melenchenko 2023]. It is contrasted with the Perfect (Russian perfekt),
whose main function in contemporary Kharagh Shughni! is the expression
of indirect evidentiality [Ibid.: 124; Parker 2023: 348-350]. The Perfect
form is also used in experiential and modal (e.g. counterfactual) contexts.
At the same time, at least for some stative verbs (in particular, verbs of pos-
ture) the Perfect expresses ongoing states without regard to the evidential
status [Melenchenko 2023: 124-132].

Shughni has other verb forms that need to be briefly mentioned.
The Pluperfect form, which is derived from the Perfect with a suffix -at/-it,
used to have deictic uses (“past-in-the-past”), but in contemporary lan-
guage in Kharagh it is ungrammatical in such contexts. It has only retained
modal uses, in which it is interchangeable with the Perfect [Melenchenko
2025]. There are no instances of the Pluperfect in the collected narratives.
There are also two Infinitives, which are non-finite forms, and the Impera-
tive, which, naturally, never appears in a narrative clause. There are several

!In this article, I use the alternate spelling of the town’s name, Kharagh, which
corresponds to its pronunciation in Shughni (Xaray), instead of a more traditional
spelling Khorugh, which corresponds to the Tajik version of the name (Xoruy).
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participles, the most widely used of which is the Resultative participle,
derived from the Perfect. Infinitives and participles are used in several
periphrastic constructions, including inchoative, progressive, prospective
and “passive” [Parker 2023: 352-356, 370-376].

The Present tense drastically differs from all other finite verb forms
in its agreement system. A Present verb form consists of the verbal stem and
a subject agreement suffix. In contrast, all other finite verb forms except
the Imperative (Preterite, Perfect, Pluperfect) express agreement by means
of clausal enclitics, which are usually positioned after the first nominal
phrase [Chistiakova 2022]. Nominal predicates such as nouns, adjectives
or participles employ the null copula or verb-like copular particles: the exis-
tential yast ‘there is’ and the universal negative nist ‘is not’. For agreement,
nominal predicates also use clausal enclitics. More detailed descriptions
of Shughni verb morphosyntax, including verbal stems, agreement and
periphrastic constructions can be found in grammars [Karamshoev 1963;
Parker 2023] or in the article [Melenchenko 2023: 122—124].

3. Data and methodology

Pear Film is a short film designed at the University of California
in Berkeley in 1975. It was created for a project aimed at studying cultural
and linguistic differences manifested in specific properties of the narratives
[Chafe (ed.) 1980: xi—xv]. Speakers of different languages were asked
to watch the film and then retell its plot to a different speaker who had
not seen the film. None of the characters in the film speak to each other
so the experiment is easily reproduced for different languages. The narra-
tives of these speakers were recorded, transcribed and analyzed. Several
studies that used the results of the project were published in a highly
influential collective monograph [Ibid.]. The film was subsequently used
by many linguists working in different fields of linguistics, including stud-
ies on reference and anaphora [Du Bois 1987; Bickel 2003], use of ges-
tures in spoken languages [Kibrik, Fedorova 2018], speech of people with
aphasia [Khudyakova et al. 2016] and schizophrenia [van Schuppen et al.
2020], audio description for blind or visually impaired people [Orero
2008; Mazur, Kruger 2012], variation and language change [Fafulas 2021;
Sonnenhauser et al. 2023] and many other topics. The reason why the Pear
Film is so popular is that it allegedly provides a culturally universal stim-
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ulus for elicitation of spontaneous oral texts, which can then be used dif-
ferently depending on the goals of the researcher.

This study uses five narrations of the plot of the Pear Film by Shughni
speakers recorded by Niyaz Kireyev, Daria Ryzhova, Boris Yakubson and
me during our stay in Kharagh (Shughni Xaray), Tajikistan, in 2023. Three
consultants (R99, N75, 0O04) were asked to watch the film and then retell
its events to another speaker. The other two speakers (A99, M91) listened
to their renarration but did not watch the film themselves (A99 listened
to O04’s narrative, and M91 listened to N75’s narrative). Then they were
asked to retell the story once again to other consultants. In each session,
the listeners were encouraged to ask questions during and after the story,
but that happened rarely.

The following table summarizes the metadata of the speakers and their
narratives. The code used to refer to the consultant consists of the first
letter of their name (e.g. M) and the last two digits of their year of birth
(e.g. 99). As can be seen from the table, three of the consultants were
born in 1999-2004 and were around 23 years old during the experiment,
another speaker was born in 1991 and was around 32 years old, and one
of the speakers was born around 1975 and was around 50 years old. Three
of the consultants (N75, M91, 004) were born in Kharagh, two were born
in the Porshinev (Porxinev) community, which is located about 15 km north
of Kharagh. There is no systematic research on the Porshinev variety, but
it is expected that the speech of its residents is slightly different from those
born in Kharagh. Currently, however, all the consultants live in Kharagh.
The narratives were of different lengths with 437 clauses total; the mean
length is 87 clauses.

Table 1. Data on the collected narratives and the consultants
that produced them

Speaker Source Gender | Place of birth | Clauses
N75 | watched the film F Kharagh 123
M91  |from N75°s retelling F Kharagh 41
004 |watched the film F Kharagh 100
A99 |from O04’s retelling| M Porshinev 90
R99 |watched the film F Porshinev 83
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Each session of narrative retelling was filmed and recorded with lapel
microphones and then transcribed, translated into Russian and glossed
by several participants of the Pamir research group in HSE with the help
of Shughni speakers. For the aims of this study, I divided the texts into
individual clauses and annotated each clause with several labels. The prin-
ciples of the annotation follow the basics of the methodology of narrative
analysis proposed by W. Labov and J. Waletzky [Labov, Waletzky 1967;
Labov 2013] and their application in J. Obrtelova’s extensive research
on narratives in Wakhi, another Eastern Iranian language of the Pamir area
[Obrtelova 2017: 34-38; 2019: 142-146].

Labov and Waletzky suggest that only matrix clauses are included
in the “temporal sequence” of the narrative, since dependent clauses
usually denote actions outside of the main sequence of events [Labov,
Waletzky 1967: 21; Labov 2013: 15]. Following Obrtelova [2019: 145],
I take subordinate clauses into consideration but assign different labels
to matrix and subordinate clauses in order to distinguish them. Again,
following Obrtelova, I distinguish clauses with direct speech and label
them separately. Sentences addressed to the listener of the story were
also labeled as direct speech, since they are not part of the narrative. All
the other clauses were also annotated according to the type of the predicate.
The following types were distinguished: pst (Preterite), pr (Perfect), pQp
(Pluperfect), prs (Present), imp (Imperative), cop (copula), Ta (Present
or copula with the clitic =ta), pTcp (Resultative participle with the null
copula) and UNF (for unfinished clauses). Infinitives and adnominal partici-
ples were not regarded as separate clauses. Periphrastic constructions were
annotated according to the tense of their auxiliary verb (e.g. a prospective
construction with the auxiliary in the Present was labeled PRs).

The process of annotation faced several issues. Firstly, for Shughni,
the task of delimiting clauses is sometimes problematic. Since Shughni
syntax is still under-studied, it is often unclear whether a certain phrase
constitutes its own clause or where the border between the two clauses is.
In many cases, it is also unclear which clauses should be treated as subor-
dinate. Many narrative passages in Shughni seemingly have a quite “flat”
syntactic structure: clausal coordination in a Shughni narrative is often
paralleled by subordination in the Russian translation. However, there are
also clear markers of subordination, which are used almost exclusively
in dependent clauses: aga ‘if’, ca “when, if”, (d)idi ‘that, which’, to ‘when,
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until” and others. In one case, even though no subordination markers are
present, the verb in the Present tense clearly performs a dependent func-
tion (see similar examples in e.g. [Parker 2023: 385]) and is considered
to constitute a subordinate clause.

Apart from the overall approach to narrative structure, Labov and
Waletzky proposed a specific analytical framework, in which each
of the clauses is assigned a certain type. Narrative clauses denote con-
sequential events, and coordinate clauses denote events that are simul-
taneous with events from other clauses. These two types are claimed
to constitute the foreground of the narrative and are contrasted with free
clauses, which denote events that take place during the whole narrative,
and restricted clauses, which denote events that take place only during
some part of the narrative [Labov, Waletzky 1967: 22-28]. This frame-
work was later further developed by many scholars, who distinguished
other clause types, such as summative, informative, evaluative, etc. (see
[Obrtelova 2019: 144—-145]). These labels were not used in annotation, but
they will be brought up occasionally in the analysis of the results, as well
as some other aspects of the Labovian framework.

To provide a clearer representation of the distribution of predicate types
in the narrative, I have created catplot diagrams for each of the narratives
using Python modules “seaborn” [Waskom 2021] and “Plotly” [Plotly
2015]. The module “seaborn” was employed to export the diagrams into
static images, and “Plotly” to export the interactive versions of the diagrams,
which allow the user to read each of the clauses, its glossing and translation.
Dots on the plot represent individual clauses, they are placed on the x-axis
one after another, as in the narrative. Different values of the y-axis rep-
resent different clause type labels (matrix clause, subordinate clause,
direct speech), whereas different predicate types (PRS, PST, COP, etc.) are
shown with different colors of the dots. Examples of these diagrams are
shown in Section 4.1. The code and all the resulting diagrams can be found
in a GitHub repository: https://github.com/maxmerben/shughni-narratives.

A few remarks regarding the presentation of the text material are nec-
essary. The Shughni examples in this article are written in the Iranistic
transcription used by the Pamir research group in HSE.? Since the exam-

2The description of the transcription can be found on this webpage:
https://pamiri.online/blog/ortho.
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ples in this article are quite large, I use simplified glossing for brevity.
Many morphemic divisions are not shown, and many glosses are sim-
plified and shortened. Namely, demonstratives, which are very frequent
in Shughni speech, are glossed with English words that have similar
meanings. The number [2] in square brackets denotes that this demon-
strative is of the medial series (2" series). Demonstratives of the distal
(3" series, which are more frequent, are not marked with a number
[Parker 2023: 200-220]. Clause boundaries are marked with square
brackets. In clauses with the null copula, the main nominal predicate
is underlined. To facilitate the reader’s understanding of the Shughni
text, I attempted to make the English translation as literal as possi-
ble, with the Present translated as English Present Simple or Present
Progressive, the Preterite as Past Simple and the Perfect as Present
Perfect.

4. Analysis

This section is devoted to the analysis of the collected Pear Stories.
The whole dataset of clauses in the five narratives contains 375 indepen-
dent clauses and 29 subordinate clauses, which correspond to the events
in the narrative. Apart from that, 33 clauses were labeled as direct speech.
Among the 375 matrix clauses, there are 241 clauses with the Present tense
(including clauses with the enclitic =ta), 61 clauses with the Preterite,
47 clauses with the null copula, 15 with the Perfect, and another 11 were
not finished by the speaker.

4.1. The choice of narrative tense

As shown above, the Present is by far the most frequent form in the nar-
ratives. The reason for that is that it functions as a narrative tense in 4
out of 5 narratives. The excerpt (1), taken from the midpoint of N75’s
retelling, exemplifies this function of the Present tense. In R99’s retelling,
however, the Preterite is a narrative tense: it is used in 42 out of 67 inde-
pendent clauses, while the Present is used only in 8 clauses. Figures 1 and
2 show a visual representation of two narratives: the Present-tense narrative
by N75 and the Preterite-tense narrative by R99.
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[Wao bad  yi.ciz=ab na-liv-en],
they then something=INT NEG-say-PRS.3PL
vordam di-rd kin-en),
help he[2].0BL-DAT do-PRS.3PL
[diiv-en di=qati]=xu,
pick-Prs.3pL he[2].0BL=COM=ANDI
[wam  di sabad vo ribi-yen
she.oBL he[2].0BL basket again put-PRS.3PL
di vilisped=til=xu, [yid bad tizd].

he[2].0BL bike=sup=anDl (s)he[2] then go.PRS.3SG

[Naw dis.ik joy  tizd)=ata,

only little place go.PRS.3SG=AND3

u sar  zulik bad wam Zir

he most small then she.oBL stone

as pund=ti zézd)=xu,

EL road=sup take.PRS.3SG=ANDI

[otd wam Sic],

give.PRS.3SG she.OBL now

[yid pi  wam-and ca  juk-t].

(s)he[2] up she.oBL-LOC SUBD hit-pST

“Then they [the boys] don’t say anything, help him [the protagonist], pick
[the pears] with him, put the basket back on top of the bike, and he leaves.
He only rides a little bit, and then the smallest one [from the boys] takes
the stone from the road, the one which he hit [previously]’ [N75: 164—172]

What motivates different choices of the narrative tense? There
is little information about this problem in sources on Shughni. According
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to [Karamshoev 1963: 161], the Shughni Perfect may be used for narration
in folk tales. The same is briefly mentioned in [Parker 2023: 214]. Unfor-
tunately, there is no data on the narrative Present. While it is impossible
to give a proper answer to this question with such a small and homoge-
neous corpus, | will address several different ideas that might be useful
for further studies.

Firstly, there is the notion of the historical present, which is often evoked
in discussions on tense switching and tense choice. This term conflates two
different phenomena: the use of the present tense as a narrative tense and
its sporadic use in an otherwise past-tense narrative [Fludernik 1991: 368;
Paducheva 2010: 288]. Both phenomena can be found in the recorded
Pear Stories; the first (“narrative present”) is attested in four of them and
the second (“emphatic present”) is found in R99’s predominantly Preterite-
tense narrative (see Section 4.3). Studies on the historical present usually
focus on unexpected switches to the “emphatic” present tense and back
to the past tense. According to a cross-linguistic study on verb tenses
in Pear Stories [Taylor, Mauro 2011], the present tense is the most widely
used strategy for retelling the Pear Film in the majority of European lan-
guages in the sample (e.g. English, French, German, Greek, Polish and
many others); the study, however, provides no explanation for this fact
and does not go into details on the matter.

A further complication is the presence of evidentiality in Shughni.
Since the Preterite is the direct evidential past and the Perfect is the indi-
rect evidential past, one could assume that both are used as narrative
tenses in witnessed and unwitnessed narratives correspondingly. How-
ever, that is not the case. Even though perfects are traditionally thought
of as intrinsically non-narrative tenses, perfects with an indirect evidential
meaning may be used as the narrative tense [Dahl 1985: 138, 151-152;
Verhees 2019: 108—109]. Still, languages with evidentiality systems sim-
ilar to Shughni often employ other strategies and avoid using the Perfect.
For example, according to Obrtelova [2019: 53-63], in Wakhi, the Preterite
is used as the default narrative form for witnessed stories, and the Pres-
ent is used for unwitnessed stories (usually anecdotes, legends, and folk
tales). In contrast, in Sarikoli, a language related to Shughni, as well
as in Tajik, the Perfect can be freely used as a narrative tense for unwit-
nessed stories, namely, traditional folk tales [Palmer 2016: 97-99; Nilsson
2022: 191-192].
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However, it is important to distinguish conventionalized narrative
genres such as folk tales and simple retelling of unwitnessed events. Sev-
eral studies of narratives in different languages with evidential systems
show significant variation and speakers’ freedom in framing unwitnessed
events; see e.g. research on Macedonian (< Indo-European) [Mushin 2000:
935] and Andi (< East Caucasian) [Verhees 2019: 125-127]). Finally,
it is unclear whether the initial source of information (Pear Film) is consid-
ered to be a direct or indirect source. Languages with evidential distinctions
may choose different strategies to express information acquired through
phone calls, radio, TV, seen in a dream, etc. [Aikhenvald 2004: 343—-354].
Interestingly, in the description of the Sarikoli Perfect, Palmer [2016: 99]
explicitly states that it is used as a narrative tense when describing events
in videos. The discussion of the role of evidentiality regarding tense choice
in the collected narratives requires further studies on how events witnessed
on a screen are perceived by Shughni speakers. It should also be noted that,
while two of the narrators did not see the film themselves, it did not have
a definitive impact on their tense choice; however, major differences may
emerge in a study based on a larger sample. Thus, the choice of the narra-
tive tense requires further research. Yet, the collected material allows us
to make some inferences about tense switching.

4.2. Tense switching: Present to Preterite

Even though the majority of independent clauses in four out of five nar-
ratives use a Present verb form, in each of them there is at least one instance
of a Preterite form used in a matrix clause outside of direct speech. There
are eight such switches in total. Some of these switches have a “deictic”
function: they are used to refer to previous events of the narrative that for
some reason need to be brought up again. In (2), N75 used the Preterite
to highlight a potential past event that could but did not happen. While this
function of the Preterite may seem trivial, it is important to remember that
Shughni has two past tenses. In examples such as (2), the speaker chooses
the Preterite instead of the Perfect to highlight that the event was perceived
directly by the speaker (see Section 4.4 for a discussion of the parallel use
of the Perfect for unwitnessed events).

2) [Wam  di-rd dakixt)=xu,
she.OBL he[2].0BL-DAT give.PRS.3SG=AND]
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[bad id ik.di.yec bad wev-ard

then (s)he[2] before then they.OBL-DAT

na-dakéad  nokl=ata,

NEG-giVve.PST pear=AND3

[idi wi Slapa yod]=xu,

coMpL he.oBL hat  carry.pST=ANDI

[bdd yu ara dina nok zézd)...

then he three unit pear take.PRrS.3sG

‘He [one of the boys] gives it [the hat] to him [the protagonist], and before
[he] didn’t give them pears, but when he brought [him] his hat, he takes
three pears...” [N75: 95-98]

In (3), A99 apparently noticed that the listener was confused by some-
thing, so he stopped the narrative sequence to explain what he thought
caused the confusion: that yu ‘he’ was just a stranger (the reference might
be to the man with the donkey who passed near the pear picker), and
he did not play an important role in the story. In his explanation, A99 used
the Preterite to refer to past events. After the confusion has been cleared,
the story goes on in the Present tense.

3) ..[yi  Corik markab=qati nayjist yam.val,
INDEF man donkey=coM pass.PRS.3SG there
[u  nayjist], u sof xu.rd.a@ anja
he pass.PrRs.3sG he only simply there
nayjist|=xu, [tayor]=at...
pass.PRS.3sG=AND1 finished=AND2
()
..Un, [di sulikak, yu  velik=qati).
yes  he[2].0BL small child he bike=com
[Di polni  ribi-yen, fukad).

he[2].0oBL full put-prs.3pL all

[Yu tayd], u sof xu.rd.ab...

he go.pst™M he only simply

popiitcik  vud]. [Yu tayd]=ata,

stranger be.pST.M he g0.PST.M=AND3

[vid sulikak dam ribizd...

(s)he[2] small _child she[2].0BL put.PRS.3SG

‘...there passes a man with a donkey, he passes, he just passes there, and
that’sit... (...) ...Yes, that child, he is with a bike. He fills the basket... (notices
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the listener’s confusion) He [the man with a donkey] left, he simply... [he]
was a stranger’. He left, and [then] the child puts...” [A99: 23-26, 36-41]

An interesting instance of tense switching in (4) apparently happened
due to priming by the listener, who interrupted O04’s narration with two
Preterite-tense clauses. In her reply, O04 copies the tense used in the ques-
tion but then switches back to the Present continuing the story.

4) Speaker: [Bad yu yal padam=aj
then he still there=DpIR

sifint]=at, [azam.a  yi.ga...
climb.prS.3sG=AND2 from_there another
Listener: [Dev miin-en=i fuk ar sabad

those[2] apple-pL=3sG all DoOwN basket

lakéad]=xu, [bad sifid=o0]?

let.pST=AND1 then climb.PST.M=Q
Speaker: [Min nay), [nok). Un, [wev=i

apple no pear yes they.oBL=3sG

fuka® lakéad]=xu, [bad sifid).

all let.psT=AND1 then climb.PST.M

[Aro yu yal sifint...

HEz he still climb.prs.3sG

S: ‘He climbs up, and from there...’
L: ‘He left the apples in the basket and then left?’
S: ‘Not apples, pears. Yes, [he] left them all, and climbed up.

So, he climbs up...” [004: 18-23]

A curious observation is that out of eight switches to the Preterite,
four (including the one above) happen with the verb sifidow ‘climb up’
(5). Three of them describe the pear picker climbing back onto the tree
at the beginning of the film (R99 also uses the Preterite form sifid here,
although that is of course not a tense switch), and another instance (A99)
describes the boy getting up after the bike crash. It is unclear how such
a high frequency of the Preterite switches for this particular form can be
explained.

31t seems here that A99 was looking for a word that meant ‘stranger’ and
decided to switch to Russian to use the word popiitcik, which, however, means
‘travel companion’.
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%) [duyiin=en yam.and pur]=ata,
two=3pL  there full=anD3
[yu=yi  wam yi.ga yilav —aram Cad|=xu,
he=3sG she.oBL other a little there do.psT=ANDI
[bad sifid vo),
then climb.psT.M again
[vo  sifid pi wam daraxt].
again climb.pST™M UP she.OBL tree
[Sifid pi wam daraxt]=xu,
climb.psT.M UP she.OBL tree=ANDI
[qarora@ — na gap oid],
silently NEG word give.PRS.3SG
[na yiciz] — [nok Juv-d].
NEG something pear pick-PRS.3sG
“Two [baskets are already] full, and he put a few [pears] in the other
[basket], then climbed up again, again climbed up on the tree. Climbed
up on the tree, and silently— does not say a word or anything— picks
pears.’ [N75: 19-25]

4.3. Tense switching: Preterite to Present

Among the five retellings, there is one (R99) in which the Preterite
functions as the narrative tense. Nevertheless, at some points in the story,
R99 unexpectedly switches to the Present tense. Scholars usually theorize
that switches to the historical present may express a “turn of events”: sur-
prising, memorable events, the result of a character’s actions, introduction
and description of new entities and characters [Fludernik 1991: 368-376;
Thoma 2011], but other functions have been suggested for different lan-
guages and text genres as well (see [Johnstone 1987; Leith 1995; Louro,
Ritz 2014]).

R99’s narrative contains five switches to the Present tense. Apparently,
the Present form is used to explicitly mark an imperfective event. In excerpt
(6), taken from the end of the narrative, this form is used to describe several
simultaneous actions: the pear picker is sitting and thinking, while the boys
are “showing off” (this line probably refers to one of the boys playing with
his ping-pong toy) and eating pears. However, the reasons for the sud-
den interruption of the sequence of Present-tense clauses by the Preterite
form nayjid ‘passed’ are unclear. Apart from Present-tense verb forms,
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this example also features the Present-tense negative copular particle nisz,
which reflects the temporal perspective of the pear picker (‘[now] one
of the baskets is gone”).

(6) u=yi... ou sabad pur &ial=yata,
he=3sG  two basket full do.psT=AND3
[vi.ga sabad xoli  vad],
other basket empty be.PST.F/PL
[va=yi  sabad nist]. [Yu yal nibf],
she=3sG basket be.NEG he still sit.PRS.3SG
[curt ord|=at,
thought give.PRS.35G=AND2
[dao  bacgala noz-en)=at,
they[2] children show_off-pPrs.3PL=AND2
[nayjid=en), [kayiin xen]=at,
pass.pPST=3PL pear eat.PRS.3PL=AND2
... |[ved.and bad tayor  suf].
and there[2] then finished become.PsT.M
‘(He knew that) he... filled two baskets, and another one was empty, [and
now] that basket is not [there]. He is still sitting, thinking, and those
children are showing off, they passed by, [they are] eating pears, and...
that was the end.” [R99: 67-75]

Other instances of the Present occur in a single clause; nevertheless,
they also denote lasting events. In (7), where R99 introduces the girl, she
says that the girl was riding the bike on the same road and then describes
the same scene again, suddenly using the Present tense. Apparently,
in doing so, she references the long shot of the two kids riding towards
each other that appears in the Pear Film.

7 [Aro, pis  pund-aO=ata, yi.ga yac-ak
HEZ GOAL road-aDv=AND3 other girl-DIM
azam yat aro, velosiped=qati aro],
from_there come.psT HEzZ bike=com HEZ
[tar yakdigar=aj yal ti-yen=ata].

EQ each_other=pIR still go-PRrs.3PL=AND3
[Ya yac-ak dis.ga xay],

she girl-pDIM  so pretty

[wam  yanj-ak daroz-af wifc-in-ad).

she.oBL hair-DiM long-ADV weave.PF-PTCP-ADV
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[Aro yu=yi  koroci wam win-t],

HEZ he=3sG HEZ  she.OBL see-PST

u=yi  wam win-t]=xu,

he=3sG she.OBL see-PST=ANDI

[xu  ux=i binés-t|, [fam-t=at=o0]?

REFL mind=3sG lose-PsT understand-PST=25G=Q
[Bad, mi.ti aray sabad yam.and]=ata...
then there three basket there=AnND3

‘So, on the road, another girl went, on a bike, they are still riding towards
each other. And that girl [is] very pretty, her long hair braided. So, then he
saw her, he saw her and lost his mind, you understood? So, [there are]

three baskets there...” [R99: 25-28]

Another instance of a Present-tense switch occurs when R99 describes
what the protagonist sees after the bike crash (8). The tense switch seems
to play a similar role here. This scene in the film is deliberately static, and
the viewer does not see the boys coming. The protagonist raises his head
from the ground and finds the boys already standing there and looking
at him. Examples (7) and (8) fit the apt observation which E. V. Paducheva
[2010: 289-290] has formulated for Russian: Present-tense switches can be
used to introduce a static “background” for the following events. Similar
functions of the Present tense are attested in the Vakh dialect of Northern

Khanty [Urmanchieva 2021: 299-309].

@®)

[Yu wi kayiin  fukaO taxirm  sut)].

he he.oBL pear all scattered become.PST.M
[Bad wi-nd aram yam.and aray=ga

then he.oBL-LOC there there three=ADD

Wi dod=ga bacgala-yak-en

he.oBL measure=ADD children-DIM-PL
ik.dis=ga)... [bacamard-aO=en, wirivi-in]...
such=ADD  strong-aDV=3PL  stand.PF.F/PL-PTCP
laro tar wi Cis-en].

HEZ EQ he.oBL look-PRS.3PL

‘All his pears became scattered. Then there are also three children of his
age... [they’re] fit, [they’re] standing [there]... looking at him.” [R99: 39-42]

The particle yal, translated in the dictionary [Karamshoev 1988] as “still,
while’, which appears with the first instance of the Present-tense clause
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in both of these examples, seems to play an important role in the explicit
marking of imperfectivity. In (6), it is possible to imagine a literal interpre-
tation of this word (‘while the pear picker is sitting and thinking, the kids
are passing by [and] eating pears’), but in the context of (7) neither ‘still’ nor
‘while’ seem to be fitting translations for it. Apart from (6) and (7), yal is used
in another Present-tense context in R99’s retelling. This property of ya/ was
briefly noted in [Melenchenko 2023: 127, 129] but requires further research.

Overall, yal is used 19 times in the collected Pear Stories, at least once
in each person’s narrative. 14 instances occur in Present-tense clauses,
2 with the Perfect, 1 with the Preterite, 1 with the null copula, 1 in an unfin-
ished clause. Analysis of the Present-tense contexts shows that, indeed,
yal is regularly used to contextualize other perfective events in relation
to lasting imperfective events. Examples (9) and (10) present clear cases
of such use. Note that yal appears in clauses with coordinating enclitics
=at and =ata in (6), (7), (9), and (10): these conjunctions, in contrast
to another coordinator, =xu, are used for simultaneous events®.

) [Po puti yu yal tizd|=ata,
on way he still go.PrRS.3sG=AND3
vak.cand nok wox-en)...

few pear fall-prs.3PL
‘On [protagonist’s] way, while he is riding, several pears fall...’
[004: 36-37]
(10) [Bad padam yal jam kixt]=at,
then there still collected do.pRS.3SG=AND2
iw az wi woxt ar zimdao)...

one EL he.oBL fall.prs.3sG DowN ground
“Then, while he [the pear picker] is picking [the pears], one of them
falls on the ground...” [A99: 8-9]

4.4. Perfect

In the collected Pear Stories, Shughni speakers rarely used the Perfect
tense. In sum, Perfect forms occur in 15 matrix clauses out of 375. Cross-

4 According to C. Parker [2023: 439—440], =at is used for simultaneous events,
while =ata is used for contrasting events (‘but’). Fieldwork conducted by Polina
Padalka and me in 2024 shows that both conjunctions are used interchangeably
in both types of contexts, and the semantic differences between them are vague. Any-
way, both types of contexts actually presuppose simultaneity of events in most cases.
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linguistically, perfects are often used in narratives for “backgrounding”,
e.g. for events that happened before the main narrative [Bybee et al. 1994:
62]. Backgrounding usually occurs in the beginning of the narrative, where
the narrator sets the scene for the forthcoming plot, and often within the nar-
rative itself. Such uses are attested in many languages. Pamir languages are
no exception: the “backgrounding” function of the perfect tense is attested
in Sarikoli [Palmer 2016: 98] and Wakhi [Obrtelova 2017: 65-66].

Use of the Shughni Perfect in narratives has been briefly described
in [Melenchenko 2023: 132—134]. Occurrences attested in the Pear Stories
generally seem to support the same conclusions, which I will shortly rein-
troduce here with corresponding examples. For example, M91°s retelling
begins with at least 6 matrix clauses®, in which she outlines the setting
of the future plot, describing what, in her view, happened before the begin-
ning of the actual story, which uses the Present (11).

(11)  [Ruzo vud idi], [vi Corik=i sifiof
one day be.PSTM COMPL INDEF man=3sG climb.PEM
pi  daraxt=xu, pi xu  boy=and]=xu,
UP tree=AND] UP REFL garden=LOC=ANDI

[xusriiy — boy wi-nd vudj,  yula boyl=xu,
beautiful garden he.oBL-LOC be.PEM big garden=ANDI
[ sifioy pi  daraxt=xu), [xoyiX=i Cij,

he climb.pEM UP tree=aNDl wish=3sG do.PF
(... [Bad=i z0X¢),

then=3sG  take.PF
[padam sifiof]=xu, [bad=i  éaxé
there climb.pEM=AND] then=3sG look.PF
idi], [¢ciz  yam.and vaz=ga  visc-in
comPL thing there goat=ADD tie.PF-PTCP
) [Bad azam=ti xdfct...

then from_there=sup get down.Prs.3sG

‘There was a day, one man has climbed up on the tree, in his garden, and
there has been a beautiful garden of his, a large garden, and he has climbed
up on the tree, he has wanted (from the pear tree... you know, for himself.)
Then he has taken, has climbed up there and has seen that there is also

31t is unclear whether the second clause should be considered subordinate
(since there is a complementizer idi) or matrix (since the first clause represents
a formulaic narrative introduction).
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a goat tied (to another tree, near the tree that he has climbed on, nearby.)
Then he gets down from there...” [M91: 1-12]

Excerpt (12) is an example of backgrounding in the middle of the nar-
rative. The film begins with the pear picker already standing on the ladder,
and the speaker did not see him climbing up. So, to refer to the event
of climbing up, N75 switches to the Perfect, since it is an event that hap-
pened before the beginning of the narrative.

(12)  [Corik pi diraxt aro nok oJiv-d). (...)
man UP tree HEZ pear pick-PrRS.3SG
u wi ar xu  fartuk darin ouv-d).
he he.oBL DOWN REFL apron inside pick-PRs.3sG
Ata  [pi diraxt yu xubal na-sifioj],
AND3 UP tree  he REFL  NEG-climb.PEM
[ sifioy padam  ciz=qati]...
he climb.pEM there thing=com
[narviind=qati padam sifidj).
ladder=com there  climb.PEM
‘A man picks pears from the tree. (He picks pears, yeah... the pears he
picks, since there is nothing else [to put them in],) he picks them into his
apron. And he hasn’t climbed up on the tree himself, he has climbed with
this thing... has climbed with the ladder’ [N75: 11-14]

The importance of the evidential meaning of the Perfect is shown
in example (13). This context cannot be explained simply by background-
ing: the stealing of the pears happened in the film and was actually wit-
nessed by the speaker. However, the speaker uses the Perfect because
he adopts the perspective of the pear picker, who has not seen his basket
being stolen and finds it missing only after getting down from the tree.
These examples show the interplay of the narrative function of back-
grounding and the indirect evidential meaning of the Perfect. All three
examples can be explained by indirect evidentiality: from the viewer’s
perspective in case of (11) and (12) and from a character’s perspective
in case of (13).

(13)  ...[Cost], [vam.and iga xolil=yata,
look.Prs.3sG there other empty=AND3
[va yiga nist]. [Wam=en z0X-C]...
she other be.NEG she.oBL=3pPL take-PF
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“...[the pear picker] looks, one [basket] there [is] empty, and another is not
[there]. [They] have taken it..."” [A99: 58-61]

Several additional remarks are necessary to conclude the section devoted
to the Perfect. There is one instance of the stative use of the Perfect tense
with the verb nistow ‘sit’ (see [Melenchenko 2023: 127-129] on stative
Perfects). There is also one use of the Perfect which I cannot explain with
the current knowledge about tense semantics in Shughni (14), since the event
was witnessed. Some studies suggest that indirect evidentials can perform
an opposite function of foregrounding, highlighting important events
[Aikhenvald 2004: 316-318; Verhees 2019: 128], but it is unclear whether
this context is a case of foregrounding. A more plausible explanation would
suggest that 7ibiiyj here is an instance of a stative Perfect, but unfortunately,
I do not know if it belongs to the class of stative verbs in Shughni.

(14)  [va=ga dis yula=yafl]=at...
she=ADD such big=ADV=AND2
[yu=yi ribdyj=ga xu  ciz=ti wam...
he=3sG put.PF=ADD REFL thing=sup she.OBL
‘She [the basket is] so big... And he has put it on his thing... (on his bike).’
[R99: 19-20]

4.5. Null copula

An interesting property of Shughni narratives is the prominence
of the null copula. The Present tense of the verb vidow ‘be’ is used only
in irrealis contexts and is therefore rare in texts (there are zero instances
in the collected Pear Stories). In realis contexts, the functions of the verb
of being are fulfilled by the null copula and the second-position agreement
clitics®. In the collected texts, the null copula appears in 47 clauses, which
makes up about 13% of all the clauses. The null copula is used, in Labovian
terms, in restricted and free clauses, i.e. in clauses that comment on states
that hold true at least for some section of the narrative.

It is especially curious that the null copula is frequent in R99’s nar-
rative, whose narrative tense is the Preterite. In R99’s retelling, it usually
corresponds to the verb ‘be’ in the past tense in the Russian translation,

® An alternative view is that the agreement clitics are copulas, see e.g.
[Parker 2023: 265-272].



Maksim G. Melenchenko 95

and literal translation of such excerpts with the Russian null copula often
sounds strange. The Shughni clauses with the null copula seem to be able
to interrupt narrative sequences with any tense. This can be seen in exam-
ples (3), (5) and (11) with Present-tense narratives, but note especially
example (7), where R99 uses the null copula in the middle of her Preter-
ite-tense narration. (15) shows another excerpt of this kind, where both
the null copula and the negative copula nist appear.”

(15)  [Cad=i gir], ata [yu virod-ik
do.pst=3sG fixed AND3 he brother-pim
pi__xu __daraxt], [yu yam-a nist].
UP REFL tree he sorrow-ADV be.NEG
[Aro yu zulikak yat]=xu...
HEZ he small child come.psT=ANDI
‘[The boy on the bike] stopped, and the guy [the pear picker is] on his
tree, he is not bothered. So, the child came and...” [R99: 14-17]

5. Conclusions

In this article, I have attempted to show that Pear Stories can be useful
for studying how Shughni tenses function in narratives. In four out of five
Pear Stories, Shughni speakers used the Present as the main narrative
tense, another speaker used the Preterite. The choice of the narrative tense
requires further research on a larger sample. However, all speakers used
both the Present and the Preterite to some extent. In Present-tense narra-
tives, the Preterite and the Perfect are used to refer to events that precede
the current moment in the story. The Preterite is employed when the event
was a part of the narrative or was witnessed by the narrator or the char-
acters. On the other hand, the Perfect refers to past events that happened
“outside” of the narrative. The indirect evidential meaning of the Perfect
tense correlates with its backgrounding function.

In the Preterite-tense narrative, the speaker often switches to the Present
to refer to an imperfective event. The particle yal ‘still, while’, which
is often used in Present-tense clauses, highlights that other events are hap-
pening during this event. It was observed that even in the Preterite-tense
narrative, the speaker often uses the null copula instead of the Preterite

"Nominal predicates with null copulas are underlined.
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form of the verb of being, which indicates that the null copula is to some
extent “tenseless” in narratives. Tense switching allows the speakers
to navigate the discourse and make the events of the story easier to under-
stand for the listener.

Abbreviations

[2] — demonstratives of the 2" (medial) series; ADD — additive; ADV —
adverbializer; AND1, AND2, AND3 — coordinating conjunctions; COM — comitative;
coMPL — complementizer; cop — copula; DAT — dative; biM — diminutive;
DIR — directive (‘towards’); DOWN — essive with the spatial meaning ‘down
there’; EL — elative; EQ — essive with the meaning ‘on the same level’; F —
feminine; GOAL — goal; HEZ — hesitation markers; IMP — Imperative; INDEF —
indefinite article; INT — intensifier; Loc — locative; M — masculine; NEG —
negation; OBL — oblique case; PF — Perfect; pL — plural; pQp — Pluperfect;
PRS — Present; psT — Preterite; pTcP — Resultative participle; Q — question
enclitic; REFL — reflexive; SG — singular; SUBD — subordinating conjunction;
SUP — superessive; TA — Present or copula with the clitic =fa; UNF — unifinished
clause; up — essive with the meaning ‘up there’.
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AHHOTaNus1. B cTaThe aHATM3UPYIOTCS CIIOBA HPOHCKOTO THATICKTa OCETHH-
CKOTO SI3bIKa C [IEJIBIO BBIICHEHHS TOTO, KAKUM MO3UIIMOHHBIM 1 KOMOWHATOPHBIM
W3MEHEHHUSIM TIOJBEP)KCHBI OCETHHCKUE 3BOHKHEC CMBIYHBIC COIIacCHBIC. B uact-
HOCTH, PACCMATPHUBAETCS MPOU3HOILICHHE COMNIACHBIX, 0003HAYCHHBIX Ha MHCHME
OykBamu 0, 0, 2. THCTpyMEHTaJIbHBIN aHa13, OCYIIECTBICHHBIN B IOJyaBTOMa-
TUYECKOM pEKUME B Iporpamme Praat, 03BOJIMII YCTaHOBUTH, YTO B KOHEYHOM
MO3UIIMU COINIACHBIE 0 U 2 PealM3yroTcs Kak niryxue /t/ u /k/ cOOTBETCTBEHHO.
CortacHblii 6 B 3TOH MO3MIMK HE BCTpedaeTcs. B cepeuHe CloB 3BOHKHE OITY-
HIAFOTCS (aKyIBTATHBHO, IS YT [OKA He YajI0Ch YCTAHOBHUTH 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH.
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Abstract. The article presents an analysis of Ossetic words aiming to identify
positional and combinatorial changes in Ossetic voiced plosive consonants. Spe-
cifically, it examines the pronunciation of the consonants represented in writing
by the letters 6 /b/, 0 /d/, and e /g/. The analysis employs instrumental methods
and is conducted semi-automatically by using Praat. The findings indicate that
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in the word-final position, the consonants /d/ and /g/ are realized as their voiceless
counterparts /t/ and /k/, respectively. The consonant /b/ does not occur in this posi-
tion. In medial positions, the voiced consonants may undergo optional devoicing,
although no consistent patterns have yet been identified. The fact that the causes
of consonant voicing/de-voicing have not yet been determined for all positions,
suggests that the voicing/de-voicing of a consonant is conditioned not only by its
linear position in a word (beginning, middle, end), but also by other factors such
as its position relative to the stress, the number of syllables in the word, the fre-
quency of the word, and whether the word belongs to the native or borrowed
vocabulary layer. Additional research is needed to identify all the factors that
influence consonant realization in the Ossetic language.

Key words: Ossetic language, orthoepy, assimilation, devoicing
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1. BBenenne

APTHKYJSIIUS CMBIYHBIX COITACHBIX HPOHCKOTO JTHAJIEKTa OCETHHCKO-
TO sI3bIKA YK OBLIa MPeaMeTOM HHCTPYMEHTAIIBFHOTO anann3a [ CokoIoBa
1953; Hd3axoBa 2008]. B wactHocTH, B padore B. C. CokonoBoii orMeua-
JIOCh, YTO JIJISI IITyXAX CMBIYHBIX B OCETHHCKOM SI3BIKE CYIIECTBEHHO HAJIH-
YHe MPUIBIXaHWs, a IS 3BOHKUX — HEIIOJTHO3BOHKOCTH. BMecTe ¢ TeMm,
kak ormevana B. C. CokoyioBa, B OCETUHCKOM SI3bIKE UMEIOTCS MPEIIIO-
CBUIKH JJIS TOTO, YTOOBI IIPOTHBOIIOCTABICHUE CMBIYHBIX OCYIIECTBILIOCH
HE M0 HAJIHYHIO WJIM OTCYTCTBHUIO IPHUIBIXATEIEHOCTH, & TI0 3BOHKOCTH-
myxoctH [CokonoBa 1953: 41]. IHCTpyMeHTaNbHOE U SKCIIEPUMEHTAIIb-
HOE HCCIe0BaHus, poBeaeHHbIE B 2008 I, BBIIBUIIH, YTO «PEIEBAHTHBIM
MIPU3HAKOM TIIYXHUX COTIACHBIX /p, t, k/ SBIsSETCSA TIIyXOCTh, a MPHIBIXa-
TENBbHOCTH, COMYTCTBYIOIIAs TUM COTIACHBIM BO BCEX CITyYasiX, SIBISICTCS
HEpEIICBAaHTHBIM IIPH3HAKOM. PelleBaHTHBIM MPU3HAKOM 3BOHKHX COIIac-
HBIX /b, d, g/ sBNgeTCs 3BOHKOCTH. ClemoBaTenbHO, IIPOTHBOIOCTABIIC-
HHUE MEXy 3TUMH COIVIACHBIMHU UJIET TIO JIMHUH “TIyXOCTh—3BOHKOCTB”,
a He “TIpUABIXaTeIbHOCTh—HEPHUIBIXaTeIbHOCTE ™» [[[3axoBa 2008: 124].

Hano, ognako, OTMETHTB, YTO MEPECMOTPY MOABEPIIINCH PEIICBAHT-
HBIC IPU3HAKK CMBIYHBIX COTIACHBIX OE30THOCHUTEIILHO K UX KOMOUHATOP-
HBIM U3MCHEHHAM. BMecTe ¢ TeM He BBI3BIBAET COMHEHHS TOT (PaKT, YTO
B COCEJICTBE C IPyTHMH COTTIACHBIMU 3BOHKHE CMBIYHBIC MOTYT IIOJTHOCTBHIO
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100 YaCTUYHO aCCUMHINPOBAThCS. OCOOCHHO aKTyalbHO HCCIEI0BA-
HUE aCCUMUJIAIIMOHHBLIX MPOLICCCOB B HACTOAIICEC BPEMs, TAK KaK Ha4daTa
paboTa HajJ COCTABIEHHEM OCETHHCKOTO OP(O3MHUECKOTO CIIOBAPS IS
IKOJIBHUKOB [J[3axoBa 2024]. laHHbIN coBapb, MpeAHa3HAYCHHBIA IS
HCTIONTE30BAaHMS TIPEKIE BCETO B YIEOHOM IIpoIiecce, aKTyaleH He TOJIBKO
JUTS IKOJIBHAKOB, HO | JUTS X POIUTENEH, KOTOPBIE, B CHITYy YCTOHYHBOTO
OMJIMHTBU3MA (C CYIIECTBEHHBIM MPEO0IaJaHUEM PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA), HCIThI-
TBHIBAIOT IOPOH 3HAYUTENBHBIC TPYIHOCTH B TPABUILHOM MTPOM3HOIICHUN
OTAETBHBIX CIIOB. B cilydae yacTHIHO# acCHMMIISIIMK 3BOHKHX KOHCU-
HBIX COIVIACHBIX WX CJIEAyeT 0003HAYaTh B MPOM3HOCHTEIEHOM CIOBape
KaK 3BOHKHE (DOHEMBI C COOTBETCTBYIOIINMH THAKPHTHUCCKIMH 3HAKAMH.
[Tpu nomHO# accuMUITIIN Ha MecTe opdorpaduiIecKux 3BOHKUX CICTYeT
B TPAHCKPUIIIIUY CTABUTH 3HAKH TIIYXUX (POHEM.

B HacToseit crarbe npeacTaBlieHbl Pe3y/IbTaThl aHaIN3a CII0B, COAep-
JKAIUX B CBOEM rpadrueckoM 0OJIHKe 3BOHKHE COTIACHBIE 0, 0, 2. [TocKob-
Ky HCCIIEIOBaHKE MPU3BAHO OTBETUTH Ha BOMPOC, KAKME UMEHHO (DOHEMBI
peanu3yroTcs Ha MecTe rpauueckux 0, 0, 2, IPUHATO PELIeHUE Ha TAHHOM
JTane 1o BO3MOXKHOCTU H30erarh ux (hOHEeMaTHUECKON TPaHCKPHUILINU.

B pazgene 2 onucansl Marepuai 1 METoquKa ucciaenosanus. Paznen 3
MOCBAIICH OMMCAHUIO PE3YABTATOB aHATIHN3a (OTAEIBHO MO KaX/I0MY aHa-
JU3UPYEMOMY COTTIACHOMY H IO KaKI0H no3uin). B paznene 4 npeacras-
JICHBI OCHOBHBIC BBIBOABI U TMCPCIIEKTUBBI z[anLHeﬁmero HUCCIICAOBAHUS.

2. MartepuaJi 1 MeTOAUKA HCCJIeI0BAHUS

MarepuanoM HCCleIOBaHUS MOCTYKUIIU ayIUO3aIIUCH CIIOB OCETHH-
CKOTO 513bIKa, B KOTOPBIX CMBbIYHBIE COITIACHBIE ITPE/ICTABIICHBI BO BCEX BO3-
MOKHBIX ITO3UIMSIX B c10Be. OTOOP CI0B MPOUCXOIIUII 10 COMIACHBIM U3 OCe-
THHCKO-PYCCKOTO ciioBaps moj| oomieit penakuueit A. M. Kacaesa [1952]:
OTOMpAIIHCh CJI0BA, B KOTOPBIX aHAIU3UPYEMbIE CONIACHBIE MIPE/ICTABIICHBI
B HauaJle, CepeAMHE U KOHIIE CJIOBA BO BCEX BOSMOXKHBIX coueTaHusx. [1pu
9TOM OTOUPAJIMCH HE TOJIBKO 3aIVIaBHBIE CJI0BA B CIIOBAPHOU CTaThe, HO U CJIO-
Ba U CJIOBOCOYETAHUS U3 IPUMEPOB, MOATOMY HEKOTOPbIE aHAIU3HPYEMBbIC
CJIOBA MPE/ICTAaBIICHbI HE B HAYAILHOU (hopMe. C10Ba ObLIM HAUMTAHBI ABYMS
HOPMAaTUBHBIMU TUKTOPAMH, HOCUTEIISIMU HPOHCKOTO THAJICKTa OCETHHCKOTO
sI3bIKa, IOCTOSTHHBIMU JkuTensiMu CeepHoli Ocetun. I1epBplit — My»KuKHa,
50 ner, nuxrop paguosenanus I TPK «Ananus». Bropoil TUKTOp — 3KeH-
umHa, 50 net, tuHreuct, teneseayias I TPK «Ananusy.
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Aynuo3zanucu clIoB aHaJIM3UpOBaIuCh B nporpamme Praat. B xone
aHaJM3a yUYUTHIBAINCH TPAIUIIMOHHbIE, onicanHble enie JI. B. bonaapko
[1977] TunnanbIe KOH(UTYPALINH, XapaKTEpHBIE IS PA3HBIX TPYIII 3BYKOB
Ha ocImiorpamMme. Busyanuszamnust pasHbIX 3ByKOB HAa JMHAMHYECKHUX
CTIIEKTpOTpaMMax MOAPOOHO OIMHUCaHA MPUMEHUTEIHLHO K PYCCKOMY SI3BIKY
B [epkad u np. 1983], a Takke B HHCTPYKIMH 110 paboTe ¢ Mporpam-
Moii Praat, mpencraBieHHOl Ha caiite JlabopaTopuu JTHHIBUCTHYECKOM
aHTpormojorud TOMCKOTr0 rocyiapcTBeHHOro yHuBepcurera'. B vacTt-
HOCTH, Y TNIYXUX CMBIYHBIX Ha OCLHJIJIOTPAMME MPHUCYTCTBYET MpsAMas
TOPU30HTAJIbHASL IMHUS, COOTBETCTBYHOILAS NITyXO0H CMbIUKe (HEKOIEeOItO-
LI1ECs FOJIOCOBBIE CBSI3KU) 0O MOMEHTA B3pbIBa. J{J1sl 3BBOHKUX CONIACHBIX
MOMEHTY B3pbIBa MPEJIICCTBYET BOJIHUCTAS JIMHUS HA OCLUIIOTpaMMeE,
COOTBETCTBYIOIIAsl PabOTE TOJIOCOBBIX CBA30K. B3phIB perucrpupyercs
Ha CIIEKTPOTpaMMe BBICOKOUACTOTHBIM IIIyMOM. B cityuae, ecu cornmacHslit
NPUABIXaTeNbHBIN, TOCIE B3phIBA HA CIIEKTPOTPAMME BHU3YaTH3HPYETCS
BBIPAKCHHBIN U ATUTEIBHBIN YyU9aCTOK (PPUKATHBHOTO IIyMa.

B xone ananuza ¢pukcupoBairck o01Ias JTUTETBHOCTh CMBIYKH H JTH-
TEIBHOCTD €€ TITyXOH M 3BOHKON YacTe (TP X HAJIWIHN ), JNTUTEIEHOCTh
1 MHTEHCUBHOCTH B3pbIBa (porpaMma Praat 1o3BossieT aBTOMaTH4ECKU
OIPEJEIUTh HHTEHCUBHOCTD BBIAEIEHHOI0 OTpe3ka peun). B ciryuae Hanu-
WS IPUIBIXaHUS (PUKCHPOBANNCH €TO ITUTEIBHOCTh U HHTEHCHBHOCTB.
[TockonbKy NPUHUMNMAIBHBIX OTIMYUI B peasi3allii aHAJIU3UPYEMbIX
COTVIaCHBIX B MPOM3HECEHHH IIBYX JAUKTOPOB HE OOHAPYKEHO, B TAHHOM
CTaThe NPUBOAATCS CPEAHUE 3HAYEHHUS 110 BCEM CIIOBAM Y OJJHOTO IUKTOPA.

3. Pe3yabTarsl aHaau3za
3.1. CornacHblii 6

Cpasy OTMETHUM, YTO B OCETHHCKOM SI3bIKE HET CJIOB, KOTOPhIE ObI OKaH-
YUBAJIMCh HA COIVIACHBIN 6. B CBA3M C 3TUM B SKCIIEPUMEHTAILHOM MaTe-
pHae 3TOT COIIACHBIN MPEACTABIICH TOIBKO B HAYAJIE U B CEPEIMHE CIIOBA.

Bcero 6bu10 Ipoananu3npoBaHo 86 cIoB ¢ cortacHbIM 6. B 27 cnoBax
COIJIACHBIN O BCTpEYAJICSl B HAYaJIe CJI0BA Mepejl N1acHbIM. Bo Bcex aTux

! Moctymua no ccesuike URL: https://illa.tsu.ru/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/
Vvedenie-v-akustiku-rechi.-E%60ksperimentalno-foneticheskaya-programma----
Praat---.pdf (nara o6parenns 01.08.2025).
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citydasix ObUI peain30BaH 3BOHKUH CMBIUHBIN /b/. JITUTENbHOCTh CMBIY-
ku pasHa 0,07 c, B3psiBa — 0,01 ¢, cpeaHsisi MHTEHCUBHOCTD B3pbIBA —
64,71 dB. Huwxke Ha PucyHnke 1 mpeacTapieHbl OCIMIIIOTpaMMa U CIIeK-
TporpaMma HadaJbHOTO 0. Ha JaHHOM M BCEX MOCIEIYIONNX PUCYHKAX
BEPXHHU CJION MPEACTABISAET COOON OCIMIIIIONPaMMy aHAIU3UPYEMOTO
cioBa. Ha BropoMm citoe mpencrasieHa crekrporpaMma. [ opu3onTansHas
JUHAS C TOYKaMH Ha CIIEKTPOTpaMMe COOTBETCTBYET JYacTOTE KOJIeOaHwMs
TOJIOCOBBIX CBSI30K (dactota ocHOBHOTO ToHa, YOT), koTOopas uameps-
eTcs B repIiax. JTa JHMHUS BaKHA IIPH OIPEISIICHAN 3BOHKOCTH / TITyXOCTH
COIIACHOTO, TaK KaK 3BOHKHE U IIIyXHE COTIIACHBIC OTINYAIOTCS PabOTOM
TOJIOCOBBIX CBSI30K IPH MPOM3HECEHHUHU: TIPU IPOU3HECCHNUH 3BOHKUX CO-
[JIACHBIX TOJIOCOBBIE CBA3KHU KOJICOIIOTCS, TP MPOU3HECEHUH TITyXUX —
He KoneOmoTesi. OHAKO B MOTOKE pEeuH, MPHU KOAPTUKYISLUU 3BYKOB,
KoJIeOaHUs TOJIOCOBBIX CBA30K C 3aTyXaHHEM MPOJIOKAIOTCS U TIOCIIE 3a-
BEPIICHUS 3BOHKOTO COMTaCHOT0. MOXKeT HaOMIoIaThCs U Apyrasi KapTHHA!
MOCJIEe TIIYXOr0 COTTIACHOTO KOJIEOAHMS TOJOCOBBIX CBS30K Ha 3BOHKOM
COTNIACHOM WJIM TJIACHOM MOTYT HaYMHATHLCS C Ono3jaHueM. HarismaHo
JUTUTETEHOCTH M YaCTOTY KOJICOAHHS TOJIOCOBEIX CBSI30K U OTPaXKaeT TOpH-
30HTaJbHAS JIMHUS C TOUKAMH Ha CIICKTPOTpaMMe.

Kak BunHO Ha Pucynke 1, Bpemst Hayana ozBoHueHus (VOT) nmeer
OTpHUIATEIFHOE 3HAYCHHE, T. €. KOJIEOaHHe TOJI0COBBIX CBI30K HAUMHACTCS
10 MOMEHTA Pa3MBIKaHHSI CMBIYKH, B CAMOM Havaje apTUKYILSIIHN CoTyIac-
Horo /b/. JInuTensHOCTh MHTEPBaa OT Havyajia KoJeOaHus TOJI0OCOBBIX CBs-
30K JI0 clieaytoniero riacHoro pasHa 0,08 c.

¢ a

/b/ /a/

Puc. 1. Coueranue 6a B cinoBe baom ‘cupeHue (neincTeue)’

Fig. 1. The combination ba in the word badt ‘sitting’
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3nech U ganee Ha MEepBOM CJI0€ aHHOTAIMH MPEJCTaBICHO CIOBO
L[EJTUKOM, Ha BTOPOM CJIOC aHAJIU3UPYEMBIH 3ByK 0003HaueH OyKBOH,
COOTBETCTBYIOIIEH eMy B rpaduke. Ha TpeTbeM ciioe mpesicTaBlIeH TpaH-
CKPHUIIIIMOHHBINA 3HaK CMBIYHOTO. [Ipr 3TOM Ha TpeTheM ClIoe CMBIYKa
OTJIeNIIETCS OT B3pbIBA. B HEKOTOPBIX CiIydasiX, €CIM HadallbHas 4acTh
CMBIYKH 03BOHYEHA, OHA TAK)KE BBIAEIAETCS Ha TpeTheM cioe. [Ipu aTom
OTHECEHHE IIEPEXOIHOIO OTPE3Ka K INIACHOMY HJIU COIVIACHOMY OIpeiesis-
JIOCh KayKAbIH pa3 He 10 OCLMIIJIONpaMMe, a 110 U3MEHEHUIO CIIEKTPaJIbHOM
KapTHHBI.

B no3unuu cepeiuHbl ciioBa 6 BCTpeyascs B HHTEPBOKAIbHOM 1103U-
uu 3 pasza (Hapwexkvyban ‘c TOHKUM TOPIIOM’, cO3@b@xeeHeH “YITyd-
HICHUE , X@p3yblOblp ‘OYeHb KOPOTKHIA’). Bo Bcex cimydasx mpousHeceH
3BOHKHUI CMBIYHBIN /b/, CPeHSISI ATUTEIBHOCT 3BOHKONH CMBIYKH KOTO-
poro cocrasisiet 0,07 c, B3peiBa — 0,01 ¢, ”HTEHCUBHOCTH B3pbIBA —
66,07 dB.

[Tocte rmacHOTO MEepes] corNIacHbIM 6 BCTpETHIICS S pa3 (abxazae ‘ad-
Xa3CKui’, Abxazvl ‘B AOXa3un’, ubkce ‘vo0Ka’, kiyomee ‘KiyObl’ , MUKpoomee
‘MUKpOOBI’). Bce 3TH ci10Ba 3aMMCTBOBAHBI M3 PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa, B HCKOHHO
OCETHHCKHX CJIOBaX 6 B TaKOH IO3WIMH HE BCTpedaeTcs. Bo Bcex aHa-
JTH3UPYEMBIX CIIOBaX 6 HAXOMUTCS MEpe TIIyXUM COTJIACHBIM U peall-
3yeTcs KaK ITyXOW CMBIYHBIH /p/ ¢ HauaIbHOW 3BOHKON YaCThIO CMBIUKH,
cM. Pucynok 2. CpeHsist JTUTENbHOCTh 3BOHKOM yacTu cMbruku — 0,02 c,
3aTeM cJeAyeT riiyxas 4acTh CMBIYKH CO CPEIHEH JJIUTENbHOCTBIO
0,05 ¢ u B3pbIB ¢ jJumuTensHOCTHIO 0,02 ¢ M MHTEeHCUBHOCTHIO 63,22 dB.

Puc. 2. Coueranmne 6k B ciioBe ubke ‘100ka’

Fig. 2. The combination bk in the word ibkee “a skirt’
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B mozuiiuu mociie 0JJHOTO WIIM JIBYX COIJIACHBIX MEpej ITacHbIM O
BcTperuincs 41 pa3. B mopansiomnieM O0IBIINHCTBE CIIy9IaeB 6 HAXOAUICS
B MIO3UIIMK Havalla BTOPO OCHOBBI B CIIOKHBIX CIIOBAX: CbIPX-0biH ‘Kpac-
HOBATBIN, Xep3-00H ‘TIpONIai’ U T.1.

B GonpmumHCTBE ClydaeB B JAHHOH MO3UITUH PEATU3yeTCsl 3BOHKHIA
CcMBIUHBIH /b/. CpemHsst I TETFHOCTS 3BOHKOI YaCTH CMBIYKH COCTABIISIET
0,07 ¢, B3peiBa — 0,01 ¢, ”HTEHCUBHOCTH B3pbiBa — 66,24 dB.

B aByx crnoBax (uxowli ‘neAsHON Kpaii’, ucboH ‘MMYIIECTBO’ ) HAYAIb-
Hasl 9aCTh CMBIYKU ObLIA IIyXOU, HO 3aTeM CIICIOBAIM 3BOHKAsl CMBIUKA
Y 3BOHKHI B3pbIB. HamisiiHo 3T0 npenacTasieno Ha Pucynke 3.

PR \M‘IH\““M\ I
L

g atnl s S

e 0N
¥ 8
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X 6

2% /b/

Puc. 3. Coueranue x0 B CIIOBE uxObL1 ‘NIEASTHON Kpaid’

Fig. 3. The combination xb in the word ixba/ ‘an ice edge’

B cnoBax cHw303bincee ‘ipurogmibes’, coepes (KeHvil) ‘00HApY-
KUTB’, yvynbcecme ‘BO3BBIINICHHAS MECTHOCTH , YbynoOvlicel ‘C BO3-
BBIIIICHHOTO CKJIOHA  COTJIACHBIA, 0003HAYCHHBIN Ha TUChMe OYKBOMU 0,
OBUT pealln30BaH KakK TIIyXOl CMBIYHBIN /p/. OOBSICHHUTH, MOYEMY MOCIIE
¢ B CJIOBE ucHon TPOU3HECEH 3BOHKUIL /b/, a B cIIOBe cO@pree — TITyXOi
/p/, Ha OCHOBaHUH ITPOBEICHHOTO HCCIICIOBAHMUS TPYAHO. B 0001X cydasx
COTJIACHBIH 6 HAXOMUTCS B IMO3HUIIUH [TOCIIE ITYMHOTO MISJICBOTO Ha CTHIKE
Mopdem. Bo3MOKHO, pOITb UTPAET MO3MIUSI OTHOCUTEIBHO YAAPHOTO IJIac-
HOTO: B CIIOBE uCOOH YIAPHBINA TIACHBIN MPEIIIECTBYET COTIACHOMY 0,
B CIIOBE cOcepcec — yIAPHBIN IJIACHBIH CTOUT MOCIIE COTIACHOTO 6. MOYKHO
TPCANOJIOKUTh TAKKE, YTO HpI/I‘IHHOﬁ OITYHICHUS WJIN HECOTIIYIICHHS CO-
[JIACHOTO SIBJISIETCSI CJIOTOPa3/iell: B CIIOBE UC-O0H COTIIACHBIN O HAXOIUTCS
B Hayalle CJIora, B CJIOBE cOce-pee — B CEPEIMHE CIIora.
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B cnyuae, xorna 6 BcTpeuancs mociie rpymniibl COrIacHbIX (CII0BOCOYe-
TaHWs myn03 bcenac ‘nyo’, ypc 6asvip ‘0e1oe Kpbuio’, Kbyuipm 6adeH ‘Ha-
CecT’, muixcm O0H “TPYIHBIA ICHb U JP.), CPEIHSS JITUTSITBHOCTh CMBIUYKH
cocragisiet 0,07 ¢, B3pbiBa — 0,01 ¢, ”HTEHCHBHOCTH B3pbiBa — 66,81 dB.
Bo Bcex ciyyasix ObUT peaii30BaH 3BOHKUI CMBIYHBIH /b/.

HBIOOAT

60 a

/pp/ /a/

Puc. 4. Coueranue 66a B cnoBe Hoi06a0m ‘(0H) mpucen’

Fig. 4. The combination bba in the word nabbadt ‘(he) sat down’

60 y

/bb/ | Y

Puc. 5. Coueranue 60y B cii0Be Hb160yYy (VbiH) OBITH JOBOJIBHBIM

Fig. 5. The combination bbu in the word nabbus (wan) ‘be satisfied’

B ciyuae remuHHpOBaHHOTO 66 TIOCKE TIpedHKca Hbl- BO BCEX aHa-
JIU3HPYEMBIX clioBax (WX ObLIO 5), KpoMe cioBa Hbi60yy (ybiH) ‘OBITH
JIOBOJIBHBIM, TIPOU3HECEH TITyXO¥ cMbruHbIil /p/ (PucyHok 4). B cnose
HbL1O0YY TIpon3HeceH 3BoHKHH /b/ (PucyHok 5). [To3unus nmocie npedukca
Hbl- XapaKTepU3yeTcs TeM, YTO COIIacHble yiBauBaroTcs. [lomyuaercs
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CHUTYyaIIHsl, KOI/Ia, C OJIHON CTOPOHBI, TEMHUHUPOBAHHBIC 3BOHKUE CMBIYHBIC
OTTyIIAIOTCA (YTO OBIIO MOATBEPXKJICHO HKCIIEPUMEHTANBHO, ¢M. [Kabo-
noBa 1995]), ¢ npyroii CTOPOHBI, B CO3HAHUHM HOCHUTENS SI3bIKa aKTHBCH
CIIyXOBOH 00pa3 MpOU3BOJHOTO cJioBa 0e3 MmpeduKca Hul-, KOTOPBIHA Ha-
YUHAETCS CO 3BOHKOTO COMIACHOTO. MOYXHO MPEIOI0KHUTh, YTO CIOBa
¢ ipe(PUKCOM Hbl-, Hallle yIoTpeOIsieMble B PeUr, OyyT MPOU3HOCHTHCS
C TIIYXHUM COIJIACHEIM, a peKe YyHOTpeOnseMble — co 3BOHKUM. {7t mon-
TBEPIKJICHHS / OTIPOBEPIKEHHS ATOTO MPEIIIONIOKEHIS CICIYET PACIIHPHUTH
AKCIIEPHMEHTANILHBII MaTepuall, BKIIIOYUB B HETO BCE MPEICTABICHHBIC
B ciioBape cioBa (21 ciioBO) ¢ COracHbIM 6 B IAHHOU TO3UIIHH.

[MoaBons uTOrM aHaNU3a CIIOB C COIIACHBIM O, MOXXHO CHIEIATh Clie-
JYIOIINE BBIBOJIBL:

1. ComnacHbIH 6 B OCETHHCKOM A3BIKE TPON3HOCHTCS BCETIA KaK 3BOHKHH
/b/ B Ha"aie cjoBa Iepes MIACHBIM M B HHTEPBOKAIBGHON MO3UIIHH.

2. CornacHbBI 6 B OCETHHCKOM SI3bIKE IIPOU3HOCHUTCS KaK TIIyXoi /p/
MOCJIE [NACHOIO Nepes] NIyXUM COINIACHBIM.

3. CornacHblil 6 B 0CETUHCKOM SI3bIKE MOXKET IPOM3HOCUTHCS U KaK 3BOH-
kuit /b/, n xak ryxoi /p/ B cAeAyIOMUX ClIydasix: MOCIE CONIACHOTO
nepe ITacHbIM B CEPEIMHE CIIOBA; B ClIydae TeMUHAIUU T10CIIe Mpe-
¢buxca Hoi-.

3.2. CoriiacHblii 0

3.2.1. CoracHbIi 0 B KOHIIE CJI0BA

Koneunslii cormacHsli 0 BeTpeTuiics B 39 ¢10Bax B CIICIYIONINX COUe-
TaHusx: a0 — 20 pa3 (xop303unad ‘6naro’, eeza30HbiHad ‘I3bIKOZHAHUE
u ap.), @0 — 9 pas (eevebed ‘TOBOIBHO’, KbYX6@O ‘CIEH OT pyKU U JIp.),
b10 — 8 pa3 (peecwio ‘onmyxmmid’ U ap.), yo — 1 pa3 (yo ‘nmyma’), uo —
1 pa3 (yauo ‘oH ObLI OBI’).

Bo Bcex ciyuasix coracHblid, 0003HaYCHHBIN B rpauKe Kak 3BOHKHMA
0, OBIT pea30BaH Kak TIyXoi /t/. JITUTeIbHOCTh IIIyXOW 9aCTH CMBIYKH
B cpenneM cocraisier 0,04 c. Cpeansist mmutenbHOCTh B3phiBa — 0,02 ¢,
cpenHsisi HHTeHCUBHOCTE — 43,06 dB. B HEKOTOPBIX CITy4asix B3pbIB COIPO-
BOXK/JIAJICSL IPUJIBIXAHUEM, CPEAHSS JUINTEIbHOCTh KOTOPOTO COCTABIISAET
0,04 ¢, cpenusist uHTeHCUBHOCTH — 42,14 dB. [Ipuasixanue BCTpeyanoch
U B OHOCIIOXKHBIX CJI0Bax (y0 ‘Aaymia’), 1 B MHOTOCIIOXKHBIX (mcaepuebeo
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‘rpex’). TunmuHas ocuiuIorpaMma COrIacHOTro, peajin3yeMoro Ha MeCTe
opdorpaduyeckoro KOHEYHOTO J, MpecTaBIeHa Ha PUcyHke 6.
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/a/ /t/ ”

Puc. 6. Coueranvie ao B CIIOBE @630230HbIHAO ‘SI3BIKO3HAHUE’

Fig. 6. The combination ad in the word eevzagzonanad ‘linguistics’

JJis cpaBHEHHUSI aHATM3UPOBAIIUCH CJIOBA C KOHEYHBIM COIJIACHBIM 71
(HammpuMep, M@302/cbim ‘Me4eTh’, yonapaxam ‘menpas ayma’). Cpenssis
JMTENBsHOCTH cMbluky paBHa 0,05 c, B3psiBa — 0,02 c. UnTeHCHBHOCTH
B3pbIBa B cpefHeM cocTaniseT 42,6 dB. B HEKOTOpBIX ciiydyasx mpUCyT-
CTBYET NpubIXaHue JuTenbHoCcThIo0 0,07 ¢ 1 mHTeHCHBHOCTHIO 47,9 dB.
Tunuyuzas ocHuIIOrpaMMa KOHEYHOT'O COINIACHOTO, TPOU3HECEHHOI'0 IUK-
TOPOM Ha MECTE TIIYXOro 7, MpeAcTaBieHa Ha PucyHnke 7.

b byh

A

aIBOKaT

/a/ /t/ ”

Puc. 7. Coueranne am B c10Be adgokam ‘aaBokar’

Fig. 7. The combination at in the word advokat ‘an advocate’
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TakuMm 00pa3om, HU MO OCHUIIOrPAMMaM, HH TI0 CPETHUM IOKa3a-
TEJSIM JTATEIFHOCTH W MHTEHCUBHOCTH, Pa3MTUUUil MEXIY COTTaCHBIMH,
MIPOM3HECEHHBIMH Ha MECTE KOHEUHBIX O U /71, HET: B 000X CIIydasX mpo-
W3HOCUTCSI TIYXOH COTJIACHBIH /t/.

KoHeuHsblit 0 BCTpedancst ¥ mocje APYTUX COTNIACHBIX: 60 — 5 CIIOB
(as0 ‘cemb’, kY6180 ‘MONIUTBA’ U AP.), 260 — 5 CJIOB (Cbieb0 ‘CrOpEeBIINiL’,
maev0 ‘OBICTPBIA’ | 1Ip.), 30 — 2 clloBa (MbI130 ‘TuIaTa’, ceHEeMbI30 ‘Oec-
IJ1aTHO), 10, MO, Hp, pO — 20 CIOB (3ex@pd ‘PKaBbIid’, HLIMO “HAOH-
TBI’, ¢361HO ‘OH TMOKA3aJICs’, Xcesid ‘UCIIOPUYEHHBIA U JIp.).

B couerannu 60 cpeHss IUTUTEIILHOCTD TITyXol cMbIukH paBHa 0,07 c,
JUTTENIbHOCTh B3pbiBa — (0,04 ¢, nHTEHCUBHOCTH B3pbiBa — 44,18 dB.
B HEKOTOPHIX CIIOBAaX MPUCYTCTBOBAJIO NMPUABIXaHNWE CPETHEH THTEINb-
Hocteio 0,05 ¢, uuTeHCcHBHOCTRIO 42,3 dB.

Bo Bcex croBax, Kpome ClIoBa @60 ‘CeMb’, COUCTaHUE 80 OBLIO peau-
30BaHO Kak /ft/, T. €. WIyXoH, pealn30BaHHBIA Ha MecTe op(orpapuuecKoro
3BOHKOTO, BJIMSUT HA IPEIIICCTBYIOIINI 3BOHKUH, BCJICICTBUE Y€r0 Ha €ro
MECTE TaKKe MTPOM3HOCHICS TITyXOH.

B couetanuu e»0 cpeaHsis IIUTENLHOCTh IIyX0i CMBIYKH COCTABUIIA
0,08 ¢, B3priBa — 0,02 ¢, nHTEeHCUBHOCTH B3pbiBa — 44,78 dB. B HekoTo-
PBIX CIIOBaX MPUCYTCTBYET MPUABIXaHUE CpeaHel umTeabHOCTRI0 0,04 ¢
Y MHTEHCUBHOCTHIO 42,47 dB. Ha MecTe KOHEYHOTO O BCera MpOU3HOCUTCS
mIyXxoii /t/. CoracHbI 2» B 4 cllydasix peajii30BaH Kak IiryXxou /y/, B 1 ciry-
Yyae — KakK 3BOHKUI1 /¥/. J{71st CpaBHEHUS HUYKE MPUBEICHBI OCILHILION PAMMBI
COYeTaHus b0, peann30BaHHOr0 Kak /yt/ (PucyHok 8) u /st/ (PucyHok 9).
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Vo /t/ | |

Puc. 8. Coueranue 20 B ciioBa maev0 ‘ObICTpO’

Fig. 8. The combination g»d in the word taxsd ‘quickly’
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Puc. 9. Coueranue 260 B CIOBE Cbleb0 ‘CrOPEBIINI’

Fig. 9. The combination gvd in the word sagd ‘burnt’

B couertanuu 30 cpenHss UIMTENbHOCTE ITyXoi cMblukH paBHa 0,06 c,
B3pbiBa — 0,03 ¢. MIHTEeHCHBHOCTH B3pbIBa cocTasisieT 46 dB. 3a B3ppiBoM
ClIe/lyeT NpUAbIXaHUE cpeAHeH UTensHOCTHI0 0,05 ¢ M HHTEHCHBHOCTBIO
57 dB. IlpenmecTByromuii COMIaCHbIN B OJHOM CIy4ae MPOU3HECEH KaK
mryxo#t /f/ (Pucynok 10), B npyrom — kak 3BoHKuit /3/ (Pucynok 11).
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Puc. 10. Couetanue 30 B CIOBE wH@EMbI30 ‘0CCIIaTHO’

Fig. 10. The combination zd in the word cenemazd ‘free of charge’

B nmo3ummu nociie COHaHTOB 0 BO BCEX CITyYasx peali30BaH Kak TITyXOu
/t/. CpenHsist IIMTENBHOCTD [TyX0# cMbruku cocTasisiet 0,05 ¢, B3pbiBa —
0,02 c. CpenHsiss HHTEHCHBHOCTH B3pbiBa paBHa 42,86 dB. B HekoTophIx
CJIOBaxX COTVIACHBIN MPOU3HOCHUTCS C TIPUIBIXaHUEM CPEIHEH IITUTEebHO-
cteio 0,04 ¢ 1 nHTEHCUBHOCTHIO 43,66 dB.
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3 pis

/3/ /t/ ”

Puc. 11. Coyeranue 30 B cioBe Mbi30 ‘3apruiara’

Fig. 11. The combination zd in the word mazd ‘salary’

B coueranusx po nociue COHaHTA p MPOU3HECEH MPOTETUYECKUI I1ac-
HbIH 1. Takol ke IIacHBIN MHOT/Ia BCTPEYAETCs MOCiIe KOHEYHOI O coriac-
HOTO, HAaIIpHMeEP B CIIOBE Hapd “XKUpHBIA  (cM. PucyHok 12).

b
|

i | M i ' !

Hap[

p (1) I
Vi78 VLY /t/ | I

Puc. 12. Coueranue po B cloBe HapO ‘KUPHBII’

Fig. 12. The combination rd in the word nard ‘fat’

TakuMm 06pa3oM, MO)KHO KOHCTaTHPOBAaTh, YTO HA MECTEC KOHEYHOTO
3BOHKOTO O BO BCEX CIIydasiX PEan3yeTcsl IITyXOH CMBIYHBIH /t/.

B ciydasix, xoraa 0 BCTpedaeTcsl B KOHSUHOW TMO3UITUH TOCIIEe ITyM-
HOTO 3BOHKOTO IIENICBOTO (2b, 8, 3), MPEIIICCTRBYIONINN 3BOHKUI MOXKET
TIPOU3HOCHUTHCS M KaK 3BOHKUMN, U KaK TITyXOH.
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3.2.2. CorjiacHBIN 0 B HEKOHEYHOI MO3UIIUH

B skcnepumenTanbHOM MaTepualie BCTpeTuinoch 180 no3unuii ¢ Heko-
HEYHBIM COTJIACHBIM 0.

B Hauaue ciioBa nepes; rmacHbIM 0 BeTpetuics 23 pasza. Bo Beex ciy-
Yasx MPOU3HECEH Kak 3BOHKWH /d/. CpelHss IIUTEIbHOCTh CMBIYKH —
0,08 ¢, mmrenpHOCTH B3pbiBa — 0,01 ¢, MHTEHCUBHOCTH B3pbhIBA —
65,8 dB. TunmyHast ocnuuIorpaMMa COrIaCHOTO O B HAUAIbHOM MO3HIINN
TpesicTaBlieHa Hibke Ha Pucynke 13.

JIaprbKbax

b1 a

/47 /a/

Puc. 13. Coueranue da B CIOBE 0apebKbax ‘ NIMHHOHOTHIA’

Fig. 13. The combination da in the word darsk’ax ‘long-legged’

B nHTepBOKANBHOM MO3uUIMK O BeTpetuics 10 pas. Bo Bcex ciyyasx
COIVIACHBIH OB MPOU3HECEH Kak /d/ co 3BOHKOM CMBIUKOH O3 mpHIbIxa-
Hus. CpenHss JJIMTeNbHOCTh cMbIuku cocTanisietr 0,06 ¢, cpenHss ajm-
TeiapHOCTh B3pbiBa — 0,01 ¢, ”HTEHCUBHOCTH B3phiBa — 65,47 dB.

B mo3unum mocne meneBoro CoriacHOro 0 BeTpeTwiica 32 pasa.
B 28 cnoBax 0 mpousHeceH Kak 3BOHKHI cortacHslil /d/. Kak mmyxoii /t/
OBLT MPOU3HECEH TOJBKO B 4 ciyyasx u3 32: B CIIOBAX Y&XOOH ‘paccoi’,
uxOoowu ‘NefsHast Boja’, emxuyocep ‘0oree OXOKHMA’, apexdep ‘damie’.
Cpennsist anutenbHOCTh cMblukn coctasisieT 0,06 c, B3peiBa — 0,01 c.
HHTEeHCHBHOCTH B3phIBa B cpeHeM cocTapisieT 64 dB.

B nByx cnoBax, B KOTOPBHIX 0 ObUI peain30BaH KakK 3BOHKHH, KoJie-
OaHUs TOJOCOBBIX CBSI30K HAUWHAIMCH TOJILKO HETMOCPEICTBCHHO Mepe
PAcKpBITHEM CMBIUKH, OOJIbIIIast 9aCTh CMBIUKHU ObLIa IITyXOH, O YeM CBH-
netenberByer orcyTeTBue JuHUK YOT Ha cnekTporpamme. DTo ciioBa



114 Wnnoupanckue s3biu | 2 (1) | Indo-Iranian Languages

cesudayyocep ‘0onee HEKPaCcUBBIN U ybexdep ‘Oonee cuanii’. Hioke Ha Pu-
cyHke 14 mpuBeeHa oCHMIUIOrpaMMa COYETaHUsI X0 U3 CIIOBA YbEXOEp.

-

% /47

Puc. 14. Coueranue xo B cJI0Be ybexoep ‘0oyee CUHUNA

Fig. 14. The combination xd in the word ¢ eexdcer ‘bluer’

B coderanuu nepe meneBbIM COMIACHBIM (08, 02b, 003, 03, 0c, O,
0x, 0y) 0 BcTpeTuiics 23 pa3a. B 9 ciydasix mpon3HeceH Kak 3BOHKHA /d/
(cpenHsist NTMTENBHOCTH 3BOHKOM cMbIaku — (0,04 ¢, B3peiBa — 0,04 ¢,
WHTEHCUBHOCTB B3pbiBa — 60,28 dB). B ocTanpHBIX ciiydasx mpousHe-
CEH KaK TIIyX0ii /t/, y KOTOpPOTo B HayaJie 3BoHKas yacTh cMbIukH (0,02 ¢),
3areM niryxas cMmbluka (0,03 ¢), B3pbIiB (unrensHocts 0,01 ¢, nHTEeHCHUB-
HOCTh 51,68 dB), mpunsixanue (amurenbHocTh 0,02 ¢, HHTEHCUBHOCTH
56,42 c).

B Tpex cioBax xvaddzay ‘apoBocek’, ¢uioyapo ‘TpyAaHas KU3HB’,
@rioyceh ‘“TSOKENBIA yaap’ nepexol /t/ B MOCIe Iy OIUi MeeBOi Mpouc-
XOJIUT TUIABHO, BCIIEJICTBUE YEr0 aKyCTUYECKH 3TO BOCTIPUHUMACTCS KaK
mryxas ap¢pukara /ts/ (cm. Pucynok 15).

B no3unmu mocie cMbIYHOTO O BCTpeTHIICS 9 pa3. DTo coueTanus 20,
K0, nd, mo. Ilocie CMBIYHOTO & COTJIACHBIN 0 pealin3yeTcs KaKk 3BOHKHMA
/d/. [locrne TIyXuX CMBIYHBIX OH MOJKET PEaTH30BBIBATHCS M KaK 3BOHKHI
(B crtoBe 03yannoemmeee ‘OTBETYHK ), M KaK TIIyXOH ((haeHbIKOOH “30I1b-
HUK’). B ciryuae 3BOHKOW peann3aluyl CpeaHsisl [UINTEIFHOCTh 3BOHKON
cMbruku paBHa 0,09 c, B3peiBa — 0,01 ¢, MHTEHCUBHOCTbH B3pbIBA —
62,8 dB. B cnyuasx miyxoil peaiu3aliy CpeHss JTUTEIbHOCTh MITyXon
cMmbruku cocrasiser 0,1 ¢, B3psiBa — 0,02 ¢, ”HTEHCUBHOCTH B3pbIBA —
59,47 dB.
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riamapn

a o

/t/ /s/

Puc. 15. Coueranue oy B c10Be @uloyapo ‘TsKeNast KU3Hb

Fig. 15. The combination ds in the word fodsard ‘a hard life’

HNHTEepecHO OTMETUTH, YTO B HEKOTOPBIX CJIOBax 3BOHKUH O MOCIE
TJIIyXOro CMBIYHOI'O HC MMEJI CMbBIYKH, BCJICI 3a TIIYXUM CMbBIYHBIM Cpa-
3y CJe0Bal 3BOHKHH B3PBIB. DTO MPONU3HECEHUE TPEICTABICHO HIDKE
Ha Pucynke 16.

/t/ /dl

Puc. 16. Coueranue mo B cI0Be Mumoon ‘BelIHss Boja’

Fig. 16. The combination #d in the word mitdon ‘meltwater’

B mozuium nepe cMBIYHBIM COTIIACHBIN O BCTpeTHiICs 22 pasza. D10
codetaHusi 00, 02, 0K, OKb, On, om. Ilepel 3BOHKUMHU CMBIYHBIMH O peain-
30BaH Kak 3BOHKHI /d/ (CpemaHss JUTMTEIbHOCTH 3BOHKOU cMbIYkH 0,05 ¢,
B3pbiBa — 0,01 ¢, HHTEHCHUBHOCTH B3pbIBa B CpeJHEM paBHa 63,27 dB).
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[epen myXumMu CMBIYHBIMH O PEaNn30BaH Kak TIIyXoM /t/ (CpemHsist -
TENBHOCTH MTyXoi cmbruku paBHa 0,07 c, B3peiBa — 0,01 ¢, UHTEHCHB-
HOCTH B3pbIBa paBHA B cpexneM 57,88 dB). [lys rmyxoit peanuzanmn xa-
PaKTEpHO TaKKe HAJIMYME NPUAbIXaHUs cpenHel anuTenbHocThio 0,03 ¢
n uaTeHcuBHOCTEIO 50,1 dB.

B mo3unuu mociie coHaHTa 0 BCTpETHIICS B 26 ciaydasx. DTo codera-
HUSA 10, HO, po. Bo Bcex citydasix mpou3HeceH Kak 3BoHKuH /d/. CpenHss
JUITEeNTLHOCTH cMbruku paBHa 0,05 c, B3peiBa — 0,01 ¢, UHTEHCUBHOCTH
B3peiBa — 64,2 dB. B HEKOTOPBIX CiIy4asx MEXKIy COITIACHBIMU p H O
oOHapy>KuBaeTcsa NPOTeTUUECKUI TIIACHBIH I, YTO BUJHO Ha Pucynke 17.

ol “w‘”‘ ‘ ,',.‘,u‘

?}:tfr!.&
,‘ I

e
O o

PR Sy v
Rty

T

@&paerpachr

ple)| &

/r| /o) 74/

Puc. 17. Coueranue po B CIIOBE @pd@epacsie ‘TIONybSHBINA

Fig. 17. The combination rd in the word eerdeegrasag ‘half-drunk’

B no3unum nepen agdpukaroii 0 Bcrpetuics 6 pa3. Bo Bcex cirydasx
(1 mepen 3BoHKOH addpuKaToil dxc, U Nepea DIYXUMHU Yb U Yb) peau-
30BaH KaK DIyXOil HeMPHUAbIXaTeIbHbIH /t/. B HEKOTOPBIX Cly4asx Ha4aao
cmbluk 03B0HUEHO (0,04 ¢). CpenHsas ATUTEIBHOCTh TIyXOH CMBIYKH
0,07 c, B3peiBa — 0,01 ¢, nHTeHCHBHOCTH B3pbiBa — 50,82 dB.

B skcniepuMeHTansHOM Marepuaie ObLUTH CJIOBa, B KOTOPBIX O BCTpe-
4aeTcsl B TPEXUJICHHBIX KOMOWHAIUSAX COTIIACHBIX. DTO COYETaHUS 802,
HOOJIC, P08, poe, pOcb, P03, pogh, pox, poxv, poys. Beero oOHapyxeHO
15 croB ¢ TakuMH codeTaHUSIMU. B 3THX coueTaHHsIX Tepei 0 CTOUT COHAHT
WJIM 3BOHKHH IIEJIEBOH (Keepoaee ‘Kpoiika’, mesdecenae ‘000TpeBarels’),
MOCJIe 0 MOXXET HAXOJUThCS 3BOHKUU IENeBOU (daposaeHOas ‘NaybHSS



B. T. /I3axoBa 117

Jopora’), Tyxoi meneBoii (epoxepomee ‘npy3bs’), 3B0HKast addpukara
(30HO00xCcHIH “yMHBII), TiTyXas adprkata (MepoybbiHd ‘yCHYBIINN MEpT-
BBIM CHOM’), 3BOHKHH CMBIYHBIN (Kcepoece ‘KpoHKa’), TIIyXOH CMBIUYHBIN
(yapoxwvyae ‘npexIEBPEMEHHO yMEPIINi’).

Kak 3BOHKWMIA cOmIacHBINA O OBUT peain30BaH TOJIBKO TEpes CoTliac-
HBIMHU 6 U & (0aposeeHoae ‘TAIbHSIS Topora’, Kepoace ‘KpOoWKa’, mesdeceHae
‘oborpeBarelp’, yaposweroae “KU3HEHHBIN IMyTh’). Bo BCeX ocTaibHBIX
CJIydasix Ha MECTe O MPOU3HECEH TITyXOW CMBIYHBIH /t/.

CpenHsisi [UIMTENFHOCTh CMBIYKH 3BOHKOH pealu3allii COCTaBISICT
0,05 ¢, B3peiBa — 0,01 ¢, nHTEeHCUBHOCTH B3pbiBa — 60,4 dB.

CpenHsis UIMTEeIbHOCTD ITYXOH CMBIYKH ITyXOH peaIn3allui COCTaB-
aset 0,06 c, B3peiBa — 0,01 ¢, nHTeHCUBHOCTH B3pbiBa — 50,25 dB.
B HEKOTOpBIX CiIydasx y MIyXOol peaju3allMy COITIaCHOTO O Habmiona-
eTcs MpuJibIXaHue cpeaHen 1uTeabHoCcThio 0,02 ¢ 1 UHTEHCUBHOCTBIO
50,75 dB.

A

3l Priadadon
didirtesic- iy
42

30HIIKBIH
H a JUK
/n/ % /ttg/

Puc. 18. Coueranue 00 B CIIOBE 30HOOMNCHIH “yMHBIN

Fig. 18. The combination ndds in the word Zonddsan ‘clever’

AHanu3 marepuasa o3BOJIsIeT CAENaTh CIIeYIOIINE BHIBO/IbI OTHOCH-
TEJIbHO MMPOU3HECEHUS COTIACHOTO, 0003HAYEHHOTO Ha IMUChME OYKBOM O:

1. CoracHblil O B OCETUHCKOM fA3bIKE IPOU3HOCUTCA KaK ITyXoH /t/ B cie-
JYIOIUX CIy4asx: B KOHIIE CJIOBa, B cepeirHe cioBa nepen apdpu-
KaToOM, B CEpeIMHE CJI0Ba MOCIIe MISNEBBIX /y/ U /ts/ iepes TIacHbIM,
B CEPE/IMHE CIIOBA MEPe]] IITYXHUM CMBIYHBIM COTJIACHBIM, B TPEXUJICH-
HBIX COYCTAHMSIX TIePeJl COITIACHBIMHU (KPOME 6 1 2).
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2. CornacHslil 0 B OCETHHCKOM SI3bIKE MPOM3HOCHUTCS KaK 3BOHKHUHM /d/
B CJICAYIONINX CIy4asx: B HAYaJle CJIOBa MEPe INTACHBIM, B HHTEPBO-
KaJIbHOM ITO3UINH, B CEPEIMHE CII0BA MOCIIE IMIEJICBOTO TIePe/ INIaCHBIM,
B CEpEIHHE CIIOBA IOCJE COIIACHOTO 2 M COHAHTOB, Mepesl 3BOHKIM
CMBIYHBIM COTJIACHBIM, B TPEXWICHHBIX COUCTAHMSAX IIEPE]] COTIac-
HBIMH 6 1 2.

3. CormacHbIil 0 MOKET PealIn30BBIBATHCS U KaK 3BOHKHHU, M KaK TITyXOH
B CJICITYIOIINX CITy9asX: epe MIeIEeBBIM COTTIACHBIM, TI0CIIE CMBITHOTO
COTIIacHOTO (KPOME COTIIACHOTO 2).

3.3. CorinacHblii 2

3.3.1. CoriacHBIi ¢ B KOHIIE CJIOBA

Koneunsrtii ¢ BcTperwiicst B 64 cinoax. KomOuHaTopHbIEe CoYeTaHUS
pacupeneNuiIuch clieayomum oopasom: ae — 30 pas, we — 24 pa3a,
He — 4 paza, 32 — 3 pasa, oe — 2 pasza, g2 — | pas.

Bo Bcex aHanu3upyeMbIX Cilydasx KOHEUHBIM 2 peajln3yercs Kak
IIyXOH B3pbIBHOW CMBIUHBIA. CpenHssl JUIMTEIbHOCTb IIYXOW CMBIUKH
coctasisiet 0,05 c. PackppITie CMBIYKH OCYIIECTBIISIETCS] B BUJIE B3phIBa
cpennet murenbHOCTHIO 0,01 ¢, mHTeHCUBHOCTD 44,7 dB. B GonbmH-
CTBE CJIy4aeB COIIACHBIA HE MpUabIXaTeidbHbId. [Ipuapixanue HabmroIa-
JI0Ch TOJBKO B 12 cimydasx. Cpensss qiurensHOCTh npuasixanust 0,06 c,
HHTEHCUBHOCTH — 44 dB.

»

TRETE R

TR o
R .

UBIPBIXBr&HET

/3/ /k/

Puc. 19. Coueranue e B CIOBE yblpbixbeeHe ‘CaloKHUAK

Fig. 19. The combination g in the word saraggenceg ‘a shoemaker’
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B msaTu cimyuasix royxoil cMbIuKe HMpEeAIIeCTBOBAA 3BOHKASI YacThb
cpenneit qutenbHOCThIO 0,02 ¢. OHAKO ¢ y4eTOM TOTO, UTO apTHKYJIS-
LUl IPEALIECTBYOLIETO NIACHOTO 3aKaHUMBAETCS HE PE3KO,  IOCTENEHHO,
HaKJIaIbIBAsCh HAa HA9aJI0 MOCJIEIYIOIIETO COMIACHOTO0, 3TOT (hakT He mpe-
MATCTBYET TPAKTOBKE KOHEYHOTO COITIACHOTO, TPOU3HOCHMOTO TUKTOPOM
Ha MeCTe 3BOHKOTO 2, KaK TITyX0To CMBIYHOTO /K/, CM. THIIMYHYIO OCIHIIIO-
rpaMMy KOHEYHOTO 2 Ha Pucynke 19.

OcrumnorpaMma KOHEYHOTO COITIACHOTO 2, Pealli3yeMOoro Kak NIyXon
COINIACHBII ¢ 03BOHUEHHBIM Ha4YaJIoOM, IpeicTaBIeHa Takke Ha Pucynke 20.

‘ i I
e ' il i1 ‘ \“

/a/ /k/

Puc. 20. Coueranue ae B CI0BE JeneweHae “XIJIIOMAONIN’

Fig. 20. The combination ag in the word lepgeenag ‘slurping’

OcuuiuiorpaMMa KOHEYHOTO 2, IPOM3HECEHHOIO C IPUJbIXaHHEM
ocJie B3pbIBa, pUBeaeHa Ha Pucynke 21.

LER
\\,\‘J b

a T

/a/ /k/ | |
Puc. 21. Coueranue ae B cnose muieeae ‘Gamunus’

Fig. 21. The combination ag in the word maggag ‘a surname’
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HarmsiiHo pasHuna Mexay 3BOHKHM COTIacHbIM /g/ 1 mryxuM /k/, pea-
JIM3yEMBIM Ha MECTE 2 B KOHEUHOU [I03UIMH, [T0Ka3aHa Ha PucyHkax 22 u 23.

i ‘;M“ “\‘\I‘H““Wm‘ ‘H“’ At Ak i i ‘w”“\“““‘
o L

TaypETbrEHET

/3/ /k/

Puc. 22. Coueranue @z B CIIOBE maypeebaeHe? ‘CKa304HUK’

Fig. 22. The combination ceg in the word taurcescenceg ‘a story-teller’

I | A AT
m H\ | ‘H\H‘

Tayp&ETBIEHET

i X

/8/ /3/
Puc. 23. Coueranue e B CIIOBE maypeebeceHee ‘CKa30uHUK’

Fig. 23. The combination ge in the word tauresgenceg ‘a story-teller’

3.3.2. CoriacHbIi ¢ B HeKOHCYHOM MO3UIINH

B HexoHeuHOM mo3uIny cornacHsii e BeTpetuics 141 pas. B 59 ciy-
gasx Ha MecTe 2 OBbLT peann30BaH ITyXo# cormacHslii /k/, B 82 cmyyasx —
3BOHKHUH /g/.

Hioke mepeuncisioTes MO3HIUH, B KOTOPBIX 2 OBl PealM30BaH Kak
DTyXOH cortacHsIi /k/.
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Ha cTbike MOpdeM mocie NIyXoro COracHoro (CMbIYHOTO U Iesie-
BOT0) 29 pa3 (Hapumep: bemece ‘3aBs3bIBast’, Oeexewc ‘KOHIOX, 03¢e-
beexeceHuHae ‘TOT, KOTO HaJ0 BbUICUYHUTD’). CpenHss JIUTEIbHOCTD
ryxoii cMbruku — 0,07 ¢, B3pbiBa — 0,02 ¢. UHTEeHCUBHOCTH B3phIBa
56,5 dB.

Ha ctbike Mopdem nepes yXuM COrTacHbIM (CMBIYHBIM WM Lelie-
BBIM) 25 pa3 (Hampumep: epieensipx ‘HAIOIOBUHY pa3OpBaHHBIN’,
@epOoceeghvix “HANOJIOBUHY CBApEHHBIN , cameeacay ‘depHbIH-TIpedep-
Hblit’). CpeaHsis 1auTenbHOCTh M1yxXoi cMmbluku 0,05 ¢, B3pbiBa —
0,02 c. MaTencuBHOCTH B3phIBa 50,7 dB.

B enuHIYHBIX CiTydasx TIyXOH HA MECTE & PEeallM30BLIBAJICS MEpe]
3BOHKHM CMBIYHBIM (03ae0cep ‘0oree NMOMHBIN’) U IIENeBbIM (Mmbl3-
Mce2ebybl3 ‘CTPOTHIL’) M MOCIE TITyXOro MIEIEBOT0 BHYTPU MOpheMBbl
(eepgheyvimee “OpoBu’). CpeHss ITUTEILHOCTH TITYXOH CMBIYKH B 3THX
ciydasx cocrasisier 0,03 ¢, B3pbiBa — 0,01 ¢. ITHTEHCHBHOCTH B3pbIBa
51,2 dB.

PaCCMOTpI/IM NMO3UIMHU, B KOTOPBIX ¢ HE ONNIyHIaJICs, MPOU3HOCHIICA

KaK 3BOHKHUM CMBIYHBIHN.

I.

B xoHI1e MOphembl ocIie IacHoOTo repej1 3BOHKHMM COTJIACHBIM: CMbIU-
HBIM, IIeJIeBBIM, adhpHuKaTol (we3ae-30nbinad ‘s3piko3HaHue” (Pucy-
HOK 24), 6a3ble-02icolH ‘BaXHbBINW, Oepeee-O0n ‘TipazaHuk’). CpenHss
quatenbHoCcTh cMbluku — 0,05 ¢, B3pbiBa — 0,02 . Cpenssist MUHTEH-
CUBHOCTH B3pbiBa cocTaBisier 60,6 dB. HTEepecHO OTMETUTH, YTO
B 8 cilydasix MeX/ly COIIACHBIM & U CIIEAYIOLIMM 3BOHKUM COITIaCHBIM
MIPOU3HOCHJICS MPOTETHYECKUH TJIACHBIH b, TAKUM 00pa30M 2 OKa3bl-
BaJICSl B MHTEPBOKAIBGHOHN ITO3UIINH, YTO, OYEBUIHO, TIPETITCTBOBAIIO
€T0 ODTYIICHUIO. DTO IPOUCXOANIIO, B YACTHOCTH, B CIIOBAX 3bIH22bY b3
‘TIOJIO0HBIN OTHIO, KeepOeeebybl3 “3eNEHBI’, 1eee03UHA0 “MYKECTBO’
(Pucynok 25), poedcep ‘nerue’.

Hawao MopgeMbI Wit BTOPOii YaCTH CII0KHOTO CJIOBA [TOCIIE 3BOHKOTO
cornacHoro (24 cioBa, HapUMeEp: Kad-2ceHeee ‘OKa3bIBAIOIINKN 110YeT’
(Pucynoxk 26), excees-ecec “aounou ctopox’). CpenHss IIUTeTbHOCTD
cmbruk — 0,06 ¢, B3pbiBa — 0,01 ¢. CpenHsis MHTEHCUBHOCTh B3pbIBa
cocrasisieT 61,4 dB.
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@B3ar30HbIHAL

a T

/a/ | /g/ |
Puc. 24. Coueranune ae B CJI0OBE ®@63a4230HbIHAO ‘I3BIKO3HAHNE’

Fig. 24. The combination ag in the word evzagzonanad ‘linguistics’

rl |‘| I
I

R S

J@ra3UHan

® r | (1)

/3/  \/8/}/o/

Puc. 25. Coueranue 2 B CII0BE 1@203UHAO ‘MYXKECTBO’

Fig. 25. The combination g in the word leegzinad ‘bravery’

KaJr@Har
r ®
/8/ /3/

Puc. 26. Coueranue 2 B CII0BE Kadz2eH®e ‘OKa3bIBAIOIIUHI ITOYeT’

Fig. 26. The combination gee in the word kadgeenceg ‘paying respect’
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3. BayTpu MopdeMbl B HHTEPBOKAILHOM MOJOKEHUH 2 BCTPETUIICS
TOJIBKO B JIBYX CIIOBaX — @2d0-03UHA0 ‘TI030p’ U yeeam-8apc ‘ceBep-
Hast cropoHa’ (PucyHok 27). CpenHss JIUTEIbHOCTh CMBIYKH COCTaB-
nsiet 0,07 ¢, B3peiBa — 0,01 c. MHTeHCMBHOCTH B3pbhIBa paBHa 60,8 dB.

meraresapc

T

a

/8/ I

/a/

Puc. 27. Coueranue ea B CIIOBE yeeeameapc ‘CeBepHasi CTopoHa’

Fig. 27. The combination ga in the word sceegatvars ‘the north side’

4. Buytpu Mopdemsl mocse 3BOHKOTO COIIACHOTO HWJIM COHAHTA 2 BCTpe-
Trics B 10 ciioBax: wrey3-ywevOeH “yCTPOUCTBO /it COMBaHUS Ope-
XOB’, a-peceécm-otil ‘(0OHN) 3ape3ain’, ubize-cer ‘neBouke’ (PucyHok 28)
u ap. Cpenssis JuMTeasHOCTh cMbIukH coctasisieT 0,06 ¢, B3pbiBa —

0,01 c. CpenHsisi MHTEHCUBHOCTB B3pbiBa paBHa 61,8 dB.

¥ Al T biieh
i ey §

YBI3r&H

T

2:%

/3/

Puc. 28. Coueranue e B CI0BE ublzeweH IEBOUKE’

Fig. 28. The combination gee in the word caZgeen ‘to a girl’
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5. Ha4azo mopdeMsbl oce mIyXoro COrlacHOrO (@IXbiHYb-20HO ‘HAXMY-
pennbiil’ (Pucynok 29), caxv-eyuipd ‘OpaBblii’, muix-eceHeee “HACHITb-
HUK’, YbIpbIXb-2eHeee ‘CanoKHUK ). CpeqHsIst ATUTEIEHOCTh CMBIUKH
cocrasisier 0,07 ¢, B3priBa— 0,01 c. Cpensisi HHTEHCUBHOCTD B3phIBa
pasHa 60,8 dB.

HHH“‘H‘H‘U'

o
1

s ‘nbis
UL TR

EJIXBIHIBIOHX
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Puc. 29. Coueranue 2o B CI10BE @IXbIHYb2OHO ‘HAXMYPEHHBIH’

Fig. 29. The combination go in the word celxanc’gond ‘frowning’

6. Havano croBa mepes IJIacCHbIM WIIM COHAHTOM /W/ (ecenecerece ‘ipbi-
ras’, eyuipo3sudsiy ‘crporinsiii’ (Pucynok 30)). CpenHss niuTens-
HocTh cMbIukH coctasiset 0,07 ¢, B3pbiBa — 0,01 c. Cpenusist UHTEH-
CHUBHOCTB B3phiBa paBHa 60,5 dB.
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Puc. 30. Coueranue eysr B CI0BE 2ybip038Udbly ‘CTPOHHBIN

Fig. 30. The combination g"2 in the word g"arzvidas ‘slim’
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HOI[BOI{SI UTOTH NPOBEACHHOI'O aHar3a, MpeACTaBJIsICTCSA BO3MOXK-

HBIM C(POPMYIHPOBATH CIIETYIOINE BHIBOIBI OTHOCUTEIBHO MPOU3HECECHUS
COITIACHOTO 2:

I.

CornacHbIN ¢ B OCETHHCKOM SI3bIKE IPOM3HOCHUTCS KaK 3BOHKHUIL /g/
B CIEIYIOIIHX CITy4Jasx: B HauaJle CJI0Ba Iepesl TNIACHBIM U COHAHTOM
/w/, B Hauasie MOp(deMbI Tociie 3BOHKOTO COTJIACHOTO, BHYTPH MOP-
(heMBI MeX Ty TIIACHBIMH M ITOCTIE 3BOHKOTO COTVIACHOTO MIJIM COHAHTA.
CornacHslif ¢ B OCETHHCKOM S3bIKE MPOM3HOCHUTCA Kak Tiryxoit /k/
B CIICIYIONIMX CIIydYasxX: B KOHIE CJIOBa, B KOHIIE MOP(EMBI Iepes
[ITyXUM COIIACHBIM.

CornacHslii 2 B OCETUHCKOM SI3bIKE MOXKET IPOM3HOCUTHCSI U KaK 3BOH-
Kuit /g/, 1 Kak mryxoi /k/ B cleayIomux ciiy4asx: B Hauajie Mop(eMsl
MocJe IIyXOro COIIACHOTO, B KOHIIE MOP(EMBI Iepesl 3BOHKUM CO-
IJTaCHBIM.

4. BbIBO/IbI M TIEPCNEKTUBBI AAJbHEIEero uccjieJ0BaHusl

[To pe3ymbTaraM MpOBEICHHOTO aHATH3a MOKHO C(HOPMYIHPOBATH

CJIETyIOIIIE BHIBOJIBIL:

1.

CoracHblif 6, KOTOPBIM HE BCTpeyaeTcsl B KOHLE CJI0BA, Yallle BCEro
COXPAaHSET CBOIO 3BOHKOCTB, O YeM CBHJCTEIBCTBYET TOT (PAKT, UTO
B OOJIBIIMHCTBE MO3MLMHA OH peajn30BaH KaK 3BOHKHH CMBIYHBIH
COIIaCHBIN, 0003HAYaeMblii B TpaHCKpUILUU 3HakoM /b/. CpenHss
JUINTENLHOCTh cMbIuKH /b/ coctasnset 0,07 ¢, CpeaHss IUTENbHOCTD
B3pbiBa paBHa 0,01 ¢, MHTEHCUBHOCTD B3pbIBA B CPEJHEM COCTABIISET
65,9 dB. B penkux ciaydasx, Korjaa Ha MecTe 6 IPOU3HOCHUTCS Ty XOH
CMBIYHBIH COTJIACHBIH /p/, OH XapaKTepU3yeTCsl CISTYOIIUMH IapamMe-
Tpamu: JumtenabHocTh cMbluku 0,07 ¢, anurensHOCTH B3phiBa 0,02 ¢,
WHTEHCHUBHOCTH B3phiBa 63,22 dB.

CormacHBIN 0 BCTpeUyaeTcsi U B Hayajle CJIOBA, U B KOHIE CJIOBA,
U B CepeluHe CJI0Ba. JTOT COMIACHBI OYEHb YACTO peasinu3yercs
KaK IIyXOH CMBIYHBIH /t/. B mo3ummu KoHIa clioBa 0 BCeTna IPOH3-
HOCHTCSI KaK IJIyXOM /t/, CpemHssl [UINTEIEHOCTh CMBIYKH KOTOPOTO
cocrasmsier 0,06 ¢, B3peiBa — 0,03 ¢, MHTEHCUBHOCTh B3pbIBA —
44,18 dB. Jlns kOHEUHON pealn3aluy COITACHOTO O XapaKTEepHO
He0OoJIbIIIoe MPUIbIXaHue cpefHel AnnTenbHocTho 0,05 ¢ 1 HHTEeH-
CUBHOCTBIO 46,27 dB.
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B HauannHOM NO3UIMH JUIUTENHHOCTE CMBIYKH CONTacHOTro /d/ cocTas-
nsiet B cpeanem 0,08 c, B3peiBa — 0,01 ¢, ”YHTEHCUBHOCTH B3phIBa —
65,8 dB. B cepeanHe ciioBa 0 MOKET IPOU3HOCUTHCS M KaK DITyXOu
(mmurenpHOCTH cMbIYKH — 0,07 ¢, B3pbiBa — 0,01 ¢, ”YHTEHCUBHOCTH
B3pbIBa — 55,68 dB, npuabixanue murenbHOCTHIO 0,02 ¢ M MHTCHCHB-
HOCTBIO 52,4 dB), 1 kak 3BOHKHH (JuTHTETBHOCTH cMbIukn — 0,06 c,
B3psiBa — 0,01 ¢, nHTEHCHBHOCTH B3pBIBA — 62,75 dB) B 3aBHCHMO-
CTH OT Ka4€CTBA COCEAHUX COIVIACHBIX.

3. CormacHblil ¢ TaKKe MOXKET BCTPEYaThCs BO BCEX IMO3UIUAX B CIIOBE.
B HauanpHON MO3MIMM peamu3yeTcsl KaKk 3BOHKHH CMBIUHBIN /g/
(mmmrensrOCTh cMBIyku — 0,07 ¢, B3ppiBa — 0,01 ¢, nHTEHCHB-
HOCTB B3pbiBa — 60,5 dB). B KoHEUHOM MO3UIINY 2 peannusyeTcs Kak
r1yxoi cMbranblii /k/ (mmurensHOCTh cMbluk — 0,05 ¢, B3pbiBa —
0,01 c, naTeHCHUBHOCTD B3pbiBa — 44,7 dB, mpuIbIxaHue JITUTETb-
HocThIo 0,06 ¢ m mHTeHCHBHOCTRIO 44 dB). B cepenune cioBa ectb
MO3UIINH, B KOTOPBIX & peanu3yercs KaK riyxou /k/ (JUIMTeNbHOCTb
cMbrukH B cpearem cocrasisiet 0,05 ¢, B3peiBa — 0,02 ¢, UHTEHCUB-
HOCTB B3pbIBa — 52,8 dB) 1 kak 3BOHKU /g/ (CpEIHSSI ITUTEITBHOCTD
cMbrukn — 0,06 c, B3psiBa — 0,01 ¢, HNHTEHCUBHOCTbH B3pbIBA —
61,1 dB). 3aBucuMOCTh IPOU3HECEHHSI 3BOHKOTO /g/ Miu rryxoro /k/
Ha MecTe op(orpapuueckoro ¢ OT Kakoro-iuoo (akTopa BEIIBHTH
MOKa HE Y/1ajocCh.

B nanpreiem niaaHupyeTcst HpONODKUTE CCIEJOBAaHUE C YUETOM
HE TOJIBKO ITO3ULIMH B CJIOBE, HO M TAKUX XapaKTEPUCTHUK, KaK IMOJIOKEHHE
[0 OTHOLICHHUIO K YapPEHHIO, KOJTUYECTBO CJIOTOB B CIOBE, YaCTOTHOCTb
YHOTPEONEHHs CII0BA, OTHECEHHE CJIOBA K NCKOHHOMY MJIN 3aMMCTBOBAH-
HOMY CJIOIO JIEKCHUKH.

Tot (akT, uTO MOKa HE IS BCEX MO3UIMH YIaI0Ch ONPEACIUTh IPH-
YUHBI 03BOHYCHNS/OTITYIIICHHS aHATIM3UPYEMBIX COTTIACHBIX, HE TIO3BOJISIET
HCTIONIb30BATh IIPH COCTABICHHU OP(POITHIESCKOTO CIOBApSI aBTOMAaTHYe-
ckuif TpaHckpunTop. Ha gaHHOM 3Tamne mpearnonaraeTcs JaBaTh HOMETY
0 TIPOM3HOIICHHUH TSI KaXKIOTO CIIOBA, B KOTOPOM 0, 0, 2 HAXOJSITCS B TIO3H-
U, JTOITyCKaoell HeOObSICHEHHYIO BApHATHBHOCTb.
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ITHMOJIOT M HEKOTOPbIX HHAOMPAHCKUX
KYJbTYPHBIX TEPMHHOB U TE€OPHUA
HHAOMPAHCKOro cy0cTpara.

I. Uuponp. *Histi-/ * Hista- ‘kmpnny’
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AHHOTauus. 3a NOCIEIHNE TPHU ACCATHIETHS B UHIOJIOTHN U UPAHUCTHUKE
YTBEPIMIACH TEOPHS, COIIACHO KOTOPOMW IIEJIbIi TIacT 00IIeapuiiCcKon JieK-
CHKH 00513aH CBOMM BO3HHUKHOBEHHEM KOHTaKTaM HMHIIOUPAHIIEB C HOCUTEIISIMU
KynbTypbl bakTpuiicko-Mapruanckoro apxeosaoruueckoro komiekca (BMAK).
Hauunas ¢ HUXeCIeAyIOUUX 3aMETOK, 5 [UIAHUPYIO OIlyOIMKOBAaTh CEPUIO CTa-
Teil, MPU3BaHHBIX TI0KA3aTh, YTO 10 KpaiHeil Mepe HEKOTOpbIE U3 MpeAroarae-
MBIX 3aMMCTBOBAHMHN ropas3no yoeauTenbHee 0ObICHSIIOTCS KaK OTHOCSIIUECS
K MHI0EBPOMNEHCKOMY HACIIEANIO B MHAOUPAHCKOM. B mepBoit n3 HUX peds OHAeT
00 MHIOMPAHCKOM O0O3HAUEHUH KUPIHYA, AL KOTOPOTO MOCTYAUPYETCS] HHAO-
eBpONECHCKUI IPOTOTUN * K,/ s-10-/* hyh,s-ti- OT *hyeh,s- ‘CymUTh, BBICYILIUBATE,
OTBEYAIOMNII KaK CEMaHTHYECKHUM, TaK M (POPMaAIBHBIM — (DOHOIOTHUCCKIM
1 MOP(OIIOTHIECKAM — KPUTEPHSIM STHMOJIOTHYECKON JI0CTOBEPHOCTH.

KniodeBble c10Ba: KUPIUY-CHIPEL], STUMOJIOTHUS, TEOPUS UHAOHPAHCKOTO
cyOcTpara, ToXapcKuil s13blK, HHIOMPAHCKHUN IPasi3bIK
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Etymology of some Indo-Iranian cultural terms
and the Indo-Iranian substratum theory.
I. Indo-Iranian *Histi-/* Hista- ‘brick’
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Abstract. In the last three decades, a new hypothesis on the origins of the Indo-
Iranian lexicon has been gaining wide acceptance. It suggests that a substantial
stratum of the Indo-Iranian lexicon owes its origin to contacts between Indo-
Iranians and bearers of the Bactria—Margiana Archaeological Complex (BMAC)
culture which existed in the 3"-2" millennia BC between the Pamir and the Kopet
Dagh. This hypothesis, often called “the theory of the Indo-Iranian substratum”,
was suggested by Michael Witzel in 1995 and later elaborated by him in a series
of papers. While this theory has been subsequently approved by many prominent
scholars, I argue that it is built on methodologically shaky foundations: Witzel postu-
lates a non-Indo-European substratum in Indo-Iranian based on a small list of words
found in both Indo-Aryan and Iranian with no reliable Indo-European etymology
available. Notably, in order to substantiate this hypothesis, he and his followers
had to enlist material which fails to meet the original criteria. Beginning with this
essay, I plan to publish a series of papers to show that at least some of the alleged
borrowings can be more convincingly explained as inherited Indo-Iranian lexemes.
The first of these articles deals with the Indo-Iranian word for ‘brick’, which plays
an important role in substantiating the theory of the Indo-Iranian substratum. I pos-
tulate the Indo-European prototype *h,h,s-to-/*h,h,s-ti- from *h,eh,s- ‘to dry’,
which meets both the semantic and formal criteria of etymological reliability.
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3a mocieaHue TPU JECATHICTHS B MHIOJOTHH U UPAHUCTUKE yTBEP-
JIUIIACh TEOPHS, CONNIACHO KOTOPOM 1IN MIacT 001eapuiiCKON JTeKCUKH
00s513aH CBOMM BO3HHUKHOBEHHUEM KOHTAKTaM WHAOUPAHIEB C HOCUTEIMHU
KyJIbTypbl bakTpuiicko-Mapruanckoro apxeoJori4eckoro KOMIIeKca
(BMAK), cymecrBoBaBiield B oonactu mexay [lamupom u Konernarom
B koH1ie III — nauane I Thic. 10 H.3. DTa TUNOTE3a, YaCTO UMEHyeMast
«TeopHeH MHJIOUPAHCKOTO CyOcTparay, Obuia BRIIBUHYTA B 1995 1. M. But-
1esieM 1 paspadorana uM B psizie crareit [ Witzel 1995; 1999a; 1999b; 2000;
2015], a BmocneacTBAM MOAIEP)KaHA HECKOJIBKUMH BEAYITUMH UHIOEBPO-
neucraMu. JJocTaro4yHo YIOMSHYTh Takue UMeHa, kak A. M. JIyOorkuii
[Lubotsky 2001; 2020: 8], XK.-K. [Turo [Pinault 2002; 2003a; 2003b;
2006] 1 M. 1. Kiommens [Kiimmel 2017: 279, n. 10; 2018: 166], 4To6b1
OIICHUTh MacITad BIUSHUS TEOPUU WHIOUPAHCKOTO CyOcTpara.

Mexay TeMm 3WKIeTCS OHa Ha METOJIOJIOTUYECKH IIATKUX OCHOBA-
Husx. Tak, oMH U3 TIIaBHBIX ee afenToB, A. M. JIyOoukwii, B mporpamm-
Holt cratbe «Indo-Iranian Substratum» yTBepikmaer ciexyromee: «Msl
BIIpaBe M0J03peBaTh, YTO HEKOTOPHIE CIIOBA OBLIIM 3aMMCTBOBAHBI U3 HE-
u3BecTHOro A3pika Hocureneit BMAK. — /. b.], eciiu OHM OTHOCSTCS
K OIIpeIeJIEHHOMY CEMaHTHYECKOMY II0JI10, JaXKe B TOM cllydae, Korzna
OHH HE OOHAPYKUBAIOT (POHOJIOTUYCCKUX I MOP(POJIOTHIESCKHX aHO-
maymii» [Lubotsky 2001: 304]!. Takum 06pa3oM, HaaMYUE HEGONBIIOTO
YHCITa CIIOB, 00X [Tt 00EMX OCHOBHBIX BETBEH HHIOUPAHCKOH TPYIIIIHI,
HO HE UMEIOLIUX HAJIEKHOW HHAOEBPOIEHCKON 3THMOIIOTHH, TO3BOIHIIO
M. BuTnento nmocTyJIMpoBaTh HAJIMYMEe HEMHOEBPOTICCKOTO cybcTpara
B WHIOMPAHCKOM, HO, 4YTOOBI ero 000CHOBAaTh, €My H €ro ToclenoBare-
JISIM IOTPe0OBaIOCh MIPUBJICYh MATEPUA, HE OTBEYAIOLIHI IEPBOHAYAIb-
HBIM KpuTepusiM. Kpome Toro, Teopus cyOcTpara HEMIacHO MOApazyMe-
BaeT 3aMMCTBOBAaHUE MTPEIMETOB MaTepUaIbHON KyJIbTypbl HEIPEMEHHO
BMeCTE ¢ UX 0003HAUCHUSMH B S3bIKE-UCTOYHHKE, YTO, O€3YCIOBHO, TH-
MWYHO, HO OTHIOAb HE 00s3aTenbHO. HaunHas ¢ HIKeCIeayoImuX 3ame-
TOK, sI IUTAHUPYIO OMyOJIMKOBATh CEPUIO CTATeH, IPU3BAHHBIX MMOKA3aTh,
YTO 10 KpailHell Mepe HEeKOTOpble U3 MPEeAroiaraeMblX 3aMMCTBOBaHHM
ropaszzio yoenuTernbHee OOBICHIIOTCS KaK OTHOCSIIHECS K MHIOCBPO-

' «We can suspect that some words have been borrowed because they belong
to a specific semantic field, even if they display no phonological or morphological
anomaliesy.
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MeHCKOMY HACIEHI0 B MHJOUPAHCKOM (YTO, pasyMeeTcs, COBEPIIEHHO
HE 03HAYaeT NMPANHI0EBPOICHCKOr0 BO3PacTa COOTBETCTBYIOIIUX KYIIb-
TYPHBIX peavid).

B niepBoii u3 npejiaraeMbIx cTateid pedb nmoaet o0 uaaoup. *(H)isti-/
*(H)iSta- ‘kupnud’?, UTparolleM BakKHYIO POJb B 000CHOBAHUM TEO-
pUM HHIOWpPAHCKOTO cyOcTpaTa. O003HAYCHUST KUPIIHYA, BOCXOISIINE
K uHgoup. *(H)isti-/*(H)ista-, npenCcTaBICHbl KaK B IPEBHUX (IIp.-UH]IL.
istaka-, istika- ‘0GOMOKEHHBIN KUY ; aB. iStiia- ‘Kupnua’, zomaoist(uu)a-
‘KMpnM4-ceIpen’?, ap.-nepc. i-§-t-i-/ifti- ‘Tk.’), Tak U B Gonee Mo3-
HUX SI3BIKaX 00EMX OCHOBHBIX BETBEH MHIOMPAHCKOM CEMBH, Cp. IEXJI.
hst'/ *xist, man.-napd. hystyg/histig, xop. Styc, H.-epc. i /Xist, Tas.
iss (Bce B 3HAYCHUU ‘KUPHHUY’); TATH ifthakd- ‘000X KESHHBIA KUPIIAY,

2 Jlannast TpaHCKpUIILKs paOpMBbI, PEKOHCTPYHPYEMOI Ha OCHOBE CPAaBHEHHS
WHIMHCKUX ¥ UPAHCKUX 0003HAUEHUH KUPITNYa, HOCUT MPEeIBAPUTENbHBIN U 3TUMO-
JIOTUYEeCKU HeHTpalIbHBIH XapakTep. B xome HimkecIemy omux paccy K ieHnii oHa OyaeT
CYIIECTBEHHO YTOYHEHA.

3TlepBblii BapMaHT 3aCBUJETENLCTBOBAH HauMHas ¢ O6paxman (VS XIIL31;
$B VI.1.2.22-24; VIL.1.1.32; VIIL7.2.17-19, 7.3.1; 1X.4.3.6; X.1.3.5-7, 4.2.1-2;
KU I.1.15 u T. 1.), BTOpoif — B Gosiee MO3IHUX MaMITHUKAX.

4V 8.10: zomoistuue (MecTH. 11. €/1. 4.). DTO CJIOBO 3aCBUIETENLCTBOBAHO B TPEX
OCHOBHBIX BapHaHTaX, a IMEHHO zomoisti WiIn zomoiste (Tak BO BCEX UPAHCKUX py-
xoncsix Bunesnan-Cane, cp., Hanpumep, Ave977/978, f. 126v, 1. 4; Ave991, f. 117v,
. 3; TUL, f. 1321, 1. 9; K9, f. 176v, 1l. 6-7; L1, f. 109v, 1. 19 u . 1.), zamoistuua
wiu zamoistuud (cp., Hanpumep, pykornucu K1, f. 70r, 1. 7; M13, f. 154r, 1. 13; L4a,
M3, f. 140r, 1. 4). OObI9HO ayTEHTHYHBIM cuuTaeTCsl Bropoi Bapuant [Geldner 1896,
III: 58; Bartholomae 1904: 1691], ro K. Xodpdmanu co ccpuikoii Ha [Geldner 1896,
I: xiv, n. 2] mpuBomuT B KauecTBe HcxogHoro Tperui [Hoffmann 1976: 608, n. 3].
Meuenne K. Xopdmanna paznenser Ke. Tpamone [Tremblay 2001: 27, n. 38]. Ilpu
3TOM, OIHAKO, HEOOXOIUMO y4ecTh, 4To pykonucu Bl u M3, B KOTOpBIX NpeacTas-
COOTBETCTBYIOIIMH ()parMeHT, K COXKAJICHNIO, HE COXPAHWIICS), TaK YTO 3TOT BapHAHT
B JIIOOOM ciTyuae BTOpHYeH. BrpoueM, Hemb3st HCKITIOYaTh M TOTO, YTO CUMTAIOMIMICS
OCHOBHBIM BApUAHT zamoistuue BO3HUK IO BIMSHHEM COCEHETO zarastuue ‘KaMeHb’
(MecTH. 1. ef1. 4.). B 3TOM citydae kak nepBoHadaIbHBIN JOIKEH, BEPOSITHO, paccMar-
pHBaTLCSI BAPHAHT zamaoiste.

SBpocaeTcs B [1a3a CEMAHTHYECKOE PACXOKICHUE MEXKITY IPEBHEMHINACKUMU
U IpeBHEHPaHCKUMHU pediekcamu uugoup. *(H)isti-/*(H)ista-: ecnu nepsbie 000-
3HAYaIoOT ‘000XOKEHHBIM KUPIHNY, TO BTOpBIe — ‘KUpIn4-chIpen’. Kak OymeT mokasano
HIDKE, IEPBUYHBIM CIIEIyeT CUUTaTh 3HAYCHHE, COXPAHUBILEECs B IPEBHEUPAHCKUX.
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KXOB. uSt ‘BBICYIIEHHBIA Ha CONMHIE Kupnud’ u T. 1. [DCUS, IV: 51;
CDIAL, I: 72].

* * *

Heckomnbko sieT Ha3a1 ObUIO BRICKA3aHO MPEAIONI0KEHUE, YTO HCXOI-
Hast popMa isti- B 3SHAUCHUH ‘KUPIIHY BCTpeuaeTcs yxe B Pursene [Forisz
2016: 115-119, 123]. B cuty Ba)XHOCTH 3TOW THUIIOTE3BI JJIs1 BOMIpOCa
0 TIPOUCXOKICHUH AP.-UHI. isti- U €TO HPAHCKUX COOTBETCTBHH ITO3BOIIIO
cebe 0CTaHOBWTHCS Ha HEH mojpoOHee. ABTOP YTBEPXKIAET, 4TO (popMy
iste (RV 1.143.8) Henmb3st 0OBSICHUTH HU Kak 3B. II. €]I. 4. OT isfi- “)Keya-
Hue’ [Oldenberg 1897: 158; Renou 1955-1969, XII: 35, 105], Hu kak
YCCUCHHBIH BapuaHT istébhih (TBop. 1. MH. 4. OT istd-) [Geldner apud
Pischel, Geldner 1889-1901, I: 162, n. 1; Geldner 1951-1957, 1. 202,
n. 8c¢; Enmzapenkosa 1989—-1999, I: 182, 633, npum. x 8c]. CobcTBeHHOE
MPEINIOKEHUE aBTOpa — TPAKTOBAaTh isfe KakK 3B. I. €. 4. OT isti- ‘Kup-
nua’ (WM ‘(KUpIUYHBIN) antapb’ ¢ cuHekaoxoi [Forisz 2016: 116-119,
123]) — ocHoBaHo Ha JomyiieHuH, uto crpode RV 1.143.8 npucyur BHyT-
PEHHUI napanienusM, IpudeM 3uTeTsl ddabdhebhir ‘unimpaired, intact,
unbroken, unharmed’ (sic), ddypitebhir ‘uninflamed’ (sic) u animisadbhih
‘unwinking’ (8cd) oTHOCSTCA K ‘COCTaBHBIM YacTAM antaps’ (T. €. ‘KUpIH-
4yam’) TaKuM ke 00pa3oM, Kak dprayuchadbhir ‘attentive’, sivébhir ‘kind’
u Sagmath ‘powerful’ k payubhih ‘guardians’ (8ab), cMm. [Forisz 2016: 118].
[Tockonbky TepMUH isfaka- B TO3MHEHIINX JIPEBHEUHJAMMCKIX TEKCTaX
JEWCTBUTENLHO TECHO CBsA3aH ¢ anrapeM®, sta rumnoresa Gbuta Obl 3aMaH-
YKBa, €CIU OBl HE BBHIMICYIIOMSIHYTHIC COMHUTEIBHbBIC IEPEBOMIBI DIIHTE-
toB B RV 1.143.8cd u He napamiensHbii naccaxk RV VI.8.7, B koropom
dopma iste BrICTynaeT B couetanuu ¢ ddabdhebhir gopabhir (= payiibhih
B RV 1.143.8b), cp.:

RV 1.143.8 [Miiller 1849-1874, II: 153; Kumar 2013-2014: 126]

sreaErfigaterifte safifigat: wef arefdrsm: 1

dprayuchann daprayuchadbhir agne Sivébhir nah payubhih pahi sagmaih |
ddabdhebhir ddypitebhir isté ‘nimisadbhih pari pahi no jah ||

¢ Hacronbko TecHo, uto A. 5. Ceipkun [1967: 98] nepesoaut 310 ciioso B KU 1.1.15
HE KaK ‘KUpINY’, a KaK ‘COCTaBHAs YaCcThb )KEPTBEHHOTO alTapsi .
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RV VL8.7 [Miiller 1849-1874, I1I: 602; Kumar 2013-2014: 372]

SeeErafiee moma i semmeh urel ity g |
TRyt = A7 33N IRt S AER I = A gaat: ||

ddabdhebhis tiva gopabhir iste ‘smakam pahi trisadhastha siirin |
raksa ca no dadusam sardho agne vaisvanara pra ca tarth stavanah ||

3nech, kak u B iepBoM pparmente, K. @. ['expaaep nHTEpIpETHPYET
(opMmy iste KaK yCeUeHHBIH BapUaHT istébhil («...mit... lieben (?)» [Geldner
1951-1957,11: 101]), a JI. Peny — kak 3B. 1. €11. 4. OT is{i- ‘CTpeMIICHHUE,
xenanue’ («...0 dieu, objet de notre recherche» [Renou 1955-1969, XIII:
42]). [lockonbKy iste He HeceT Ha cebe akienTa, T. S. EnusapenkoBa, XoTs
U OIPUHUMAET TaKoe ke 4TeHue, npepioxkenHoe K. @. I'enpauepom s
RV 1.143.8c (cM. BbImIE), B JTAaHHOM CIIyyac €ro OTBEpPraeT U MPUCOEAU-
HsieTcs Ko MHeHuto JI. Peny («o sxenmannsiii» ) [ Ennzapenkosa 1989-1999,
I1: 98, 577, npum. k 7a]. Ciienyert, BIpoueM, yIIOMSIHYTb, UTO FeJIbAHEPOB-
CKasl TPAaKTOBKa isfe, BIIEpBBIC TpetoxkeHHas eme B 1899 1. [Geldner apud
Pischel, Geldner 1889—1901, I: 162, n. 1], y>xe AByMsI ToaMu MO3Ke ObLIA
crpaseuBo ocriopera I. Onprerdeprom: « IMEHIANNS CO CTOIh COMHH-
TEJBHBIM PE3YJIBTATOM, KaK UCKXKEHHOE isté[ bhih] — mipu TOM UTO istaih
JIETKO TIOMOTJIO OBI ITOATY BBIWTH M3 TIOJOKCHHS — MPEACTABISIETCST MHE
omurbounbM pemennem» [Oldenberg 1901: 296]7. Kak Obl T0 HE ObLIO,
COIOCTAaBJIECHHUE MapauIeNbHbIX Maccaxeil RV 1.143.8 u VI.8.7 mpusogut
K BBIBOJLY, UTO B 000MX cllydasx cieayet, Bciuen 3a JI. Peny, paccmarpu-
BaTh isfe Kak (hopMy 3BaTEIHLHOIO MaJiexa, OAPa3yMeBaIOIIyI0 ATHH.
Yro KacaeTcsi COOTHOILICHHUS CEMAaHTHKN U MOP(OJIOT U, TO CPEIH JieBep-
0aTHUBOB Ha -fi, HAPAY C YUCIECHHO MPEeOoOIaTA0IMMHU nomina actionis,
MMeeTCs U Pl Nomina agentis, Takux Kak dhiiti- ‘COTpACAIONIHIA, Komeo-
TOIIWI, mati- ‘pa3yMHBIN’, rdti- ‘TOTOBBIH J1aBaTh, IEAPBIA’ U T. 1., BO3-
HUKIINX, TO-BUANMOMY, B pe3yabrare 000COOICHNUS TOCICIHUX YICHOB
9K30IEHTPUYCCKUX CIOKHBIX CIOB (0axXyBpHUXH), TAKUX Kak Sdrdha-niti-
‘IPEIBOJIUTEIb TOJIBI , 1id-kati- “MCTUTEND, havyd-ddti- ‘TIPUHO CATIHIA
xkepTBy’ ¥ T. 1. [AiGr., 1I-2: 636]. Takum oOpa3om, isti- B RV 1.143.8
u VI.8.7 MOXHO mepeBecTH He Kak ‘00bekT xkemanus’ mo JI. Peny (cwm.

7 «Zu dndern um ein so fragwiirdiges Ergebnis wie jenes verstiimmelte isté/bhik]
zu erlangen — wo noch dazu istaih dem Dichter leicht aus aller Not geholfen hitte —
scheint mir verfehlty.
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BBIIIIE), @ KAK nomen agentis (T.e. ‘CTpeMSIIUNCS, aTIyIIuii’), HCTOU-
HUKOM KOTOPOTO OBLJI, BEPOSITHO, KOMITIO3UT dSvam-isti- ‘KeIaroumi KO-
Hell’, nBaxknbl BeTpedatonuiics B Pureene (RV 11.6.2 u VIIIL.61.7), npu-
YeM B IIEPBOM Cllydae OH 0003Ha4aeT ATHHU U BBICTYHACT B 3BATCIHHOM
nagexe asvamiste [Oldenberg 1908: 477]. CoOTBETCTBEHHO, BBIIIEIIPH-
BeneHHble pparmenTsl (RV 1.143.8 u VI.8.7) nepeBonsrcs cieayonmm
o0Opazom:

RV 1.143.8

O ArHu, 3amuiiai Hac HEYyCTAHHO BMECTE C (TBOMMH) HEYCTAHHBIMU,
MHJIOCTHBBIMH, TOOPBIMU 3alIUTHAKAMU !

C He nopnaomuMucs 0OMaHy, OAUTETHHBIMY, HE CMBIKAIOIIUMH IJ1a3 —
3aIMTH, 0 AJUYIIHI, CO BCEX CTOPOH HAIINX JIeTei!

RV VI.8.7

C TBOMMH HE MOJIAIOIIMMHUCS 00MaHy MaCThIPSIMH, 0 ATYYIIHIA,
3aIIUTH HAIINX X035€B, O OOUTAIOUINH B TPEX MECTax,

u obeperaii TOJy HaIIUX Japuteieii, 0 ArHu BaiiiBanapa, u npoum
(cpok ux *KH3HM), Oyy4H Mpociasisiem!

Takum oGpaszoM, cmenyto nonbITKy JI. @opuina qoka3zaTh HalTU4Ke
B PurBenie nucxoqHoi QopMbI isti- ‘KUPIUY’ TPUXOJUTCA, K COXKAJICHUIO,
MPU3HATh HEYyTaYHOU.

% * *

Oo0wsicuenue ungoup. *(H)isti-/*(H)ista- ‘kupnnd’ B paMKax TEOPHH
WHJIOMPAHCKOTO CyOCcTpara COCTABISET OJIMH U3 €€ KPaeyTroJbHbIX KaMHEH
(WM, eciy yroHO, KHPIUYEi), TOCKOJIBKY OTHOCHUTCS HE K PSIIOBOMY
arneIuIATHBY, 4 K OTHOMY W3 BaKHEHIINX KYJIbTypHBIX (DEHOMEHOB JpeB-
HocTH. BriepBbie oHO ObL10 TipeioxxeHo M. Butnenem [ Witzel 1995: 103]
1 HEOJJHOKPATHO BOCHPOU3BOIIIIOCE UM K€ B PSIIC TTO3AHEHIHIX TyOmn-
karuid [Witzel 1999a: 54; 1999b: 341, n. 26; 2000: 284, n. 2, 288-289,
n. 11; 2015: 153]. [To mHeHuto M. BuTiens, uagonpanckoe o0o3Have-
HUE KUpIHMYa CJIEAYEeT OTHECTH K IMOCTYJIUPOBAHHOMY ILIACTY 3aUMCTBO-
BaHUU W3 HEOMO3HAHHOTO si3bIka HocuTeneii BMAK mo to#t mpuumnne,
YTO «IVIMHSAHBIE KUPIIMYU HEU3BECTHBI B C€BEpHOM yacTu LleHTpasibHoi
Asun (Kazaxcran), npenmnonaraeMoi nIpapoJuHe MHIOMPAHCKOTO Ipa-
sI3pIKa (€CJIM HE CYMTATh MX BHE3AMHOTO MOsBIeHUS B CHHTAIITUHCKON
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KyJIbType K BOCTOKY 0T Ypana okoio 2000 I. 10 H. 3., IPEAN0IOKUTEILHO
cesizanHoit ¢ BMAK)» [Witzel 1999a: 54]8.

M. Butnens, XK.-XK. [Tuno u L. beprap [Witzel 2000: 284, n. 2;
2015: 153; Pinault 2002: 330; Bernard 2023: 203, 205] npuBieKaroT AJis
cpaBHEHUs TaKxke Oyp. discik (c nManeKTHBIMY BapuaHTamu discik, gisték,
gistik, kistiki, distik, cm. [Bernard 2023: 203]) ‘BbICYIIICHHBIN Ha COJTHIIC
kupruy’ [Berger 1998, I1I: 121] (cp., oguaxo, [Lorimer 1935-1938, III:
132]: «detsirom discik ‘a kiln-burnt brick’»!). [To ux MHEHHIO, 3TO CJIO-
BO BOCXOJHT K TOMY € UCTOUHUKY, YTO U JACPHUBATHI MHIOUp. *(H)isti-/
*(H)ista-, T. e. K HEKOeMy 0003HAYEHUIO ‘KUPIUYa’ B A3bIKE (MU OHOM
u3 s3b1k0B) Hocuteneid BMAK. HecmoTpst Ha HecOMHEHHOE 3ByKOBOE
CXOZCTBO Oyp. discik ¢ MHOOUPaHCKUME 0003HAYEHUSIMH KUPIINYA, 3TO
CJIOBO CJIEJYET CKOpEe OTHECTU K apeajabHOM IpyIIe 3auMCTBOBAaHUM,
B KOHEYHOM CUETE BOCXOISIINX K Tpaup. *distika- ‘cTpouTenbHBINA MaTe-
puan’ (ot kopHs *daiz- ‘cTpouTh’), cp. mmHa listik (I. MopreHcThepHe),
distik (1. JI. P. Jlopumep), distik (I. beprep) ‘xupnuu’ («— Bax. *distik),
Bax. datk ‘Tx.” (< *oistik [1IFL, II: 470, 521; Lorimer 1935-1938, III:
132; Berger 1998, 1II: 121]; cp. [Crebnmu-Kamenckuit 1999: 166]).
He uckmtoueno, uro camo npaup. *distika- siBasieTcst pe3ynbTaToM Ha-
poIHO3TUMOIIOTHYECKON TpaHcopmanuu Oonee npesrero *(H)istika-,
YTPATUBILETO STHMOJIOTUIECKYIO IIPO3PAYHOCTE; BO BCSIKOM CIIydae, C TH-
MOTETUYCCKUM HHIOMPAHCKUM CyOCTPATOM) 3TO CJIOBO HE UMEET HUUETO
obmiero. Kpome toro, M. Butnens npuBoaut Kai. kh-isti-pokhta ‘brick’
(sic), ycmaTpuBasi B HEM €IIle OIMH BapHAHT TOTO )K€ CaMOro cyOcTpart-
HOTO CJIOBa C «HesiCHBIM mpedurcom» [Witzel 2015: 153]. Ilonobnoe
COITOCTABJICHNE MOXXHO OOBSICHUTP JIUIIb HEAOPA3ZyMEHUEM, ITOCKOIBKY
COBEPIICHHO OYEBUIHO, YTO B JAHHOM CIIy4ae pedub UIET O IePCHICKOM
3aMMCTBOBAHMH, CP. H.-IIEPC. 4y Coist/XiSt-i puxta ‘iedeHsli (T. €. ‘000-
JOKCHHBIN ') KUpIHY’.

8 «Clay bricks are unknown in northern Central Asia (Kazakhstan), the putative
homeland of I[ndo-]Ir[anian] (except for their sudden appearance in the Sintashta
Culture east of the Urals, ¢. 2000 BCE, for which a link with the BMAC has been sup-
posed)». Bpocaercst B I1a3a BHYTPEHHSSI TPOTHBOPEYUBOCTD STOTO TE3HCA: YUUTHIBAS,
YTO MPapOANHA WHIOMPAHIIEB CBSI3bIBACTCSI MMEHHO ¢ CHHTAIITHHCKOM KYJIBTYpOii
[Mallory, Adams 1997: 309; Lubotsky 2023: 259], coBepIiieHHO HESCHO, IO KaKOH
npuanHe M. BUTIEb BBIBOIUT €€ 3a CKOOKH.
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Brnocnencteuu runoreza M. Butiens nonyuanna onoopenne A. M. Jly-
6orkoro, JK.-XK. [Tuno, M. 1. Kiommens® u apyrux yuensix [Lubotsky
2001: 304, 307, 311; 2020: 8; Pinault 2002: 330; 2003a: 150-151; 2003b:
176-177;2006: 171; Kiimmel 2018: 166]. Kak Hepenko ObIBaeT B 110100~
HBIX CITy4asix, Oarogapsi MHOTOKpaTHOMY ITOBTOPEHHUIO U TIEPEKPECTHHIM
CCBUTKAM OHa CTaja OOIIMM MECTOM TEOPHU MHIOMPAHCKOTO CyOCcTpaTa
U HU pa3y He Obl1a ocriopeHa. boree niryOokast prdrHa ycrexa dTOH THITO-
TE3bI COCTOUT, OJIHAKO, B TOM, UTO UHAOUD. *(H)isti- u *(H)ista-, HecMoTpst
Ha TUITMYHO MHIOMPAHCKYH0 MOPQOIOTHIO (Cp. OMOHHUMBI: 1p.-aB. 'ista-
‘)KeJTAHHBIN , MIL.-aB. i§tq- ‘TIOYNTAEMBIil’, aB. iSti- ‘CHIIa, CIOCOOHOCTD;
Ip.-MHII. isti- ‘TIOOYXJCHHE, JKeJIaHue’, Isti- “KepTBa, )KEPTBOMPUHOIIIE-
nue’)!", He monmyunm 10 cux nop yoemMTENLHOTO COOCTBEHHO STHMOJIOTH-
4eCKOro 00bACHEHH ! !, XOTS KOe-KaKue BEPCUHU U BBIIBHIAIMCE. [1epByio
mombITKY Takoro poxaa npeanpussi K. K. YienOex, csizaBmmii ap.-UHI.
istakd- ¢ np.-uCIL. eisa ‘TBUIAIONINE YT ¥ HEKOTOPBIMH POICTBEHHBIMHE
HOBOTepPMaHCKUMH (hopmamu, a Takxke, He Oe3 KojeOaHUid, ¢ JaT. aestas,
aestus “xap’ U3 TUIIOTETHYECKOTO U.-¢. *ais- ‘TopeTs’ [Uhlenbeck 1898—
1899: 26]'2. Byayuun GopManbHO IpUEMIIEMa, 5Ta STHMOJIOTHS BEChMa

9 Onobpenue rumoressl M. Butuens co croponst M. M. KioMMens BbI3bIBaeT
HEKOTOpOe HEeZOyMEHHE, IIOCKOIBKY Te3HC O 3aMMCTBOBAHHOM XapaKTepe HHIOHPaH-
CKOM 1pa)OPMBbI H.-[IEPC. i /XISt “KUPIHY III0X0 COMIACYETCs ¢ €ro COOCTBEHHOM
(BIIpoYeM, JOBOJIBHO COMHHUTENBHON) TUIIOTE30H MPOUCXOKACHHS TPOTETHYECKOTO
X- B TAKUX CJIOBAX, KaK H.-lepc. Sb=/xak ‘cyxas 3emis, nbuip’ (< u.-e. *h,eh,s-ko-),

= /xam ‘ceIpoid, HecBapeHHbIH (< u.-e. *h,ehymo- umu *h,oHmo-), «\=/xaya ‘aiino’
(< u.-e. *h,0uio-), s.>/xastii ‘KocTouka’ (< n.-e. *h,08t-) U T. 1. u3 n.-e. *h,- [Kiimmel
2018: 166].

19 Ha 510 ykaswiBai, B yactHocty, O. IlITaiin: «JlaHHble [POACTBEHHBIX | S3BIKOB,
B OCOOCHHOCTH aB. iSfya-... HECOMHEHHO CBHUJICTEILCTBYIOT 00 MHIOEBPOIEHCKOM,
KaK MUHIMYM WHJIOHPAHCKOM Xapakrepe [ap.-uHn.] istaka-» (Durch die tibrigen Spra-
chen, vor allem durch av[estisches] istya ist... der i[n]d[o]g[ermanische], wenigstens
arische Charakter von istaka zweifellos) [Stein 1931: 69, n. 2]. Ilox «xak MUHUMYM
HHJIOMPAHCKUM XapaKTepOM JIp.-UH. istakdy» cemyeT, O4eBHIHO, IOHUMATh HE TOJIBKO
HAJIN41e POJCTBEHHON aBeCTUICKON (hOPMBIL, HO U cy(hduKcatpHOE opopmireHHe 000-
UX CJIOB, B MHJIOEBPOIEHCKOM HPOUCXOMKICHUH KOTOPOTO COMHEBATHCS HE MPHXOIUTCS.

' Ml nero 3aMMCTBOBaHHS U3 HEM3BECTHOTO S3bIKA STUMOJIOTHEN B CTPOIOM CMBICIIE
CJIOBa HA3BaTh HENb3SI.

12 Bonee Beka CIyCTs MO CYTH JI€Na Ty e caMylo THIOTe3y (C T00aBIeHHEM
B KauecTBe npumepa Tox. B aise ‘ropmok’) Beiasunyn /. K. Anamc 6e3 ynoMuHaHus
npenmectsenHuka [Adams 2013: 72-73].
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COMHUTEIbHA B CEMaHTUYECKOM ILIaHe, MOCKOJIbKY MPENIoaaraeT UCX0/-
HOE 3Ha4YeHUE ‘000XKEHHBIN KUPIHUY ', TOT/A KaK CAMHCTBEHHBIM BUIOM
KHpIIU4a, KOTOPBIH, MO0 XPOHOJIOTHYECKUM COOOpPaKECHUSIM, MOT OBITh
W3BECTEH MHIOMPAHIaM, Obl1 Kuprud-ceipen'®. [IpuMepHO U3 Tex ke
coobpaxenuii, uro K. K. Yien6ek, ucxonut I1. [Tepccon [Persson 1912, I:
326, n. 2]. EauacrBennoe ommune ot runoressl K. K. Yienbeka cocrout
B ToM, uTO [1. Tlepccon npuBnekaer st cpaBHEHUS AP.-TP. [aiv@ ‘TPETh,
CMSATYATh, BECENUTH’, JIp.-MH]I. isnati, isanyadti ‘moOyX1aTh, MPUBOIAUTH
B JIBIDKCHHE , a TAK)KE aB. aéS- ‘CNEIINTh U aéSma- ‘THEB’, Tpeasiaras
CEMaHTHUYECKOE Pa3BUTHE ‘IHEPTUYHO IBUTATH(Cs1)” — ‘OBITh /CTAHOBUTh-
cs ropsuum’. CrieoBano o0iaaaTh MOUCTUHE OYWHBIM BOOOPaXKEHHUEM,
4yTOOBI BO3BECTH 0003HAYEHUE ‘KUPIUYA’ K TJIAro1y Nog00HONH CEMaHTHKH.

Bcenen 3a K. K. Yiien6ekoM CBOIO 3THUMOJIOTHIO HHIOMPAHCKOTO 000-
3HaueHus ‘kupruda’ npexnoxun K. @. MoxaHccoH, BHIBOAS JAp.-HHIL.
istaka- w T. 1. w3 u.-e. *id"-s-to- (0T KopHS *h,eid"- ‘3axurarh, Keds,
ropeth’) [Johansson 1906: 136]. Drta rumnoTe3a HenpueMiieMa TPEXK/Ie
BCETO C TOUKH 3PEHUS IPEBHEUHNICKON HCTOPUIECKON TPaMMAaTHKHU: JIp.-
HH]L. -S- MEXTY COTNIACHBIMHU peryisipHo Beinaaaet [AiGr., I: 269], Tak uro
u.-e. *id"-s-to- nano Owl ap.-unn. *iddha-. UTo %e KacaeTcsi CEMaHTHKH,
10 3ruMonorus K. @. MoxaHccoHa CTpajaeT TeM Xke HeJOCTATKOM, 4TO
u runote3a K. K. YinenOeka (cMm. Bbime).

[o3mHelimme MONBITKH JaTh YOeIUTEIbHOE 00BsICHEHHEe 0003HaUe-
HUSAM ‘KMpIMya’ B IPEBHEUHINHCKOM U aBECTUHCKOM TaKKe HE IPUHECIH
ycnexa. Kak atumonoruss M. Maiipxodepa (*ista- ‘Harpetoe’ OT KOpHA

13 CiestyeT OTMETHTE, YTO 3HAYEHUE ‘KMPIIMY-CHIPELL BOCCTAHABIMBAETCS M IS
Ip.-1iepc. i-$-1-i-/ iSti-, MOCKOJIBKY 000MOKCHHBIH KUPITHY 0003HAYAJICS B IPECBHEIICPCHI-
CKOM aKKaJICKMM 3aMMCTBOBAHUEM *agurru- (<— aKK. a-gur-rulagurru ‘060X KeHHbIi
kuprmd’). XoTs MOCIeIHee CIOBO M HE 3aCBUICTENECTBOBAHO B IPEBHENECPCUACKOM
HETIOCPEACTBEHHO, A JIUIIb MPETOIaraeTcsi Ha OCHOBE COMOCTABICHNUS C Mapaslieb-
HOI akkajckoit Bepcueit DS 53 [Konig 1930: 52; Brandenstein, Mayrhofer 1964:
101; Schmitt 2014: 126] (uHTEpecHO, YTO B HEAABHEM STHMOJIOTHYECKOM IIIOCCApHH
M. Bpycra [Brust 2018: 89-334] oHO OTCYTCTBYET), JOKa3aTEIHCTBOM €T0 PEaTbHOCTH
caysxar mexi. "kwl/*dgurr u apm. agnin/agowr *06osKeHHBIH Kupry’. KomuecTBo
HaJaJIbHOM TJIACHOH B IPEBHE- 1 CPEAHENIEPCHICKOM CIIOBE HEllb3sl yCTAHOBUTB C J0-
CTOBEPHOCTBIO, TAK KaK H.-TIEPC. S |/dgiir ‘000KKEHHBIH KUPIUY® JTEMOHCTPHPYET
BTOPHYHYIO JONIOTY B aniayTe. OTMETHM Takxke apabu3HpOBaHHbIe POPMBI =1 /@jur(r)
U 4>1/Gjiir (cp., ONHAKO, CHP. <ioN\</agiird v TanM.-apaM. R /dgird ‘Kupnud’
C KpaTKUM a-).
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YAS ‘xunets, HarpeBatbcs’) [EWA, I: 201], tak u runore3sl b. Yomna
u J1. K. Anamca, CBA3BIBAIOIINE 3TH JIEKCEMBI C XeTT. iSnd- ‘TecTo’, ToX. B
iscem ‘xupmuy, rna’ [Cop 1971: 40—41, 511" 6o ¢ Tox. B aise ‘rop-
IOK’, JIp.-HCJ1. eisq ‘TIbLIANONIME yriu, rosioBHs” [Adams 2013: 72-73]
(cM. cHOCKy 12) U, TakuM 00pa3oM, BO3BOISIIUE HX K IMTOCTYINPYEMBIM
WH/IOEBPOIIEHCKIM KOPHAM *is- ‘MeCHTb’ U *h,eis- ‘00KHUTaTh TIHHY’
COOTBETCTBCHHO, CEMaHTHUCCKH HEyOeAUTEIbHBI. 3HAUCHUE HHIOUD.
*ias- ‘xuneTh’ < U.-e. *ies- ‘KUMeThb, OpoIuTh, NEHUTHCA (Cp. Ip.-TP. (w
‘BapuTh, KUIIETh, OYpPJIUTh, OPOIUTE’, TOX. A yds- ‘KMIETh’, Jp.-B.-HEM.
Jjesan ‘OpomuTh, (PEPMEHTUPOBATHCS, IP.-HCIL. jOSIr ‘ POAGKH, CP.-B.-HEM.
jest ‘meHa’, cp.-BaJUL. ias ‘KWIIEHHE W T.II.) HE UMEET C MPOH3BOACTBOM
KHUpIu4ell — Oy/Ib TO BBICYIICHHBIX WU 000MOKEHHBIX — HUYEro o0Iiie-
ro'®, Torna Kak rumoTeTHYecKuii Kopens *is- ‘Mecuts’ [Cop 1971: 4041,
51; Benvenuto 2008: 570-572] cam 1o cebe B BBICIIICH CTEIIEHU COMHU-
TEJICH — XOTS OBl MIOTOMY, YTO X€TT. isnd- ‘“TeCTO’ HaJeKHO BO3ZBOIUTCS
BCE K TOMY ke U.-€. *ies- ‘kunets U T. A.” [HED, II: 384; Kloekhorst 2008:
403], a mpuBnekaemoe st o6ocHoBaHus runoresbl b. Homa u M. K. ben-
BEHYTO TOX. B iScem ‘kupmnud, miuHA’ ropas3io Mpole OObsSICHUTD 3aHUM-
CTBOBAaHHEM M3 APEBHCHPAHCKOTO (CM. HMKE), HEKEIH HE3aBHUCHMBIM
pa3BUTHEM, KaK ATO JIENIAIOT aBTOPHI. [10/1BOIS NTOT, MBI BIIpaBe KOHCTATH-
pOBaTh OTCYTCTBHE MPUEMIICMON HHIOEBPOIICHCKON AITUMOIIOTHH HHIIOUP.
*(H)isti-/*(H)ista- ‘kapyd-chIperr’, 4To U JaeT MPOCTOP JUIS CIICKYIISIIAI
B nyxe M. Butnens.

* * *

[pesxae gyem nepelTr K CyIecTBY BOIPOCa, sl OBI XOTEN BKpaTIIe OCTa-
HOBHTKCS Ha IIpoOIIleMaTHKe, CBI3aHHOI ¢ ToX. B iscem ‘xupmmd, riiuHa’.
Hexkotopsie uccienoparenu [Van Windekens 1949: 148; 1976: 185; Cop
1971: 4041, 51; Benvenuto 2008: 571-572] paccMaTpuBaioT 3TO CIOBO
KaK HCKOHHO POJICTBeHHOE HUHAOUD. *(H)isti-/*(H)ista-, npyrue [Isebaert
1980: 117; Adams 2013: 73]'® — kak 3aMMCTBOBAaHME U3 aBECTHHCKOIO
WJIM HHOTO OJTU3KOPOICTBEHHOTO si3bIka. OCOOYFO TIO3UITUIO B 3TOM BOIIPO-

4 TIpunsto M. K. Bensenyto [Benvenuto 2008: 570-572].

15 Ananoruunbie coOOOpaKeHus BHICKa3bIBaeT B cBOel muccepramuu 111 Bepuap
[Bernard 2023: 202].

16 B nepsom uznanuu ceoero ciosaps [Adams 1999: 67] 1. K. Anamc emie npu-
JICPIKUBAJICSI BEPCUHM HCKOHHOTO MPOUCXOXKICHUS TOX. B iscem (< m.-e. *ist-yo-mn).
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ce 3annmaeTt JK.-)K. [Tuno [Pinault 2002: 327-330], noctyaupys npaTox.
*iSc- ‘3eMIsl, IMHA U BBIBOASA €0 U3 TOTO YK€ FMIIOTETHYECKOT0 UCTOY-
muka («langue X d’Asie Centraley), k koTopoMmy oH Benent 32 M. Butnenem
BO3BOANT HHOMpPaHCKoe 006o3HaueHue kupnuda. K.-)K. [Turo oowsacaseT
ToX. B iScem ‘kupnud, miMHA’ Kak pe3ysbTar MnepepasiokeHus npuiara-
TEJIBHOTO iScemasse ‘TIMHSIHBIN, KepaMHUECKUN’, 00pa30BaHHOTO KOOI
OT CTapoii OCHOBBI *iSce ¢ MOMOIIBIO COCTABHOTO cypduKca -masse, BO3-
HUKIIIETO, B CBOXO OYEPE/lb, B PE3YJIbTATE CPALLEHUA UCXOIa OCHOB Ha -/
C IPOAYKTHBHBIM cyddurcom -asse'’. Takum obpazom, JK.-XK. [Tuno pe-
KOHCTPYUPYET MpadopMy 3TOTO CJIOBA B TOXapCKOM B Kak WM. I1. . 4.
*iSce, KOCB. 11. *isc (Tun ckiaoneHus V.2 no [Krause, Thomas 19601964, I:
130-131]), oqHOBpEeMEHHO MOCTYAUPYs ToX. A *isdc ‘TmuHa’ Ha OCHOBE
TIPEIONIaraeéMOoT0 3aMMCTBOBAHHMSI B IPEBHETIOPKCKUH (JIp.-YHT. }m/ isic
unu esic', xap.-yiir. il/eSic, ml/dsic ‘xoten, xazan’'?). Ucxons u3 obe-

17Cp. Tox. B ayormasse ‘ornocsiuiics x napy’ (0t ayor ‘nap’), iwemasse ‘Ho-
BbIi” (OT Aiuwe ‘TK.”), eficilmasse ‘OTHOCAIIMICS K HAJOTY, MOAATH, UMCIOIIHHA 0T
o Hayory’ (?, OT eficil ‘“Hajor, Monate’), ptamasse ‘OTHOCAMMMNCS K cTyne’ (0T pat
‘ctymna’). Kak, omnaxo, ykaseiBaet L. beprap, cydduke -masse — no3quuii u xapak-
TepeH A7t 00bIeHHOM peun (eM. [Peyrot 2008: 94]), Torna kak iscem BeTpedaeTcs yxe
B KJ1accuyeckux TekcTax [Bernard 2023: 201].

'8 TIpumepsr M. B [Miiller 1922: 24; Pannos 1928: 94, 96, 266, 272, Taon. 11I;
Rachmati 1930: 454, 458, 462; 1932: 424; Hazai, Zieme 1983: Ta0m. 94].

19 Berpeuaeres y anb-Kamrapu (Kash. LT 1.52 kak 9KBUBAJIEHT ap. ;3! ‘TOPILOK,
xoren’, 1.210,1.262,1.343) [Rifat 1915-1917, 1: 52,210, 262, 343; Atalay 1939-1941,
IV:38,11. 1,2: 130, 1. 6: 157, 1. 13: 206, 1. 9; Dankoff 1982—1985,1: 99, 219, 252, 311;
PycramoB, Kopmymmn 2010: 93, 228, 270, 337]. Kpome Toro, To *e cI0BO B popme
G,;’l/diic“ (c BapHaHTaMH, CM. HHKE) 3aCBUICTEIHCTBOBAHO B BOCTOUHOM CpEJIHe-
TIOpKCKOM, cp. Muh. HIHL I1.10: ~x1~ ap. ,aa)l[Rifat 1919-1921: 169], ane-Padry3u
(Rabg. QA, pyk. A, ff. 94v, 1. 20 u 228v, 11. 7, 16: c.’:l, 197v, 1. 1: C““\) [Boeschoten,
O’Kane 2015, I: 173, 446, 509]. O0pamaet Ha ce0s BHUMaHUE, YTO MO3IHEHIINE
CIMCKH TeX K¢ COYMHEHHH 3a4aCTyI0 3aMEHAIOT IMANICKTHOE CIIOBO p=.:| CHHOHMMAMH,
KaXKIbIii U3 KOTOPBIX ObLI, BUAUMO, XapaKTePEeH /st 001acTH, B KOTOPOii ObLi1a co3aHa
COOTBETCTBYIOLIAS PYKOMHUCH, cp. Sz u Sl /ciimldk BMecTO ~u1/dSi¢ B TpakTare
N6u Myxanns! o m3gaauto [1. M. Menmmnopanckoro [Memiopanckiit 1900: 68, mpum. 6]
(ormeueno C. E. ManoBbIM B CITUCKE JEKCHUECKUX PACXOXKICHUN MEKIY H3IaHUIMHI
I1. M. Mennopanckoro u K. Pugara [Manos 1928: 228]) u 033/gazan ‘xoten, kasan’,
a3 /kiwdic¢ ‘rmuHsAHBIHA Topmok’ y anb-Pabrysu (pykormcu T, f. 129v,1. 5u Ba, f. 17v,
1. 2 BMecTO c;l/*ds“iéB pykomucu A, f. 94v, 1. 20) [Boeschoten, O’Kane 2015, I: 606].
DTo ABICHUE BIOJHE coracyercs ¢ HabmoneHneM C. E. ManoBa, 4To HCIONb30BaH-
Hbiii K. Pudarom koHCTaHTHHOMOMBCK I criiicok IOH MyXaHHBI OTpaskacT H3HAYAIIb-
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ux pexoHcTpykuuit, X.-XK. [IuHo nmpuxonut k mpatox. *isc-, B KoTopoM
yCMaTpHUBaeT 3aMMCTBOBAaHUE U3 «HEU3BECTHOTO IIEHTPAIHbHOA3UATCKOTO
A3BIKa» (CM. BBIIIE), OH ke «A36Ik BMAK» (mo M. Butnemo)*.
[IpuBenenHas nenb paccyKICHUN CONEPHKUT IO MEHBIIIEN MEepe OHO
cimaboe 3BeHO. J[peBHETIOpKCKOE 0003HAUCHUE COCyHa IUISI IIPUTOTOB-
nenus numH, B kotopoM JK.-)K. [InHO BUAMT pemraromee JT0Ka3aTelb-
CTBO CYIIECTBOBaHUSI HE3aCBUICTEIILCTBOBAHHOTO TOX. A *iSdc ‘riamHa’
(«...tox. A *iSdc, HeCOMHEHHO 3aUMCTBOBAHHOE IMO3/THEE B JP.-TIOPK. iSic
niu Gsic»?! [Pinault 2003b: 176]), o Bceit BEPOATHOCTH, HE UIMEET OTHO-
HIeHUs K aeiy. B cBoe#t uHTepnpeTanuu 000X JAUAJICKTHBIX BAPUAHTOB
npesHeTiOpKcKoro cioBa JK.-)K. [luno onupaercst na nepeson Jx. Kio-
cona ‘an (earthenware) cooking pot’ [Clauson 1972: 257], Torma kak
IO MEHBIIEH Mepe B TPEX CIyJasx U3 KOHTEKCTa SBCTBYET, UTO PeUb UACT
0 METAJUTMYECKOM COCYJIe, T. €. KOTIe: cp. baqir iSictd ‘B MeTHOM KOTIE’
[Rachmati 1930: 462]; Kash. LT 1.52: dsic ajur tiibiim altun ‘Koren roBo-
put: «Moe nHuie u3 3omotay’ [Rifat 1915-1917, I: 52; Atalay 1939-1941,
1V: 38, 1. 2; Dankoff 1982—-1985, I: 99; PycramoB, Kopmymmn 2010: 93];
Kash. LT 1.343: codin dsi¢ ‘ayrynnsiii koten’ [Rifat 1915-1917, I: 343;
Atalay 1939-1941, 1V: 206, 1. 9; Dankoff 1982—1985, I: 311; Pycramog,
Kopmymmn 2010: 337]. Ilpennaraemoe XK.-K. [Iuno cemanTrdeckoe pas-
BHUTHE ‘KUPIIHAY, TIINHA JJIS1 U3TOTOBJICHUS KUPITNYEH — ‘TIIMHSHBIA COCY]I,

FOPIIOK’ JIMIIEHO, TAKUM 00pa30M, BCAKMX OCHOBAHMIAZ.

HBI (T. €. KaIrapcKo-yHTypCKHif) THaIeKT TPaKTaTa, TOTAa KaK Te KOIHH, YTO JICTIH
B OCHOBY m3nanus I1. M. MennopaHCKOro, OTMEYEHbI CHIIBHBIM BIHMSHUEM a3epbaii-
JpKaHckoro nuanekra [Manos 1928: 247] (cp., onHaxo, 0ojee 0CTOPOKHOE CYXKICHNE
I'. Iépdepa: «51 ObI... cKasai, 4To HEHTPaAIbHBIN X0pacaH Kak MECTO MPOUCXOKICHUS
16n MyxanHbl ropaszno BeposiTHee Azepbaiipkanay (Ich wiirde... meinen, dafl eine
Herkunft Ibn Muhannas etwa aus dem Zentrum des alten Chorasan um Erhebliches
wahrscheinlicher ist als aus Aserbejdschan) [Doerfer 1976: 251)).

20 Beioawt XK.-)K. [uno BocnpousseneHsl B cratbe M. Buruens [Witzel 2015:
153, n. 28] 6e3 Kakux-1MO00 KOMMEHTapHUEB.

21 «...toch. A *i§dic, certainement emprunté plus tard dans turc ancien isic ou ésic».

223K.-)K. [IuHO TpaB JIHMUIb B TOM OTHOIIEHUH, 9TO PACCMATPUBAEMOE JPEBHE-
U KapaxaHHUICKO-yHTIypckoe 0003HaYeHUe KOTJIa BPsI JIM ObLIO MCKOHHBIM. ['Hro-
te3a D. B. CeBopTsiHa, COMIACHO KOTOPOH Jp.-TIOPK. dSi¢ 0Opa3oBaHO OT a$ ‘ena,
nunia’ ¢ moMoIe cypdurca -(i)¢ «c opynuitaeim 3HadeHuem» [DCTA, I: 211],
HeyOenuTeNbHa, TaK KaK HU MEpeHss IacHas B aHjayTe (Ip.-yur. i- Wiu e-, Kap.-
yHrL. d-), Hu o0bruHas QyHkuus cydoukca -(i)¢ (yMEHbLINTEIbHAS, a HE OPYAUITHAs)
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Jpyroii ero apryMeHT IpOTHB Te3uca 00 H30INPOBAHHOM XapaKTepe
ToX. B iScem ‘xupmnud, TinHA' BHYTPH TOXapCKOTO, & UMEHHO YTBEPK-
JIeHHe, 4To TOX. B iscake (ranakc, rmoccupyromuii Oynu.-ckp. tokharika
B CaHCKPHUTCKO-ToxapckoM B ciosape [BopoOnes-Jlecarorckuii 1958:
305-308 u Tab. 12]) cinexyer uutarh Kak *iscake (< *iscdke) n TpakToBarh
KaK [PON3BOIHOE TMITOTETHUCCKON OCHOBEI *isc O 3Ha9EHHEM ‘POJT 3eMITH
v aHel [Pinault 2002: 326-331], COMEPKUT CITMITKOM MHOTO JIOITY-
mennid ad hoc, 9TOOBI CITY>)KUTH OCHOBOU JUIS TATTBHEHTIINX PACCYKICHHUH.
KunroueByto ponb B moctpoenusix JK.-XK. [luno urpaer mHTEpmperaus
OyII.-CKp. tokharika Kak pecaHCKPUTU3UPOBAHHON (HOPMBI THITOTETHYC-
CKOTO cp.-UH[. *titharika, ¢ SnieHTe30M *-A- U1 TPEOIOICHUS 3USIHHUS, BO3-
HUKIIIETO B pe3yJbrare BeimaaeHus [b] B ckp. tiubarika ‘pox rmuasr” [Ibid.:
333-334]. bynp npunaroe XK.-XK. [luno 3Hauenue Oynn.-ckp. tokharika
(«terre odorante») CKoIbKO-HUOY/Ib TOCTOBEPHO, MOKHO OBLIIO ObI 3aKPHITH
I71a3a Ha YOBIBAIOILYIO BEPOSITHOCTH KaXKJIOTO CIIETYIOIIEro 3BeHa B Mpe/l-
JIOKEHHOW MM IIeTIM U3MEHEHUH CKp. tibarika > *ti.arika > *tiuharika >

HE CBUJICTENILCTBYIOT B €€ 1osib3y. Kpome Toro, apean pacnpoCTpaHeHUs JIp.-TIOPK.
i/esic, dsic, orpaHNYCHHBII BOCTOUHOTIOPKCKHM (CM. CHOCKY 19), HAaBOIUT Ha MBICIIB
0 3aMMCTBOBAHUM U3 HEKoero s3bika LlenTpanbHoil Asun. Toxapckuii Kak HCTOUHUK
MOI0OHOTO 3aUMCTBOBAHMS XOTS M HE MCKIIFOUCH, HO OTHIOb HE CAMOOYEBH/ICH; IIPH
MIPOYMX PABHBIX COTAMICKMI MOAXOJHUT Ha 3Ty POJb ropas3no Ooxbmre. 1 neiicTeu-
TEJIbHO, JPEBHETIOPKCKOE CJIOBO HETPYAHO OOBSICHUTH HA OCHOBE COTJMICKOTO: JIp.-
TIOPK. i/esic, dsi¢ «<— corn. *is(2)¢ < ap.-up. *istra- vy *iastra- (CM. HIXKE) OT KOPHS
*jah- ‘KUIeTh, KUIISITUTD , CP. COTA. "ySty/@ésté ‘KuneTh, KUIATHTE , Sy ‘n(tc)/*es(y)
and ‘xursiuid’ [Sims-Williams apud Sundermann 1990: 32, nn. 82, 86], Oyan.-corn.
By’$’ntey/ *apyesanc- ‘xunsmas’ (k. p.), Py yS'ntk/fyésande ‘xunsmmii’ (M. p.)
[MacKenzie 1970: 14, 11. 235, 236], a Takxke srH. &s- ‘kunets’ [Knumunikuii 1937:
22; Anpapees, [lemepesa 1957: 251; Novak 2010: 45], Ha 0CHOBE KOTOPBIX PEKOH-
CTPYHPYETCS COTIMICKAst OCHOBA Mpe3eHca *&s- ‘kumeTs’ (< npaup. *ia-is-a- [Cheung
2007: 210]). Humsmit *$ npeBHEUpaHcKoi padopMbl 00BSICHIETCS OO0 HYJIEBOH
CTYNEHbIO KOPHEBOW MacHO# (*istra-), nubO BIMSIHHEM OCHOBBI Ipe3eHca (mpaup.
*jastra- > np.-up. *iastra-): cp. aB. yastibiio B P. 20, mpou3BOIEHO SMEHANPOBAHHOE
B *yaésontibiio K. M. Jlxxamacnacoii u X. Xymbaxom [Jamaspasa, Humbach 1971: 34]
(xak, Bmpouem, 1 Xp. baptonome [Bartholomae 1904: 1281, n. 2], Ho oz Bompocom).
Uro xacaeTcs pOHETHIECKOTO Pa3BUTHS AP.-Up. *ia- > COTA. i- U Ap.-up. -59r- > corx.
-§¢-, cp. Oyan.-cora. 'yz-/iz- ‘IPUHOCUTH KepTBY < *jaza-, yksy/iks ‘sxma’ «— ckp.
yaksa-, ysp(h)/isp ‘smma’ «— np.-rp. ioomi¢ ‘Tk.” [Henning apud Gershevitch 1954: 32]
U, COOTBETCTBEHHO, COLL. 'z WS¢/ Ozrusé, man.-cora. zrwsé/ Zrus¢ “3opoactp’ «— aB.
Zara$ustra-, 6ynn.-corn. mwskysc(h)/miskis¢ ‘mprmeyounitna’ (T.e. ‘Kot’) < *miis-
kust(a)r- [Gershevitch 1954: 44, 58, n. 382'].
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Oya.-ckp. tokharika [1bid.: 334]. Dto, omHaKO, TaJIEKO HE TaK, MTOCKOIBKY
K.-K. ITuno oOwbsacuseT tokharika ucxons U3 TUIIOTETHYECKOTO 3HAYE-
HuUs TOX. B iscake (‘rmuna’), a He HAOOOPOT, Mpuderas, TakKuM 00pazoMm,
Kk circulus in probando. Kpome Toro, Helb3st He OTMETHTb, YTO HCXOJI-
HBII MyHKT €T0 pacCykJICHUH, a UMEHHO uaymui ot B. Buntepa [Winter
1984: 132—-133] oTKa3 OT OOIIENPHHATON paHee TPAKTOBKH NIPHIL k,cafliie
B COCTaBe IIIOCCHI tokharika k,cafiiie iscake — «tokharika: oTHOCSIMICS
K Topoxy uim obnacti (iscake) Kyuaa (k, carifie, npuiL.)», — Bps JIH MOXKET
OBITH IPUHSAT 38 AKCUOMY. XapaKTePHO, YTO BAPHAHTHI TOIIOHKMA B IPYTUX
COTPE/IeNbHBIX s13bIKax B. BuHTEep paccmaTpuBaeT BecbMa H30UpaTeIbHO,
YUHUTBIBasE TOIBKO (POPMBI C UCXOJIOM Ha -i, TaKue Kak ToX. B k Si-, ckp.
Kuci, nkp. Koci, xur. £ 3 /Qii-zhi (cp.-kut. K"yt-tsi; B. Bunrep: k uci
[Ibid.: 133]), ¥ UTHOPHPYS BApUAHTHI HA -d, B YACTHOCTH KUT. 15 X /Kiicha
(pan.-manpap. Kho'-tsai wim Kho -tse; 11. Ilembo: K ‘ou-tch ‘a, X1V B.
[Pelliot 1923: 127]) u kap.-yiir. \=$ Kuca win Kiicd (Kash. LT 1.339 [Rifat
1915-1917, 1: 339; Atalay 1939-1941, 1V: 204, 1. 2; Dankoff 1982—1985,
I: 308; Pycramos, Kopmymun 2010: 333]). Takum oOpaszom, B. Buntep
u JK.-2K. [InHo, onmmpasch HCKITIOUNTENEHO Ha coobpakenws [ Jlromepca
[Liders 1922: 246], ocraBisitoT 1ieHHbIe HaOmoaenus [1. [Tembo 6e3 BHU-
Manus. Kak mumier B mocMepTHO omryOnikoBaHHON padote cam I1. [emmpo,
«apeBHee HazBaHHe Kyun 6p110 *Kuci, 4TO OTpaskeHO Kak B KHTaMCKUX
TPAaHCKPUMIIHAX, TaK U B OpaxMu. B To jke BpeMs CyImiecTBOBalo TIOPK-
ckoe Ha3BaHue Kiisdn, koTopoe Mbl MOkeM npocieauTs ¢ X mo XVI Bek
B TIOPKCKUX, MOHTOJIBCKUX U KUTAHCKUX MCTOUYHUKAX M KOTOPOE, BO3-
MOXHO, TOPa3/I0 IPEBHEe, YeM Ta JIara, KOIJia OHO BICPBbIC YIIOMUHACTCS
B Tekctax. B 1076 romy, korna Kamrapu cocTaBiisii CBOW TIOPKCKHIA CII0-
Bapb, ¥*Kuci yxe nepenuto B Kuca (? Kiicd), vo mapsay ¢ Kuca Kamrapu
npuBoauT ¥ cuHoHuM Kiisdn» [Pelliot 1959-1963, I: 414]% (BbiaeneHo
MHO10. — /[. 5.). Eciiu ucxoauThb U3 Toro, uTo ToX. B k cafifie orpaxaet
BapHaHT TormoHnMa Kucd, xutpoymusie noctpoenus JK.-XK. [Tnno pac-

23 «The ancient name of Ku¢a was *Kuci, duly rendered in Chinese transcriptions
and in Brahmi spelling. But at the same time, there was a Turkish name of Ku¢a, Kiisén,
which we can follow from the 10th cent[ury] down to the 16th, in Turkish as well
as in Mongol and Chinese sources, and which may be much more ancient than the date
at which it is attested in the texts. When KasyarT compiled his Turkish dictionary
in 1076, *Kuc¢i had already passed to Kuca (? Kiicd), but, alongside of Kuca, Kasyar1
gives the synonym Kiisdny.
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CBITIAIOTCS B IIpax. YTo OBl HA CaMOM JieJie HU O3Havaj 3aMaJHOTOXapCKHUH
rarakc iscake, HA ¢ ‘TJIMHON, HU C ‘ IyIIMCTOW 3eMJIEH’ OH TOYHO HE UMEET
HUYEro o0IIero.

J171s1 yTOUHEHHS XpOHOIOTHY M MCTOYHHKA 3aMMCTBOBAaHMS TOX. B iscem
‘KHPIHY, TIHHA  OMPEISIICHHYIO POJIb UTPAET TO 0OCTOSITEIBCTBO, YTO
3BYKOBOMW MEPEXOM Ap.-Mp. *-fi-/*-1j- > cp.-up. *-C- XapaKTEPEH TOIBKO
Ju1st cornuiickoro. O4eBHUIHO, UMEHHO MO3TOMY B Kaue€CTBE HEMOCPEI-
CTBEHHOT'O HCTOYHHKA TOXapcKoro cioBa Ke. Tpambiie mocTyaupyer He3a-
CBUJICTEILCTBOBAHHYIO COTIMICKYIO hopmy *’ysc-(z)m ‘terre a bricques’
[Tremblay 2001: 27, n. 38; 2005: 438]. Cemantuyecku nmonoOHasi peKoH-
CTPYKUUS ObUIa OBI BIIOJTHE IPUEMIIEMA, HO IIPEIIOIaracMOe BhINAICHUC
-z- B cornuiickoM TpamOiie ocrapmnsier 6e3 oObsicHeHus. HanpammBaercst
HPE/IOIOKEHUE, YTO 3aMMCTBOBAaHHE UMETIO MECTO HE B CpPEJIHE-, & B JIPEB-
HEHpPaHCKYO d10Xy. FiIMeHHO Ha HeM OCHOBaHa pekoHCTpyKiws J1. 3e6opa
[Isebaert 1980: 117]: np.-up. *istya- > *iscya- — nparox. *isccV. Konrp-
aprymenT JK.-JK. ITuno ¢ nogpazymeBaeMoii OTCBIIKOH K 3aKOHY 3uBepca
(«...aT0 pasButHe coBepiieHHO ad hoc; BeposTHEE, YTO IpeanonaraeMast
aBecTUiickas popma W3HAYAILHO UMeJa TpH ciora: /istiya-/, ¢ 3aKoHO-
MEpPHBIM OTPAXXCHHEM [y]| TOCIE TSHKENOTO CIIoTa (3aKaHYHBAIONIETOCS
rpynmoi cormacHeix)») [Pinault 2002: 3291** cam no cebe He nuIIEH
OCHOBaHHM, HO ero BbIBOJ («Pe3ynbrar 3auMcTBOBaHHs HOpMBI *istiya-
B TOXapCKHuii 3By4an Obl Kak *isti-» [Ibid.])*® coBepHIEHHO TPOHU3BOIEH:
KaKk MHHUMYM, B OTHOM HECOMHEHHOM 3aUMCTBOBaHHH W3 JPEBHCHPAH-
CKOTO B MPaTOXapcKkuii — 1oX. A opydc, Tox. B epiyac ‘mamsiTe’ < mparox.
*epiidc < np.-up. *abi-idti- — MBI CTaJKUBaeMcs C TIEPEXOAOM Ip.-Hp.
*-ti- — T10X. B -¢ [Isebaert 1980: 103, 116, 156—157; Hilmarsson 1986:
56]%°. XOTs TOT %e caMblii IPUMEP CONEPIKHT, KaK KaXeTcs Ha MEPBbIA

24 «...cette évolution est entiérement ad hoc, et il est plus probable que la forme

avestique supposée au départ ait eu trois syllabes: /itiya-/, avec le traitement normal
de yod aprés syllabe lourde (fermée par un groupe de consonnes)y.

2 «Le produit de I’emprunt de cette forme *istiya- en tokharien serait *isti-».

26 JT. K. AjraMc BO3parkaeT IPOTUB IPUBEIEHHON STUMOIIOTHH, CCHUTASCh Ha TO, 9TO
dopma *abi-iati-, T. e. nomen actionis Ha -#/ OT Tiarona *abi-id- ‘IOMHUTH’, HA UPaH-
CKOM MaTepualie He PEeKOHCTPYHPYETCs, ¥ Ipe/iaraeT paccMaTpuBaTh parox. *epiidc
Kak (hOpMy BHHHTEIIBHOTO I1aJIe)Ka MCXOMHOTO NpaTox. *epiiat («— cp.-up. *abiyata-
(sic)), oOpa3oBaHHYIO 10 AaHAJIOTHH C AJIBTEPHAIUEH -7 ~ -C B AICKOHHO-TOXaPCKUX pe-
(rexcax OCHOB Ha -1i (Kak, HanpuMmep, ToxX. B pldce, BuH. 11. MH. 4. platdm ‘cnoBo, peds,
otBer’ [Adams 2013: 95]). Ha moit B3msiz, 9Ta runoresa JuiieHa yoeauTeIbHOCTH —
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B3I, OTIOJIHUTEIBHYIO MPOOJIeMy — COXpaHEeHue B TOX. B epiyac
JPEBHEUPAHCKON MOCIE0BATEILHOCTU *-ij )/~ — 3TO MPEMATCTBUE OKa-
3BIBACTCSI BIIOJIHE MTPEOIOJIMMO: PA3IHUYKE B €€ OTPAKCHUU B 000HX CIIy-
Yasix MOXKET OOBSICHATHCSI MECTOM yiapeHus (ap.-up. *abi-idati- — mparox.
*epiidc > 10X. B epiyac vs. np.-up. *i§fiam — nparox. *iscem > tox. B
iscem)?’. BaxkHee Ipyroe: Kojib CKOPO MBI MCXOMM M3 IPEBHEUPAHCKOTO
3aMMCTBOBAHUS B IIPATOXAPCKUM, IIEPEXOL *-ti-/*-1'i- — *-¢- moIDKeH ObLT
MIPOHM30HTH HE B ApeBHENpaHCKOM (Kak mpenmnonaraet JI. M3e6ap), a yxe
B IIpaToxapckoM (Kak U B TPaToX. *epiidc <— Ap.-up. *abi-idti-, M. BBIIIE).
T'unotesa JK.-)K. ITuHO, XOTS 1 OCHOBaHHAs HAa HEBEPHBIX MOCBUIKAX —

XOTs1 ObI TOTOMY, YTO U CaM I1aroi *abi-id- HeMmoCPeICTBEHHO B IPEBHEUPAHCKHX S3bI-
Kax He 3aCBUJICTEIILCTBOBAH, M CYIIECTBOBAHUE B APEBHEHPAHCKOM COOTBETCTBYIOILETO
nomen actionis Ha -#/ BIIOJIHE BEPOSITHO, TOrna Kak nocryauposantuoe J. K. Anamcom
BCTpaMBaHUE 3aMMCTBOBAHUS, IIyCTh JJa)kKe BECbMa PaHHEro (YTo, OTHAKO, HE MelIaeT
II. K. Anamcy u M. T. XumpMapccony OTHOCHTB €r0 K CPeAHEHPaHCKOMY meproy!),
B CHCTEMY HCKOHHOM abTepHAIMU Oosee yeM nmpodiaeMaTudHo. [10CKombKy uMs eii-
CTBUSI B KQUECTBE 3TUMOHA 11 0003HAYCHUS MAaMSITH Kak Mmpoiiecca ceteris paribus
BEepOsITHEE ITACCUBHOTO PUYACTHUS HA -ta (CP. AP.-MHIL. Smyti-, IP.-TP. {vio1°, Op.-11.-ClI.
MAMATb, JIUT. atmintls, TOT. gaminpi) 51, B otmdue ot J{. K. Anamca, paccMaTpHuBaro
TOX. A opydc, ToX. B epiyac kak CBUAETENBCTBO TOTO, YTO APEBHEUPAHCKYIO Tpadopmy
TaKUX CpeHe- 1 HOBOMPAHCKHX CIIOB, KaK MexXJ. ‘byy t'/affivat (nozxe ayyat, ayyad),
MaH.-cp.-tiepc. 'y 'd/ayyad, man.-napd. by ’(’)d/afydd, nap. awé u 1. 1. (Bce B 3HaUe-
HUH ‘TIaMATh ) ClIeyeT BOCCTAaHABIMBATh UMEHHO Kak *abi-iati-. Corauiickuii ramaxce
By tw/afyatu ‘namsaTh, BocnoMuHaHHEe (BHH. II. e1. 4., Ctapbie nuchma 4, 1. 8: [Sims-
Williams 2017: 172]), npennonararoiiuii, Kak MOXeT 1oKa3aTscs, npadopmy *abi-
iata-, o Bceil BEpOSTHOCTH, 3aMMCTBOBAH M3 ap(sHCKOTo (CiIe10BaTenbHO, (iiekcus
BTOPHYHA), TOCKOJIBKY BCTPEIASTCs BCETO OIH Pa3 BO BCEM KOPITYCE COITUHCKHX TeK-
cTOB (0OBIYHOE COTMHCKOE CIOBO st ‘miamsith’ — 'Sy h/asya, cp. 6yna.-cora. Sy 'h/
a8yd, MaH.-corn. 'Sy /asya, wSy '/ usya), Oymydu H30JMPOBaH OT CHCTEMBI Iy1aroia (cp.
nexit. ‘byy sytn’/afiyasitan, nozxe ayyasitan, ayydsidan ‘BCTIOMUHATh, IOMHHTH , MaH.-
cp.-mepe. 'y s-/ayyas- ‘Tx.’, MaH.-iapd. 'by s-/afyds- ‘Txk.”). Ocoboe MecTo 3aHUMAET
XOT. byata ‘amsTh, TaMATHBINA , HO €r0 TEMaTH4YeCKast OCHOBA HEOOs13aTeIbHO NCKOHHA,
cp. XOT. biima ‘0ocHOBa, cTyneHs’ < ip.-up. *bimi- ‘3emis, ocHOBaHue’, ggara ‘ropa’
< mp.-up. *gari- ‘Tx.’ u T. 1. [Emmerick 1968: 289].

*’Eme 6oiee MpOCTOe — U, BEPOSTHO, MPENOYTATENBHOE — OOBICHEHHE CO-
CTOSIO0 OBI B TOM, YTO -e- B iScem BO3HHKIIO MO3KE (BO3MOXKHO, B pe3yibTare Mpo-
IPECCUBHON JIMCCUMMIISINAH), @ GOPMBI C -i- OCTAINCh HE 3aCBU/ICTEIILCTBOBAHBI.
Cityuan depesoBaHHs [ ~ ¢ B TOXapCKoM B, XOTS 1 HEMHOTOYHNCIICHHBIE, H3BECTHEI,
cp. eficuwo ~ ificuwo ‘xene3o’, akteke ~ aktike ‘ayno, dynecHslii’, ente ~ inte ‘ecnu’
[Peyrot 2008: 60]. B aTom cityyae AipeBHEHMPAHCKUI HCTOYHHUK TOXAPCKOTO CIIOBA Clie-
JIyeT peKOHCTPYHpPOBAaTh Kak *istim (BUH. I €. 4. OT *isti-).
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BTOPUYHOM Xapaktepe cy(hdukca B IpuaratelbHoM iscemasse®® u npe-
BPaTHOM TOJIKOBAaHUHU JP.-TIOPK. (SiC, isi¢ ‘KOTeN’, — CBOAUTCS B KOHEUHOM
cYeTe K TOMY )K€ CaMOMY: XOTsI 0003HaYeHHe ‘KUpInya’ 3aCBUJICTEIb-
CTBOBAHO JTUIIb B OJTHOM M3 TOXapCKHUX S3bIKOB, MOMEHT 3aMMCTBOBaHUS
CJIEyeT OTHECTH K Iparoxapckomy nepuony. [Ipu sTom cienyer eme pa3s
MOAYEPKHYTh, YTO ITONO0OHOE IOMYyIICHHE — HEOOXOAMMOE, HO OTHIOIb
HE JI0CTaTOYHOE YCIIOBUE JJIsl IPUHATHUS TMIIOTE3bl O HE3aBUCUMOM 3aUM-
CTBOBaHMM B MHJIOMPAHCKHUI U MIPATOXapCKUM U3 TPETbEro MCTOYHUKA.
Ecnu xe He mpuberarb K NPOU3BOJIbHBIM JOIYIIEHUSM U OCHOBAaHHBIM
Ha HUX PEKOHCTPYKLHUSM, IOJTOOHBIM THIIOTETHYSCKOMY MpaToX. *isc-
(cMm. BbIIE), TO HanOoJiee BEPOSTHBIM UCTOUHHUKOM TOX. B iscem ocra-
eTCsl BUH. TI. €] U. JIp.-Up. *iStliam. J{yis STUMONIOTHA MCXOIHON (POPMBI
(uamoup. *(H)ista-/*(H)isti- ‘kupnud’) TOXapcKue JaHHbIE TeM CaMbIM
OKAa3bIBAIOTCS] HEPEICBAHTHBI.

* * *

Takum 00pazom, njiest THOSI3BIYHOTO ITPOUCXOXKICHMS MHAOUD. *(H)ista-/
*(H)isti- ‘kupnuy’ He OCHOBaHA HU Ha YeM, KpOMe OTCYTCTBHS HaJIeKHON
HH/IOCBPOIEHCKOI STUMOJIOTHH, PHYUHY KOTOPOTO S BUXKY B TOM, UTO
BCE TIPEe/IaraBIIUecs JI0 CUX MOpP THIOTE3bl UCXOAMIHN U3 H.-€. *-i- KaK
cioroo0Opasytoiero aneMeHTa. Eciu, oJJHaKko, MPUHATH BO BHUMaHHUE, YTO
i{-BOKAIIM3M B WHIOUPAHCKOM MOXKET TaKkKe OOBSICHATHCS BOKAIH3AIHMEH
napuHTana, Mop(hOIOTHYECKH U CEMAHTHUECKH Oe3yNpedHoe pelicHue
JSKUT Ha IoBepxHOCTU. UHIoup. *Hista- n * Histi- OKa3bIBAIOTCS B 3TOM
cllydae, COOTBETCTBCHHO, ITACCHBHBIM NPHYACTHEM M UMECHEM JCHCTBHS
Ha -#i oT Tnaroia * HaHs- ‘COXHYTb, CyIIUTh , UMEIOIIETO YCTaHOBICHHYTO
WHJIOEBPOIICHCKYIO STUMOJIOTHIO: H.-€. */i,eh s- ‘COXHYTb, CYHMINTH  (Cp.
XeTT. AdSS- ‘30714, bLIb, MBIIO®, AASSA- ‘KOCTpHILE, oyar’, Jat. arére ‘cy-
wuth’, (h)aréna ‘necok’?, assus “xapeHubiil 6e3 macna’’, Gra ‘anrtaps’,

28 Cm. 3ameuanus 111. Beprapa [Bernard 2023: 201] (crocka 17).

2 TIpodeccop A. C. Hukonaes o6paTui MOe BHUMAHME Ha JIaT. arénd, aséna ‘re-
COK’, BBIBOAMMOC UM U3 U.-€. *h,h s-es-neh,- (cp. [de Vaan 2008: 279]: «No etymo-
logy»). HaqaneHoe /- 00bsicHseTCS, O-BUANMOMY, runepkoppekimeii [Nikolaev 2021:
27, n. 24]. Bpocaercs B I1a3a ceMaHTHYECKasi OJIM30CTh JIATUHCKOTO CJIOBA U CPETHE-
1 HOBOMPAHCKNX 0003HAYECHHUHN MBIIN, CYXOH 3eMIIH (CM. HUXKE).

30Ecnu Ob1 6bl1a 060CHOBAHA STUMOJIOTHS, IpeaiokenHas B [LIV: 258, n. 2] mis
JIaT. assus, 3TO CJIOBO MOIIIO OBbI CTAaTh 0CO00 MOKa3aTeNbHBIM IIPUMEPOM, TaK KaK ero
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OCK. dsd- ‘“TxK.’, yMOp. aso ‘KOCTpHIIEe, o4ar’, Ap.-B.-HEM. essa ‘Ky3Hed-
Has 1edb’, Tox. AB as- ‘cymmts’ [Hardarson 1994: 37-39, n. 35; LIV:
257-258; de Vaan 2008: 49, 53; Kloekhorst 2008: 318-319, 322-323]) >
uuaoup. *HaHs- (cp. Ip.-uHI. dsa- ‘3071a, BLTB, KaTH asa ‘3014, mernen’,
npac. dsa “TK.’, Baiir. dsd ‘mx.’ [CDIAL, I: 67]) > npaup. * HaHh- (cp. XOT.
astaucd ‘cyxas 3emis’, H.-miepc. S=/xak ‘cyxas 3emiisl, blIb’ < TEXJIL.
APLA, W'k’/xdk ‘tx.” <nupaup. *HaHh-ka- [Klingenschmitt 2000: 213,
n. 77], map. hday ‘Txk.’ [Morgenstierne 1942: 266], opm. yanak ‘3ona’ < mpa-
up. *HaHhanaka- [OCUS, 1: 304], cp. [IIFL, I: 413]).

B cemaHTHYeCKOM TUTaHE MpeIaraeMasi STUMOJIOTHS Oe3yTpedHa, o-
CKOJIBKY, KaK OBbLITO TIOKa3aHO BBIIIIE, ACHOTAT UHAOUD. *(H)ista-/*(H)isti-
CJIeJlyeT pacCMaTpHUBaTh HE KaKk ‘KUPIUY’ BOOOIIE U, TeM OoJiee, He KaK
‘000X KEHHBIN KHpIHY’, a KaK ‘KUPITHY, BBICYIICHHBIH Ha COJHIIE’.
@DOHOJIOrMYECKH OHA, HAIIPOTHB, MOXKET OBITh OCIHOPEHA KaK Hapyllie-
Hue 3akoHa [ [IIMuara o mpauHI0EBPONENCKOM BBINAJACHUY JIAPUHTaJIa
B nocnenoBarenbHocTH (-)CHCC(-) [Schmidt 1973: 61, 82]. Tlpu aTowm,
OJTHAKO, HEOOXOJMMO Y4eCTh, YTO B CBOCH MEpBOHAYAIBHOHN (HOopMyTH-
poBke 3akoH I llIMunTa HECOCTOATENCH, TaK KaK HE OOBSICHACT TOBOJIBHO
MHOTOYHCIICHHBIX UCKIIOUEHHUH: Jp.-Tp. dpotpov, np.-upi. arathar, apM.
wpwip/arawr ‘mayr’ < u.-e. *h,erhstro-, nar. genetrix, np.-uHA. janitri-
‘Marh, poAUTeIbHNNA’ < U.-€. *genh, trih,, np.-uHA. tamisrd, nar. tenebrae
‘remHOTa’ < W.-¢. *témHsreh,-, nar. cerebrum <wu.-e. *kerf,sro- v T. 1.
[Tomertka M. Ilerepca orpaHnuuTh chepy IeHCTBUS 3aK0OHA TPETyAapHOi
nosurmeit (CHCC(-) > CCC(-) [Peters apud Mayrhofer 1981: 436]) Taxoke
HE MOXKET CUUTAThCs yIauHOM, IIOCKOJIbKY U € y4eToM BBeaeHHOro M. Ile-
TEPCOM OTPAHUYCHUS CIIHCOK MCKIIOUECHUI OCTaeTCsS BHYIIUTEIHHBIM:
p.-TP. doyuds, Ap.~-uH. jihmd- ‘kpuBoii, kocoit’ < u.-e. *dh,g"mé-, Tox. B
pask- ‘OXpaHATh, XpaHHUTbh, HAOIOMATH < H.-€. *pbz—sléé/é-, nar. fanum
‘xpam’ < u.-e. *d"},s-no-, np.-uun. disva ‘nagenu!’ (MMIEPATHB A0pHU-
cra) <u.-e. *dh,-sué u 1. 1. [Byrd 2015: 94]. Ilo-BuanmomMy, onTiuMab-
HOE PEIICHUE TPEIUIOKII (IIPSUMYIIIECTBEHHO Ha TOXapCKOM MaTepuaie)
O. XakmrraiiH: BeInaieHue JapuHrana B nocneaosarensHoctn -CHCC- on
OTpaHUYHMBACT OC3yTapHBIMH CIIOTaMHU B HHJIAYTE, OOBSICHSIS UCKIIOUC-

Mopdooruyeckas CTpyKTypa oka3anach Obl B 3TOM ClIydae TOXKIECTBEHHA CTPYKType
uagonp. *Hista-: n.-e. *h,h,s-t6- > paut. *astos > nar. assus. ITAMOIOTHS JTATHHCKOTO
CII0BA MPEIONAraeT, OHAKO, ACCHMUILILIMIO *-st- > -$s-, HEOCTaTOYHO 000CHOBAH-
Hyto [de Vaan 2008: 58-59].
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HUS THIIA JIAT. genetrix u ap.-Tp. ¢potpov BOCCTAHOBICHHUEM T10 AaHAIOTUH
¢ genetor M Gpdo@ COOTBETCTBEHHO W BBIACISS BAPHAHT MOCIEIOBATENb-
Hoctu -CHsr- (n.-e. *témHsreh,- u *kerh,sro-, cM. BbILIIE), [71s KOTOPOTO
OH TIOCTYJHMPYET OTAeIbHYI0 NuHuI0 passutus [Hackstein 2002: 197,
Takum 00pa3oM, HET HUKAKUX OCHOBaHHH COMHEBATHCSI B BO3MOXKHOCTH
BOKaJIN3alNH JIJAPHHTANA TI0 MOACNH H.-€. *hyh s-10-/*h,h,s-ti- > nHpoup.
*(H)ista-/*(H)isti-.

* * *

JIJist MHTOEBPOIMIEUCTUKY STUMONIOTHS MHaoup. *(H)ista-/*(H)isti-
‘kupnud-ceipen;’ < u.-e. *h,h,s-t6-/*hyh,s-ti- mpeacrapisger TeM O60Ib-
LIMHA UHTEPEC, YTO CIYXKUT JOMOTHUTEILHBIM CBHICTEIIECTBOM B MOJIB3Y
PEKOHCTPYKIIMH U.-€. *h,eh,s- ‘cymmTs’, mpemnokennoit M. A. Xapmapco-
HOM U nofiepkaHHoi M. M. Krommenem, M. e Basowm, A. Kitykxopctom
u npyrumu [Hardarson 1994: 37-39; LIV: 257-258; de Vaan 2008: 49, 53;
Kloekhorst 2008: 318319, 322—-323], B To BpeMsi KaKk HEKOTOPbIC YYCHbIC
BOCCTAHABIIMBAIOT COOTBETCTBYIONIHI KOPEHB Kak */,es- [Nagy 1974: 78—
82, 1992: 144-155, Lubotsky 1985: 6-9, EWA, I: 182—183]. Bsi6op Toro
WM WHOTO BapHaHTa PEKOHCTPYKIIMU 3aBHCET OT OOBSICHEHUS JONTOTEHI
IJIACHOM B MTAJMHACKOM | XeTTcKoM. Jlyis uranmuiickoro A. M. JlyGoukwii
u [. KIMHreHIIMUTT NOCTYNMpPOBaN peayIUTHKAIHI0 *h,e-h,s- [ Lubotsky
1985: 6; Klingenschmitt apud Meiser 1986: 254], no 1. A. Xapaapcon
n A. KitykXopcT OTBepIIN 3Ty HJICI0 HAa TOM OCHOBaHHUH, YTO H.-€. */,eh,s-
naio Ovl XeTT. *hahs- [Hardarson 1994: 38-39, n. 34; Kloekhorst 2008:
318, 32212 T. Haapb 0OBACHUI IONTO€ -G- B JIAT. @ra W OCK. dsd- (TOJIBKO
MECTH. II. €]I. 4. aasai) KaKk «BTOPUIHOE MTATUHCKOES PA3BUTHE» TOTO JKE
poxa, 4To B JIaT. dcer ‘OCTPBIN’ VS. dcud ‘TOUHTH, 3a0CTPATH , TPAHCKPH-
Oupys XeTT. hassa- ‘KocTpwuile, odar’ Kak fassa- (T. €. ¢ IByMsl KpaTKUMHU
[TACHBIMH) ¥ BBIBOZIS €T0 M3 TocTyaupoBanHoro ad hoc m.-e. *4,0s(s)-o-
[Nagy 1974: 79, 82, n. 30; 1992: 151, 154, n. 43]. Mexy Tem . A. Xap-

3B 06mux ueprax uaero O. Xaxmraiina npunsi A. M. Bépa, nepedopMysupo-
BaB e¢ B TEPMHUHAX COOCTBEHHOI Teopru HHAOEBporeiickoil crumnabudukamuu [Byrd
2015: 94-101].

32X. K. MenbuepT nosarai oiHo BpeMsl, 4TO MOCIIEN0BATENLHOCTD *-/A,5 V- nana Obl
B XETTCKOM TeMHHaTy -ss- [Melchert 1994: 77]. B nanpHeiinem, oz JaBJICHAEM apry-
menranun A. Kiykxopera u W. C. SIkybosuua [Kloekhorst 2008: 216; Yakubovich
2008: 194—-195], on ot atoro Te3uca otkaszaincs [Melchert 2012: 280].
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napcos ([Hardarson 1994: 38-39, n. 34]) nonsepr oObscHenue . Hans
OCTpO# KpuTHKe>: MOMHMO TOrO, 4TO pekoHcTpyrpoBanubie I. Hamem
MIpanHI0eBponecKue GOpMBI */1,0s(s)-0h,- (> IpanT. *dasd- ‘KepTBCHHBIN
anTaps, odar’) u *h,0s(s)-o- (> xert. *hassa- (sic)) ¢ TeMUHUPOBAHHBIM *s§
MIPOTUBOPEYAT WHIOEBPONCHCKIM (POHETHUECKAM 3aKOHAM, XETT. Aassa-
(I Hazgp: hassa-) HEBBIBOJMMO U3 TIPAs3bIKOBOW 0-OCHOBBI BBUJTY aKIICHT-
HOW OIMITO3MITNH MAJICKHBIX (hOpM (OapUTOHUYECKUI BHH. 1. €11. 4. ha-a-as-
Sa-an Py OKCUTOHWYECKOM POJI. T1. €11. 4. ha-as-Sa-a-as) [Hardarson 1994:
35-36]**. Takum 00pa3oM, PEKOHCTPYKIHSA U.-€. *h,eh,s- ‘CyIIUTL” MOKET,
KaK MHE KQ)KETCsI, CAUTAThCS HAZICKHO YCTAHOBICHHON. XOTs BBIIICIIPHBE-
JCHHBIX TEPMAHCKUX, HTATUACKUX U XeTTCKUX JAHHBIX JOCTATOYHO JUIS €€
000CHOBaHMSI, OKOHYATEIILHBIM apPI'yMEHTOM B €€ T0JIb3y MOXKET CITY>KUTh
unpoup. *Hista-/*Histi- ‘xupnud-ceipeny’ < u.-e. *h,h,s-t6-/*h,h,s-ti-.

VYuyurteiBasg BaXXKHOCTH BOIIpocCa O INpeAnojara€MbiX 3aMMCTBOBAHUAX
U3 0aKkTpUIICKO-MaprUaHCKOTO S3bIKOBOIO CyOCTpara Kak JUisl IPEAbICTO-
PUKU MHAOMUPAHCKUX SA3BIKOB, TaK WU IJII METOJOJIOTUN 3TUMOJIOTHUICCKUX
I/ICCHe}lOBaHI/Iﬁ B IICJIOM, 51, KaK YK€ 6]:1_]'[0 YIIOMSAHYTO BBILIC, ITPEATIOIAraro

33 Tem ne Menee I'. Hazib HOBTOPSET U3JI0KEHHYIO MHTEPIIPETALIO B 060uX (1990
u 1992 rr.) m3nanmsx coeit kauru «Greek Mythology and Poetics» mpakTuuecku
B HCM3MEHHOM BHIIC.

1. A. XapaapcoH BBIBOAHT repMaHCKie (OPMbI, TAKHE KAK JP.-B.-HEM. €SS
‘Ky3He4Has Iedb’, Ip.-UCI. esja ‘pOJl CIaHLla, MbUIbHBIN KaMeHb’, IIB. QUAIL. dssje
‘mpuTarore yrn® U T. 4. (< mparepm. *asjo(n) [Orel 2003: 26; Kroonen 2013: 38]),
IpUBOANMBIE, B yacTHOCTH, I1. IlIpaiiBepoM B 10Ka3aTebCTBO PEKOHCTPYKIMH */1,es-
[Schrijver 1991: 53], u3 u.-e. *h,h,s-‘ieh,- ‘cBA3aHHBII C 30J10i" [0 MOJEIIH [IPATEPM.
*aujo ‘6010TO, OCTPOB, JIyT” (> Ap.-UCI. €y ‘OCTPOB’, Ap.-B.-HEM. OuWa ‘OCTPOB, JIyT’
UT 1) <u.-e. *hk-leh,- ‘orHocsumiics k Bone’ [Hardarson 1994: 39, n. 35]. Kak,
onHako, ykaseiBaeT C. Hepu, npezmnonaraemasi HyJeasi CTYIIeHb KOpHs co3ziaet ¢o-
HETHYECKHE CIOKHOCTH: B ITOCIENOBATEIBHOCTH */,h,sC° oxxuanach ObI HEe BOKa-
ymsanms - -, Kak To Tpeymonaraet M. A. XapmapcoH, a BEITaieHAe JTapuHraia Bce
o Tomy ke 3akony I IlImunra (CHCC > CCC) [Neri 2017: 300]. Tem He mMeHee,
C. Hepu [Ibid.] BeiBoguT Kak mparepm. *asjo-(n-) 1. ‘Ky3HeuHast mieupb’ 2. ‘MbUIBHBIIH
KaMeHb’, Tak u *asko-(n-) ‘3oma’ (cp. Ap.-B.-HeM. aska, Ip.-aHII. eesce, asce, axe,
AP.-MCIL. asca W T.1.) U3 H.-€. *h,eh,s- ¢ moMombIo oTkphiToro M. IlluumiepoM TaK
HAa3bIBAEMOTO «3aKOHa Wetter» (BbINaeHUs JapHHTalia ocie 6e3y1apHoro IIIacHOro
Tiepe/1 KOHCOHAHTHOM TPYIIIOH ONpeIeNIeHHOI CTPYKTYpBbI), Cp. parepM. *asjo- < u.-e.
*h,es-iéh,- («3akon Wetter») < *h,eh,s-iéh,-; nparepm. *asko- < u.-e. *h,esko- («3axoH
Wetter») < *h,eh s-(s)ko-. Ha Moii B3risizt, B JaHHOM CiIydae HET HyX[bl IpUOerarsb
K JIOTIOTHUTEIbHBIM JIOITYIEHHSIM, TIOCKOJIBKY, Kak nokasan O. Xakiraidd (CM. BBILIE),
3axoH [ Imunra He pacnpocrtpansercs Ha rpynny CHCC- B Ha4aJIbHOM cCIIOTe.
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BEPHYTHCS K 3TOM TeMe B OyAyux myonukanusax. [IpeaBocxuiias ux Bbl-
BO/JIbI, OTMEYY, UTO MOAXO/I, IPH KOTOPOM OTCYTCTBHE JIOCTOBEPHOU STHMO-
JIOTUM CIIOBA CYUTACTCS IOCTATOYHBIM OCHOBAHUEM JIJISl OOBSBIICHHUS €T0
3aMMCTBOBaHHEM M3 HEU3BECTHOTO SI3bIKA, JIOJIKCH, HA MOW B3IV, OBITH
MIPU3HAH HECOCTOSTEIbHBIM. 3a4acTy0 OH MPUBOIUT K HEOTPABIaHHOM
pacTpare BpeMEHH U CHIT HA HCCIICIOBAHUE TUTIOTETHUCCKUX CIIOCB 3aMM-
CTBOBaHHI{, CaMO CYIIECTBOBAHHE KOTOPHIX MOCTYIHPYETCS Ha OCHOBE
circulus in probando. pkumM npruMepoM MoJ00HOTO PoJia MOXKET CITYKUTh
«Etymological Dictionary of Greek» (2010) BbIaromierocss HHIOEBPO-
neucta P. bekeca [Beekes 2010], n3HavyanpHO 3ayMaHHBIA KaKk OOHOB-
JICHHOE W3/laHne Kiaccuueckoro cioaps 5. ®pucka [Frisk 1960-1972],
HO MPEBPATUBIIHMICS €Ba IU HE B ITUMOJIOTHUYCCKUI CIOBaph «I0rpe-
yecKkoro cyocrparay». He nepeouieHuBasi CBOMX BO3MOXKHOCTEH, HAACIOCh
TEM He MeHee, 4TO MOsI paboTa MO3BOJIMT B3IISTHYTh HA HEKOTOPBIE CTapble
poOIEeMBI IO HOBBIM YIIOM 3pEHUSI.

CHnUuCOK YyCJIOBHBIX COKpalleHMUIi

aB. — aBECTUHCKUI, aKK. — aKKaJICKHUI; ap. — apaOCKuii; apM. — apMsiH-
cKuil (K1accuueckuit); Oyma.-CKkp. — OyIIMICKNN CAHCKPUT; Oy/1/1.-coT. — Oy/I-
TUHCKHIN COTIUHICKMIA; Oyp. — OypyIuacku; Bair. — Balraju; Bax. — BaXaHCKUIL;
ra3. — rasu; ror. — rOTCKHUH; Ap.-aB. — JpeBHeaBecTuiickuii (nuanekr ['ar); ap.-
aHIVL. — JPEBHEAHIIMUCKUMN; Ap.-B.-HEM. — JAPEBHEBEPXHEHEMELKUM; AP.-Ip. —
JpEBHETPEYeCKUid; Ip.-MH]. — IPEBHEHMHIUUCKUI; Ip.-Up. — JIPEBHEUPAHCKHIA;
Jp.-MpJI. — JIPEBHEUPIAHJCKUI; Ip.-UCI. — APEBHEUCIAHJICKUH; JIp.-1iepc. —
JPEBHETIEPCUICKHIA; Ip.-TIOPK. — JPEBHETIOPKCKUMN; AP.-YUT. — JIPEBHEYUTYP-
CKHM; JIp.-11.-CJ. — JIPEBHELEPKOBHOCIABIHCKUH; U.-€. — HHJI0EBPOIECUCKUI;
UHAOUDP. — WHAOUPAHCKUH; Kap.-yHI. — KapaxaHWACKO-YUT'YpCKUI; KUT. —
KUTAMCKUil; KXOB. — KXOBap; JaT. — JIaTUHCKUIN; MaH.-nap@. — MaHUXeHckuit
nap(sSHCKUHA; MaH.-COTT. — MaHUXCHCKHI COLANIICKUI; MaH.-Ccp.-IIepc. — MaHHU-
XEUCKHUI CpeHENepCUACKUNA; MII.-aB. — MJIaI0ABECTHUICKUN; H.-IepC. — HOBO-
TIEPCUIICKUAN; OPM. — OPMYpPH; OCK. — OCKCKHH; Map. — Mapadu; mexi. — IeX-
JIeBU; TIKP. — MPAKPUT; IIparepM. — IparepMaHCKuii; mpaup. — NpaupaHCKHii;
MpauT. — MpauTaIuMCKul; Ipac. — MpacyH; NpaToX. — MPaToXapcKuil; paH.-
MaHJap. — paHHEMaHJapUHCKHH; CHUP. — CHUPUNCKHUI; CKp. — CaHCKPHUT;
COrJl. — COTIUICKHI; CP.-B.-HEM. — CPEIHEBEPXHEHEMENKHIA; CP.-BaJlI. — CPEJl-
HEBAJUTUHCKHI; CP.-UHJ. — CPEIHEUHIUNCKHUIL; CP.-Up. — CPEIHEUPAHCKUI; CP.-
KHUT. — CPEeIHEKUTANUCKNH; TalIM.-apaM. — apaMelcKui auanekT BaBumoHckoro
Tanmyna; Tox. — TOXapCKui; yMOp. — yMOPCKHIA; XeTT. — XETTCKHI; XOp. —
XOPE3MHUICKHIA; XOT. — XOTAHOCAKCKUIL; IlIB. — IIBEJCKUI; SITH. — SITHOOCKUIA.
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lects can be distinguished in the Scythian language: Skolot and Shkuda. The main
feature of the Skolot dialect was the phonetic development of Proto-Iranian
*d into /, which is also attested in Bactrian, Pashto and other languages. This
puts the Skolot dialect with the south-eastern branch of the Iranian languages.
Recent works by K. Vitchak, S.Kullanda and other scholars, however, describe
the development of *d > [ as a phenomenon characteristic of the Scythian language
as a whole and dismiss any facts contradicting this conclusion as borrowings
from neighboring languages. The article attempts to challenge this statement.
I support the view that at least two dialects can be distinguished in the Scythian
language. To prove this, the proposed etymologies of Scythian anthroponyms
and theonyms are reconsidered. In a number of cases, I offer new etymologies for
Scythian onyms. For example, the Scythian ethnonym xaAldizidaz is traced back
to the ancient Iranian *karya-pitwa- ‘for whom barley (bread) (*karya-) serves
as food (*pitwa-)’. In addition, based on the reflects of the Proto-Iranian *ri > I(/)
and *ri>ri, I propose to distinguish two subdialects in Shkuda and also provide
Scythian-Ossetic isoglosses indicating both the closeness of Ossetic to Scythian
and the north-eastern character of the Scythian dialect Shkuda.
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1. U3 uctopum nzyuyeHusi cKugckoro sizbika

1.1. K. Lleiicc 6611 EpBBIM, KTO BBICKA3aJl TUIOTE3y 00 MpaHCKOM
pUHAIIeKHOCTH cKu(oB [Zeuss 1837: 275-302]. K konny XIX B. upan-
CTBO CKH(OB OBLIO OKOHYATENFHO YCTAaHOBJICHO B Tpynax K. Mrosen-
roga, B. ®. Mwepa, A. I'yrimmuaa, B. Tomameka, I Tupra, M. D6epra,
K. Kpeumepa u Ipyrux y4eHsbIX.

1.2. K cepenune XX B. UpaHCKHE STUMOJOTHH CKH(O-capMaTCKON
onoMactuku CeBepHOTO [IpHuepHOMOPES JOCTHUTIIN TAKUX 00HEMOB (CM.
[Vasmer 1923; AGaeB 1949: 147-244; Harmatta 1951; 1970; Zgusta 1955;
Humbach 1960]), uTo MOXHO OBLIO CTABUTH BONPOC O JUAJTEKTHOM YJie-
HEHHU KaK CKA(CKOTO, TaK U CAPMATCKOTO SI3BIKOB.

1.3.1. /s Hayana HeoOXOAMMO OBIIIO OTACTUTH CKU(CKHUIA MaTepua
OT CapMaTCKOro, a 3aTeM MOMBITAThCS BBISIBUTH CJIC/IbI JHATICKTHOTO YJie-
HEHUS BHYTPU KaXKJOT0 U3 HUX. ENMMHCTBEHHO BEPHBIM KPUTEPUEM IS



10. A. JI3u1110iTHI 169

BBIJICTICHHS CKU(CKOTO MaTepualia ObUTH IIPH3HAHBI OHUMBI, YITOMHHACMBIC
y I'eponora unu y Koro-to u3 ero npeaiiecTBeHHUKoB [Vasmer 1923: §],
a OHOMAaCTHYECKUH Marepual, 3apUKCHPOBAHHBIN MO3Ke, MOT OBITh KaK
CKU(CKHM, TaK U capMarckuM [Zgusta 1955: 51].

ITo muenwuto JI. 3ryctsl, upanckuii s3p1k CeBepHOro IpuuepHoMopbs
HApsTy C ApXaUYHBIMU YEPTaMU, IPUCYIIUMHE APCBHEUPAHCKHUM SI3BIKAM,
00Hapy)KUBACT M MHHOBAITMOHHEIC YEPTHI, MPUCYIINE CPETHECHPAHCKIM.
B memom jxe mepen Hamu ABa ONH3KOPOICTBEHHBIX JHUAICKTa, KOTOPHIC
MOTYT OBITh MPH3HAHBI BETBSIMU OHOTO, «CKH(O-CapMATCKOTO», SI3bIKA.
[Tpu 5TOM apxanyHbIi JUATEKT COOTBETCTBYET CKH(CKOMY, a DoJiee MOJIO-
noii — capmarckomy [Ibid.: 245-266].

Onnaxo, mo mueHuo C. P. ToxracheBa, MOMBITKH YEHICKOTO YYCHOTO
«CBEITUCH K TOJTHEHIIIEMY [TPOBAJY», TAK KaK OH «HE MPUHSLUT BO BHUMAHHE
TaKyI0 B)KHEHIIYIO IPUMETY CAPMATCKOTO SA3bIKa, KaK MEPEXO.T JP.-UpaH.
*ri, ry(i) B I(i)», 1 K TOMY K€ «IIPaKTHYECKH BCE MPHUBIICUCHHBIE 3TYCTOM
JAHHBIC OTHOCATCS K CApMATCKOMY BPEMEHH (...) H MPOUCXOMAAT HaKe
HE C TeX TEPPUTOPHH, TJIe MOIIIU OBI TOTIA KOMIIAKTHO OOUTaTh OCTATKU
ckudon» [Toxracses 2013: 582].

1.3.2. OOHapyXWB Ha capMaTCKOW MOYBE YEThIPE Pa3HBIX peduiekca
oOmienpaHcKord OCHOBHI *arja- ‘apuid’ (*ar-, *al-, *ir- u *il-), BeHrep-
ckuif upanuct S1. XapmarTa BeICKa3aJl JIOTaIKy O HAIMYUHU B CAPMATCKOM
si3bIke yeThipex auajiekroB [Harmatta 1970]'. OCeTHHCKYIO TpaaHIIAIO
OH CBSI3QJI C THAJIEKTOM, B KOTOPOM *aria- OTpa3wiock B Buze *ir-. On-
HAKO 3TO yTBEPXKIeHHE ObLIO JaBHO OTBEPrHYyTO [Abacs 1949: 245-247],
a B CBETC HENABHEH dTHMOJIOTHH ISl OCET. i ‘OCETUHBI’ (U3 MpaupaH.
*yira- vim *yirah ‘myxduna/poun’ [Bielmeier 1988: 103; Knobloch
1991: 35; Yénr 2008: 271; Llabomor 1999: 146-149; DCUS, VI: 126])
Y BOBCE MOTEPSUIO aKTyalIbHOCTh. OCETHHCKAS JINHUS Pa3BUTHUS STHOHHMA
«apuiiy», KOHEUHO e, pecTaBieHa pedekcom *al-, 4To CHayaia OTpu-
a1, HO 3aTeM O0e30roBopovHo mpusHan S1. Xapmarra [Harmatta 1970: 79,
105]. B Hacrosmee BpeMs pa3Butue *aria- > al- B OCETHHCKOM NMPU3HAHO
OOIBIIMHCTBOM clienuanucToB [AdaeB 1949: 245; Gershevitch 1955:
486; bensenuct 1995: 241; I'epuenbepr 1972: 45; 'amkpenunze, iBaHOB
1984: 755; Opanckwuii 1988: 44, 72; Christol 1989: 30; Knobloch 1991: 23;
Cornillot 1994: 180; Heomu 2002: 30; DCUA, 1: 223-224]. Kpome Toro,

'Pabory 5. XapMaTThl MBI LUTUPYEM 110 BTOPOMY M3aHHIO, COIEPIKAILIEMY BaXk-
HbIE JIONIOJHEHUsI U UCHPaBJICHUA K IIEPBOMY M3JaHHUIO.
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. XapmaTTa nipenioxkus yoeauTeNnbHy0 cxeMy npeoOpa3oBanus *aria-
B *al- Ha capMmarckoil mouBe — uepe3 dtan *all- [Harmatta 1970: 105],
Ha urto BrocneAcTBuM ykazan u C. P. ToxtacseB [2013: 580], cm. Takxke
[A3utoiiTer 2019: 243-245].

1.3.3. B. . AGaeB Bcren 3a JI. 3rycToil yTBepI»Kaal, 4To THaXPOHH-
YEeCKHE N3MCHEHUS B CKU(O-CapMaTCKOM MaTepHale MOTyT COOTBETCTBO-
BaTh IMAJIEKTHOMY WieHeHUO0 [AGaeB 1979a: 274], npoTHB Yero Bo3paka
P. IlImutT [Schmitt 2018: 81].

2. O quajekTax CKHPCKOro s3bIKa

OpnHako OT BHUMaHUs OOJBIIMHCTBA MEPEUUCIICHHBIX UCCIeloBaTeNei
YCKOJB3HYIIO BEChMa CYIIECTBEHHOE SIBTICHUE B CKU(CKON (hOHETHKE, BaXK-
HOCTh KOTOPOTO ObLIa OTMeueHa B cepeauHe XX B.

2.1. U3yuuB ¢opmbl ynoTpeOIeHUsT STHOHUMA «CKU(D» B pa3ind-
HBIX s3bIKax ApeBHOCTH, V. M. [IbSIKOHOB NpUILEN K BBIBOAY, YTO B UX
OCHOBE JIC)KHT CaMOHA3BaHHE CKHU(OB, BOCCTAHABIMBACMOE B BHJIC
*skuoa-/*Skuda- [ [ApsxoroB 1956: 242-243, 246]%. Croma OTHOCSITCS:

1) accupuiickoe askuzai, askuzai, asguzai, asguzai, iskuzai, ¢ accupui-
CKOM TpOTEe30# a-/i- U 0O3BOHYCHUEM -k- > -g-;

2) npeBHeeBpeiickoe askenaz (B Berxom 3aBere), mosiBuBIIEecs B pe-
3yJbTaTe HETOUHOTO MPOUYTEHUs STHOHUMA “Skwz (*aSkuz) npu nepemnucke,
TaK KaK 3HaKW JJI1 W ¥ 11 B €BPEHCKOM MHUChME MTOX0XKH;

3) npeBHerpedeckoe Zxvbar ‘ckudbl’, TaKk Kak B IEPUO]T 3aMMCTBOBA-
HUSI 9TOTO 3THOHUMA B TPEUECKOM SI3bIKE HE ObLIO 3BOHKOTO MEX3yOHOro
CMHUpaHTa J, HATHYHE KOTOPOro B CAMOHA3BaHUH CKH(OB HECOMHEHHO®,
MIO3TOMY OH OBIJ 3aMECHEH HAa MMEBIIUHCS B TPEUECKOM SI3BIKE TTyXOif
MeX3yOHBIH criupanT 6. 13 rpedeckoro s3pIka Ha3BaHUE CKU(OB JIUTEpa-
TYPHBIM ITyTEM BOIIJIO BO BCE SI3BIKH EBpOIIEI;

4) CKOIIOTCKHW JHANEKT CKHU(CKOTO SA3bIKa, B KOTOPOM, COITIACHO
I'eponory (Hrd. 1V, 6), camona3Banue cKku(hoB 3Byqasio 2xolotol, sBIs-

2TTombITKY MOCTaBUTh MO/l COMHEHHE JaHHYI0 PEKOHCTPYKIIUIO M TPEITIOKUTh
B KaueCTBe Jp.-UpaH. 3TuMoHa hopmy *skuja- [Schmitt 2018: 80] cunraem Heydeam-
TEJIbHOMU.

*Bonpeku P. [IImutty [Schmitt 2018: 80], rpeueckoe Zxkdfau nepBoHa4aIbHO OBLITO
caMOHAa3BaHUEM CKU(OB U TOJIBKO CO BPEMEHEM, MPOH/Isi (HPOHETHYESCKYIO aJalTaIHIO
Ha TPEUECKOM MOYBE, CTAJI0 HHOHA3BAHUEM.
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sICh TIPOM3BOAHBIM SKOOBI OT MMeHH 1aps. Kak monararoT cOBpeMeHHbIE
y4eHble, UM 3TOTO Laps, 2xk0ing, I'epoaoT NpuBOIUT B IPYIOM MECTe
cBoero counHenus (Hrd. IV, 76, 78-80). OgHako yCTaHOBJIEHO, YTO 3TOT
AQHTPOMOHUM BOCXOIUT K COOTBETCTBYIOIIEMY 3THOHUMY, a HE HA000POT
[UBanuuk 2009: 73], a 95THOHUM MpeacTaBisieT co00il cKU(CKyo nua-
JekTHYIO (hopMy camonasBanusi ckuoB — *skula-ta/*Skula-ta. Koneu-
HOE -fa B 9’TOM OHHME SIBJISIETCS TTOKA3aTesieM MHOKECTBEHHOTO UYHMCIIA,
MIPECTABIEHHBIM B OOJIBIITMHCTBE BOCTOYHOMPAHCKUX S3BIKOB. [ 11aBHBIIM
-[- orpaxkaet mepexon *d (> J) >/ B TAKHX HPAHCKUX SI3BIKAX FOTO-BOCTOY-
HOW MOJIPYIIIBI, KaK OaKTPUHCKUH, apraHcKui (IymTy), MyHKAaHCKHH
u inara [Vasmer 1923: 15]. Takum obpazom, popma *skula-ta mpenro-
naraet Oozee crapyto, obduieckudekyro hopmy *skuda-ta < *skuda-ta.
[TockonbKy MO0 OTHOIICHHIO K eBpormeiickuM ckudam ['epomor ymorpeo-
nseT oba dTHOHMMA — U 2x00a1, U 2k0L0T01, — CKU(MBI ACTIINCH KaK
MHUHUMYM Ha JIB€ STHUYECKHUE TPYIIIIbI, KOTOPHIE YCIOBHO MOXKHO Ha3BaTh
«CKU(paMHU-TIKyIa» U «CKApaMU-ckosoTaMuy [ [bskoHOB 1956: 242243,
246]. CoOTBETCTBEHHO M B CKH(DCKOM SI3bIKE MOYKHO BBIJICITUTH 110 KpalHEH
Mepe JIBa JUAJIEKTa — «IIKYAOBCKHID U «CKOJIOTCKUN.

2.2. [TpakTU4eCKH K T€M K€ BBIBOAAM Ha TOM )K€ CAaMOM Marepuaie
npuien O. Cemepensu [Szemerényi 1980: 7, 16—17, 21-26]. Onnako,
KaK aBTOp YKa3bIBACT B IPUMEUAHUH, CBOU BBIBOJIBI OH H3JIOKHUIT BIICPBBIC
B 1947 r. B paboTe, HaNMKUCaHHOM Ha BEHI€PCKOM SI3bIKE, a 3aTEM ITOBTOPUI
B 1951 1. Ha armmiickoM [Ibid.: 17, fn. 35]. CexoBaTenbHO, MOKHO FOBO-
PHUTH O TOM, YTO BBIBOJ O HAJIMUUH B CKH()CKOM SI3BIKE IBYX JHAJIICKTOB
CZIeNaH JBYMsI CHEIMAIINCTaMU HE3aBUCUMO APYT OT JIpyTa.

[ToMuMO yKa3aHHBIX BBIILIE ITHOHUMOB K IIPOU3BOIHBIM OT CKU()CKOTO
*Skuoa-, mo maeruro O. CeMepeHbH, OTHOCATCS TaKKe Ha3BaHUE (PpaKuii-
ckoi poBUHIMHU Skudra, 3apukcupoBaHHOE B JIPEBHETIEPCUIICKOM Ha-
mucu [Ibid.: 21, 23-26], B koTopoM ocHOBa *skuda- opopmieHa upaHcKuM
cy(hpUKCOM MpHIIaraTeNbHbIX -ra, u HazBaHue Corma, win CorauaHsl,
B TeX K€ JpeBHeNepcHIcKuX Haamucesx: Sug(u)da [Ibid.: 26—40].

2.3. D. A. I'panToBCKMIi TOTHOCTHIO Mojepskai BoIBONLI U. M. [Ibsi-
KOHOBA*, yTOUHHB, 4TO pa3BuTHe *d >/ Ha CKU(CKON TOYBE XapPAKTEPHO
HCKITIOYUTEILHO JUTsI SI3bIKa MapcKuX ckudos [[pantoBckuii 1960: 20;

43. A. TpantoBckuit, kKak U V. M. J[bSIKOHOB, HE 3HAIT O TIEPBbIX JBYX ITyOIHKAIIUSX
0. CemepeHbHU.
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1970: 89-90, 175; Grantovsky 2006]. Kax yBuauM HIXe, HEKOTOpHIE
COBPEMEHHBIE UCCIIEIOBATENIN MOJTHOCTBIO HTHOPUPYIOT JTaHHOE 00CTOs-
TeNnbCTBO. BmecTe ¢ Tem J. A. [ paHTOBCKUI pacIIMpui CIMCOK CKU(CKUX
CJIOB, B KOTOPBIX MOJKHO ITPEJIIIONaraTh NpoOUCXokaeHue [ u3 *d.

3. HoBeiimmue ucciaer0BaHus M0 AHAJEKTOJOTHI CKH(CKOTO
SI3bIKA

IMocrie 3THX paboOT MaJI0 KTO COMHEBAJICS B HAJIMYHMHN B CKH(CKOM S3bI-
Ke IualiekTa, B KoTopoM obmienpanckoe *d pazsusiock B / [Cornillot 1981:
32; Paesckuii 1985: 216; Christol 1989: 19]. Ho ecnu oqHM yueHbIe B CHITY
Pa3HbBIX IPUYUH UTHOPUPOBAJIU 3TY OCOOCHHOCTh CKOJIOTCKOTO THAJICKTA,
to K. T. Butuak u C. B. Kynnanna, HanpoTus, IbITaIUCh PaCIIPOCTPAHUTh
ee Ha CKU(CKUH SA3BIK B 1IETOM.

3.1. Onupasich Ha OHOMacCTUUYECKYIO U alleJIITUBHYIO JIEKCUKY y Te-
ponora u I'ecuxusd, K. T. Butyak npeanpuHsil IONBITKY 10Ka3aTh, 4TO
HE TOJIBKO pa3BUTHE *d >/, HO M BCe OCTaJbHBIC (POHETHUECKUE 0COOCH-
HOCTH CKH(CKOTO SI3bIKa YKa3bIBAIOT HA €TO MPHUHAIEKHOCTD K SI3BIKAM
FOTO-BOCTOYHOM MOJTPYIITBI UPAHCKUX sA3bIKOB [BuTuak 1992; Witczak
2023]. K. T. But4ak moJIHOCTHIO MCKIIIOUHI BO3MOKHOCTHh COXPAaHEHHMS
B cku(CcKOM si3bIKe d M3 MpaupaH. *d, a TakkKe BO3MOXKHOCTh Pa3BUTHS
*ri (i) > I(]). TemM caMbIM OH UCKJTFOUYIJI U3 IIOBECTKH JHS M BOIIPOC O JIna-
JICKTHOM WICHCHUH CKU(CKOTO SI3BIKA.

3.2. ITozunuto K. T. Butuaka pazsui C. B. Kymnanna [Kymnanga 2006;
Kullanda 2006; Kymnanna 2016]. B pamkax oJjHO# cTaTbu HET BO3MOXKHO-
CTH ocTaHaBiIMBaThcs Ha Beex aprymenTtax K. T. Butuaka u C. B. Kymnan-
JIbl, KPUTHKE KOTOPBIX MOCBSIIEHa 00cTOosITeNbHAS perieHsust A. 1. MBanuu-
ka [2009]. Hike MbI pacCMOTPHM JINIIE INIABHBIE MOCTY/IAThI UX THUIIOTE3HI.

3.3.1. B ckudckoMm marepuane MpociexUBaCTCs MEPexoa MpanupaH.
*$>6/t. [Ipu3HaB 3Ty 0COOCHHOCTH AU PEepEeHIUPYIOLIEH, TPOTUBOIIO-
CTaBJISIONICH CKU(CKUN S3bIK OCTATBHBIM HPAHCKUM SI3BIKAM BOCTOYHOM
rpynnsl [Kymnanma 2016: 6,43, 51-52, 59, 64, 75, 90, 92, 143], C. B. Kyn-
JaHIa BCE JIEKCEMBI, OTpaKaloIIne CKU(CKoe s U3 MpanpaH. *s, 0ObSIBHII
3aMMCTBOBaHUSIMHU U3 coceaHux s3bIkoB [Tam xe: 50, 68, 85-86]. Ilpu
stom C. B. Kyinmania He paccMaTprBaeT BO3MOXKHOCTD TOTO, UTO § U3 *S§
MOYKHO OTHECTH K JUaJIeKTHBIM siBleHusAM. Ho ecnu naxe coracutbes
C MHEHHEM 00 00IIecKH(CKOM XapakTepe pa3BuTus *s > 0/t, To u B 3TOM
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cllyyae ClelyeT UMETh B BHJY, YTO OHO XapaKTEPHO JUIs IOT0-3aragHoH
MOATPYIIBI UPAHCKUX sI3BIKOB. ClieI0BaTeIbHO, KaK CIPaBEATUBO OTME-
gaeT A. W. MBanuuk [2009: 81], mo nanHOMY NpHU3HAKY CKU(CKUIN S3BIK
CJIeZI0BaIO OBl OTHECTH K FOTO-3aMaHbIM, a HE F0T0-BOCTOYHBIM SI3BIKAM,
BOTIPEKH TOMY, Kak ero kinaccupuimpytot K. T. Butuak u C. B. Kynnanna
[2016: 103].

3.3.2. OiHaKO HAJICIKHO YCTAHOBIICHHAS STUMOJIOTHS OJTHOTO U3 CKU(-
cknx TeoHNMOB ompoBepraeT BeiBoAbI K. T. Butuaka u C. B. Kymnanasr.
Peun unetr o Teonnme Oitdovpog (Hrd. 1V, 59) / Ioitdovpog (y T'ecu-
XHs1), KOTOpBI# co BpeMeH 1. MapKBapTa STHMONOrH3HPYIOT U3 JIp.-UPaH.
*gaitosira- ‘0oratelii umyniecTBoM (riu ckotom)’ [Kymmanma 2016: 59;
Schmitt 2018: 83], cp. [Witchak 2023: 98-99]. Bo BTOpOIi YacTu BUAAT
Ip.-UpaH. sira- ‘CUIbHBIN, MOIIHBIN [Schmitt 2018: 83], mpencrasien-
HOE U B aBecTHiickoM TeoHume Aradvi Siird Anahita ‘Bnaxunas, Mory-
yasi, He3ansiTHaHHas , TONIKYeMOM B JyXe TPU(PYHKIHMOHAIBHON TEOPHH
K. Tromesusisi, corsiacHO KOTOpoi Sitrd COOTBETCTBYET BTOPOI, BOCHHOIH,
¢ynukumu [Littleton 1982: 177; Puhvel 1987: 103, 151-152, 162, 234].
B apeBHeMHAMNHCKON TpaJuIMK COOTBETCTBYIOUINH TEPMHUH Sira- MpU-
MeHsieTcs K OokecTBY MHApe, B 4aCTHOCTH B BBIPAXKCHUU Siira vrtrahan
‘moryunit youitma Bputpsr’ [Cornillot 1994: 230].

DTOoT pUMep SABIIETCS HanboJee IPKUM CBHIICTSIILCTBOM Pa3BUTHS
*$>5(8) B ckudckoM si3pike. [lapamienpHoe cymiecTBoBaHHE pedIeKCOB
*$>5(8) u *$ >0/t cBUACTENBCTBYET O HAIMYMH B CKU(DCKOM SI3BIKE KaK
MHUHHMYM JIBYX JTHAJICKTOB.

3.4.1. He Bce 0JJHO3HAYHO M C THIIOTE30i 0 pa3BuTUU *d (> J) >1
B CKH(CKOM. DTO pa3BUTHE MPOCIEKUBACTCS B YaCTH CKU(PCKOrO Marte-
puana (CM. BBIIIE), HO OTCYTCTBYET B APYTOW €r0 YacTH, I OTYCTIHBO
npocnexuBaercs ckudekoe d m3 *d. K. T. Butuak u C. B. Kymianga mon-
HOCTBIO OTPULIAIOT MOCJIEIHIO BO3MOKHOCTB, a BCE CIIOBA, OOBSICHSB-
mIecst paHee ¢ y4eToM pa3BUTusl *d > d, cHaOXaloT HOBBIMH, 3a4aCTYIO
MasoyOeuTeIbHBIMU STUMOJNIOTHSIMU. [Ipu 3TOM ckudckoe *d Bo3BomuTCA
K IpaupaH. *nt, Tak KaKk 3TO pa3BUTHE XapaKTEPHO JJIS FOrO-BOCTOYHBIX
upaHckux sA361k0B [Kymnanga 2016: 46, 48, 51]. OnHako 3T0 yTBEpXKIeHHE
MPOTHBOPEYUT CKU(DCKUM UMEHAM M TOTIOHHMaM, COICPIKAIMM KIIacTep
nt Tam, e, cornacHo runotese C. B. Kymnanapl, oxunanocs Obl d [MBan-
quk 2009: 69—71]. A B Tex ciydvasx, Korjga ckudckoe d sIBHO CBSI3aHO
IO IPOUCXOXKACHHIO ¢ MpaH. *d, a ue nt, C. B. Kymnanna BHOBE mpuberaer
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K TUIOTE3€ O 3aMMCTBOBaHUH. Tak, 0 CKHPCKOM ddrydp ‘capaHua’ y HETo
CKa3aHO: «CIIOBO MPHJIETCS MPU3HATH 3aMMCTBOBAHUEM M3 HEKOETO SI3bIKa,
HPAHCKOTO WM apUICKOTO, B KOTOPOM MHIOMPAHCKUH *d oTpakancs Kak
d, a He iepexonu B /, kak B ckudckomy» [Kymnanna 2016: 43]. Cm. Taxxke
00 nmenn AAOYEHY (< *hada-uxsan- ‘6orateiii Obikamu’ [ToxTacheB
2015: 890]): «uMsi He MOXKET OBITH (...) UCKOHHO CKH(PCKUM (TIOCKOJIBKY
B cku(ckoM upaHckuil *d 3akoHomepHO aaBan [)» [Kymranga 2016: 43].

3.4.2. OHAKO eclii NPEIOoI0KHUTh, 9TO mepexon *d (> d) >/ Obun
O0IIECKU(PCKIM, TO TIepel HAMH BCTaHYT HETIPEOIOIUMBIC MTPETSITCTBHUSL.
C. B. Kymmania BRIHYXICH TIPU3HATH, YTO ATHOHUM «CKH(]», IpEICTaB-
JICHHBIN B ucTouHukax VII-VI BB. 0 H. 3., BOCCTAHABIMBACTCS B BHUJIC
*Skuoa-/skuoa- [Kymnanga 2016: 30-31, 97-104]. Ho, mockonbky 310
MIPOTUBOPEUUT €TI0 YTBEPXKACHUIO O Tiepexozae *d > [ B obmieckudckom,
aBTOp 00ABJISIET, YTO HA MOMEHT TIEPBBIX KOHTAKTOB CKHU(OB ¢ aCCUPUIi-
amu 1 rpekamu ckudcekoe *d emie He nepenuio B / [Kymnanna 2006: 201;
Kullanda 2006: 77]. B TakoMm citydae JJOTHYHO MPEAION0KUTE, YTO Mepe-
Xofbl *d >/ pa3BUiaNCh Ha CKU(CKOM U OaKTPHICKOIl TOUBE HE3aBUCHMO
apyr ot apyra [MBanuuk 2009: 80—81].

B cBoeii HoBO# padote o ckugekom s3pike K. T. BuTdak moiaHOCTHIO
obormren muerne A. U. Banunka [Witczak 2023], a C. B. Kymutanna ysen-
yan cBou Bozpakenus [Kymmanga 2016: 97—-104] cnegyromuMm yTBepxie-
HHUEM: «HE CYTh B&YKHO, OBLI JIM Iepexo/ d > / ”HHOBAIMEeH 00IIero npeika
CKH(CKOTO M OaKTPHIICKOTO, TTO3BOJIAIONIEH O0BETUHUTh X B 0COOYIO
TIOATPYTIITY, WA BO3HUK B HUX HE3aBUCUMO. | TaBHOE, YTO TaKOH Iepexo]
0eCcCIOpHO CYIIeCTBOBAT B CKH(CKOM, U 3TOT (haKT MO3BOJISET OTACIATD
CKU(CKHE JIEKCEMBI, COIepIKaIINe pe(IeKe OOIEHPAHCKOTO *d, OT COOT-
BETCTBYIOIINX CJIOB JPYTHX UPAHCKUX s3BIKOBY [Tam xke: 103—104].

OnHaKo ¢ 3TUM YTBEpPXKIECHUEM TPYIHO cornacuThes. Beab nMeHHO
Ha ocHoBe runote3sl K. T. Butuaka u C. B. Kymanas! npenioxxeHa HoBas
HCTOPHKO-TUANICKTOIOTUYECKAs KIacCH(DPUKAIINS BOCTOUHOMPAHCKUX SI3bI-
koB°. ITpu 3TOM aBTOpHI HOBOH KIIACCH(DUKALUK UCXOIAT U3 MPE3yMIIIUH
CYIIECTBOBAaHUS O0IIETO MpeaKa «cKudcekoro» u dakrpuiickoro. U sto
BITOJTHE ITOHSTHO: HAJICIUB «CKU(DCKUI» SI3BIK MPAKTHUCCKU BCEMH dep-
TaMH 10r0-BOCTOYHBIX UpaHCKUX s13b1k0B, K. T. Butuak u C. B. Kynnanna
UCKIJTIOUMIIN BCSKYIO BO3MOXKHOCTh pacCMarpuBaTh pa3BuTUE d > [ B HEM

S DTOMy BOIPOCY MbI Ha/I€eMCs TOCBITHTH OTACIBHYIO paboTy.
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Kak He3aBUCHMOE sBJeHHe. ETo cremyer paccMaTpuBaTh B €AMHOM KOM-
IJIEKCE C IPYTHMHU YePTaMHU F0T0-BOCTOYHOM MOATPYIIIIHL.

OpnHako Bclies1 3a MpU3HAHUEM pa3BUTHUS d > [ sBICHHEM, OOIIUM IS
MIPEIKOB OAKTPUICKOTO M «CKH(CKOTO» S3BIKOB, CIEAYET MPU3HATh, YTO
«ckudb» nosiBuirchk B CeBepHoM [IpuyepHoMopke, nMmest B (hOHOIOTH-
YECKOM CHCTEME CBOETO SI3bIKa MHHOBAIMOHHOE /. Ho 3TOT BRIBOI TIpO-
THBOPEYHUT HE TOJIHKO BO3BEJICHUIO STHOHUMA «CKU(» K *Skuda-/skuda-,
HO ¥ MHOTHM JpyTuM (pakram. A. M. iBaHumK pe30HHO yka3al Ha ©UMEHa
ckudckux naper 'Oxropacaons, Moovng u ap., B KOTOPBIX d BOCXOIUT
K *d [MBanuuk 2009: 68-69, 72-73].

3.4.3. 113 cka3aHHOTO CIIeAYET BIOJIHE OYCBHIHBINA BBHIBOI: (POPMBI
*skuoa-/*skula- ‘cxud’ cymecTBoBamu B CKU(CKOM SI3BIKE ApaIIIeIbHO,
a PacXOXKACHUS MEXKIy HUMHM HOCWIM JUAJIEKTHBINA XapakTep. [Ipu aTom
HOCHTEJISIMU TUAJIEKTa, B KOTOPOM *d Tiepenuio B /, ObLIM HCKITIOUUTENEHO
CKOJIOTBI, IPEAKH KOTOPBIX MosiBUIIHCh B CeBepHOM [IprnuepHoMophe Hesa-
Joiro a0 noxoxa lapust Ha ckuos.

ITo cytu K. T. Butuaky n C. B. Kynnanae ynanoch J10ka3aTh TOJb-
KO TO, 4TO ObLIO M3BeCTHO 1o pabotam M. M. IpsikonoBa, O. Cemepe-
HBU U J. A. [paHTOBCKOTO: CKU(BI-CKOIOTHI ACHCTBUTEIFHO TOBOPHIIH
Ha MPAHCKOM s3bIKe, Onn3koM K OakTpuiickomy. Bee, uro K. T. Buruyax
n C.B. Kymnanna mumryT o «cKu(CKOM» s3BIKE, HA CAMOM JIefie OTHO-
CHUTCS UCKIIIOUUTEIFHO K CKOJIOTCKOMY AMAJIEKTy JTOTO si3bIka. Heciry-
yaitHo C. P. ToxTackeB, BO MHOTOM pa3feNsIOINN B3ISAbI ’TUX YUEHBIX,
HEOJHOKPATHO MOUEPKHBAJI, UTO pa3BUTHE *d > [ XapaKTEepPHO TOJIBKO JUIs
si3pIKa «rapckux ckudon» [ToxrackeB 2013: 576, 584]. TlombiTKy «pac-
TSHYTB) CKOJIOTCKHIA MaTepraj Ha BECh CKU(CKHH S3BIK CIIETyeT IPU3HATH
HEyJauHOM.

3.5.1. To »xe camoe ciemyeT cka3aTb 0 pa3BUTuu *ri (i) > I(I) B cxkud-
CKOM $i3bIKe. DTO pa3BUTHE MPU3HACTCS OAHUMH yueHbIMU [AbaeB 1949:
214, 215; I'panroBckuii 1960: 7-9, 19-20; Paesckuii 1977: 63; Ivantchik
2002: 258], Ho otBepraercs npyrumu. [1o muenuto K. T. Butuaxa [1992:
55] u C.B.Kymnangsr [2016: 50-52, 70], ap.-upan. kinactep *ri (7i)
B CKH()CKOM SI3bIKE YaCTO COXpaHsIcs 0e3 mepexo/ia B /, Ha 4To yKa3bIBaIn
U uX npeniecTBeHHUKH [AbaeB 1949: 156; Zgusta 1955: 232, 260]. Dto-
My TE3UCY COIMyTCTBYET YTBEPKACHHUE O TOM, UTO pazButue *ri (r7) >I(/)
SIBIISIETCS XapaKTepHOH ueproii capmarckoro si3bika. [To muenuto C. P. Tox-
TacheBa, B KoHIE [V B. 710 H.3. B capMaTcKoM elle He ObUIO YKa3aHHOTO



176 Wnnoupanckue s3pixu | 2 (1) | Indo-Iranian Languages

nepexoa, TaKk Kak [apb CHPaKoB, KOTOPBIX HE 03 0CHOBAaHHMHA MPUYHUCIISIOT
K paHHECapMaTCKUM IUIeMeHaM, Hocul uMst "Api-papvis (Diodor. XX, 22,
4) <*4ria-farna(h)-, B xoTopom rpymnma *7f emnie coxpansiach [ Toxracbe
2005a].

3.5.2. Oxnaxo 37echk mpou3onuia myranuia. Haunem ¢ koHna.

Boime Mo Buznenu, urto . XapmarTa BBLACTNI B CAPMATCKOM SI3BIKE
yeTelpe auanekra. [lnuamii (I B. H.3.) ymomunaer B paiione HwmxHero
JyHas capmatckoe mieMs Areatas, Ha3BaHue kotoporo 5. Xapmarra yOe-
JIUTEITLHO BO3BOJUT K JIp.-MpaH. *aria-ta- ‘apun’ [Harmatta 1970: 29, 77].
CrnemoBarenbHO, B KAKAX-TO CApPMATCKUX JHAJCKTaX JPEBHEHPAHCKUH
knactep *ri/*ri cymecTBoBai u B I B. H. 3.

C y4eToM CHHXPOHHOTO OBITOBaHUS 3THOHIMOB «apeara U «aTaHb),
MOCTICTHUHN U3 KOTOPBIX TAKXKE BOCXOIUT K *arja- + cyhdukc, CTaHOBUTCS
OYEBHHON CIIPaBEIIUBOCTh BhiBona S1. XapmatThl o auddepeHnupyro-
ieM xapakrepe pediekcoB KiacTepa *7i/*ri B capMaTcCKoM, T. €. B KAKHX-TO
capMaTcKHX JuajeKTax nepexoxaa *ri/*ri >[ ne 6puto Hu B IV B. 10 H. 3.,
HU B | B. H.9., 2 B KaKuX-TO OH ObUI U B | B. H. 3., ¥, BOBMOXHO, PaHBbIIIE.
Taxum oOpaszoM, peduiekchl Knactepa *ri/*ri Henb3sl paccMaTpUBaTh
B KauecTBe U (HEepeHIIUPYIOIIEro MpU3HaKa, OTACISIONIETO CapMaTCKUN
OT CKH(]CKOTO.

Takoe e MoJoKeHHEe HAXOIUM B CKH(CKOM S3bIKE: B OJHUX TUATICKTaX
YKa3aHHBIH KJIACTep COXPaHIICH, a B Ipyrux neperien B /(/). B ckonorckom
JaliekTe Kiacrep *ri/*ri He mpeTeprien uaMeHeHuit. B ckudckom-mkyna,
KaK MBI TIOJ1araeM, ObIJI0 KaKk MEHUMYM JBa JIHAJICKTa WA TOBOPA: B OTHOM
W3 HUX yKa3aHHBINA KJIacTep COXpaHsIIcs, a B ApyroM nepemien B /(/). bomee
Toro, niepexoy *ri (ri) > [(/) B ToBOpax WM JTUAIEKTaX CKU(PCKOTO SI3bIKA
MIPOM30IIIENT Ha HECKOJIBKO CTONICTHI paHbIle, 4eM B capMarckoM. Ciero-
BaTEIbHO, MOYKHO MPEIIIONI0KUTH, YTO CBOCH (POHETHUCCKON HHHOBAIHEH
*pri/*rj > [ capMaTCKUil S3bIK 00513aH BIHSHUIO CKU(CKOTO.

3.5.3. PaccmoTpuM Haubosee siBHbIe IPUMEPHI pa3Butus *ri (1) > (/)
B CKU(CKOM SI3BIKE.

CornacHo nerenzie, CKugbl MPOU3OILIA OT TpeX OpaTbeB, HOCHBILIUX
umeHna Aprocoig, Kolaloic u Aimoéoag (Hrd. 1V, 5-6). Komnonent -aig
B 3TUX UMEHAX, CONIACHO OOIIENPUHSATOMY MHEHHIO, BIIEPBBIE BHICKAa3aH-
Homy K. Mromenrodom (cm. [Zgusta 1955: 260]), cBs3aH ¢ aBECTHICKUM
xSaya- ‘TIOBENUTENb, BaAbIKa, apb’ [Schmitt 2018: 84]. [Ipobnema B To1-
KOBaHWH TIEPBBIX KOMIIOHEHTOB.
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B. U. AbGaeB npennoxuil Ajsl MEPBhIX JAByX UMEH CBSA3b C Ap.-MpaH.
*ap-ra- (> *arpa-) ‘TmyOuHa / BogHast ry0s’ u *hvara- ‘comune’ [Abaes
1949: 242-243]. 5. A. I'paHTOBCKMI YTOYHUII ITU 3TUMOJIOIHH, & TAKKE
J00aBHII STUMOJIOTHIO TIEPBOI YacTH TPETHEro MMEHHU U3 *ripa- ‘Topa;
3emutst’ [I'panToBckuii 1960: 7-9, 20]. TlocneaHio0 3TUMOIOTHIO TIPUHSIT
u B. . AbaeB [1995: 468]. Takum oOpa3omM, mepel HaMH TEJbIA M1acT
CKU(CKON MHU(OIIOTHH, COTIIACHO KOTOPOH MUPO3/IaHIE COCTOUT U3 TPEX
chep, BO3BBIMAKONINXCS OJHA HAJl Apyroi. Oto *Hvarya-xsaia- ‘Bia-
npika HeOa; ConHIe-naph’ (BMECTO KOTOPOTO MBI MPEIIOYUTAEM STUMOH
* Hitria-xSaja- ¢ TeM ke 3HaYeHueM), * Ripa-xsaia- ‘Bnampika 3eMiu (MU
ropel)’ U *Arpa-xsaia- ‘Bnanpika rnyoun’. [TpuBiekareabHOCTh 3THX
TOJIKOBAaHUI B TOM, YTO OHM, BO-II€PBBIX, XOPOILIO BIUCHIBAIOTCS B UHJIO-
HMPaHCKYI0 U MHAOEBPONEHCKYI0 MU(DOIOTHIO O TPEXYACTHOM JIEJICHUH
MHUPO3aHUS 110 BEPTUKAIH, UMEIOIIYIO TOYHOE COOTBETCTBUE B TIOPKCKOM
mugonoruu, Ha 4yTo ykaszan 3. A. ['pantoBckuii [1960: 7-9, 20].

Bo-Bropbix, aTUMOH * Hvarya-xSaja-/* Hiiria-xSaia- HaXOIUT TOTHYIO
AHAJIOTMIO B ABECTUHCKOM T€OHUME hvara-xSaéta- ‘CoIHIle Kak 00KeCTBO,
COCTOSIIIEM U3 TEX K€ 3TUMOJIOTHUYECKU POJICTBEHHBIX KOMITIOHEHTOB, YTO
U cKudckoe c1oBo. [1epBblit KOMIIOHEHT 3TUMOHA * Hilrja-xsaia- cOOTBET-
CTBYET JIpeBHEUHIMICKOMY siirya- ‘ConHiie; 6oxkectBo-Comaiie’ [[ panToB-
ckuit 1960: 20]. [1pstMmbIM COOTBETCTBHEM ITOMY Ha3BAaHUIO B SI3BIKE OCE-
THHCKOTO 310ca siBnsiercst Xury bardwag ‘noxkposutens Connma’ [H: 341].

B-TpeTbux, ropa B KauecTBe MapKepa CpeIHEro Mupa BCTpedaeTcs
¥ B MU(OIOTHN «ABECTBI», a TAK)KE B IPEBHEUHIUACKON U OCETHHCKOM
mupomorun [J3ummorTer 2017: 188—189].

B-uerBepthix, HaunHas ¢ VII-VI BB. 10 H. 3., B ApEBHETPEUECKOI1 Tpa-
quivd, B ToM uncie y Ieponora (Hrd. 1V, 17), ymomunatotcest «Pumsiy,
nnu «Puneiickue rope» (‘Pimog opog, ‘Pimor Spy, ‘Pimaia dpr). B atom
Ha3BaHUM TaKXkKe CKpbIBaeTCs CKU(CKoe *ripa- ‘ropa’ [['pantoBckuii 1960:
7-9]. D10 CBUIETENBCTBYET B MOJIb3Y MPUBEICHHON YTUMOJIOTHH UMEHU
«JIunokcaity, a mapamnensHoe ynorpednenue Gopm *ripa-/*lipa- ‘ropa’
BHOBb CBUJICTEIILCTBYET O HAJIMYHUHU B CKU(CKOM SI3BIKE «Psijia THATCKTOBY
[Tam xe: 7].

HaxkoHer, B-ITHIX, B CBOMX 3aCTOJIBHBIX MOJIUTBAX OCETHHBI ITPOBO3-
IJIAIIAIOT TOCTHI 32 BCIO 3Ty TpUany: Araq-cej kuv-cem xur, zeexx, don-mee
(apaka-ABL MOIUTHCSI-PRS. | PL COJTHIIE 3eMJIsl BOJIa-ALL) ‘Apakoid Mbl MO-
TuMcs cotHIty, 3emie (u) Bone’ [ Tnarrarst 2013: 344]. PaccmarpuBaemebie
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pexoncrpyxkiuu npunsThl C. C. Beccononoii [1983: 17] u M. Kno6noxom
[Knobloch 1991: 67], a A. 1. UBanumnk [2009: 80] cieriuanbHO MOI9EpK-
HyJ, 4TO «[B] IOJb3y TaKOM MHTEpPHpPETALMH CYLIECTBYIOT MHOIOUYUC-
JICHHBIC HE3aBUCUMbIC JJAHHBIC, B TOM YHCIIC TIPOUCXOSIINE U3 PA3HBIX
WPAHCKUX TPAJIUIUH, & YIIOMSHYThIE STUMOJIOTHH SBIISFOTCS JIUIIb JIOTIOJ-
HUTEJIBHBIM apTyMEHTOM B IOJIb3Y 3T0i mHTepnperanuny». K. T. Butyak
u C. B. Kynnanja meITaroTcsi IpOTHBOIIOCTABUTH 3TOM KOHIIEIIINN CBOIO,
YTOOBI I0KA3aTh OTCYTCTBUE B CKU(CKOM SI3BIKE AUaNIEKTOB. [1pw aTOM mpo-
TUB 3TUMontoruii B. U. AGaesa u 3. A. [ paHTOBCKOTO HE OBIJIO PUBEICHO
HU OJTHOTO CEPbE3HOTO BO3paxkeHUs. Mexay TeM passutue *ri (ri) > I([)
Ha CKH()CKOI IMOYBE WILTIOCTPUPYETCS U IPYTUMH IIPUMEPaMH.

3.5.4. B «Cxudckxom pacckaze» (Hrd. IV, 17) ynoMsHyT STHOHHM
"Ail@veg, xotopeiid O. H. TpyOaueB Bo3Ben K ApeBHEUHAUMCKOMY *ali-
jana- ‘npyro#t pon / npyroe 1uiemst’, OTpHUIas HAIMIUE BTOPOTO KOMIIO-
HEHTa B UpaHCKUX s3blkax [TpybaueB 1979: 36-37]. OnHako B UpaHCKUX
A3bIKaX BCE JKE CYIIECTBYET OCHOBA *Zana- ‘pof, memst’ [Bailey 1979: 344;
Abaes 1989: 296-297], mosTomy Hanbosee BEpOSTHBIM IPEBHECHPAHCKUM
STUMOHOM sIBIIsieTcs *arja-zana- ‘apuiickoe miems’ [ panToBckuii, Paes-
ckuii 1984: 57-58], miroctpupyromuit ckudcekoe [ u3 *ri/*rj.

3.5.5. Cornacno [Tnmuauro (Nat. hist. 11, 6, 20), pexy Tanauc (= [oH)
ckudor HazpiBamu Sili[s]. EBcradumii (XII B.) B cBoeM «KomMeHTapum»
k Jlnonucuro [lepuereTy Takxke Ha3bIBaeT 3Ty peky 2ilic. B npyrom mecrte
[Tmuawii (Nat. hist. 11, 6, 49) npumensier Ha3Banue Silis k Coipaapbe, KOTO-
past B aHTHYHOH TpaaWIINH, TaK ke Kak U J{OH, ©3BECTHA IOJ BTOPHIM
Ha3zBaHueM — Tavoug [Ilpamm 1997: 136-137; Hosaryp u ap. 1982: 379].

B uactu pykonuceil Ilnunusa BcTpedaeTcss HanucaHue Sinum, 4To
no3Bonio b. MyHKauu conocTaBuTh 3TOT THJIPOHUM C JIE3TUHCKUM Sin
‘Bona’ (cM. [Lpamm 1997: 137]). C. B. Kymnanaa [2016: 88] Bo3BOAMT
runpoHuM Silis k ap.-upas. *xsuid- (cp. aBecT. xSuuid- ‘Moinoko’). Bmecrte
¢ TeM ruaApoHuM Silis COMOCTABISIIM U ¢ STHOHUMOM Xipaxes (Xipaxol,
2ipayor) «cupak(n)». B aTom ciydae ucxonHas gopma ruaponnma Sili-
obuta *Siri- [pamm 1997: 136]. K 3T0ii k¢ OCHOBE MOXET BOCXOJIUTH
u iepBas yacth rugponuma Coip-/lapws (dararaiickoe Sir u mp.) [Dacmep
1987: 819]. Ckudckuii THAPOHUM UHTEPECHO COMOCTABUTD M C JIP.-HH]I.
Siri ‘“KpOBEHOCHBIH COCYI; BeHa . B IIaHe ceMaHTHYECKOTO Pa3BUTHS CP.
npaupat. *raha- ‘TedyeHue, NOTOK’, OTKyNa aBecT. Rayha- ‘Ha3BaHUE PEKU’,
cp.-niepc. rag (< *raha-ka-) ‘kpoBenocusiii cocyn’ [DCUS, VI: 334-336].



10. A. JI3u1110iTHI 179

Cp. Taxke peduekchl npaupad. *tak-/*tac- ‘Teun’: ¢ ONHOU CTOPOHBI,
cak. ndtaa (< *ni-taka-) ‘pexa’, opmypu tak (< *taka-) ‘ropHbIi TOTOK’
[Bailey 1979: 182—183; AGaeB 1979b: 245-246], a ¢ npyroii — ocer.
-dazin B tugdazin ‘KpoBeHOCHBIN cocyn’ [AbaeB 1979b: 311].

B ciydae BepHOCTH HaIIEro CONOCTABIICHHUS MTOTYIaI0OT MOATBEPIKIC-
HHUE cpasy JIBe€ 0COOCHHOCTH CKU(PCKON hoHETHKU: *§ > 5 U *7i (1) > I([).

3.5.6. O ckudckom miemenu xkaldiwioor [eponot coodIaeT: «KayuT|IHI-
JTBI ...) SIBJISTFOTCS SIUTHHO-CKA(aMU; HaJl HAMH — JIPYTO€ MJIeMsl, KOTOPOe
HA3BIBACTCS AIM30HBL. 1 OHU, M KaJUTHITHIBI BO BCEX OCTAIBHBIX 3aHATHIX
oA00HBI CKU(aM, HO B OTIIMYHE OT HUX XJIeO OHH U CEIOT, U eAT...» (Hrd.
1V, 17), nepeBon nutupyercs o [Jlosaryp u ap. 1982: 107].

DTHOHUM KOAAITIOOI MOXKHO BO3BECTH K Jp.-upaH. *karia-pitya-
(> cxud. *kalli-pit(w)a- > *keel(l)i-pida-), OykB. ‘ajig KOTO SYUMEHHBIN
(x1€0) (*karia-) cnyxut numen (*pitya-)’. Cp. 11 IepBOii 4acTH Mpa-
UpaH. KOpeHb **kar- ‘npoBoaAnTb YepTy, Oopo3ay’ > ‘naxarh’, KOHTAMHUHH-
POBABIIUIICS B OOJIBITHHCTBE HPAHCKUX SI3BIKOB C KOpHEM *3kar- ‘ChInarh,
BBICHITIATH; JINTh, JIaBasi O0Illee 3HAYCHUE ‘BO3JICNBIBATh, 00padaThIBaTh
3eMJTI0; Iaxath, cesith’ [DCUS, IV: 270]. Cp., Hanpumep, aBecT. kar- ‘Chl-
MaTh, BBICHINIATH, PACCHINATD; CesATh (ceMeHa)’ U kar- ‘00pO3aAHTh, TPO-
BOIUTE 00po3ab!’ 1 1p. K 3TOMY Ke KOpHIO, HECOMHEHHO, BOCXOIIUT OCET.
keer- B keersyn ‘xye0 siaMeHHbIN U3 *kara- ‘HeuTo BO3zeNbIBacMoe’ >
‘sstamenb’ + cydd. -3yn u3 *cana- (kaxk B cakcKoM damjanai ‘CTpOCHUE,
3nanue’ < *dama-cana-ka-, OykB. ‘OTHOCSAIIEECS K 3/IaHUIO, CBSI3aHHOE
co 3manuem’ [Bailey 1979: 151, 159]), 1. e. keersyn — ‘Heuro, cBsI3aHHOE
C STUMEHEM / IIPUTOTOBJIICHHOE U3 ssuMeHs’. J{7st BTOpoil 4acTu STHOHNMa
Koddimioon cp. MO0 npaupad. *pitu- ‘numa; TBepaas numa’ [DCHUS, VI
74], mubo *pitua- > *piQua- : piQu- ‘npenHazHaueHHBINA A5 el [Tam
xe: 75].

3.5.7. Takum 00pazoM, Ha OCHOBE aHaM3a pediiekcoB knacrepa *7i (r7)
B SI3BIKE CKHU(OB-IIKYAa MOKHO BBIACTHTH KaK MUHHUMYM JIBa JHAJCKTA.
B omHOM U3 HUX 3TOT KITacTep COXpaHWICA, a B IpyroM rneperien B /(/).

3.6. He meHee uHTepecHa cynp0a kiactepa *xs- Ha CKHU(CKOit mouBe.
B cBoe Bpemst B. Tomamiex BBICKa3asl IPEAMIOI0KEHHE O CBA3U CKH(O-
CapMaTCKOro STHOHHMA X0fo1 C aBECTUICKUM XSaya- ‘TIpaBUTEIb; Haph’
(cm. [Zgusta 1955: 263]), onHako mMpU3HATh HA 3TOM OCHOBAHHUH COOTBET-
CTBHE JIp.-UpaH. *-x§- — ckudo-capm. -o- e pemmics [Ibid.: 140, 270].
Bbutu npuBeneHs! U Ipyrue IPUMephl, B KOTOPBIX JAp.-HUpaH. *xs- oTpasu-
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nock B BUJIE s- [Abae 1949: 189-190, 219-220]; cp. [Cornillot 1994: 105].
C. B. Kynnanzga momaraet, 9To B CKU()CKOM SI3bIKE Jp.-UpaH. *x§- B aHIayTe
OTpa)xxajuoch B BHUJIE §-, @ B HHJAyTe coxpaHsuioch [Kymnanga 2016: 84,
86-87, 104—107, 116-117, 123]. Ognako mpodiieMa B TOM, 4TO 2aiol
«cam» — capMmarckoe, a He ckugckoe iems [MBanuuk 2009: 83-84, 86].

[TockompKy BOIIPOC HETB3s CYNTATh OKOHYATEIIFHO PEIICHHBIM, YKa-
JKEeM Ha cieayronie (hakTel. Apuiickoe *kS B UpaHCKUX S3bIKaX MHOTJIA
oTpaxkaeTcs B Buje *§ [AbaeB 1979b: 182]. C npyroii CTOpOHBI, HPAHCKOE
*x§- Ha OCETMHCKOW MOYBE MHOTA MOABEPracTcs MeTarese sx- [AbaeB
1989: 239]. Bce 3TO TOBOPUT O HEYCTOMYMBOCTH B IIPOLIIIOM KJiacTepa *xs-
Ha PEBHEOCETUHCKOM MOYBE, CTAOMITN3AIMH KOTOPOTO CIIOCOOCTBOBAJIO,
CKOpee BCEro, HapalieHue MPOTeTHIeCKoro *a- (0ceT. e-). DTo M03BO-
JSIET MPUBJICYb Clienyromnre GpakTel. Bo-nepBriX, rpy3uHCKoe (Merpelb-
ckoe) dpamunbHOe uMs Sartania, kotopoe M. K. Aunponukamsui [1966:
513] npou3BOAUT OT aaHCKOTO *Axsartdn. Bo-BTOPBIX, MyKCKOE MM
Sart y ocetun [Munnep 1927: 1039], npeacraBieHHOE U B OCETHHCKOMN
ckaske: Sart wydi tyxgeenceg leeg (CapT ObITH.PST.3SG HACHJIBHUK MYX-
yunHa) ‘Capt 0601 HacuabHuKOM [TAA, 1: 431]°. Cieayer npeanonokKuTh,
YTO Ha JAPEBHEOCETUHCKOH ITOYBE CYIIECTBOBAIH ABE POPMBIL: * Lxsartdn
u *Sart(an), CBUACTEIbCTBYIOIINE O KOJIeOaHHH *Xx§- > §-.

4. llpenBapuTteabHble HTOTH

CKoIbKO k€ OBIJIO AMAJEKTOB B CKU(CKOM si3bike? MOXKHO mpearo-
JIO)KUTh, YTO AUATEKTOB B CKH(CKOM S3bIKE OBLIO CTOIBKO, CKOIBKO ['epo-
JIOT ymoMuHaeT ckuckux miemeH [Schmitt 2018: 78].

4.1. Vcxons W3 MepeyucIeHHBIX BbIIIE 0COOCHHOCTEH, B CKH(-
CKOM s3BbIKE CIIeIlyeT pasiauuarh 1o KpailHel mepe Tpu auanexkra. OnuH
13 HUX — CKOJIOTCKU, OCHOBHAsI (POHETHIECKAsI 0COOCHHOCTH KOTOPOTO
B nepexone *d > /. Croma ke pa3Butue *§ >0, IpoucxokIeHHe KOTOPOTo
IOKa HE SICHO.

¢Bo Bpems cbopa donbkinopHoro marepuaia B CeBeproit Ocernu (1988 r.) Hamu
ObL1 3amucaH TekcT HapToBckoro ckaszaHusi, B KOTOPOM, B YaCTHOCTH, TOBOPHUTCS:
Myggeeg-tee ta seem wydi.: Boreetee, Lxscerteggatee, Sartuatce ... (poa-PL PTCL ENCL.3PL.
ALL OBITB.PST.35G bopaeB.pL Axcapraros.pL CapTyeB.PL) «A ¢damunnn y HuX (Y Hap-
ToB) OblM Takue: bopaeBsl, Axcaprarossl, CapTyeBbl...». MBI monaraem, 4To 37ech
Sartuatee — NIEOHACTHYECKUI BAPHAHT MPEALISCTBYIOIETO HMEHH.
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4.2. B coObcTBeHHO CKU(CKOM si3bIKe (CKH(CKOM-IIKYya) OBLIO Kak
MHUHUMYM JBa quaniekta. B ogHOM W3 HUX Kiactep *7i/*ri coxpansics,
a B apyrom nepernen B [(/). Cyas mo 3TUMOJIOTHIM Ha3BaHHUH, aJI30HBI
¥ KaJUTATTUBI OBLTH HOCUTEINSIMU BTOPOTO fualiekTa. K aTomy ke ananexTy
MIPUHAJUIEKATN CKU(DBI, CO CIIOB KOTOPBIX OBLIIN 3alucaHbl CKU(CKOE mpe-
nanue o KonakcaeBoM KOHE M OJTHA U3 BEPCHI IPEAAHUS O IPAPOTUTEIIX
cku(oB.

4.3. CMemaHHbIe FOro-BOCTOYHBIC M CEBEPO-BOCTOYHBIC YEPThI CKO-
JIOTCKOTO JTUaJIeKTa HAIIOMUHAIOT T€ YEPTHI s3bIKa JIPEBHENEPCUACKUX
HA/IMMCEH, B KOTOPBIX FOTO-3aIaHBIC YEPThI MEPEIUIETAIOTCS C CEBEPO-
3amaHbIMHM, MUJAUHCKUMH. B pesynbrare B si3bIke AXeMEHUAOB MpE.l-
CTaBIICHBI TAKKE TapalielIbHbIe (POPMBI, KaK asa-/aspa- ‘KOHb; JIOMAb
visa-/vispa- ‘Bech’ u T. 1. OOBSICHSIETCS ITO TEM, YTO JPEBHETICPCUICKUE
napu (AXeMeHHUIbl) YHACIIEIOBAIU IAPCTBO MUJISIH, YCBOMB BO MHOTOM HX
TPaJIUINK, B OCOOCHHOCTH Kacaroluecs OpraHu3alluy [apCKOW BIIACTH.

Heudro nomoOHOe Moro nmpousoiT Ha cku(cko mouse. [Tpumnuibie
CKOJIOTBI «yHACJIEIOBAINY NAPCKYI0 BIacTh B CKU(GHUHN Y HCKOHHO CKU(D-
ckoit iuHacTHd (CKUQBI-KyAa). OT X CMEIIEHUS U MTOTYYHIICS CKOJIOT-
CKUH THAJIEKT, B KOTOPOM IEPEIJIeTUCh HOPMBI JABYX PAa3HBIX JHATICKTOB.

5. O0 u3orioccax ckM(CKOro si3bIKa

Bonpoc 0 auaniekTHOM 4ieHeHHH CKH(CKOTO si3bIKa MOYKHO paccMa-
TPUBATh U C TIO3UINI N30IIIOCC, CBA3BIBAIOIINX CKU(PCKHUI SI3BIK C HEKOTO-
PBIME IPEBHHMH ¥ COBPEMEHHBIMU SI3bIKaMHU. Tak, Hali4due B CKU(PCKOM
SI3BIKE JIMaJIeKTa FOTO-BOCTOYHOTO THTIA TOATBEPXKIACTCS 3aMMCTBOBAHUSIMU
B (DMHHO-YTOPCKHUE S3BIKM, OTPAXKAIOMNME (POHETHUCCKHE 0COOCHHOCTH
JIAHHOW T'PYIIIbI, B YaCTHOCTH, riepexon *d > [ [[pantoBckuii 1998: 110].
JpyTrue n3010CcChI ApeBHEHTIICH TOPHI TI0KA HE MOTYT OBITh HCTIONb30BaHbI
1o pa3ueiM npuunHaMm. Ckudo-eBpomneiickue uzorioccsl [AdaeB 1965],
3aCJTyKHMBAIOIIE OTACIBHOTO UCCIEI0BAHNUS, IIJI0XO0 Aatupyrorcs. Ckudo-
(dpaxuiickue nzornoccsl [AdaeB 1995: 530-545] takxke HE MOTYT OBITh
npuBiedeHsl. C OJJHOM CTOPOHBI, HaTM4YHe (PPAKUIIIEB 1, COOTBETCTBEHHO,
(pakuiicKuX 21eMeHTOB B oHOMacTuke CeBepHOTro [IpraepHOMOpES HE BbI-
3bIBa€T COMHEHUH [Zgusta 1955: 11, 43, 278-293; Ivantchik, Falileyev
2012; Falileyev 2013; 2014: 124—132]. A ¢ apyroii — MOIBITKA TOJIKO-
BaTh MPAKTHUYECKH BCe CKU()CKUE MIMEHA M ITHOHIMBI KaK 3aIMCTBOBAHUS
u3 (pakuiickoro a3bika [[anomnukoB 2012] BeI3bIBaeT HEIOYMEHHUE.
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Ckuco-npaceBepokaBkazckue napamieny, npegioxennsie C. B. Kyn-
nanyoi [2016: 141-143, 145], ne Bcerna koppektHs! [ bamrapun 2018: 374,
MO9TOMY B Hallei paboTe He paccmarpuBaioTcs. To e camoe cieayeT
CKa3aTb 0 KpaiiHe CyMOYPHBIX XETTCKUX ITUMOJIOTHSX CKU(O-CapMaTCKOTO
marepuana [Illanomnukos 2010]. He paccmarpuBaercst U 1aBHO OTBEPI-
HyTas [Zgusta 1955: 35-38; ' pantoBckui, Paesckuii 1984; ' panToBckuit
1998: 78] runore3a K. Kpeumepa o6 «uHmoapu3max» B CeBepHom [pu-
4epHOMOpPKE, KOTOPYIO aKTHBHO paszpadateiBai O. H. TpyOaueB. MbI ocTa-
HOBHMCSI JIMIIH HA OCETHHO-CKU(CKUX U30TIIOCCaX.

5.1.1. Brimre MBI OTMETHIIH, YTO M30IIOCca *§ > 6 00beAnHIET CKO-
JOTCKUH IUATEKT CKU(CKOTO S3bIKa, C OJHOH CTOPOHBI, C IOr0O-3aral-
HBIMH UPAaHCKUMHU SI3bIKAMH, a C OPYyrod — ¢ oceTUHCKuM. [Ipu 3TOM
MBI UIMEEM B BHUJly HE 3aMMCTBOBAaHHYIO JIEKCUKY (OCET. feercet ‘Tomnop’,
reetcen ‘“TONICTAasi BEPEBKA’, talm ‘MbM’), IPEICTABICHHYIO U B HEKOTOPBIX
BOCTOYHOUPAHCKHX s3bIKaxX (cakckoe padd ‘tonop’ < *paratu- npwu np.-
uHA. parasu- [Bailey 1979: 66, 203]), a pazutue *s >0 B 0CETHHCKUX
sKkcrpeccuBax. Hanomunm, uto B. . AGaeB oTHOCHI paccMaTprBaeMbIe
MpUMEPHI K TaK HA3BIBAEMBIM TIEPEKPECTHRIM H3ormoccaM [Abaes 1995:
565-591], a C. P. Toxracees [2005b: 101] u C. B. Kymmanna [2016: 96, 113]
BCIO CYTbH SIBIICHUS IIEPEKPECTHBIX M30TIIOCC CBEIH K 3aWMCTBOBAHUSIM.
OTTaJKUBasACh OT HAOIIONEHUM HAl IUAJIEKTaMU ¥ TOIToOHUMUENR TOx)HOI
OceTyH, MBI IBITATHCH TI0KA3aTh, YTO OHO U3 MPOSIBICHUH MEPEKPECTHBIX
M30IJI0CC 3aKITI0YAeTCsl B TOM, YTO KOHTAKTHPYIOIIUE AHATICKTHI OXHOTO
sI3BIKA MOTYT HCIOJIb30BaTh HAaNOOJIee XapaKkTepHbIe (POHEMBI COCEIHETO
JIMaJIeKTa B KauecTBE MapKepa dKCIpeccUBHOCTH. [10CKOIBbKY 9acTh oce-
THHCKHUX SKCIPECCUBOB OTPAKACT PA3BUTHUE *§ > ¢, MOXKHO IIPEIIIOIOKUTB,
YTO B MPOILIOM MPEIOK OCETHHCKOIO SI3bIKa KOHTAKTUPOBAJ C OIIU3KUM
eMy JTUAJCKTOM, JUIl KOTOPOTO JaHHOE pa3BUTHE ObLI0 HOpMOM [[l3uIl-
noiThl 2018]. Takum 006pa3om, MOATBEPKAAETCS HE TOJIBKO pa3BUTHE *§ > ¢
Ha CKOJIOTCKOH MOYBE, HO M COCEACTBO IIPAOCETHHCKOTO C CKOJIOTCKUM
JTHAJICKTOM.

5.1.2. Bricka3aHo MpeanonokeHue, 9To pasButue *d >/ octaBuio
ciel1 B oceTHHCKOM si3bike [Kam00s108B 2006: 92-97]. OnHako goka3aresib-
Hast 0a3a B 3TOH padoTe 3MKIETCS Ha KpaiHEe COMHUTETEHBIX ATUMOJIOT HSIX !
leeg “aenoBex; myxuuHa’ < *dahaka- (B oceTHHCKOM Oxunainu Obl *lag),
leefince *sipxwit tyd; cBeT’ < *dai- : di- ‘cUsTh, CBeTUTH, OJIecTeTh (YAaAYHO
00BsicHeHO U3 npaupaH. **lap-, laip- ‘cBetuts(cst)’ [DCUSL, V: 75]) u mip.
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Ckonotckoe *maglu- ‘nebens’ [Butuak 1992: 53] morno Obl OBITH
PaccMOTPEHO B KaueCTBE UCTOUHHUKA OceT. meelg ‘maBnuH’. OqHAKO BO3-
paxenusa A.U. MBanuuka [2009: 74] npoTUB CKOJIOTCKOH PEKOHCTPYK-
1MW, HEe YYTCHHBIC MOJILCKUM HccnenoBareneM [Witczak 2023: 94-95],
HACTOJIBKO OCHOBATEIIHHBL, UTO 3aCTABIISIIOT BO3ICPIKATHCS OT MPEIOKCH-
HOTO COIIOCTABJICHUSI.

5.1.3. B oceTHHCKOM SI3bIKE HE HAILIH OTPAKEHHS JIEKCEMBI, TIPea-
CTaBJICHHBIC B CKU(CKUX IIoccax lecuxus:

1) *adigor ‘capanua’ [Buruak 1992: 56; Witchak 2023: 95-96], npunsaTo
. 1. Dnensman [DCUA, I: 78];

2) *arani- ‘onenp’ [Witchak 2023: 96-98]; oTCyTCTBYET BO BCEX OCTaIb-
HBIX UPAHCKUX SI3BIKAX;

3) *gaita- ‘oBna’ [Ibid.: 98-99]. JlanHasi peKOHCTPYKITUS HE YUUTHIBACT
stumoriorun B. U. Abaesa [1989: 70] u @. Kopamiibo (cM. HUXE);

4) *appaka- ‘kymbic’ < *aspa ‘koowina’ [Witchak 2023: 99—-100] — mep-
Bas 9aCTh KOHTAMHUHHPOBAHA C TPEUECKUM CIIOBOM IS <JIOLIAIN»
[MBargmk 2009: 77];

5) *spaka-ia ‘cobaka; cyka’ [Witchak 2023: 100—101], cp. [Zgusta 1955:
132]; crona sxe — uMsI CKU(CKOTO TIPEIBOUTEIIS U3 aCCHPUICKUX
HCTOYHUKOB [$-pa-ka-a-a < ckud. *Spak-aya- [Schmitt 2018: 81];

6) *Oaran-tara- “KUBOTHOE, IOXOXKEE HA OJICHsI” IKOOBI OTpaXKaeT mepe-
xox *§ > 6 [Witchak 2023: 102-104], cp. [Kymnanga 2016: 92]. Jlannas
STUMOJIOTHA HE YYUTBIBAET PEKOHCTPYKLUIO *far-an-dara- ‘“UMeroLuii
100’ / ‘He4To, HOcuMoe Ha JI0Y’ (T. €. «poraThlii»), B IEPBOM YacTH
KOTOpPOTO — JIp.-upaH. *tara- ‘nod’ [Knobloch 1998: 219].
O4eBHTHO, B CKOJIOTCKOM JHAJIEKTE CYIIECTBOBAIM U JIPyTUe MpaH-

CKHE CIIOBa, OTCYTCTBOBABIINE B CEBEPO-BOCTOYHBIX MPAHCKUX S3bIKAX.
5.1.4. Takum 06pa3oM, K YUCITy HAJIS)KHO YCTAHOBICHHBIX OCETHHO-

CKOJIOTCKHX H30IJI0CC MOYKHO OTHECTH TaKoe (DOHETHUYECKOE SIBJICHUE, KaK

*$ > 6. PazButHe *x$- > §-, TaKXKe MPENCTaBICHHOE Ha OCETHHCKOM ITOYBE,

TPYIHO TPUIIHCATh CKOJIOTCKOMY JHaiiekTy. Passutue *d > [ Ha oceTnH-

CKOIf ITOYBE HE MOATBEPKIACTCS HAC)KHBIMH TpuMepaMu. JIekcnaecknx

U30TJI0CC MEKIy OCETHHCKUM H CKOJIOTCKHM He 00Hapy KeHO.

5.2.1. Cpenu uzoriocce, 00bETUHSIONINX HCKOHHO CKU(CKUi (CKU(pCKH-
MIKy/1a) ¢ OCETUHCKHUM SI3bIKOM, MOXKHO BBIJICTUTD passutue *ri (r7) > I(1).
70 BIIOJHE HaJIeXkKHas CKU(O-capMaTo-aJaHO-0CETHHCKas n3orocca. Ee
MIPUBIICKATEIBHOCTD B TOM, YTO OHA MOATBEPIKIACTCS MHOTOYHCIICHHBIMU
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Y XOPOIIIO JaTUPYIOIMMUCS ipuMepaMu. J{7ist CKUQCKOTo S3bIKa OHa BIIEp-

BbIe 3aukcupoBana B VII B. 1o H. 3., a 3ateM —B V B. 110 H. 3. B capmarckom

HaJIeKHBIE IPUMEPBI AaTUPYIOTCs repuosioM rocie IV B. o H. 5. [Ipumeua-

TEJBHO, YTO pa3Buthe *7i (7f) > I(/) 0XBaTHIIO HE BCE TUATICKTHI CKU(CKOTO-

IIKy/Ia ¥ HE BCE AUATICKTHI CAPMATCKOT0. AJTAHCKHUH S3BIK Ha BCEM MIPOTSDKE-

HUHM JIOCTYITHOTO aHAJIM3Y MaTepraia XapaKTepU3yeTCsl paccMaTpruBaeMOi

0COOEHHOCTBIO, M TOYHO TaKOE YK€ MECTO ITO SIBJICHUE 3aHUMACT B (JOHETHKE

OCETHHCKOTO sI3bIKa. BBIBOI, Clteytomuii u3 TaHHOTO HAOMIONCHNUS, MOYKET

MMETh 3HaYCHHE HE TOJBKO LIS UCTOPHU SI3bIKA, HO U JIIS YCTaHOBIICHUS

JTHOTEHE3a aJlaH U, COOTBETCTBEHHO, OCETHH. Pearomntyro poib B CTaHOB-

JICHUH aJIaH KaK CaMOCTOSITEIEHOTO ATHOCA CHITPAITH CApMATCKHE INIEMEHa,

OYCBUTHO, CMEIIABIINECS C KAKOW-TO YaCThIO CKH(OB, IPUBHECIIHX B IIPO-

TOAJIAHCKUH SI3BbIK (DOHETUYECKYIO 0COOCHHOCTE *7i (1) > I(/).

5.2.2. MOXHO OTMETUTH U JIEKCUYECKUE H30ITI0CCHI.

1) Kuncny ckudo-capmaro-aaaHO-0CETUHCKUX U30JIEKC OTHOCUTCS CIIO-
BO farn ‘Gnaromats’. CkuQckas iekceMa peKOHCTPYHpPOBaHa Ha OCHO-
BE 3aMMCTBOBAHHUH U3 CKU(PCKOTO B MUMNHCKHIN U APEBHETIEPCUACKHUH,
a TaKxke B aBecTHiickui s13b1ku [ Lubotsky 1998; 2002: 190, 191-195].
BriBogst A. JIy6onkoro npunstel [DCHUA, VI: 140; Is160 2010: 296].
Boszpaxenus C. B. Kymutanabr [2016: 126—129] neydenurenbHbl. Crin-
paHTH3amUA *p > f MOXKET ObITh MAapKEPOM CAKPATBHOCTH.

2) Cxkuo-aaaHO-0CETHHCKON U30JIEKCOH sBiIsieTcs cCKud. oava- (y ['ecu-
X¥sl), aJlaH. sand, OceT. scen/scence ‘BuHO’ [AbaeB 1979b: 67; DCHUA,
1V: 219; lllamomraukoB 2007: 311]. Bricka3siBamoch MHEHHE O 3a-
MMCTBOBAaHUH CKH(CKOTO CIIOBA M3 IIPACCBEPOKABKA3ZCKOTO *swiné
‘0apOapuc; cmopoauna’ [Nikolayev, Starostin 1994: 971; Kymianna
2016: 85], uto nuieHO BCSIKUX OcHOBaHMM. Ho ecnu naxe npusHaTh
9Ty STUMOJIOTUIO BEPHOM, OCETHHCKOE CIOBO HEBO3MOYKHO OTOPBAaTh
0T cKU(CKOTo Kak 1o ¢popme, Tak H 1o 3HaueHuto. OqHaKo ckudcekoe
CJIOBO MPEIOJaraeT 3TUMOH *Sana-, KOTOPbIN Yepe3 CTyreHb *scan(i)-
BOCXOJUT K Jp.-upaH. *(s)kan- (cm. [Bailey 1979: 52]), ponctBeHHOMY
Ip.-upaH. *kana- ‘nen; xonomns’. Ckudekoe *Sana- Moo o3Ha4aTh
‘KOHOIUISTHOE CeMs1’ > ‘pUTYalIbHBII HAITUTOK N3 KOHOIUISTHBIX CeMsiH 7.
BrniocnenctBum 310 Ha3BaHKe ObUTO MEPEHECEHO Ha SITOJIbI, U3 KOTOPBIX

" Crona e, BO3MOXKHO, OTHOCHTCSI OCET. Scenk ‘OOpIEBHUK’, €CITH 3TO CJIOBO HPO-
UCXOIMT U3 *scani-ka-.
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3)

4)

5)

6)

CTaJIi TOTOBUTh PUTYaAJIbHBINA HAMUTOK. KOCBEHHBIM OATBEPKACHUEM
CKa3aHHOMY MOTYT CITY’KUTb KOMU iaHbea /| uanbeu / uwanbOou ‘BaTpyIl-
Ka’, yIMypTCKOe wanveu ‘id.”, MapuicKoe waHnbea ‘BaTpyIika ¢ Ha9uH-
KoM 13 KOHOIISIHBIX ceMsiH [JIbiTkuH, ['ynges 1999: 317], rue snemeH-
THI -2- U -0- ABJsIFOTCA cydrrcamu. OCHOBA wuiaHb- MOTIIA O3HAYATH
‘KOHOTUISIHOE ceMsi’, U €€ UCTOYHUKOM Obl1o ckudekoe *Sana- ‘id.’
KaBkasckue cooTBeTCTBUS, HECOMHEHHO, POUCXOIAT U3 CKU(CKOTO.
Beli1ie MbI BUj1e1H, 9TO BO BTOPO#t YacTu TeoHnMa Oitoovpog/ 1 ortooupog
CKpBIBaeTCs Ap.-UpaH. *Sira- ‘cunbHBINA, MOIIHBIN . B oceTHHCKOM
MU(OIOTUH H3BECTHA XO3sIHKa Jieca, BRICTYTAIOIIAs B 00pa3e TO BOJI-
YUIIBI, TO YEPTOBKH (sajtan). 3oByT ee Qeed-sur [MAC, 11: 457, 655],
Ged-sor [Tam xe: 460]. B mepBoii 4acTH 3TOr0 OHHMa HAXOIUTCS
qeed/ycedee ‘nec’. BTopyro 4acTb -sur/-sor TpyaHO OTICIUTH OT Jp.-
upaH. *siira- ‘CUIbHBIN, MOIIHBIN . DTO CJIOBO BCTPEUACTCS U B IPYTUX
MpaHCKUX s3bIkax [Bailey 1979: 427, 476], HO B KaueCTBE KOMITIOHEHTA
TEOHHMMA SIBIIICTCS] CKU(O-aBECTHICKO-OCETHHCKON U30TTI0CCOM.

B nepgoii yactu Teonuma Oitdoagvpog/ I 01tocvpog BUIAT Ap.-UpaH.
*gaifd- “KWUThE; CPEICTBA K CYIIECTBOBaHUIO (CM. BhIIe). OHAKO
ecn ucxoauTh u3 hopmel Oitoovpog, TO B IEPBOM YacTH, MO MHE-
Huto @. KopHUIIbO, MOXKHO BHJIETh pedlieKc upaHckoro *hyatauah-.
Pednekcamu 3TOr0 3TUMOHA B APYTHX MPAHCKUX S3BIKAX SBISIOTCS
corauiickoe xwt 'w (¥xutau), Xope3MHuicKoe xufaw ‘00r’ 1 0CETUHCKOE
(Ddawceeg (*witawaka- < * hwutaw-) ‘60xxectBo’. ['epooToBCKOE 0it0-
sBIIsieTCs nepenadeit ckudekoro *wito- (< *witaw), moqoOHO TOMY, Kak
rped. oikos ‘oM’ IPOUCXOAMT U3 *wikos IpH TATUHCKOM Vicus ‘cele-
Hue’ [Cornillot 1994: 235-238]. ®opma *ui-taya- ‘HocuTenb CUIIBL
B COCTaBE TCOHMMA TAKXKE SIBIISETCS CKH(DO-0CETHHCKOM U30TIIOCCOH.
Skunxa- — uMs cakckoro 1apsi (IpeBHETEPCUICKUIT HCTOUYHHK), CBS-
3BIBAEMOC C OCET. skwyx-yn/sk 'weenx-un ‘coBepriarh noasur’ [Schmitt
2018: 81], mo B. U. AbaeBy [1979b: 120], «0omHO U3 SAPKUX CBHIE-
TEJBCTB S3bIKOBOW OJM30CTH OCETHUH M CaKOBY.

Ckudcekoe avapieic (Hipp. De aér. XXII) / évapeec (Hrd. 1, 105) “xpe-
LIbI-aHIPOTHHBI’ O0BSICHICTCS U3 Ap.-UpaH. *a-nar-ia- ‘HeMy»XeCTBEH-
Heie’ [Zeuss 1837: 294; Vasmer 1923: 13; Abaes 1949: 151, 174].
OceTuHCKOE enceleeg ‘“HUKYEMHBIN (TOJIBKO O MY)KYHMHE) , BOTIPEKH
COBPEMEHHOMY IIOHUMAaHHUIO U3 cence + leeg ‘0e3 MyKUMHBI’, CIIeAyeT
TOJIIKOBaTh Kak ce- + neel + cydpd. -eeg (< *a-naria-ka-) ‘ne Mmy>xxunna’
[3urtoiiTer 2017: 278-279].



186 Wnnoupanckue s3pixu | 2 (1) | Indo-Iranian Languages

6. 3akiI0oueHue

Ha ocHOBe M3110KEHHOTO BBINIE MaTepraia MOKHO CIIENAaTh CIIEIy-

FOIIIHE BBIBOJEI.

1. Ckudckunit u capMaTCKuii — J1Ba OIHM3KOPOJICTBECHHBIX SI3BIKA.

2. DOHETHYECKUI KPUTEPUH MO3BOJISET BBIICIUTH B CKU(CKOM SI3BIKE
JIBa TMAJICKTa: CKOJIOTCKUIA U IKyaa. [lepBolil U3 HUX obnamaet dep-
TaMH FOr0-BOCTOYHOHN OATPYIIITBI HPAHCKUX SI3BIKOB, COMMIKAIOIIIUMHE
€ro ¢ OaKTPUICKUM, MYINTY U APYTUMH sA3bIKaMu. B nuanekre mkyma
ClIeyeT pa3iinuarh Kak MUHHUMYM JIBa TOBOPA, B OJJHOM M3 KOTOPBIX
KIacTep *ri coxpaHsuics, a B Ipyrom ObLT peoOpaszosaH B (/).

3. K umcay roBopos, B KOTOPBIX HabmIoaeTcs nepexon *ri > I([), oTHo-
CATCS aTM30HCKUN U KaJUTUTUICKUH.

4. Tlonm BausiHUEM CKH(CKOTO sI3bIKa mepexon *ri > I(/) mpousomnien
1 B 4YaCTH JUAJICKTOB CApPMaTCKOTO.

5. OCETHHCKHH SI3BIK SBIISETCS HACICTHUKOM TEX THAICKTOB, B KOTOPBIX
passutue *ri >[(/) mpuoOpeno xapakrep TOMHHUPYIONICH HHHOBA-
UH B POHETHKE. DTO U CKH()O-OCETUHCKHE JICKCHIECKHE H30TIIOCCHI
CBUJICTENECTBYIOT 00 y9acTHH CKU(CKOTO sI3bIKa B (hOPMHPOBAHUIH
OCETHUHCKOTO.

CnuCOK YCJOBHBIX COKpalleHHUH

ABL — a0JIaTHB; ALL — aJIJIaTHB; ENCL — SHKJIMTHKA; PRS — HACTOSIIIEE Bpe-
Ms1; PL — MHOYXECTBEHHOE YHCJI0; PST — MPOLIEALIee BpeMsi; PTCL — YaCTHIIa;
SG — eIMHCTBEHHOE YHCIIO.

aBECT. — aBECTUUCKUI; AP.-UH/I. — APEBHEHHIUNCKHN; Ip.-UPaH. — JPEBHE-
HWPAHCKUN; OCET. — OCETHHCKHUH; MpanpaH. — MPaupaHCKUil; cak. — CaKCKHIA;
CKUQ. — CKUPCKHIL; CKupo-capM. — CKHPO-CapMaTCKHii; Cp.-Tiepc. — CpeaHe-
MIEPCUACKUN.
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“Typology of Iranian Languages” (xI+1152 pages, organized into
15 chapters) is a substantial contribution that presents data and analy-
ses of 12 Modern West Iranian languages (including Balochi, Davani,
Larestani, Talyshi, Vafsi, Kurdish, Hawrami, Laki, Delvari, Naini, Shah-
mirzadi, and Tati) in typological comparison with Persian (encompassing
Old, Middle, and New Persian). The book addresses two major issues
in these languages, namely word order (or constituent order) and agree-
ment (or indexing), as well as case-marking in those languages that have
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grammaticalized it. The original data derive from a 50-page questionnaire
that has been designed by the author to collect the required information
regarding the morphological and syntactic features of the investigated
languages, while it also included sections on phonetic, phonological, and
lexical characteristics, along with certain discourse structures. For each lan-
guage (or for each investigated variety of the languages), most commonly
two native speakers answered the questions of the questionnaire in elicita-
tion sessions, and the sessions were recorded and transcribed by the author.
The transcribed data were subsequently checked with the speakers in sev-
eral in-person sessions. In addition, the author draws on the authentic
published examples and texts from these languages.

The first major issue in the book, i.e. word order, is discussed based
on 24 structural features adopted from Dryer [1992] and the updated data-
base website of this paper (p. 108).! These features have been examined
for each of the 12 investigated languages, as well as Old, Middle, and
New Persian, presenting the results in tables in each chapter. These tables
compare the attested patterns of the Iranian languages with the languages
of the same area, i.e. Eurasia, and then, with the languages of the world,
therefore, providing two distinct tables for each language. In the conclud-
ing chapter of the book, the author summarizes the position of Iranian
languages among the languages of Eurasia in a table (p. 1075), presented
here as Table 1. It suggests that Persian, Balochi, Davani, Larestani, Vafsi,
Kurdish, Hawrami, Laki, Delvari, and Naini have grammaticalized higher
correlation with the strong VO languages concerning the typological fea-
tures of word order. This means that these Iranian languages have grammat-
icalized more word order features characteristic of strong VO languages,
such as prepositions (i.e. the sequence of P+NP) and postmodifying nom-
inal dependents (i.e. N+Genitive). Among these languages, Kurdish and
Laki are more correlated with the strong VO order. In contrast, Talyshi,
Shahmirzadi, and Tati exhibit more tendency towards strong OV languages,
which may be exemplified by features such as postpositions (i.e. NP+P)
and premodifying nominal dependents (i.e. Genitive+N). The author
concludes that New Iranian languages are basically in an intermediate
position between the prototypical strong VO and prototypical strong OV
languages.

1 could not find any citation for this website in the book.
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Table 1. New Iranian languages compared to the languages of Eurasia®

Language . Correlation . Correlation
with strong OV order with strong VO order
Persian 12 17
Balochi 14 (Arbaban), 15 (Balochan) | 19 (Arbaban), 19 (Balochan)
Davani 12 17
Larestani 12 16
Talyshi 17 (Anbaranbala®) 16 (Anbaranbala)
Vafsi 14 17
. 12 (Banei, Sanandaji), 18 (Banei, Sangndajl),
Kurdish 11 (Kalhori, Kermashani) 16 (Kalhori),
’ 17 (Kermashani)
Hawrami 13 17
Laki 11 17
Delvari 12 16
Naini 12 16
Shahmirzadi 17 16
Tati 16 (Chali/Shali in Takestan) | 15 (Chali/Shali in Takestan)

Furthermore, the author presents a table (p. 1076) to compare the typo-
logical characteristics of New Iranian languages with the languages
of the world. These findings confirm the correlations proposed by the above
Table 1, with a difference in the status of Tati. This language is situated
precisely between the two OV and VO languages, in contrast to its tendency
towards OV languages in Table 1. On the other hand, a number of the inves-
tigated languages, namely Balochi, Talyshi, Vafsi, Shahmirzadi, and Tati,
exhibit higher correlation with the weak verb-final languages in the Eurasian
region. Nonetheless, the generalization is that all of the Iranian languages
listed in Table 1 have grammaticalized a lot of VO features. This means
that all of these languages have a strong verb-middle (VO) tendency.
Moreover, none of these languages have grammaticalized a larger number
of the weak VO order features than the strong VO order features. These

2The cells of the table provide the number of grammaticalized features, and
the parentheses indicate the particular language varieties that have been investigated.

3 This village is located in the Gilan province (Iran), near the border of the Republic
of Azerbaijan.
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conclusions based on the areal samples in Eurasia are also verified when
the investigated languages are compared to the languages of the world.

The above discussion is complemented with a list of 15 shared and
9 unshared word order features among the investigated Iranian languages,
presented below as Table 2 (combining two original tables on pp. 1080-1081).

Table 2. The list of shared and unshared features of word order
among New Iranian languages

Head noun & Relative clause, Verb & Manner adverb, Copula &
Complement, xastan [and equivalent verbs] & Subordinate clause
verb, Demonstrative & Noun, Quantity adverb [=Intensifier] &
Adjective, Question particle aya (if it exists) & Complement
sentence, Subordinator/Conjunctive of adverbial clause & Com-
plement clause,* Verb & Subject, Number & Noun, Main verb
& Auxiliary verb(s) of ‘ability’, Complementizer (if it exists) &
Subordinate clause,” Wh-movement, Object & Verb, Negative affix
& Verbal root

Adposition type, Noun & Genitive, Adjective & Standard of com-
Unshared | parison, Verb & Adpositional phrase, Noun & Adjective, Main verb
features | & Tense-aspect auxiliary verb, Determiner & Noun, Tense-aspect
affix & Verbal root, Noun & Possessive free morpheme

Shared
features

Subsequently, the author refers to two theoretical implications
of the reported word order statistics. As the first implication, he contends
that these data-driven and empirical pieces of evidence are incompatible
with the binary and parametric approach of formalist theories, as they failed
to provide an explanation for the characteristics of word order in the New
Iranian languages. The second implication is that typological character-
istics of New Iranian languages demonstrate that the intermediate type
exists as a distinct type of word order as well, and this type should not be
regarded merely as a temporary and transitional stage between the stages
of being head-initial and head-final languages. In order to substantiate this
claim, the author turns to word order characteristics of Old and Middle

4E.g., Persian heengam-i ke u reeft (time-INDF that (s)he go.PST.3sG) ‘when (s)he
went’ (p. 115).

>E.g., Persian mcen mi-dan-cem ke [u deersxan cest] (1 1PFv-know-1G that (s)he stu-
dious be.Prs.3sG) ‘I know that (s)he is studious’ (p. 116).
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Persian. Table 3 combines the original tables (pp. 122, 125) and the accom-
panying explanation regarding the issue.

Table 3. The features of word order in Old and Middle Persian

Old Persian Middle Persian
2 features: 2 features:
Features e SOV e SOV
of OV type e Complement & Copula e Complement & Copula
5 features: 3 features:
e 18 prepositions; e Head noun
2 pre-/postpositions;® & Relative clause
2 postpositions e Subordinator
e Head noun & Complement
Features & Relative clause e Complementizer
of VO type e Subordinator & Subordinate clause
& Complement
o Complementizer
& Subordinate clause
e xastan & Subordinate
clause verb
4 features: 5 features:
e Genitive & Noun, e Genitive & Noun,
Noun & Genitive (with Noun & Genitive
hya between them) (with 7 between them)
e Demonstrative & Noun e 24 prepositions, many of
Shared -
e Number & Noun them used as postpositions
features — "
e Adjective & Noun, as well; 1 postposition;
of OV & VO L . . S
types Noun & Adjective (with 4 c1rcumpo§1t10ns
hya between them) e Demonstrative & Noun
e Number & Noun
e Adjective & Noun,
Noun & Adjective
(with 7 between them)

¢In OId Persian, patiy and @ were prepositions that were employed as postposi-
tions as well.

7The comparison of Adposition & Noun order in Old and Contemporary Persian
reveals further typological shift from the OV to VO type, since, as noted by the author
(p. 122), the two Old Persian postpositions have reduced to one (i.e. ra) and the two
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From these generalizations about Old and Middle Persian in relation
to his aforementioned characterization of New Persian, the author con-
cludes that Persian has not ever been a totally head-initial or head-final
language throughout its documented history, i.e. in the Old, Middle,
and New periods. Rather, this language has always exhibited intermedi-
ate typological characteristics, i.e. mixed features, regarding word order.
I infer from the author’s discussion that he does not reject the transitional
analysis entirely. Instead, he emphasizes the observation that, in a dia-
chronic perspective, Persian has always had, and still has, both the OV- and
VO-type behavior, which is in contradiction to the parametric analysis
of languages. The main question is that “if we were to interpret those inter-
mediate and mixed features as signs of a change in the word order (which
is of course undoubtedly the case),® how can this gradual and slow change
be explained by the positive or negative values of parameters? In other
words, based on a parametric perspective, which has [only] two positive
and negative values, can the transition stage between two types last for
more than 2500 years?” (p. 1087). The author concludes from the discus-
sion that the intermediate/mixed type should be viewed as a distinct type,
considering this finding a significant theoretical achievement for typol-
ogy (as an approach in linguistic studies) by the typological investigation
of word order in Iranian languages.

At this point of the discussion, the author poses a question: how has
the intermediate/mixed type developed, and which factors contribute to its
emergence? He refers to a number of analyses from previous publications,
which address this issue. An important study that he introduces in the rel-

Old Persian pre-/postpositions have vanished entirely. Moreover, the author describes
the occurrence of pre-/postpositions and circumpositional phrases in Classical Persian
(pp- 126-127), whose disappearance is evidently in line with the aforementioned fur-
ther shift towards the VO type. However, an issue that still needs to be addressed
is the stronger OV tendency of Middle and Classical Persian regarding the Adposition
& Noun order in comparison to Old Persian, as partly evidenced by Table 3. This initial
shift towards the OV type and the subsequent shift towards the VO type do not signify
a unidirectional typological change, necessitating an explanation.

8 This parenthetical phrasing is rather ambiguous. A more explicit statement from
the author would be desirable whether or not he believes in an ongoing process of tran-
sition in the word order typology of Persian, both diachronically and synchronically
(in Contemporary Persian).

° Translated into English by the reviewer.
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evant section is Friedrich [1975], which analyses different tendencies
in the word order of Old Avestan (i.e. Gatha) and Late Avestan. According
to this study, Old Avestan had an SOV word order together with preposi-
tions, and as a consequence of a typological change documented by Late
Avestan texts, the frequency of verb-middle variables increased in this lan-
guage, while the verb remained in the sentence-final position.'? Friedrich
[Ibid.] argues that this typological change was triggered by Akkadian,
Aramaic, and Greek, assuming it to be an instance of language contact and
syntactic borrowing, which has resulted in areal linguistic convergence,
i.e. Sprachbund.!" Furthermore, Dabir-Moghaddam refers to Hickey’s
[2002] analysis of the typological behavior of Irish (with VSO word order
and post-modifier adjectives and genitives), along with the proposed
hypothesis in other studies regarding the impact of Atlantic languages
(particularly the Semitic ones)'? as the substrate layer on Irish as the super-
stratum. Dabir-Moghaddam’s inference is that Hickey emphasizes the role
of language-internal structural variation in the situations of language con-
tact. According to this inference, every language features various struc-
tural choices and possibilities that might become the dominant choice due
to the influence of other languages. In other words, in a contact situation,
the frequency of marked structures may increase, so that they transform
into unmarked structures, and conversely, earlier unmarked structures may
become marked. This means that language-internal and language-external
factors may both contribute to a particular change (p. 95).

Based on the above-mentioned reports of the mixed word order in cer-
tain languages, Dabir-Moghaddam’s own analysis is that Elamite had

10Tt seems that the author uses the term “verb-middle variables” to refer to the fea-
tures of VO type, such as P+NP and N+Genitive. In many Iranian languages, these
head-initial features are attested in several types of phrases (e.g., NP and PP), while
the verb phrase encompasses the sequence of object+verb, which is a head-final feature.

" According to Friedrich [1975], Akkadian had similar uncommon and non-
homogeneous typological features at the same time period as Avestan.

12 Hicky [2002] adopts the term “Atlantic languages” from Vennemann (possibly
[1994]), who believes that this language family is genetically related to the Afroasiatic
family, particularly Semitic languages. Vennemann refers to the substrate layer
as “a Semitic language” (p. 1093). However, upon reviewing the literature on this
topic, we notice that “the substratum hypothesis” for Celtic languages is controver-
sial. The critics of this hypothesis propose typological explanations for the structural
similarities of Celtic and Semitic (cf. [Hewitt 2009] for the proponents and critics
of the substratum hypothesis).
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a very considerable impact in making the Iranian languages mixed and non-
homogeneous typologically. Prior to the arrival of Iranian-speaking peoples
in the late second millennium BC, Elamite was spoken by the native popu-
lations of parts of the land that would later be called “Iran”. These natives,
being suppressed by the Achaemenids (as evidenced in some Achaemenids’
inscriptions that blame the Elamites’ religious beliefs), eventually aban-
doned their language and became speakers of Old Persian. Nonetheless,
despite this language shift, Elamite as the substrate exerted influence
on Old Persian syntax, which copied certain Elamite structures. As stated
in [Hawkins 1983], Elamite was an SOV and postpositional language, with
adjectives and genitives appearing after nouns. Dabir-Moghaddam does
not advance the discussion to address the origin of the mixed typology
in Elamite, though mentions of the mixed typology of Akkadian in other
sections of the book may serve as a reference point for further discus-
sion. Apparently, an extensive examination is still necessary to ascertain
the reasons behind the mixed typological behavior of Elamite and to deter-
mine if any word order variation is evidenced in the extant Elamite texts,
which could have potentially been influenced by language contact between
Elamite and other languages. In other words, it is possible that the mixed
word order of Elamite had in turn been produced by contact relations
between this language and ones that already featured a mixed word order
or those with consistent word order characteristics that clashed with that
of Elamite.

The second major issue in the book is the agreement systems
of the 12 investigated languages. The author has demonstrated that,
among these languages, only Persian, Shahmirzadi, the Balochi of Zabol
(i.e. Sistani Balochi), certain varieties of Southern Kurdish (including
Kalhori Kurdish and Kermanshahi/Kermashani Kurdish) are consistently
nominative-accusative in their agreement system. He adds Lori, Gilaki,
and Mazandarani to this list as well, which have not been examined in the
book."® The other investigated New Iranian languages, namely the Balochi
of Iranshahr, Davani, Larestani, Talyshi, Vafsi, Central Kurdish (Sanandaji

13 He reports to have collected and analyzed data on the word order and agreement
features in these three languages that will be published later. Additionally, the data from
three other New Iranian languages, namely Joshaghani (spoken near Kashan), Raji
(from the Central Province in Iran), and Minabi (in the Hormozgan Province), have
been collected by the author by means of the same questionnaire (p. 1102).
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and Banei), Hawrami, Laki, Delvari, Naini, and Tati, have a split agree-
ment system. In this group, for the S-arguments (i.e. subjects of intransitive
verbs) in both present and past tenses and the A-arguments (i.e. subjects
of transitive verbs) in the present tense, agreement suffixes appear on the
verb, reflecting the person and number of the subject. In other words,
in these contexts, all of the subjects, i.e. A and S, are treated identically with
regard to agreement, which represents a nominative-accusative agreement
system. In contrast, in the past tense, the A-argument is indexed by means
of pronominal clitics used as oblique markers. In summary, all languages
within the split agreement group exhibit a non-nominative-accusative
agreement system for transitive verbs in the past tense, contrasting with their
nominative-accusative agreement system for transitive verbs in the present
tense and for all of intransitive verbs. The term “non-nominative-accusa-
tive” is a cover term for at least three systems, namely ergative-absolutive,
tripartite, and bipartite.'*

The author’s descriptions and generalizations throughout the book
address the details of the above-mentioned agreement systems. According
to these accounts, the split system languages have grammaticalized one
or more of the following types for their transitive verbs in the past tense:
1) ergative-absolutive, with S and P grouped together vs. A; 2) tripartite,
with S, P, and A grouped separately; and 3) bipartite, with A and P grouped
together vs. S.!5 The author reminds that the term “bipartite” is proposed
by him in this contribution, while Comrie [1978] refrains from suggest-
ing a label for this type'¢ due to its non-existence or its attestation solely
in the last phases of a transition from the ergative-absolutive alignment
to the nominative-accusative. In the bipartite type, both A and P are indexed
by oblique clitics, hence called “double oblique system” by Payne [1980].
A good example of the this type is provided by the Kurdish of Sanandaj,

14 Dabir-Moghaddam (p. 41) asserts that the majority of New Iranian languages
have been “inaccurately” or “conveniently” called ergative languages, citing his 2012
paper: “[I]t will be an oversimplification to label any tense-sensitive Iranian language
as Split-Ergative” [Dabir-Moghaddam 2012: 69].

13 The distinction between these three types is closely related to the phenomena
of object-marking and object-indexing by case and agreement markers, respectively.
These two phenomena have been examined in detail by Dabir-Moghaddam.

16 Dabir-Moghaddam notes that Comrie [2016] called this type “horizontal align-
ment” in his account of case-marking in the Iranian language Roshani (spoken in Pamir).
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in which the relevant structure is very productive and frequent, displaying
no sign of a transition stage.!” This observation is particularly in contradic-
tion with Comrie’s assumption about this type, and also challenges Croft’s
[2003] analysis, who argues that the unattested status of this type is due
to its contradiction with the semantic map connectivity hypothesis.'8
Dabir-Moghaddam assumes the attestation of this type to be an important
accomplishment achieved by the studies of Iranian languages. Moreover,
he identifies another consequence of the concurrent attestation of more than
one agreement system within a language. He posits that this observation
may necessitate adjustments to our comprehension of “the real type” of lan-
guages, in addition to providing us with a better grasp of the typological
changes in the history of Persian.'

As a general statement about all of the New Iranian languages spo-
ken in Iran, the author posits that the agreement system is a fundamental
mechanism in the syntax of these languages. However, some of them have

7Based on the Kurdish data from his investigation and the previous studies,
the author identifies four distinct varieties of this language that lack mutual intelli-
gibility with each other: 1) Kurmanji Kurdish (from the Southern Kurdish branch),
with split case-marking (nominative-accusative vs. ergative-absolutive), lacking clitic
agreement system; 2) the Kurdish of Suleimaniyeh (from the Central Kurdish branch),
with split agreement system (nominative-accusative vs. non-nominative-accusative,
the latter including bipartite, tripartite, and ergative-absolutive alignments), lacking
any case-marking; 3) the Kurdish of Sanandaj (from the Central Kurdish branch),
with split agreement system (nominative-accusative vs. non-nominative-accusative,
the latter including bipartite, tripartite, and ergative-absolutive alignments), lacking any
case-marking; and 4) Southern Kurdish (including Kalhori, Kermashani, and Ilami),
with nominative-accusative agreement system, lacking any case-marking.

18 According to this analysis, “[t]he conceptual categories defined by S, A and P are
points in the conceptual space. (...) they are regions in conceptual space that represent
each participant role cluster. The links between S and A and S and P represent linguis-
tically motivated links between those conceptual categories. (...) The one unattested
type is the one in which one category subsumes A and P, and another S. This type would
violate the Semantic Map Connectivity Hypothesis with respect to the conceptual space
(...y because there is no direct link between A and P [Croft 2003: 144—146]; also cf.
Dabir-Moghaddam (pp. 732-733).

19 For instance, Dabir-Moghaddam (pp. 130-135) refers to a significant morpho-
logical change that accompanied word order changes in Persian throughout its history.
He presents seven arguments in support of the idea that Persian experienced a shift
from an inflectional language to an analytical one during its transition from the Old
to Middle period, and this tendency continued into the Classical period as well.
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grammaticalized a case-marking mechanism as well, such as Kurmanji
Kurdish,?° the Talyshi of the Anbaranbala village (from the North-
ern branch), and the Tati of Chal. Kurmanji has split case-marking, i.e.
nominative-accusative and ergative-absolutive, while it has lost clitic
agreement markers, and it uses person-number suffixes in its agreement
system. Dabir-Moghaddam’s section on this variety is very brief, primar-
ily summarizing previous studies such as [Haig 1998] and [Mackenzie
1961], though in a three-page footnote he presents a description of case
and agreement in the Kurmanji of Bojnurd, Khorasan (pp. 726-731). More-
over, the investigated variety of Talyshi resembles Kurmanji in having
split case-marking. It features nominative-accusative marking in the pres-
ent tense and ergative-absolutive marking in the past tense. Similarly,
the split case-marking is attested in the Tati of Chal, with a nomina-
tive-accusative system in the present tense but a tripartite one in the past.
In addition to the aforementioned languages, the author has observed
three ways of case-marking in Vafsi, namely 1) a morpheme that marks
the oblique case, distinguishing it from the zero-marked direct case, while
simultaneously conveying gender information through fused allomorphs,
2) free-standing person-number pronouns for distinguishing direct and
oblique cases, and 3) two interrogative words for the same case distinction.

Finally, two further considerations in relation to the issue of agreement-
marking have been addressed in detail:

The first one is the structural distribution of pronominal clitics that
index the A-argument in the past tense. The author proposes three syntactic
domains for these elements in New Iranian languages: 1) the entire clause
(known as “Wackernagel’s Law”), as evidenced in Davani and Delvari,
where the clitic occupies the second position; 2) the verb phrase, as observed
in the majority of the languages examined, including the Balochi of Iran-
shahr, Vafsi, the Central Kurdish (Sanandaji and Banei), Hawrami, Laki,
Naini, Talyshi (Anbaranbala), and Tati, where the clitic is hosted by the first
constituent of the verb phrase; and 3) the verb (along with the preceding
prepositional phrase, if present in the verbal expression), as in Larestani,
where the agreement markers are procliticized to the verb or its preposi-
tional phrase.

20 The author reports that he has not attested case-marking in the Kurdish varieties
Banei, Sanandaji, Kalhori, and Kermashani (p. 688).
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Furthermore, the author correctly highlights the flexibility of pronom-
inal clitics in selecting their hosts, referring to them as “floating” elements
(p. 1106). For example, in each syntactic domain, the clitic may attach
to a constituent other than the first one due to specific reasons. The author
posits that, in the structures containing scrambled elements, the preposed
constituent in each domain will host the subject agreement clitic, though
pragmatic or information structure considerations may relocate the clitic
to alternative hosts that are not positioned initially in the structure. In other
words, the floating of clitics is a mechanism that allows for the selection
of a host other than the initial one inside a pertinent syntactic domain
in order to turn an unmarked structure into a marked one.?!

The second final consideration regarding agreement is the develop-
ment of ergative alignment in Middle Iranian languages. After providing
a detailed review of five hypotheses about the origin of this structure from
prior studies (cf. also [Dabir-Moghaddam 2018: 12-20]), the author pres-
ents his own explanation concerning this controversial issue. He argues that
in Old Persian there was a stative construction denoting the core concept
of ‘to exist’, with an oblique/non-canonical subject, and this construc-
tion was productively used with the participial forms of transitive verbs
as a result of an analogical extension. In this analogy process, the feature
of having a particular type of subject (i.e. oblique/non-canonical subject)
was extended from a stative construction to a large class of participles.
These participles shared the feature of [+stative] with the original stative
construction due to being essentially adjectives. Therefore, the author
assumes that Old Persian had split case-marking and agreement systems,*?
with the ergative-absolutive alignment being restricted to the participial
forms of transitive verbs, contrasting with the nominative-absolutive align-
ment of the finite past tense forms of transitive verbs.”* This means that

21t can be added to the author’s explanation that, in some marked instances,
the preposed element may occupy a peripheral structural position, placed outside
the pertinent syntactic domain.

22 Dabir-Moghaddam (pp. 220-221) views Yaghnobi and its split case-marking and
agreement systems as contemporary evidence for how these split systems functioned
in Old Persian.

23 My inference is that the author assigns the nominative-accusative alignment
to the entire verbal system, except transitive participles; however, this is not explicitly
stated by him.
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the ergative construction already existed in Old Persian, and it emerged
as an epiphenomenal consequence of an extension process. Subsequently,
in the transition from the Old to Middle period, the transitive participial
forms (i.e. the forms ending in -ta) were reanalyzed as past tense stems,
and this reanalysis accounts for the restriction of ergative construction
to the past tense in the Middle period. Furthermore, the fact that the ergative
construction has been documented in both West and East Iranian languages
of the Middle period reinforces the hypothesis that the previously described
stative construction also existed in Old Iranian or Proto-Iranian. The author
concludes that the emergence of ergative construction in Iranian languages
has been a language-internal change.

In an overview, Dabir-Moghaddam’s study advances the application
of typological methods and categorizations to Iranian languages, con-
tributing to both our knowledge of these languages and theoretical issues
of typology. These are the primary benefits of this contribution. In addition,
the discussions throughout the book facilitate predictions regarding spe-
cific aspects of potential changes in Iranian languages, especially at junc-
tures where the author highlights their structural disparities with Persian,
the prestigious dominant language. However, the data collected by him
apparently date back to 15 to 25 years ago, with an average of two speak-
ers participating in the interviews for each language or variety. Further
fieldwork data with increased participation of native speakers may uncover
more details and characteristics of Iranian languages concerning case,
agreement, and word order, particularly the intermediate structures and
contact-induced changes in these systems. Moreover, the results obtained
by Dabir-Moghaddam and other studies in this field can be represented
on regional maps, aiming to reveal possible contact relationships among
the New Iranian languages and with non-Iranian languages that are cur-
rently or were historically spoken in each region. These maps may provide
insights into the diachronic patterns of change in relation to the regions
and the degree of isolation and conservatism experienced by each language
throughout its history.

Abbreviations

INDF — indefinite; 1PFv — imperfective; PRS — present tense; PST — past
tense; sG — singular.
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