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Abstract

This study explores idiosyncratic slot competition between definiteness and plurality that characterizes languages
like Southern Kurdish and Colloquial New Persian. One strategy by which Iranian languages have developed definite-
ness marking is by the recruitment of diminutive/evaluative morphology. A strategy by which they have developed plural
marking is by recruiting collective nouns/morphemes. The relative chronology of these developments dictates whether
there is slot-competition or not. If these languages had a plural marker before the recruitment of the definite article, they
would feature a definiteness distinction in plural contexts. However, if the definiteness distinction was the earlier inno-
vation, plural nouns do not feature definiteness marking. This competition results from persistent features of their etyma,
which can be used as heuristics for identifying the origins of innovative morphology.
© 2026 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article under the CC BY license (http:/
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
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1. INTRODUCTION

Across the Iranian languages, there are innovative definiteness marking suffixes. These were perhaps emergent in
Middle Iranian (e.g., Middle Persian, see Nourzaei and Jugel, 2023), and they continue to emerge in New Iranian lan-
guages (e.g., Koroshi Balochi, Nourzaei, 2020). One distinctive feature of these markers is that, in some languages,
they are incompatible with plural marking. In other words, there is competition’ for realization between the morphemes
that express definiteness and plurality. This incompatibility is not semantically motivated. As a result, some scholars

E-mail address: shuan.karim@uni-wuerzburg.de
" | use the term competition here to mean that when a plural noun appears in definite contexts, the formative marking definiteness is
blocked by the appearance of the formative marking plural. The concept of competition between morphemes has been well studied in
the context of inferential realizational approaches to morphological theory. My focus here is on the development of these systems, not
their synchronic functions. For more on competition in morphological theory, see Stump (2001), Stump and Finkel (2015); Rainer et al.
(2019), Ackerman and Stump (2004).

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2026.104243
0016-7037/© 2026 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier B.V.
This is an open access article under the CC BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.lingua.2026.104243&domain=pdf
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
move_fn1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2026.104243
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
mailto:shuan.karim@uni-wuerzburg.de
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2026.104243

2 S.0. Karim/Lingua 341 (2026) 104243

have questioned the status of these formatives as definiteness markers, labeling them idiosyncratically, e.g., specificity
marker, deictic marker, etc.

Another source of morphological innovation across the Iranian world is the use of plural affixes from collective nom-
inal and affixal sources. This study looks at the typological variation in definiteness and plurality marking strategies to
identify the source of their incompatibility. Ultimately, | show that there is only a diachronic explanation for their incom-
patibility: the relative chronology of these innovations dictates whether or not definiteness and plurality markers can or
cannot co-occur. Furthermore, their co-occurrence is one of many persistent? features that one can use to reconstruct
de-collective plural markers and de-evaluative definite markers after their grammaticalization.

In Section 2, | show the forms that have developed innovative definiteness marking and their various sources. |
explore innovative plural morphology in Section 3, outlining the system’s morphological and nominal sources. In Sec-
tion 4, | show how the source of the definiteness marker (evaluative/demonstrative) and the plural marker (morpholog-
ical/nominal) can motivate competition between definiteness and plurality.

2. DEFINITENESS MARKERS FROM EVALUATIVE SOURCES

There are at least four definiteness marking strategies in Iranian languages: (1) definite suffixes, (2) demonstratives,
(3) differential case marking (including =RA), and (4) no marker. Of these, only the first is relevant to this discussion.
There are several definiteness-marking suffixes in Iranian languages, including the Paweyane -eke and colloquial New
Persian -(h)e. These formatives are now thought to come from diminutive/evaluative morphology, as Pakendorf and

Krivoshapkina (2014) has proposed for the Siberian language Even. In some Iranian varieties of Balochi, e.g., Koroshi,
Sistani, and Coastal, the stages of development from evaluative to definite can be observed as an emergent feature
(Nourzaei, 2020).

Nourzaei (2020) follows Pakendorf and Krivoshapkina’s (2014) proposal, building upon Haig and Mohammadirad
(2019), to classify the Balochi suffix -ok on a cline from evaluative to definite. Coastal Balochi features the inherited eval-
uative usage, i.e., it is possible in “non-definite contexts,” there are “no structural constraints,” and their frequency is
“dependent on context, speaker, and content.” Sistani Balochi features the inherited evaluative usage and has been
extended to deictic and recognitional contexts, i.e., they occur “in combination with proximal demonstratives.” In con-
trast, Koroshi Balochi features the use of the k-form suffix in deictic and recognitional contexts and as an anaphoric def-
inite but not the inherited evaluative function.® This nascent definiteness marker does not have the same distribution as
the well-established definiteness markers that have demonstrative etyma, “the most frequent way in which definite arti-
cles evolve” (Heine and Kuteva, 2002, 110).

The evaluative usage can be observed synchronically in Koroshi. However, the Indo-Iranian evaluative suffix -(a)ka-,
the ultimate etymon of Koroshi Balochi -ok, has traditionally been described as diminutive. However, this is a grammat-
ical label assigned to this formative by scholars and does not adequately reflect its distribution; the Indo-Iranian diminu-
tive marker -(a)ka- attached to a variety of bases to create adjectives of appurtenance, diminutives, and to impart no
discernible meaning (Whitney, 1993, §1222). In other words, the diminutive label may be too narrow. Regardless, suf-
fixes that feature the -KA formative or are known reflexes of *-(a)ka- are widely attested across the Iranian world. These
formatives are challenging to study due to a lack of documentary work on many of these languages and inconsistent
terminology. They are referred to differently by different scholars, e.g., definite (Mackenzie, 1961; MacKenzie, 1966;
Mahmoudveysi et al., 2012; Mahmoudveysi and Bailey, 2013; Opengin, 2016, etc.), demarcative (McKinnon, 2011),
determinative (Windfuhr, 2012), or deictic (Windfuhr, 1991).

These markers include the K-type markers Emamzada Esma‘li (Fars): doft-ak-6 ‘the girls [girl-ber-PL] (Windfuhr,
2012), BuSehrt (Fars): hava-y-aki ‘this weather’ (Windfuhr, 2012), Gioni (Lor): asp-d gap-eka “the big horse [horse-
DEFEZ big-DEF]” (McKinnon, 2001), Northern Lori: -(e)ka (McKinnon, 2011), Dezfuli and Sustari (S Lori): -aka
(McKinnon, 2011), Bakhtiari (S Lori): -ekd (McKinnon, 2011), -(e)ke (Anonby et al., 2019, 452), Central Kurdish: -eke
(Mackenzie, 1961), Southern Kurdish: -eke, -ege and -ege (Fattah, 2000, 245), Hewrami (Lihon/Text): -eke
(MacKenzie, 1966; Mohammadirad, 2026), Paweyane: -eke (Holmberg and Odden, 2008), Zerdeyane: -aka
(Mahmoudveysi and Bailey, 2013), and Gewrec(l: -eke (Mahmoudveysi et al., 2012). Additionally, these markers

2 Here, | use the term persistent in the linguistic sense. Following Hopper (1991), persistence is the tendency for forms to retain
features of their etyma.

3 According to Karim (2021, 101), the fact that this usage is present in Koroshi Balochi but not its closest relatives points to the shift
from evaluative to definite being a more recent innovation.
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include forms without the k that are likely to share the same etymon” *-(a)ka- Sivandi: -u [m.sc.DEF] and -e [F.SG.DEF]
(Windfuhr, 1991), Judeo Isfahani: -e [sc.DerF] (Windfuhr, 1991), Khuri: -u [sc.DEF] (Windfuhr, 1991), Kermani languages:
-u (Borjian, 2017a), the Median dialects (Kasan): a/-e (Borjian, 2012), Kesa'i: -é (Borjian, 2017b), Kumzari: -6 (van der
Wal Anonby, 2019, 631), and Colloquial New Persian: -(h)e (Jahani, 2015; Nourzaei, 2023a). Following Karim (2021),
most of these languages share syncretism between the definiteness marker and a diminutive/evaluative suffix.

3. COLLECTIVE PLURALS IN IRANIC

There are many plural-marking strategies in Iranic languages. Among the Western Iranic languages,® there are sys-
tems that Karim (2021) has referred to as ‘layered’ because they feature innovative markers attached to historically
inflected forms. For instance, Table 1 shows a system where non-definite nouns show one unmarked form for direct,
oblique, and direct object cases regardless of number, while the genitive and locative are distinguished with unique
forms sensitive to number.

In contrast, definite nouns are unmarked in the direct case but distinguish singular and plural and the oblique, direct
object, genitive, and locative cases with unique markers. This reflects Stilo’s (2008) proposal that Iranic languages fea-
ture nominal systems built on two axes, the “reduction axis” and the “innovation axis.”

Iranic languages have lost a great deal of morphology due to the “Rhythmic Law,” where PIE strong stems lost their
word-final codas and most of the case system along with it (Sims-Williams, 1982). In the wake of this loss, new material
is recruited for case and definiteness marking. The plural markers in the various systems come from inherited and inno-
vative sources. The inherited plural is usually -an, from the Indo-Iranic genitive plural *-anam, which lost its word-final
coda due to the aforementioned Rhythmic Law. The innovative plural markers come from collective nouns and affixes
that have univerbated with the head noun. For Colloquial New Persian, the innovative marker is -(h)a. Sundermann pro-
posed that -(h)a is a combination between the abstract suffix -Th and the plural suffix -&(n) used as a collective marker
(Sundermann, 1989). However, Sims-Williams (2004) has the Old Iranic abstract suffix *-iyabwa, as the etymon. Both
etymologies have problems; for instance, the loss of n is not a regular sound change. In other words, if the n was lost, it
must have been lost due to analogical forces like boundary reanalysis, which has never been proposed. The lack of a
clear etymon is not an issue for this analysis; what is important is that the suffix -ha does not occur as such until early
New Persian, placing its development after the development of the definite suffix. Additionally, its attested development
shows characteristics of plurals from collective sources.

For the Sogdian language (Middle Iranic), the innovative plural marker is -t-, from a collective suffix in fa, e.g., Avestan:
yazata- ‘divinities.’ These forms are declined as if singular (see Yoshida, 2009 for the archaic aka-an ending). In Sebeki
(MacKenzie, 1956), Astiani (Tati; Windfuhr, 1998), and Sivandi (Windfuhr, 1991), the innovative plural markers are from a
word meaning ‘flock, troop’ -gef, ger, and -gel, respectively. For Southern Kurdish, there are various innovative plural

Table 1
Turkmen Balochi case (Karim, 2021, 86, following Axenov, 2006).

SG PL DEF.SG DEF.PL
DIR -g -0
OBL -4 -an
0BJ -g-ra -an-a
GEN -ay° -an- -ay -an-
OBL.II(LOC) -ay-a -an--a -ay°-a -an-i-a

© The genitive singular suffix is a contracted form of the oblique singular -a and the
genitive suffix -7-ay (Axenov, 2006: 72).

4 In some Iranian Varieties, the intervocalic *k voiced to g, e.g., Middle Persian -ag. The final g was subsequently lost, resulting in
New Persian -a/-e. Not enough is known about all the varieties here to say whether or not similar processes are responsible for the
other k-less articles. See Nourzaei (2023b) for a similar development from K-form to -G in Shirazi.

5 Western Iranian is a now-defunct designation containing the groups Southwestern Iranic and Northwestern Iranic. Korn (2019) has
proposed that the Iranic languages should be divided into a core Central Iranic, including the old Northwestern designation, and a series
of peripheral groups that are not easily sub-categorized. | use the term Western Iranic here because | am examining Southwestern
Iranic and Northwestern Iranic, and the phenomena targeted by this study span any proposed subdivisions. In other words, the de-
collective plurals and definiteness markers from evaluative morphology are areal features not necessarily genealogical ones.
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Table 2
Definiteness and number interactions in Colloquial New Persian.

INDF.SG DEF.SG DEF/INDF.PL
DIR ketab ketab-e ketab-a
ACC ketab ketab-ze-ro ketab-a(-ro)

suffixes all transparently from the same etymon, -gef, -eyt, -éf. Kurmanci has an indefinite plural marker -in from the word
hin ‘some.’.

For Koroshi Balochi (Nourzaei et al., 2015), the innovative plural marker is -obar. According to Haig (2019), there is
as of yet no convincing etymology for the formative -obar. However, | propose here that this is from a collective noun bar
‘load’ and the formative o ‘and,” which is used in forming compounds.® The reason for this proposed etymon of -obar is
discussed in the following Section 4.

4. THE COMPETITION BETWEEN DEFINITENESS AND PLURALITY

In many Iranic languages, the innovative plural and definiteness markers cannot co-occur. When a noun is both plu-
ral and definite, only the plural marker surfaces. For instance, the colloquial New Persian definiteness and plural mark-
ers “are in complementary distribution,” as exemplified in (1-b) (Samvelian, 2007, 618).

(1) a. “ketab-e-ha

book-DEF-PL

b. *ketdb-ha-e

book-pL-DEF
(putatively) ‘the books’ (Samvelian, 2007, 619)

The Colloquial New Persian nominal paradigm has layers similar to the Turkmen Balochi paradigm in Table 1. The
Colloquial New Persian paradigm is summarized in Table 2. The indefinite singular’ is unmarked. Definite singular is
marked with the definite article -(h)e and both the definite article and definite direct object marker -ro in the accusative.
However, in the plural, the expected combined form *ketab-ge-ha or *ketab-a-he does not occur.

Likewise, Sebeki and Koroshi (Balochi) have innovative plural markers, -gef and -obar, respectively. These plural
markers occur in both definite and indefinite contexts. However, only singular nouns are overtly marked for definiteness,
e.g., Koroshi (Balochi): ostor-ok [camel-per] ‘the camel’ - oStor ‘(a)’ camel - oStor-ay ‘of (a) camel’ - oStor-obar ‘(the)
camels,” etc. (Nourzaei et al.,, 2015). Eastern Hill Balochi, the Southern Kurdish varieties of Bicar, Qorwe, Bilewar,
Cemcemal, Mendili, Sencawi, Serpol, Xalése, Dinewer, Duseyx, Ke/hor, Kirmansa, Kolyay, Qesri Sirin, Sehene, and
Kehriz feature innovative plural markers, while maintaining a definiteness distinction in the singular and plural. However,
the plural suffix and the definiteness marker are incompatible. When the definiteness marker is employed, the inherited
plural marker -an is used, e.g., Kirmansa (SK): jin ‘woman’ jin-ege [woman-per] ‘the woman’ zimsan-eyl [winter-rL] ‘(the)
winters’ mar-eg-an [snake-per-pL] ‘the snakes.’.

5. DISCUSSION

There are persistent tendencies associated with plural markers descended from collectives. (1) These formatives
carry singular inflection, (2) they feature hybrid agreement, (3) they are often incompatible with high-animacy nouns,
and (4) they are incompatible with definiteness marking. These four persistent tendencies can be used as heuristics
for identifying de-collective plural markers. In the languages with the inherited plural marker from *anam, the subsequent
development of a de-evaluative definiteness marker adds a definiteness distinction in both the singular and plural. How-
ever, the subsequent innovation of a new plural marker from a collective source disrupts the system, generating com-
petition between definiteness and plurality because of their persistent tendencies.

6 See Karim (2021, 183) for a formal discussion of the use of ‘and’ as a compounding device.
7 In this case, indefinite is probably better described as non-definite or generic. In New Persian, there is a specific indefinite marker -i
which is used to mean ‘a certain X’ and can co-occur with the definite direct object marker -ro.
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Table 3
“Declension of [Sogdian] Heavy Stems” (Yoshida, 2009, 289).
m.sG ‘day’ PL F.sG ‘life’ PL cf. pL ‘gods’
DIR méo méo6-t Zwan Zwan-t Bay
OBL méo-i méo-t- Zwan-1 Zwan-t-1 Bay-an

5.1. Collective plurals carry singular inflection

Plural markers from collective sources feature singular morphology. For instance, the Sogdian collective plural -t
takes the singular case endings of heavy stems, e.g., direct singular -@, oblique singular -7, and vocative singular -¢;
see Table 3. This stands in contrast to the inherited oblique plural marker -an, only used in a few archaic constructions,
e.g., BayanBaxtam ‘godliest of gods’ (Yoshida, 2009, 290). Note that the collective morpheme -t is something that dates
back to a common Proto-Indo-Iranic, as evident from Sanskrit deva-ta ‘divinities.’.

Just like Sogdian, Koroshi Balochi features singular suffixes on the oblique plural marker, e.g., janek-obar-ay ‘daugh-
ter[-PL-GEN] pdlda-obar-a ‘rich[-pL-oBL] (Nourzaei et al., 2015, 187-188). Likewise, the New Persian indefinite singular suf-
fix can co-occur with the collective plural marker -(h)a, e.g., ketdb-hé-i ‘book[-PL-NDF]' (Thackston, 1993, 4). This
development is easily explained by the fact that the collective is seen as a singular entity. Compare the English phrases
a flock of birds, a load of junk, and a ton of boxes. Each of these collectives flock, load, and ton receive the singular
indefinite article a even though they refer to a plurality.

5.2. Collective plurals feature hybrid agreement

According to Gardelle (2019, 27), Hybrid agreement occurs for collective nouns when the NP that they head both
licenses syntactic agreement (the singular, for a head noun in the singular) and overrides plural agreement (the verb
or the anaphoric pronoun is in the plural although the subject head noun is in the singular). In the English sentences
in (2), Gardelle (2019) shows that the same noun audience can license both singular and plural agreement, the former
conditioned by the singular noun audience and the latter conditioned by the plurality of the referent (multiple people that
make up the audience).

(2) a. The audience was invited to turn up early and picnic on the grounds (Gardelle, 2019, 27).
b. The audience were in their seats for the first of the two evening performances (Gardelle, 2019, 27).

There is competition between the grammatical singularity of the collective noun and the discourse-level collective
reference, reflected in the Persian sentences in (3). The two sentences are identical except for the verbal agreement.
In (3-a), the singular copula agrees with the grammatically singular collective, and in (3-b), the verb agrees with the
semantic plurality.

(3) a. in ketdb-ha xub-ast
DEM.PROX book-PL good-cor.sG
b. in ketdb-hé xub-and
DEM.PROX book-PL good-cop.pL
‘The books are good’ (Thackston, 1993, 6-7)

However, this interpretation of these data stands in contrast with the typical interpretation that the singular agreement
is possible because of the animacy of the noun; ‘[a]s a general rule, plurals of inanimate nouns take singular verbs’
(Thackston, 1993, 6). Gardelle (2019, 100) argues that Hybrid agreement “could not be regarded as a defining feature
of the class of collective nouns; rather, it is an addition to the system, as an effect of the Animacy Hierarchy.” Following
Gardelle’s (2019) conclusion, | propose that this be considered subordinate to the following heuristic of animacy.

5.3. Collective plurals are often incompatible with high-animacy nouns

Here, | assume that collective plurals from nominal sources, including those in Iranic languages, begin as partitive
constructions, constructions referring to a part or subset of a definite superset, e.g., measure phrases like a flock of
birds. Following Rutkowski (2007), the partitive construction undergoes a process of grammaticalization, becoming a
pseudopartitive (coined by Selkirk, 1977). Pseudo-partitives are defined as “expressions referring to an amount/quantity
of some (indefinite) substance rather than to a part/subset of a (definite) superset” (Koptjevskaja-Tamm, 2001 apud
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Rutkowski, 2007). These constructions are identical to partitives in their surface structure. However, they have different
underlying syntactic structures (for a syntactic analysis, see Stickney, 2004). These pseudo-partitive constructions
become common first with nominals on the low end of the Animacy Hierarchy (4).

(4) The Animacy Hierarchy — speaker > addressee > 3rd person > kin > human > animate > inanimate (Corbett,
2000, 56)

The animacy sensitivity of the collective plurals can be understood as one persistent aspect of collective plurals. This
feature of collective plurals is evident in the restricted use of the inherited plural from the genitive plural suffix *-anam. In
Sogdian, the -&n suffix only occurs with a small set of animate nouns, e.g., Bay-an ‘gods,’ pid-an ‘elephants,” martaxm-an
‘man.’ Likewise, early/classical New Persian showed the inherited -an plural suffix used idiosyncratically with animate
nouns. According to Thackston (1993, 58), “[s]ubstantives denoting animate beings, parts of the body that occur in pairs,
and a few other nouns (determined by idiomatic usage) for their plurals by suffixing -4n.” These include third person
pronouns 4n-4n [pem.DiST-PL] ‘those/they,” nouns denoting people dédnesju-yan [student-pL] ‘students,” body parts dast-
an[hand-rL] ‘hands,” nouns denoting living things deraxt-an [tree-pL] ‘trees,” and nouns with the evaluative suffix baéc-
eg-an [child-evaL-prL] ‘children.” In Koroshi Balochi, the plural suffix -obar, which is now widespread, does not occur with
third-person singular pronominal forms, e.g., es-an not *es-obar. To my knowledge, no Iranic languages show innova-
tive collective plural markers on first- and second-person pronouns.

In colloquial New Persian, the innovative plural marker -(h)a occurs productively with all nouns and third-person pro-
nouns. At the same time, its use was originally most prominent on low-animacy nouns. This shows a slow whittling away
of the persistent qualities of the collective plural as it becomes fully grammaticalized and productive.

5.4. Collective plurals are incompatible with definiteness marking

As discussed in Section 4, collective markers are incompatible with definiteness markers. This competition is not the
product of a semantic incompatibility but rather a persistent feature of the plural markers’ pseudo-partitive etyma, which
refer to a quantity of some indefinite substance, not to a part/subset of a definite superset. Collective plurals tend to be
incompatible with definiteness marking. In the English examples, load and ton are often used to describe things that are
not loaded or heavy. In these cases (5), a simple plural (a) and the collective with the indefinite article are felicitous. In
contrast, the collective fon with the definite article is infelicitous.

(5) a. [ -carried the boxes.
b. I carried a ton of boxes.
c. *l carried the ton of boxes.

Note that this phenomenon does not hold for things that come in collectives, e.g., Did you see the flock of birds? This
incompatibility is a feature of many but not all languages with innovative plural markers. Some languages allow for the
combination of the definite article and the innovative plural marker. However, there is reason to believe this is a sec-
ondary development with a clear grammaticalization path.

In Table 4, | show four groups of languages: (1) languages with a definiteness distinction in the singular and plural
from inherited sources, e.g., the evaluative suffix *-(a)ka- and the genitive plural *-anam; (2) languages with a
definiteness distinction in the singular and plural from the inherited suffixes *-(a)ka- and *-anam but with an innovative
non- definite plural marker from a collective source; (3) languages where the collective plural ending has been gener-
alized as the only plural marker, displacing the inherited definite-plural marking, and (4) languages with an innovative
definite-plural marker built from the productive plural marker and definite suffix. Note the morphemic order in group (4) is
[-PL-DEF], running contrary to groups (1) and (2), which show the order [-oer-pL]. It should be understood that the size of
each category in Table 4 does not correspond to the commonality of any particular construction. Every language/variety
in group (4) is classified as Southern Kurdish (or Laki), which share a recent common ancestor. Group (3) shows the
most diversity regarding sub-groupings of Iranic that feature that system, but they seem to show variable time
depths. The distribution of these types can be observed in Fig. 1, where the bias to documented data from Kurdish
is apparent.

8 Haig (2019, 119) states that the original order per-pL seems to violate Bybee’s (1985) Relevance Principle, “morphology with higher
relevance will be closer to the stem.” Assuming an idiosyncratic grammaticalization path that created the -per-pL -ek-an forms, the shift
to -PL-DEF -éle appears to be a correction (See Haig, 2019 for a discussion of these developments).
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Table 4
Definiteness and number interaction across Western Iranian.
Language/variety DEF.SG DEF.PL PL
Turkmen Balochi -@/a -@/an -@
(DIR/OBL) (pIR/OBL)
Central Kurdish -eke ek-an -an
Hewrami (Luhon) -akalé -ek-a -a
Paweyane -eke/é (f) -ek-an -an
Eastern Hill Balochi -@/a -@/an -yal
(DIR/OBL) (pIR/OBL)
Bicar (SK) -e(ge) -egan -gel
Qorwe (SK) -e(ge) -edgan -eyl
Southern Kurdish 1'° -e(ge) -egan -gel
Southern Kurdish 2'° -ege -egan -eyl
part Kethor (SK) -eke -ekan -gél
Colloquial New Persian -(h)e -(h)a
Sebeki -eke -get
Koroshi (Balochi) -ok -obar/-obar-a
Astiani -@fi/alo -gal/-gal-an
(M/F/OBL.M/OBL.F) (pIR/0BL)
4 part Duseyx (SK) -e(ge) -eyle -eyl
Heresem (SK) -e(ge) -eyle -eyl
Twan (SK) -e(ge) -eyle(ga) -eyl
Bisitun (SK) -e(ge) -éyle(ge) -eyl
Kordeli (SK) -e(ke) -ele(ke) -el
Beyrey (SK) -e(ge) -éle(ge) -él
Cihr (SK) -e -yele -yél
Southern Kurdish 3'° e -ele -el

0 There is great variation within Southern Kurdish. It is not uncommon for people in the same city to speak different dialects. The best
description of Southern Kurdish varieties is Fattah (2000), which is fairly comprehensive in that he includes all the variations he
encountered. However, the work does not show a complete picture of any variety. For instance, Fattah (2000) states that in Beyrey,
some speakers have only the definite article -e, while others have both -e and -ege. Likewise, he states that a great part of Beyrey has
the plural marker -é/, while only a small part has the plural marker -el. He then states that the definite plural is either -éle(ge) or -ele(ge).
One could assume that the speakers that have only -e would show the definite plural -ele or -éle depending on whether they had the
plural markers -é/ or -el. However, it is unclear from the text whether each combination exists (two definite markers, two plural markers,
and four definite plural markers). What Fattah (2000) gains in thoroughness, he loses in painting a clear picture of any given variety
(idiolect). Here, | take some liberties in assuming that the variation observed here is across different speakers in the same cities, towns,
and villages and not within the speech of single speakers. Additionally, | assume coherent systems, e.g., a language with the
definiteness marker -e and the plural marker -e/ would have the definite marker -ele (not -élege) (see Fattah 2000: 245-254). Southern
Kurdish1: Bilewar, Cemg¢emal., Mendili, Sencawi, Serpol, Xalesa; Southern Kurdish 2: Dinewer, Duseyx, Kethor, Kirmansa, Kolyay,
Qesri Sirin, Sehene; Southern Kurdish 3: Hersin, Myexas, Sérwan.

5.5. Relative chronology

Group (1) features the inherited definiteness and plural markers. As such, this is the inherited schema. Here, there
definiteness and plurality are fully compatible. Both the k-form definiteness marker and the plural marker -an were
already part of the language in Proto-Indo-Iranic as evidenced by forms in Sanskrit and Avestan. Group (2) represents
the first innovation, recruiting the collective marker as a new non-definite plural. These forms likely began with low-
animacy nouns, and none of the languages in this category show the innovative plural marker on pronouns. Group
(3) has extended the collective plural to definite contexts, usurping the function of the combination of definite and plural
*-egan. Note that some of these languages now use the collective plural with third-person pronouns, e.g., Persian: inha
‘these,” Sebeki: inegle ‘these.” Others have maintained the inherited plural on the same pronouns, e.g., Koroshi (Balo-
chi): esan ‘these.” These instances of climbing the animacy hierarchy (4) can be seen as continued development, as
these formatives lose properties of their etyma. Finally, group (4) no longer features competition between definiteness
and plurality marking. All of these languages are Southern Kurdish varieties. They clearly show the innovative plural
marker on the inside of the definiteness markers -e and -eke/-ege/ege, although -e is more widespread than the
k-form examples. Haig (2019) argues against the view that the morpheme order observed in Central Kurdish [DEF-PL]
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Fig. 1. Distribution of Definiteness Types. Map lines delineate study areas and do not necessarily depict accepted national boundaries.

-ek-an is debonding, a separation of bound morphology contrary to grammaticalization. Assuming that he is correct, it
seems that group (4) is a more convincing example of debonding.®

The debonding of the definiteness suffix can be explained by the presence of a medial form that provides the
analogical exemplar for this development. In the Kurdish-zone languages, demonstrative constructions are bipartite,
consisting of a prepositive and post-positive element. For instance, Suleymani (Central Kurdish) has em=e
[DEM.PROX = DEM.POST] - em st-an=e [DEM.PROX thing-PL=DEM.POST], Where the enclitic demonstrative postposition =e occurs
at the end of the noun phrase, and the demonstrative em is preposed. Likewise, Sebeki (Group 3) has in=e
[DEM.PROX=DEM.POST] - in tiSt-get=e [pEM.PROX thing-PL=DEM.POST], following the same pattern but with the innovative plural
marker. In some varieties scattered throughout the Kurdish zone, the demonstrative clitic can be used as a definiteness
marker alongside the k-form marker.

(6) N(P)=e :: N-eke (both [N.sG.DEF])
N-gel=e :: X (both [N.pL.DEF])

This analogy is represented in (6), where all three forms are possible inherited constructions, and X = N-gel-eke. The
definiteness marker from the demonstrative postposition =e is the most common way of expressing definiteness in the
southern part of Southern Kurdish (Group 4); in six varieties, the k-form definiteness suffix has been extended to those
same plural forms, effectively repairing the incompatibility between plural and definiteness with the innovative definite-
ness marker -a. This marks the end of persistence in these varieties.

5.6. Astiani

In group (3), Atiani -galan (Windfuhr, 1991), seems to be a combination of the inherited and innovative plural mark-
ers. This is likely a recombination of the two suffixes, i.e., the inherited suffix on the collective noun gal ‘flock/troop,’
which was grammatically. singular, referring to a semantic plurality. This only occurs in the oblique case and should

® Note that the geographic distribution in Fig. 1 seems to reflect this relative chronology, the conservative Type 1 having the broader
distribution. However, the map should not be interpreted in this way. The Balochi points in the far southeast of the map are old
transplants from Northwestern Iran. The chronology is based rather on what is known about Old Iranian: *-aka and *-an, and the fact
that varieties within each subgroup have innovated different collective markers.
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be understood as the innovative plural marker and a case-marking suffix of the same etymology as the plural marker
from the rest of these languages.

5.7. Balochi

In Table 4, | have included Turkmen (Axenov, 2006) and Eastern Hill Balochi (Elfenbein, 1980). However, the oblique
suffix -a is not clearly descended from the evaluative marker *-(a)ka- (suggested as a possibility by Karim, 2021).

Koroshi (Balochi) -obar: The Koroshi (Balochi Nourzaei et al., 2015) plural marker shares the same distributional
idiosyncrasies as the plural markers known to be descended from collective nouns, e.g., Sebeki gat ‘flock.” For
instance, (1) the plural suffix -obar governs singular agreement; (2) the suffix is incompatible with definiteness marking
like the colloquial New Persian -ha; (3) the suffix is inflected with singular endings for oblique/object and genitive, and (4)
it has not yet been extended to third-person singular pronouns. These four facts lead to the conclusion that the Koroshi
Balochi suffix obar is also a collective plural. It is likely related to the term karobar ‘work (lit. work and a load).” As in many
other Iranic languages, the word ‘and’ acts as a compounding marker, not as a simple conjunction.'® The resulting
obar-marked compounds are something akin to a load of a noun or a noun and related things, then plural.”’

6. CONCLUSION

The seemingly odd competition between definiteness and plurality in Iranic languages is just another example of per-
sistence, where ‘when a form undergoes grammaticization from a lexical to a grammatical function, so long as it is gram-
matically viable, some traces of its original lexical meanings tend to adhere to it, and details of its lexical history may be
reflected in constraints on its grammatical distribution’ (Hopper, 1991: 22). When reconstructing the origin of plural mark-
ers, one can determine that a particular formative has its origins in a collective noun by several persistent tendencies: (1)
Singular inflection, (2) Hybrid agreement, (3) Incompatibility with high-animacy nouns, and (4) Incompatibility with def-
initeness marking. However, heuristic (2) may be epiphenomenal, i.e., due to the low animacy of the nouns, to which the
innovative plural marker attaches (following Gardelle, 2019: 100)."2

The diminutive/evaluative source of the definiteness markers in Iranic languages has its own set of persistent qual-
ities; see Haig (2019), Nourzaei (2020, 2023a) for more on the development and features of these formatives. The inter-
action between two aspects of the definiteness and plural markers likely led to their incompatibility: (1) Nouns marked by
the diminutive/evaluative formative are evaluable, expressing sorrow, affection, admiration, endearment, small size,
small portion, pejoration, or derivation, which naturally differentiates the noun from members of the same class. These
nouns cover kinship terms, humans, animate beings, and inanimate objects. They range the animacy hierarchy (4) cov-
ering all except the speaker, addressee, and third-person, reflecting an incompatibility with pronominal forms, distribu-
tionally similar to definite articles. This contrasts with the innovative collective plural markers that begin on the low end of
the animacy hierarchy; they are by nature undifferentiated and incompatible with a specific or definite reading. (2) The
relative chronology of these formatives allowed the plural marker to usurp the domain of the combination of the definite-
ness marker and inherited plural marker. The collective plural marker replaced the older construction, retaining its
incompatibility with the definiteness marker as a persistent feature of the two formatives. This incompatibility is not other-
wise explicable.

These facts allow us to make several predictions about the diachronic typology. Specific changes occur as collective
plurals extend up the animacy hierarchy to more domains. First, the plural marker moves from inanimate to animate
nouns, humans, kinship terms, and third-person pronouns. The domains of the definite article in plural contexts get
usurped by the innovative plural, first partially, then completely, when it begins to be used with kinship terms. Only then
does the innovative plural come to be used with third-person pronouns. Likely, the suffix will not appear on third-person
pronouns until it has completely taken over the definite contexts, i.e., a language that has an innovative plural on pro-
nouns must be either a language from Group (3) or (4), showing one innovative plural marker for definite and indefinite
contexts or having passed through such a stage. Finally, we can use these heuristics to reconstruct the etyma of

10 See Karim (2021) for a theoretical explanation of the use of (i ‘and’ as a compounding marker.

" Note that the forms marked with -obar can take the singular case-marking suffixes; compare: Singular: Jjanek-& [woman-Nowm],
Jjanek-a [woman-oBL], janek-ay [woman-Gen]; Plural: janek-obar-d [woman-rL-Nom], janek-obar-a [woman-pL-0BL], janek-obar-ay [woman-
PL-GEN], not *janek-obar-an [woman-pL-0BL], */anek-obar-ani [woman-pL-Gen] (Nourzaei et al., 2015, 28).

12 | have chosen to focus this discussion on the animacy analysis. An anonymous reviewer suggested that evaluative meanings may
align with Gundel et al.’s (1993) “referential” category, while collective meanings may correspond to "type identifiable” on their
“Givenness Hierarchy.” Animacy may be only one of several factors involved. Exploring these relationships further is a promising
direction for future research, especially if they prove to be cross-linguistically robust.
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innovative plural markers (and definite articles) using the heuristics proposed here (or in Nourzaei, 2020, for definite-
ness markers). This allows me to confidently say that the Koroshi Balochi plural marker -obar is of a collective source,
of which bar ‘load, burden’ is the most obvious choice. Ideally, these heuristics can be used in the future as a tool for
identifying and reconstructing the sources of some innovative plural markers. Furthermore, this analysis points to an
explanation for morphological competition between definiteness and plurality that may give some insight to other types
of morphological competition in the future.
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