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5 Goraniinfluence on NENA

Abstract: North-eastern dialects of Neo-Aramaic (NENA) have a long history in
northern Mesopotamia. Vernaculars of NENA have been in contact with Iranian,
Semitic, Armenian, and Turkic languages. Kurdish has often been assumed to be
the language that has had the most crucial influence on the morphosyntax of NENA
dialects. This paper shows the impact of Gorani on NENA, highlighting that Gorani
has had a deeper impact on NENA than Kurdish. The Jewish Neo-Aramaic dialect
of Sanandaj is presented as a case study. Our survey shows that features of Gorani
origin in Jewish NENA are the result of both imposition and borrowing. Adopting
Van Coetsem’s (1988) model of language contact, we argue that borrowing and
imposition reflect different layers of historical contact between Gorani and NENA,
suggesting a shift in the linguistic dominance of NENA speakers.
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1 Preliminary remarks

Spoken vernacular varieties of Aramaic, generally known as Neo-Aramaic dialects,
have survived down to modern times in four subgroups: Central Neo-Aramaic
(spoken in south-eastern Turkey west of the Tigris); North-Eastern Neo-Aramaic (or
NENA), spoken in Northern Iraq east of the Tigris, Western Iran and south-eastern
Turkey; Neo-Mandaic (spoken in south-western Iran); and Western Neo-Aramaic
(spoken in the north of Damascus).

The Neo-Aramaic dialects spoken in the region of Sanandaj belong to the
North-Eastern Neo-Aramaic (NENA) subgroup of Neo-Aramaic. NENA is a highly
diverse subgroup of over 150 dialects spoken by Christians and Jews originating
from towns and villages east of the Tigris river in northern Iraq, south-eastern
Turkey and western Iran. Within NENA itself, one may identify a number of sub-
groups on the basis of linguistic structure and lexicon.
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Jewish NENA dialects are classified into two main subgroups according to their
location relative to the Great Zab river. The subgroup to the west of the Zab river
is spoken in the Duhok province in Northern Iraq and neighbouring regions in
south-eastern Turkey. This subgroup is generally referred to as liSana deni (‘our
language’).

The subgroup to the east of the Great Zab river is spoken in Iraq, north-western
Iran and western Iran. This subgroup is generally referred to as trans-Zab (follow-
ing Mutzafi 2008). The Jewish NENA dialect of Sanandaj (hence JSNENA) belongs to
a cluster of dialects spoken by Jewish communities in various localities in the Kord-
estan and Kermanshah provinces in Iran in an area that includes Saingala, Bokan,
Saqqez on its northern border, Sanandaj in the centre, Bijar on the eastern border,
and in the south Kerend and Qasr-e Sirin (Hopkins 1999; Khan 2009; Israeli 1998).
The Jewish NENA dialect of Sanandaj has been studied in detail in the grammar
published by Khan (2009).

Sanandaj (Kurdish Sine), a town in western Iran, was home to a Jewish Ara-
maic-speaking community since its foundation early in the 17® Century. The town
gained historical importance, especially in the 17th and 18th Centuries, during the
rule of the Ardalan principality. We know that some of the Jewish communities who
settled in the towns of western Iran originally lived in surrounding villages. The
Jews of Sanandaj, for example, moved into the town after its foundation in the 17
Century from a village known as Qal'at Hasan-'abad (Khan 2009, 1).

During this period JSNENA must have been in contact with Gorani (Hawrami)
dialects in the region. There is also evidence that Gorani was widely spoken
in Sanandaj. In 1900 the Danish linguist Age Meyer Benedictsen made a visit to
Sanandaj. In the introduction to his book ‘the grammar of Hawrami of Pawa,” he
gives a report about the language situation in Sanandaj. He writes that ‘learned
people’ in the city knew and spoke Mago (an epithet of Gorani/Hawrami, meaning
‘S/he says’). He adds:

A Sani ot le kurde est maintenant la langue commune hors des communautés persane, juive
et syrienne, on prétendait que 'awromani y avait été communément entendu autrefois (‘In
Sand [Sanandaj, Kurdish Sine], where Kurdish is now the common language outside of the
Persian, Jewish and Syriac communities, it was claimed that Awromani [Hawrami] had been
commonly heard there in the past] (Christensen & Benedictsen 1921)

A more concrete account of the language shift in Sanandaj from Gorani (Hawrami)
to Kurdish is found in a translation of the Bible into Hawrami Gorani by Kurdistani
(1930). The author was a famous physician from Sanandaj named Dr. Sa’eed Khan
Kordestani (1863-1943). The author reports with sadness that when he returned
to his hometown Sanandaj after an absence of fifty years, “Hawrami, the original
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‘sweet’ dialect of the city, is now completely extinct and can be seen spoken only by
a handful of old women in the corners and alleyways of Sanandaj”.!

There is thus little doubt that JSNENA was in contact with Gorani (Hawrami) in
earlier times. This could imply that Jews were first bilingual in NENA and Gorani,
and more recently, the bilingualism pattern shifted to NENA and Kurdish (Khan’s
informants who grew up in Sanandaj in the first half of the 20® Century did not
speak Gorani).

This paper is a follow-up to Khan and Mohammadirad’s book (2024) on the con-
vergence of NENA with Iranian languages in the Sanandaj region. The authors show
that JSNENA has recorded a trace of a language shift from Gorani to Kurdish. Here,
we focus, in particular, on the impact of Gorani on JSNENA. Occasionally, evidence
is brought from other NENA dialects spoken in the south-eastern Trans-Zab region.

The paper is organised as follows. §2 gives an overview of the main mech-
anisms in language contact and the terminology relating to these. §3 deals with
Gorani borrowings in JSNENA. §4 concerns the pattern replication of Gorani fea-
tures in JSNENA. §5 discusses the possible scenarios to accommodate both bor-
rowing and imposition of Gorani features in JSNENA. §6 presents some features in
Gorani that may have been motivated through contact with NENA. The data for the
Gorani material in this paper comes primarily from the vernacular of Hawraman
Takht in west Iran, generally referred to as Hawrami Takht. We use the general
term ‘Gorani’ in place of Hawrami throughout the paper.

2 Mechanisms of language contact
and language shift

Linguistic outcomes of contact-induced change lead to either language maintenance
or language shift. Under the historical socio-linguistic approach to language contact
in Thomason & Kaufman (1988), intensity and duration of contact are important
factors in language maintenance. In this model, borrowing is associated with main-
tenance, and shift is associated with ‘substratum interference’.

Matras and Sakel (2007b) offer a typology of mechanisms involved in con-
tact-induced contexts involving language maintenance. The two major mech-
anisms are matter borrowing and pattern replication. In the former, lexical and
grammatical elements (usually derivational morphemes) are borrowed from the
source language (SL) into the recipient language (RL). In the latter, the RL uses its

1 see Mohammadirad (2024a) for an overview of Gorani substrate in CK Sanandaj.
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own language-internal tools to match a corresponding construction in the source
language through a process known as ‘pivot matching’. In other words, the pattern
of distribution of grammatical and semantic meaning and of formal-syntactic
arrangement at various levels are modelled on the basis of the SL, which acts as a
pivot for the speakers of the RL.

Van Coetsem (1988) offers a different model of language contact. In this model, the
linguistic dominance relations of languages in contact play a major role in the outcomes
of contact-induced change (see Winford 2005). In borrowing, lexical and grammatical
elements are brought into RL by speakers for whom RL is the dominant language. In
imposition, by contrast, phonological and structural features are brought into the RL
by the speakers who are dominant in the SL. In hilingual situations, it is often the case
that the speakers of a minority language are more linguistically dominant in the lan-
guage of the socially dominant group than in their own ancestral language. This could
pave the way for the imposition of phonological and structural features from the SL
into RL through the agency of speakers for whom SL is linguistically dominant.

Given this background, this paper studies the impact of Gorani on JSNENA. It
will be seen that features in JSNENA that originate in Gorani include both borrow-
ing and imposition. Moreover, in some cases, JSNENA has converged with the Gorani
model. We use the term ‘convergence’ to refer to a scalar process involving various
degrees of approximation of patterns and systems of JSNENA with those of Gorani.
In various places, features of JSNENA are said to ‘match’ features in Iranian. This
reflects a process that lays the ground for convergence and replication, whereby
a particular feature in Iranian is perceived to correspond to a particular feature
in JSNENA. This process is equivalent to what Matras and Sakel (2007a) call ‘pivot
matching’ in the replication of syntax or morphosyntax.

3 Matter borrowing

In this section, we enumerate borrowings of different types collectively grouped
under matter replication. As will be seen, the process involves full or partial trans-
fer of lexical and grammatical features from the SL, sometimes in phonetic form.

3.1 Loanwords

Loanwords are the most conspicuous type of borrowing. JSNENA has extensively
borrowed vocabulary from Gorani. These loanwords of Gorani origin have even
entered semantic domains such as body-part terminology (1) and kin terms (2), con-
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stituting basic vocabulary. In the following examples corresponding CK Sanandaj
lexicon are given for comparison.

)] JSNENA Gorani/Kurdish
father tata G. tata; K. bawk
step-father bawa pyara  G./K. bawa pyara
maternal uncle lala G. lala, lalo
paternaluncle mama G. mamo; K. mama
betrothed dasgiran G. dasgiran; K. dazuran (cf. Sulemaniyya
K. dasgiran)
grandson nawa-ga’ K./G. nawa

A feature that many of the borrowed kin terms have in common is that they refer
to family members who are senior from the perspective of the speaker (‘father’,
‘step-father’, ‘uncle’). Kinship terms that refer to immediate family members
equal in seniority® from the perspective of the speaker have not been replaced by
borrowing in JSNENA, e.g. ‘brother’ (axona), ‘sister’ (xalasta). The motivation for
borrowing in such cases is likely to increase the formality in social interaction to
express politeness. From an anthropological point of view, the expression of for-
mality in a social situation is linked to the increased structuring of discourse that
links it to norm and tradition (Irvine 1979). From a language contact point of view,
this formal structuring of discourse would involve JSNENA speakers adopting the
linguistic norms of the socially dominant Iranian community.

2 JSNENA Gorani/Kurdish
upper arm qola G. qol
wing bala G./K. bal
index finger golka (pl.galke) G. gulka; K. kalk
lock (of hair) cin G. ¢in
armpit hangalta G. hangal; Sul. K. banhangal
feather para G. para; K. par;; P. par
clitoris balika G. baloka; K. balitka
penis of young boy guna G./K. gun

2 The -ga in nawaga is a diminutive ending originating from Iranian languages.
3 The term for grandchildren is also borrowed from Iranian, and is apparently an exception to this
claim. However, grandchildren are not in the immediate family members category.
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rib parasi G./ K. parasu
pupil galka 'ena G. glena*; K. glena-y caw

As can be seen, the Gorani borrowing in the domain of body part terms includes
parts that show a low tendency to be borrowed cross-linguistically, e.g. ‘arm,” ‘wing’
(see Tadmor 2009, 71, Leipzig-Jakarta list of basic vocabulary), external body parts,
e.g. ‘index finger;” and internal body parts, e.g. ‘rib’.

Some body parts have been borrowed due to social factors such as association
with emotion, cultural formality and taboo. ‘Pupil’ is used in the affectionate expres-
sion ‘the pupil of my eye’ which is equivalent to the English expression ‘the apple
of my eye’. The term ‘penis of young boy’ may have been borrowed due to its asso-
ciation with the ceremony of circumcision. This would be a case of the expression
of linguistic formality associated with ceremonial by borrowing from the dominant
Iranian culture. Taboo seems to be the factor triggering the borrowing of ‘clitoris’.
The borrowing of these loanwords from Gorani shows that social factors outrank lin-
guistic inhibitions against the borrowability of body part terminology (Pattillo 2021).

Gorani borrowings of vocabulary in JSNENA extend as well to basic cultural
objects:

3) JSNENA  Gorani/Kurdish
spoon camca G. camca, camca; K. kawcak
cushion sarina G. sarina, saranga; K. sanya
reel, spool (for thread) grolt G. grole
loofah lafka G. lofka
earrings gosware G. gosawara
knife kard K. kard; G. kardt
grindstone hara G. hara, K. har
quilt la‘'efa G. lefa; K. laf
plate dawrt  G./K. dawrt
fork congal  G./K. congal
small pot gozala  G. gozale; K. gozala

small pot for dry produce humba  G./K. huma

4 One of the reviewers has suggested that the Gorani term gléna might be a contraction of galka éna
and hence a borrowing from JSNENA into Gorani. However, galka does not have a clear Aramaic/Semit-
ic etymology, and the -ka may be a diminutive ending. The term gléna in Gorani/Kurdish could mean
‘bitter-vetch’ (a type of grain), and it is possible that this was sematically extended to mean ‘pupil’.
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clothes jal G./K.jal

bag torqa G. toraka; K. tiraka
sword samser  G./K. Somser
ceramic container kiizt G./K. kiizt

Words of Gorani origin have been borrowed for almost every lexical category in
JSNENA, including prepositions: mangol ‘like,’ cf. literary Gorani mangor); adjec-
tives, e.g. ameta ‘mixed,’ verbs, e.g. p-s-n ‘to choose’ cf. G. pasnay, etc. (see Khan and
Mohammadirad 2024: Ch. 11 for a comprehensive list).

3.2 Borrowed bound morphemes

JSNENA has borrowed a number of bound affixes from Gorani. Many of these
relate broadly to discourse management. These include the definite suffix -aké and
the additive clitic I¢, the preverbal deontic particle ba, and the telicity particle -o
(having the form -aw in Kurdish). The definite suffix -aké is invariant in NENA, and
can be used in the singular and plural alike:

(4) JSNENA
kalba ‘dog’ kalbake ‘the dog’
kalbe ‘dogs’ kalbake ‘the dogs’

The -ake suffix in NENA used to be considered to be a borrowing from Kurdish (e.g.
Khan 1999: 10; Coghill 2020: 510). The definite suffix in Kurdish, however, has the
invariant form -aka, which combined with the plural suffix yields -akan. In Gorani,
it is inflected for case and gender (see Table 1):

Table 1: The paradigm
of definiteness in Gorani.

Direct  Oblique

m. -aka  -akay
f. -ake  -ake
pl -ake  -aka

In terms of phonetic shape and paradigm organization, the Gorani paradigm is a
much closer match for the borrowed -akeé. Furthermore, Khan and Mohammadirad
(2024) show that in a corpus of seven spoken narratives from Gorani (Hawrami),
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-akeé has the highest frequency among the competing definite forms. This implies
that JSNENA has borrowed the most frequent definite form of Gorani. The definite
form that appears in NENA has the form -aké in the Trans-Zab region, e.g., J. Sule-
maniyya (Khan 2004); ]. Arbel (Khan 1999), reflecting that these dialects have been
in contact with Gorani.

The borrowed -ake has generally converged with the syntax of Gorani -ake.
Thus, in JSNENA, as in the Gorani model, it does not combine with a demonstrative
(5). Also, in the structure of both languages -aké appears on the attribute rather
than the head nouns (6):

(5) a. Gorani

i Zant Yas Zan-ake

DEM.PROX woman DEM.PROX Wwoman-DEF.F
b. JSNENA

‘ay baxta /*ay baxtake

DEM.PROX woman DEM.PROX woman-DEF.F

‘this woman’

(6) a. Gorani
yana gawra-(a)ka
house big-DEF
‘the big house’

b. JSNENA

baxta  rabt-ake
woman old-DEF
‘the older wife’

However, there are some constraints in the use of -akeé in JSNENA, not shared by the
Gorani model. In Gorani, the definite suffix can be combined with a possessive suffix.
In JSNENA, however, the definite suffix is not compatible with a possessive suffix:

(7) a. Gorani
kinacake-m
girl.DEF.F=1SG
b. JSNENA
brat-1 /*brat-ake-y
daughter-1sg
‘my daughter’
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While the lack of compatibility of definite suffix with the possessive suffix may be
a reflection of typological difference between JSNENA and Gorani, it is more likely
that borrowed definite suffix was not as integrated in JSNENA as it was in Gorani.
Further support comes from the placement of the definite suffix with respect to the
plural suffix, in which JSNENA and Gorani opt for opposing directionalities:

(8) JSNENA
‘axon-awalé ‘brothers’ ‘axon-awal-ake ‘the brothers’

This then reflects a lesser degree of morphological integration of the loaned suffix
in the composition of the word than in the SL.

JSNENA has replicated the discourse function of the Gorani definite marker.
Thus, -akeé is used in anaphoric contexts (e.g. ‘A boy and a girl came in. The girl sat
down’.) and associative/bridging contexts (e.g. ‘The room was dark and we couldn’t
find the light switch’) in JSNENA. A case of lack of replication of function is the use
of the definite suffix in a diminutive sense. This is the original meaning of the -ak
suffix of Iranian (Haig & Mohammadirad 2019; Nourzaei 2021; Karim 2021), which
has been preserved down to present-day Gorani. In the following example, the defi-
nite suffix appears on the kinship term when used vocatively. This term expresses
endearment.

(9) Gorani
Zan-ake ‘Wifel’

NENA either uses the bare form in parallel constructions or more frequently uses
inherited Aramaic diminutive suffixes to express endearment with kinship terms:

(10) JSNENA
bdxta  ‘Wife!’
bréona ‘Son! (< br + diminutive -ona)

This confirms Weinreich’s (1953, 33) observation that languages are highly resist-
ant to borrowing bound morphology unless there is a ready function for it. It is
likely, however, that the discourse management function of -aké was more easily
transferred to JSNENA than its lexical-level function of marking the diminutive.
The Gorani additive clitic =i¢ ‘too, even, even if’ is highly productive in JSNENA.
As in the Gorani model, the generic function of the particle is to express some kind
of additive focus. The various functions can be classified broadly into those in
which the focus of the particle has scope over a clause constituent and those in

which it has scope over the proposition as a whole.
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In JSNENA telicity distinctions of verbs are expressed by the post-verbal par-
ticle -o. This morpheme and its function are borrowed from Gorani (the relevant
Kurdish form is -aw). Some examples:

(11) a. Gorani
kard=1¢=s=o0
do.PST=ADD=3$G:A=TELIC
‘He opened it too’.
b. JSNENA
tara k-o-n-ef-0.!
door IND-do0.PRS-1SG.M:A-3SG.M:O-TELIC
‘I am opening the door’.

3.3 Loan-blends

In JSNENA, loanblends are of different types. In some cases, a lexical item is trans-
ferred from Iranian, but the accompanying Iranian affix is replaced by a correspond-
ing native JSNENA affix. In (12), NENA diminutive suffix -ona has replaced Iranain -ka.

12) JSNENA  Gorani/Kurdish
breast mam-ona G.[K. mam-ka

Loanblends can also be frequently identified in light verb constructions. Here, the
non-verbal element is retained from Gorani, and the light verb is translated into NENA.

13) JSNENA  Gorani
‘betrothal by intermediary’ hajbt -w-l hijbl karday

In some cases, loanblends occur in the structure of compound nouns.

14) JSNENA Iranian
grandfather (lit. big father) tata ruwa G. tata gawra, baba; K. bawa gawra
pregnant (lit. two souls) trée gyané  G. dova glyana; K. dii gtyan

3.4 Phonetic matching

A phenomenon that is associated with matter borrowing is the process where an
innovative form in JSNENA develops by a matching of the phonetic form of a JSNENA
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word with that of a Gorani model. For example, phonetic matching takes place by
the borrowing by JSNENA of an Iranian form that has the same or similar phonetic
shape as the native NENA form. JSNENA, for example, has borrowed the Iranian
preposition bayn ‘between,” which replaces the phonetically similar native form ben.

3.5 Borrowed phonemes

Contact with Iranian languages (Gorani and Kurdish) has led to the borrowing of
some consonant phonemes in JSNENA, including /¢ [("], /7 [£], /i/ [dg], /77 (trilled
rhotic), and /Z/ [3]. These are only marginal phonemes in JSNENA and are limited
to loanwords.

4 Pattern replication

This process involves the replication by JSNENA of patterns in the Iranian source
language(s) without the borrowing of Iranian material.

4.1 Phonology

The phonological system of JSNENA has extensively replicated that of Gorani by
matching JSNENA phonemes with Gorani (and Kurdish) phonemes. For instance,
the original interdental consonants of NENA have been lost in JSNENA since they
do not form part of the phonological system of Iranian languages. Similarly, the
JSNENA co-ordinating particle @ replicates the prosody of the corresponding
Iranian particle as an enclitic, which differs from historical Aramaic, in which the
particle was a proclitic

JSNENA has also adopted the patterns of distribution of the Gorani phonemes.
As an example, there is an innovative phonemic distinction developing within
NENA that has been reinforced by matching with a parallel distinction in Gorani.
In JSNENA, the phoneme that is transcribed /w/ is realised as a labio-dental [v] in
most cases, e.g.

(15) JSNENA
stwd [si:'va] ‘wood’
hawé [ha've:] ‘may he be’
hewalé [he'va:le:] ‘(that) he could’
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This is matched by the same feature in Hawrami dialects Takht and Luhon. In these
dialects of Gorani /w/ is sometimes realised as a labio-dental [v] in in the context of
open unrounded vowels, e.g.

(16) Gorani

wand [vae'nae] ‘at’

wdt=am ['va:t-om] ‘I said’
awit ["a:vi:] ‘water’
sawt ['sa:vi:] ‘apple’

Afeature of Iranian languages of the region is the intervocalic lenition of /d/, known
as ‘Zagros d’ (Windfuhr 1989), e.g. CK. bawim ‘almond’ (cf. Persian badam). This has
spread through contact to Non-Iranian languages as well, e.g. Turkic (Bulut 2018a,
413-14), and Neo-Aramaic (Khan 2018c, 386). JSNENA matches this lention of /d/,
whereby /d/ in post-vocalic position shifts to the sonoral lateral ///. In such cases the
ultimate historical origin of post-vocalic /d/ in JSNENA is a voiced interdental *d or
an unvoiced interdental *6. These first developed into a /d/ and then were lenited
to/l/.

(17) JSNENA
Td  ‘hand’ <*ida
ela  festival’ < *éda
hol  ‘hedoes’ <*awad
mald ‘village® <*maba
beld ‘house’ < *bayfa
mild ‘dead’ <*mifa

The lenition of /d/ in the Kurdish dialects of the regions results typically in a semi-
vowel /w/, e.g. pawsa ‘king’ (cf. Pers. padsa); awam ‘human’ (cf. Pers. adam). A closer
match with JSNENA, however, comes from the Hawrami dialects of Gorani where
intervocalic and postvocalic /d/ are realised as an alveolar approximant [1] repre-
sented as <d>, and sometimes as a lateral /1/ (especially in Gorani Hawrami dialects
outside of Hawraman, see Mahmoudveysi & Bailey 2018: 541).

(18) Gorani
xudd [xu'1a:], [xula] ‘God’ cf. Pers. xoda
‘ada [?a:12] ‘she (3sg.f direct)’
‘ad [?a:1] ‘he (3sg.m direct)’
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Therefore, lenition of /d/ in JSNENA exhibits closer matching with Gorani than with
Kurdish, since in both the main outcome is a sonorant consonant. This is reminis-
cent of a process in contact phonology described by Blevins (2017) as the ‘percep-
tual magnet effect’, whereby speakers of a language match a sound in their L1 with
a sound that is perceived to be similar, even if not objectively identical.

4.2 Morphology

JSNENA has replicated many Iranian morphosyntactic patterns. In most cases, mor-
phosyntactic pattern replication results only in partial convergence rather than
complete replication. We shall present some cases of replication here.

4.2.1 Morphology of nouns

Both Gorani and JSNENA mark grammatical gender on nouns, where the gender
assignment system is primarily morpho-phonological. Thus, nouns are assigned
gender on the basis of the endings they take. In JSNENA, nouns of Aramaic stock
that end in the feminine marker -ta or its phonetic variants are feminine, and most
words that end in -a are masculine, e.g. [és-a (m) ‘dough’; gup-ta (f) ‘cheese’.

In Gorani Hawrami, masculine nouns end in a consonant, and stressed -d, -i,
-6, -i. A subset of nouns ending in -d are likewise masculine. By contrast, nouns
ending in unstressed -I, unstressed -a and stressed -¢ are feminine. Examples: varg
(m) ‘wolf’; ¢améd (m) ‘spoon’; mazgt (m) ‘mosque’; gatd (m) ‘leaf’; mdya (f) ‘sheep’;
namé (f) ‘name’; hardi (f) “flour’.

Gorani loanwords in NENA are generally borrowed together with their gender.
In some cases, Gorani loanwords in JSNENA have a slightly different phonological
shape, but they have, nevertheless, preserved the Gorani gender. This reflects a
high level of bilingualism in Gorani among JSNENA speakers.

19) JSNENA Gorani
‘language’ zwan (m)  zwan (m)
‘spoon’ ¢amca (m) G.camca, camca (m)
‘plate’ dawri(m)  dawri (m)
“fruit’ mewd (m) meéwd (m)
‘chair’ sandali (f)  sandalia (f)

‘pillow, cushion’ sarind (f)  sarina (f)/sarangia (f)
“frog’ qurbaqad (f) qurwagqt (f)
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A feature common to conservative dialects of Gorani and JSNENA is that numerals
above one are combined with plural nouns in both languages, whereas Kurdish
lacks this feature.

(20) JSNENA
yala trésar Sane,! xamsar sané  dog-wa-le.!
boy twelve years fifteen years hold.PRS.3SG.M:A-PSTC-OBL.3SG.M:0
‘A boy twelve years old (and one) fifteen years old would observe it (the fast)’.

(21) Gorani
panj Tto-é hurpr-en-me.!
five day-PL.DIR dance.PRS-PSTC-1PL:S
‘We would dance for five days’.

(22) Kurdish
haft  kanisk a-w-an.!
seven girl IND-be.PRS-3PL:S
‘They were seven girls’.

The existence of plural marking with numerals above ‘one’ helped preserve in
JSNENA the pattern that was inherited from earlier Aramaic. This is then a case of
constraint on a change inhibited by contact if the contact language shares the same
feature. Similarly, Khan (2020) reports that in NENA dialects in contact with Arabic,
interdental consonants /6/ and /d/ have been preserved due to their presence in
Arabic. Dickey (2011) uses the term ‘replica preservation’ in discussing the conserv-
ative influence of German on the Western Slavic verbal system.

4.2.2 Morphology of pronouns

In JSNENA, an innovative oblique case inflection has developed in the third-person
pronouns, which is historically derived from the fusion of the oblique particle d +
pronoun, see (23). This matches the oblique case inflection of third-person Gorani
pronouns (24). Note that the Kurdish of Sanandaj has lost case inflection and could
not have been a model for JSNENA.

(23) JSNENA
Direct Oblique
3¢ 0 do
3pL  ‘oni doni
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(24) Gorani Kurdish
Direct Oblique
3s¢.M ad adt
3sG.F ada ade

3PL ade adisa awan

aw

Similarly, deixis pronouns in JSNENA are inflected for case following the Gorani
model. Examples are from near deixis pronouns.

(25) JSNENA

Direct Oblique
SG ay, day,
e de

PL ‘ayni, anyé dayni, donye

(26) Gorani
Direct Oblique
SG.M 1na inay
SG.F [né iné
PL iné ina, inisa

4.2.3 Morphology of verbs

In JSNENA verbs inflect for TAM by root and pattern morphology. Discontinuous
lexical roots consisting of three, or in some cases four, consonants are mapped onto
discontinuous morphological patterns of vowels and consonants, e.g.

(27) JSNENA
root g-r-§ ‘to pull’ + present pattern CaCaC > garas
root s-m-x ‘to stand’ + past intransitive pattern CCiC > smix

In addition to the basic pattern of TAM inflection, referred to as Form I, the verbal
system has derivational patterns, referred to as From II and Form III, the main
function of which is to increase the valency of the verb.

A distinctive feature of JSNENA verbal morphology is the use of different past
stems and resultative participles for transitive agentive verbs, on the one hand, and
intransitive unaccusative or passive verbs on the other. Thus in the following stems
the morphology of passive and intransitive stems is identical, in contrast to the
morphology of agentive stems.
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FormI
(28) g-r-$ ‘to pull’ (tr), s-m-x ‘to stand’ (intr.)
Agentive Intransitive unaccusative passive
Past stem gras- smix- gris-
Resultative participle garsa smixa grisa
Form III
(29) m-rsx ‘to cause to walk’ (tr.), m-skr ‘to become lost’ (intr)
Agentive Intransitive unaccusative passive
Past stem marxas-  maskir- marxis-
Resultative participle moarxsa  moaskira marxisa

This innovation in the morphology of verb stems in JSNENA is triggered by Gorani,
in which the passive morpheme (PRrS. -ia, pst -1a, e.g. kusia ‘is killed,” kusia ‘was
killed’) is also used in the stem of some intransitive verbs.

(30) Gorani
agentive watay ‘to say’; intransitive unaccusative verb mariay ‘to break’
Active transitive Passive Intransitive

Present stem wac wacila maria
Past stem wat wacia maria
Participle wata maria(a)
Infinitive watay mariay

This morphological alignment of passive and intransitive unaccusative morphology
corresponds to the alignment of past stems in JSNENA, whereby the same pattern is
used for passive and intransitive unaccusative verbs

Another innovation in the morphology of verb stems in JSNENA is that the causa-
tive inflection pattern of verbs in Form Il has been extended to the pattern of agentive
verbs in Form I, as seen above in vocalic patterns of Form I and Form III in (28)-(29).

We shall now consider the possible Iranian background of this extension in
JSNENA. In Gorani (and in Kurdish), the valency of verbs is increased by adding a
causative affix -n to the intransitive stem, e.g. ésay ‘to hurt’: int.prs. es-, int.pst esa-;
caus.prs. és-n-, caus.pst. és-n-a-.

It is significant that the Iranian causative morphemes in Gorani and Kurdish
are also used in agentive intransitive verbs expressing the emission of sound, i.e.
unergative verbs. This indicates that the suffixes may also mark agentivity without
the increase in valency that is characteristic of causative:
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(31) Gorani
gérnay  ‘to shout’
qiZnay  ‘to scream’
qulna=$§ ‘it crowed’
hilna=§ ‘it neighed’

This extension of a causative morphology to the marking of agentive irrespective of
valency is matched by the JSNENA agentive patterns in the past stem and participle.
This convergence between JSNENA and Gorani is, therefore, a case of the replica-
tion of a grammatical category but not its exponence, i.e. the manner of expressing
it, which is a recognised phenomenon in language contact studies (Hickey 2010: 11).
Another area of convergence is the indexation of core arguments in the periph-
ery of verbs. JSNENA replicates the Gorani pattern of expressing pronominal objects
ergatively by direct verbal person affixes, except for the fact that in JSNENA the object
expressed by the direct verbal person suffixes is mostly restricted to 3" person.’®

(32) JSNENA
a. gors-a-le
pull.PST-35G.F:0-35G.M:A
‘He pulled her’.
b. gors-i-le
pull.psT-3PL:0-35G.M:A
‘He pulled them’.

(33) Gorani®
a. ard-e=§
bring.psT-3pPL:0=3SG:A
‘S/he brought them’.
b. ard-ime=s
bring.psT-1PL:0=35G:A
‘S/he brought us’.

Another area of convergence is the formation of perfect constructions. In JSNENA,
the realis resultative perfect is expressed by a compound construction consisting
of the resultative participle combined with the present enclitic copula, e.g. smixd=y

5 This is widespread but not universal feature in NENA dialects, see Coghill (2016); Khan (2017);
and Noorlander (2021).

6 see Opengin & Mohammadirad (2022) for an overview of patterns of argument indexing across
Kurdish.
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[stand_up.pPST.pTCP.M=35G:S] ‘He has stood up’. The participle is inflected for gender
and number (e.g. ‘stand up’ sg.m smixa, sg.f smixta, pl smixe).

With transitive active resultative participles, this perfect construction is only
available where the agent of the transitive action is third person. The participle and
the copula cliticised to it do not agree with this agent but rather with the undergoer
of the action, analogously to the inflection of the transitive past stem with direct
suffixes. However, unlike the construction with the transitive past stem, in which
the agent is marked by L-suffixes, the agent in the resultative-perfect construction
is not marked.

(34) JSNENA
a. graste=ya
pull.PST.PTCP-33G.F=COP.3SG.F:0
‘he/she/they has/have pulled her’
b. gorse=n
pull.pST.PTCP.3PL=COP.3PL:O
‘he/she/they has/have pulled them’

The formation of the perfect in JSNENA, and other NENA dialects, by a construc-
tion consisting of a resultative participle and a copula is an innovation under the
influence of Iranian languages. The perfect in Gorani is formed by combining
the resultative participle with the copula. The resultative participle inflects for
gender and number, e.g. ‘to sleep’ SG.M wata, SG.F, waté, PL. wateé. As in [SNENA, the
perfect constructions in Gorani are characterised by the agreement of both the
participle and the copula with the intransitive subject and the transitive object,
i.e. the perfect aligns ergatively. However, unlike JSNENA, it is not limited to the
third person.

(35) Gorani

a. waté=na
sleep.PST.PCTP.3SG.F=COP.3SG.F:S
‘She has slept’.

b. diée=ni=sa
see.PST.PCTP.F=COP.2SG.F:0=3PL:A
‘They have seen you (f)

c. die=nme=sa
See.PST.PCTP.PL=COP.1PL:0=3PL:A
‘They have seen us (f)
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In many NENA dialects, there is only partial convergence with the Iranian model
(Khan 2020). In most NENA dialects that form the perfect with a participle, for
example, its alignment in transitive clauses is not ergative but accusative, in con-
trast to the Iranian model in the various regions. In JSNENA, the convergence is
greater in this respect since the alignment of transitive perfect constructions is
ergative. It does not, however, replicate all details of the Gorani model.

4.3 Syntax

JSNENA matches the Iranian languages of the Sanandaj region in having the SOV as
the default word order.” In JSNENA, the placement of the object after the verb is some-
times used to give prominence to an indefinite noun with a newly introduced refer-
ent that plays a role in the ensuing discourse. This is matched by (37) from Gorani.

(36) JSNENA

rasm  dé=e-lé! afsaré! artés  rakw-twa
custom OBL.this=COP.PST-OBL.3SG.M:S officers army ride.PRS-3PL:S-PSTC
stst.!

horse

‘It was the custom that officers in the army would ride on a horse’. (A:15)

(37) Gorani

ad-ic @-Car-o All ASraf xan u  Yawar jafar
3SG.DIR.M IND-call.PRS-3SG:A PN PN khan and PN PN
xan-i.! sarlaskar-é b-en-e.!

khan-oBL.M major.general-PL.DIR be.PRS-PSTC-3PL:S
‘He summons Ali Ashraf Khan and Yawar Jafar Khan. They were major generals’.

Another area of convergence is differential object marking. In Gorani, an object of
a present-stem verb is in the oblique case when it is human or it is non-human but
has the definite article suffix -aka (see 38.a) or alternatively when the nominal is
definite but is not marked with -aka (38.b). Indefinite direct objects generally do not
have case marking (38.c):

7 Relatedly, nominal addressees and recipients tend to overwhelmingly occur post-verbally in both
languages, an instantiation of constructional calquing or ‘metatypy’ in terms of Ross (2019). See
Mohammadirad (2024b) for an overview of the word order profile of Kurdic dialects in Sanandaj
region.
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(38) Gorani

a. har-aka-y O-waz-0 tawéla-(a)ka=w'
donkey-DEF-OBL.M IND-put.PRS-3sG:A stable-DEF=and
‘He puts the donkey in the stable’.

b. lala Hasan-i ma-Znas-i, Rahman-i mo-Znas-ii.!
uncle PN-OBL.M IND-KNOW.PRS-1SG:A  PN-OBL.M  IND-KNOW.PRS-1SG:A
‘T know uncle Hasan, I know Rahman’.

c. zamawana=S pé (-ger-on.!
wedding=3sG:R for IND-take.PRS-35G:A
‘He throws a wedding ceremony for her’.

This oblique marking of the object is replicated in JSNENA by the oblique prefixed
particle hal-. In JSNENA, however, only human objects have this oblique marking,
see (39.a). As in Gorani, indefinite direct objects are not flagged (39.b).

(39) JSNENA
a. ‘ay-bronda' hal-day brata g-bé.
this-boy  0BL-this girl IND-love.PRS.35G.M:A

‘The boy loves the girl’.

b. Samas=¢  knista/ g-ezal-wa sust
beadle=Ez synagogue IND-g0.PRS.3SG.M:S-PSTC horse
k-me-wa.!

IND-bring.PRS.38G.M:A-PSTC
‘The beadle of the synagogue went to fetch a horse’. (A:43)

This can be regarded as another example of how JSNENA has replicated the general
principle of an Iranian morphosyntactic pattern but has applied a slightly different
distribution of this feature internally.

Another case of partial replication is the expression of progressive. In JSNENA,
the progressive is formed by placing the infinitive before a realis present stem form
of the same verb. This construction replicates the Gorani pattern of constructing
progressives (41).

(40) JSNENA
k-xole k-ax-na
IND-eat.INF IND-eat.PRS-1SG.M:A
‘Tam eating’
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(41) Gorani
mo-l-ay ma-l-ii
IND-g0-ADV  IND-g0.PRS-1SG:S
‘Tam going’

It is notable that in Gorani, the inflected realis form is preceded by a form com-
posed of the present stem and the ending -ay. This is not the same form as the
infinitive, but its ending resembles that of infinitives, which usually end in -ay (and
much less frequently in -ay). This can be identified, therefore, as a case of imperfect
matching in that the Iranian form has been matched with the inherited JSNENA
infinitive in the progressive construction.

In JSNENA, the subject nominal in a copula clause is occasionally placed after
the predicate—copula resulting in the order predicate—copula—subject. The post-
posed subject has a referent that has been evoked previously (see 42). This feature
exhibits matching with both the form and function of an Iranian construction (43).

(42) xa provérb=yele éa.
one proverb=CopP.PST-0BL.3SG.M:S this
‘This was a proverb’. (B:65)

(43) mamnoa bt gasa kard-ay.!
forbidden copP.psT.35G:S talk  do.PST-INF
‘Speaking was forbidden’.

5 Scenarios for contact-induced change
originating from Gorani

We have seen throughout the paper that features in JSNENA that originated in
Gorani include both borrowing (see §3) and imposition (see §4). As noted, borrow-
ing and imposition involve inverse agentivity relations on the part of RL and SL.
In borrowing, RL is the linguistically dominant language for the RL speakers. Here
both languages are maintained, and what is imported is typically lexical items and
less frequently derivational morphology. Imposition, by contrast, occurs in two sit-
uations, the first of which concerns a language shift by speakers, whereby speak-
ers of the language that is for them linguistically dominant (i.e. the SL) acquire
through imperfect learning a second language (i.e. the RL), which is less dominant.
The dominant SL in such situations is termed the substrate language, and the less
dominant RL is the superstrate language. Imposition may occur through the agency
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of a linguistically dominant language in a bilingual situation where this dominant
language is not a substrate in a language shift to a less dominant language. This is
typically the case where the RL is a maintained ancestral language of a small com-
munity, and the dominant SL that has the agentivity is an external language of the
wider society that exerts cultural pressure on the smaller community.

If, as remarked, borrowing and imposition involve inverse agentivity relations
on the part of RL and SL, how is it possible that we can identify both Gorani bor-
rowings and imposition features in JSNENA. Some scenarios suggest themselves.

A first model would be to take historical layers of contact into account. It is sig-
nificant that the majority of Iranian loanwords in JSNENA are from Gorani rather
than Kurdish. This would mean that most of the lexical borrowing took place at an
earlier historical period, before the shift to Kurdish in the population of the region
at the end of the nineteenth Century. If the NENA dialects of the region were on a
trajectory of language shift to Iranian, this would have involved a shift in domi-
nance in the languages of bilinguals. It can be hypothesised that at an earlier period,
the bilingual NENA-speaking communities were NENA-dominant, which gave rise
to borrowing vocabulary from Gorani. As we have discussed (§3.1), there is often
a functional motivation for the borrowing of basic vocabulary in JSNENA, e.g. the
expression of formality in the naming of senior members of the family or the asso-
ciation of words with emotion. This selection of loanwords for the sake of lexical
enrichment would seem to be a feature of RL agentivity. At a later period, the lin-
guistic dominance of NENA would have given ground to the dominance of Iranian.
As a consequence, imposition of Iranian features would have taken place through
SL agentivity. As we have seen, many of the syntactic and morphosyntactic patterns
that were imposed on JSNENA were specifically those of Gorani, which suggests
that this process of Iranian-dominant SL agentivity had begun while Gorani was
still widely spoken in the region.

Another possible scenario would be the diffusion of Gorani features into
JSNENA through the bilingualism of Gorani speakers in NENA. Before the founda-
tion of the town of Sanandaj, the Jews in the region lived in small villages. They may
have had Gorani-speaking Muslim neighbours in the same village. In such small
village communities, it is possible that the Gorani-speakers learnt some of the NENA
of their Jewish neighbours. If the Gorani-speaking inhabitants in the villages learnt
NENA, this is likely to have been imperfect learning, which would have resulted in
the imposition of features from the linguistically dominant Gorani language. This
could have resulted in the diffusion of Gorani’s syntactic and phonological features
into JSNENA.
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6 The convergence of Gorani with NENA

Asremarked, the deep extent of Gorani’s influence on JSNENA reflects a long period
of contact between the two languages. In fact, the direction of this influence may
not have been only from Gorani to JSNENA. This applies, for example, to the Gorani
past converter suffix on present-stem verbs, which expresses past imperfective.?

(44) Gorani
vras-én-l
sell.PRS-PSTC-2SG:A
‘You used to sell/ were selling’.

(45) JSNENA
gars-i-wa
pull.PRS-3PL:A-PSTC
‘They used to pull/ were pulling’.

The expression of the progressive with a constituent resembling an infinitive
preposed before the verb is a further feature that resembles JSNENA (see ex.
40-41). Another possible candidate is the Gorani plural ending -€ on nouns in the
direct case and adjectives in the direct case.’ Interestingly, this is identical phonet-
ically to the NENA plural ending -é. It could be the case that the NENA plural suffix
-é reinforced the inherited Gorani plural direct marker.

Similarly, in JSNENA and Gorani, direct object clitics in present tense construc-
tions follow the subject person suffixes. This is an inherited feature in JSNENA, but
itis not clear that it is inherited in Gorani:

(46) Gorani
ma-san-u=s
IND-buy.PRS-158G:A=3sG:0
‘T (will) buy it’.

8 This feature is additionally only attested in Taleshi among West Iranian languages. The Gorani
convertor suffix -én is claimed to derive from earlier optative endings *-&/-én (Windfuhr 1995).

9 This plural ending is also attested in some Tatic dialects, e.g. Vafsi, Khoini (see Stilo 2008), spoken
far from the mountainous Gorani heartland.
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(47) NENA
gars-etu-le
pull.Prs-2PL:A-35G:0
‘You pull him’.

The Gorani constructions could be explained as inner Iranian developments, but
their existence in Gorani could have been induced or at least reinforced by contact
with NENA, causing Gorani to differ from developments in other Western Iranian
languages. Indeed, a number of loanwords from NENA can be identified in Gorani,
e.g. Sarmga ‘pubis’ <NENA Sarma ‘fundament’. If the hypothesis that NENA had an
impact on the structure of Gorani is correct, then the most likely explanation would
be that there was a language shift of many NENA-speakers to Gorani at some period.

Abbreviations
A transitive subject
ADD additive

ADV adverbial

CLF classifier

cop copula

cp complex predicate
DEF definite

DEM demonstrative
DIM dimunitive

DIR direct

DRCT directional

EP epenthesis

IMP imperative

IND indicative

INDF indefinite

IPFV imperfective

0 object

OBL oblique

PERF perfect

PL plural

POST postposition

PP prepositional phrase
PROX proximative

PRS present

PRSNT presentative

PST past

PSTC past convertor formative
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PTCL particle

PTCP participle

R Adposition complement
Ar. Arabic

Av. Avestan

Bah. Bahdini Northern Kurdish
CcK Central Kurdish

K. Kurdish

MP. Middle Persian

NK Northern Kurdish

Pth Parthian

S Intransitive subject

SK Southern Kurdish

YA. Young Avestan.
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