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Abstract

This article studies variability in the internal structure of verbal bound person-number
paradigms within a sample of 174 Western Iranic language varieties. Twenty-one pat-
terns of syncretism are found within the sample, highlighting the neutralization of
opposition between cells in the inflectional person/number paradigm. The syncretic
patterns in these languages range from complete opposition in the person/number
paradigm to partial syncretism in certain feature values, diagonal systems, and the
complete neutralization of person, attested in the Kogeri variety of Northern Kurdish.
The article reflects on the effect of sound change, analogy, and areal and contact factors
in developing syncretic person-number patterns within Iranic.
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2 MOHAMMADIRAD AND KARIM
1 Introduction

Iranic languages exhibit considerable variation in the internal structure of the
verbal person-number paradigm. Many Iranic languages, such as Persian, fea-
ture the same argument indices, fully distinguished for all person-number com-
binations regardless of tense. Yet, a substantial minority of Iranic languages
variably show neutralization of opposition between 1sG and 2sG (attested in
some Gorani [G] dialects), neutralization between 2pPL and 3PL (attested in
Central Kurdish [cK]), neutralization between 25G and 2PL (attested in Ban-
dari and Minabi), and neutralization of all person marking leaving a paradigm
only inflected for number (Kogeri variety of Northern Kurdish [NK]). This arti-
cle studies the typology of syncretism patterns within the Western Iranic lan-
guages, reflecting on the effects of sound change, analogy, and social factors,
including language contact, in developing these syncretic patterns.

Iranic languages constitute one of the branches of the Indo-European lan-
guages. They are currently spoken in a vast geographical expanse in Asia, rang-
ing from the westernmost provinces of China to the southeast of Turkey and
northeast of Syria. Traditionally, Iranic languages are classified into two main
subbranches: Eastern and Western. Each group is further divided into North-
ern and Southern subgroups.! East Iranic languages are represented by Pashto,
Ossetic, and Parachi, and the Western branch by Persian, Kurdish, Balochi, and
many others. This article studies variations in the internal structure of the per-
son paradigm within the languages traditionally described as Western Iranic
without addressing issues about the coherence of this group, drawing on typo-
logical and theoretical studies in Baerman et al. (2005), Cysouw (2003), and
Siewierska (2004). See Fig. 1 for the geographic distribution of the languages
we have selected for investigation.

We recognize that in this study of syncretism patterns, there are inher-
ently synchronic and diachronic elements. The synchronic study of these lan-
guages is concerned with several points: (a) the distribution of syncretism
patterns across the Western Iranic languages; (b) the occurrence of multiple
(systematic) patterns of syncretism within a language; and (c) the categories
that condition person-number syncretism (for example, if it occurs only in
the context of another grammatical category such as gender, tense, aspect,
mood, etc.). The diachronic study of these languages is concerned with how the

1 Note that the subgrouping of Iranic languages into Northwestern, Southwestern, Northeast-
ern, and Southeastern has long been understood to be problematic (see Bailey, 1933; Cathcart,
2015; Wendtland, 2009) and has largely been rejected (see Korn, 2019).

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-87



VERBAL PERSON/NUMBER SYNCRETISM IN WESTERN IRANIC LANGUAGES

Apmys sty ur pajesnsaaul sagengue]

1 340914

1yoojeg 61
ueisiad gl

e/l

ueuwsasg 9l

1yshier g1
lueiepueze|s 71
e gL

11e] UIBYLON Z1L
nejjenus) L

1e] u1dYINoS Ol
sie46

unig

neaje\d j\enua)d /
ne19

ueion g

nezez

ysipiny uiayinos ¢
ysipiny jlenusd g
ysIpIny UIBYLON |

sdnolo 19eIg

o

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-87



4 MOHAMMADIRAD AND KARIM

extant patterns developed. To ascertain the probable course of development
of the forms, we look at what is currently known about regular phonological
developments in these languages in combination with the likely reconstructed
forms. For instance, Iranic verbal forms draw from a variety of finite and nonfi-
nite verbal forms to create the rich tapestry of inflectional paradigms observed
here (presented in full in the appendix, Table 52). We take the approach that
synchrony and diachrony are two independent approaches to language that do
not directly interact. As such, there is an inevitable overlap in terminology. For
example, a paradigm can be synchronically conditioned by the imperfective
aspect, as is the case in Western Gilaki (Stilo, 2001). However, the diachronic
cause for this is the reduction of vowel clusters; that is, it is conditioned dia-
chronically by regular sound change. This article is primarily synchronic. To
avoid confusion, all terminology should be understood in the synchronic sense
unless stated otherwise (for example, in Section 8.1 on diachrony). The reliance
on synchronic data, some of which is published here for the first time, allows us
to identify broad-scoping tendencies in diachronic change. The sheer number
of closely related varieties, particularly within the three Kurdish groups, allows
a nuanced reconstruction based on microvariation. Sometimes, every stage in
a sequence of relatively ordered changes is attested in concentric circles span-
ning outward from a core (conservative) group. This approach to reconstruc-
tion based on modern varieties should be of broad interest to the diachronic
linguist.

The article is structured as follows. Section 2 discusses the theoretical pre-
liminaries behind syncretism and data collection. Section 3 provides an
overview of the syncretic patterns found in the surveyed languages. Sections
4, 5, and 6 set out the syncretic patterns in the present indicative, past intran-
sitive, and other TAM categories, respectively; Section 7 summarizes the syn-
cretic patterns in the verbal person/number paradigm of Iranic languages and
accounts for generalizations in the syncretic patterns. In Section 8.1, we discuss
the diachronic effects of sound change, analogy, and sociolinguistic factors that
have created systematic syncretism patterns through Western Iranic. Finally,
in Section g, we place this study within the broader context of the typological
study of verbal person-number syncretism.

2 Syncretism: Theoretical preliminaries
To set the stage for our study of syncretism in the Western Iranic world, we

must define some of the core principles. Here, we use Baerman et al.'s (2005)
definition of syncretism:
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VERBAL PERSON/NUMBER SYNCRETISM IN WESTERN IRANIC LANGUAGES 5

— There is, in certain contexts, a loss of distinctions between some but not all
values of a particular feature F. This loss may depend on the presence of a
particular combination of values of one or more other features (the context).

— Other syntactic objects distinguish those values of feature F, and they are,
therefore, syntactically relevant.

It has been suggested by Meiser (1992) and Luraghi (2000) that there should

be a distinction between homophony, the merger of two forms for purely

phonological reasons, and syncretism, the identity of two forms in a syntactic
paradigm for systemic reasons. We have chosen to use these terms interchange-
ably, as we consider the difference to be essentially diachronic. This termino-
logical distinction is not relevant to the synchronic aspects of this study, that
is, the typology of syncretism patterns in Western Iranic languages. As for the

description of syncretism/homophony patterns, we employ Cysouw’s (2003)

terminology to describe the shape of the syncretism and Baerman et al.’s (2005)

terminology to describe the systemic effects of said syncretism.

Baerman et al. (2005) describe two systemic effects of syncretism, neutral-
ization and uninflectedness. These should be understood as the impact of syn-
cretism on a language. In other words, if there is syncretism, it will result in one
of these two states:

(i) Neutralization:

— In the presence of a particular combination of values of one or more
other features (the context), there is a general loss of all values of a
particular feature F found elsewhere in the language.

— No syntactic objects distinguish any values of feature F in the given
context, and feature F is, therefore, syntactically irrelevant in that con-
text.

(ii) Uninflectedness:

— There is, in certain lexemes only, a loss of all values of a particular fea-
ture F found elsewhere in the language. This loss may depend on the
presence of a particular combination of values of one or more other
features (the context).

— Other syntactic objects distinguish values of feature F, either generally
or in the given context, and feature F is therefore syntactically rele-
vant.

In Cysouw’s (2003) study, there are four major homophony patterns found

within person-number paradigms:

(i)  Singular homophony is characterized by the neutralization or partial neu-

tralization of person marking in the singular. An example is 25G/3sG

homophony in the bound person indices of Dutch (15G: -&; 25G: -t, 35G:

n
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6 MOHAMMADIRAD AND KARIM

(ii) Vertical homophony refers to the partial or complete neutralization of the
person in the plural number. In the Dutch paradigm of bound person
indices, the plural inflection -en is used for all three persons. In other
words, this formative only expresses the number, whereas independent
pronouns express the person.

(iii) Horizontal homophony concerns the neutralization of opposition
between singular and plural categories, exemplified by the homophony
in the English second person independent pronoun, which is you in both
the singular and plural.

(iv) Diagonal homophony relates to the neutralization of opposition between,
for example 15G and 3PL. As noted by Siewierska (2004: 97), this pattern
is “very rare” crosslinguistically.

Note that Cysouw’s (2003) terminology is somewhat problematic. Singular

homophony is also vertical when conceptualizing the paradigm as a table.

It may be more explicit to refer to singular homophony as “singular (verti-

cal) homophony,” and vertical homophony as “plural vertical homophony.” We

acknowledge this fact here and reject Cysouw’s (2003) terminology in favor of
singular (vertical) vs. plural (vertical), throughout.

According to Baerman et al. (2005), syncretic blocks can be simple, nested,
or contrary:

— Simple syncretism: A single syncretic block containing two or more cells

where different values for a feature are merged.

— Nested syncretism: Two syncretic blocks where the merged features of one

block represent a subset of the merged features of the other.

— Contrary syncretism: Two syncretic blocks where there is no implication

between the syncretic patterns.

In our typology, we split nested syncretism further into two subtypes: partial

nested syncretism, where some but not all values for a feature have been merged

and full nested syncretism, where the categories neutralized in one block are the
same as in another. We will exemplify these kinds of syncretisms in the follow-
ing sections.

In this article, we discuss the concept of markedness in line with Baerman
et al. (2005) and others. However, there are two ways the term is employed in
linguistics. It is important that we distinguish between the two.

— Semantic markedness: a value crosslinguistically considered to be the non-

default in the juxtaposition of two values of a given category.

— Morphological markedness: a category signified by overt morphology.

To increase clarity, we specify the type of markedness throughout the article.

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-87



VERBAL PERSON/NUMBER SYNCRETISM IN WESTERN IRANIC LANGUAGES 7
3 Overview of the syncretic patterns found in the surveyed languages

This article studies the syncretism in verb agreement person/number suffixes
in Western Iranic languages. The bound person indices used in verb agree-
ment are cognate across Western Iranic languages, from several etymological
sources. Variations in their paradigmatic structure can offer insight into mech-
anisms of change in the person paradigm and directions of change between
paradigms. Apart from Persian, historical states for most of these languages
are unattested. The lack of recorded history makes the diachronic aspects of
paradigmatic realignment a matter of principled reconstruction. The method
taken here is comparative and typological. We establish interrelations between
cognate paradigms and innovations in certain language groups, such as Kur-
dish, as far as possible by considering factors such as sound change, language
contact, and analogy. The main focus here is systematic syncretism in inflec-
tional person morphology. There are cases where the phonological structure of
a root results in uninflectedness. These cases may lead to widespread system-
atic syncretism, that is, neutralization. We address uninflectedness in Section
8.1 on diachrony. Syncretism in verbal person/number marking has not been
studied previously in Iranic languages. In Baerman and Brown’s (2013) typo-
logical overview of syncretism in verbal person/number marking, only Persian
within Iranic languages has been mentioned as having no syncretic pattern.

The data for studying person syncretism within Western Iranic languages
were generally gathered from the following types of sources: descriptive gram-
mars, article-length descriptions of individual languages, dissertations, and
similar sources. The data for some of the languages within the Kurdish group
(including the Gorani varieties) come from a questionnaire? developed at the
University of Cambridge within the ALHOME project3 for studying phonologi-
cal, morphosyntactic and lexical variation within the dialects of Kurdish (and
Gorani).#

2 The questionnaire was developed by Geoffrey Haig and Masoud Mohammadirad in 2022.

3 https://www.ames.cam.ac.uk/research/project/echoes-vanishing-voices-mountains-linguist
ic-history-minorities-near-east.

4 All the data for this study comes from these sources: Khan et al. (2025); Aman Allahi Bahar-
vand and Thackston (1986); Angali (2004); Anonby and Asadi (2014); Atlamaz (2012); Authier
(2012); Blau (1975); Borjian (2022); Christensen (1915); Elfenbein (1980); Fattah (2000); Jafar-
zadeh (2017); Kalbassi (1997); Khan and Mohammadirad (2024); Lazard (1992); Lecoq (2002);
MacKenzie (1956, 1962); Mackinnon (2002); Mahmoudveysi and Bailey (2013); Matras and
Osman (2024); Mohammadirad (2020, forthcoming); Nourzaei et al. (2015); Opengin (2016);
Paul (1998, 2011); Razaqi (2021); Salami (2004, 2007, 2009, 2014, 2021); Schulze (2000); Skjerve
(1988); Stilo (2001, 2003, 2004, 2007a,b, 2021); Suleymanov (2020); van der Wal Anonby (2015);
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8 MOHAMMADIRAD AND KARIM

We have explored the person-number paradigms of 174 languages, vari-
eties, and “dialects” from 19 different groups (see Fig. 1). From these, we have
extracted 423 representative verbal paradigms. They come primarily from the
present indicative (182) and past intransitive (186), which show the general
patterns observed across the system. Additionally, we have added selected
paradigms from the present subjunctive (22), past imperfective (1), and past
perfect (32) to illustrate the ways TAM categories can condition syncretism.’

Table 1 exhibits the diversity of syncretic types across all 423 paradigms. Dif-
ferent shades represent different syncretic patterns between the cells in the
paradigm. For instance, Type Xv features 25G/3sG syncretism on the one hand,
which is colored in dark gray, and 2PL/3PL syncretism on the other, colored in
light gray. The table merely exposits the number of attested syncretic patterns
in New Western Iranic languages, and so some of these syncretic types may be
absent in one TAM or gender category. The most common type, Type o, which
contains no syncretic blocks, has been omitted from the table as our focus is
on syncretism. Of the paradigms, 186 (that is, 44 %) feature Type o; the per-
centages in Table 1 are calculated based on the remaining 237 paradigms. We
sample multiple paradigms from every variety. Therefore, each variety can have
multiple types; for example, Southern Kurdish (sx) from Qurwe has Type 1v
in the present indicative and past intransitive, but Type v in the past per-
fect.

Drawing on a large dataset of syncretic patterns in a family of related lan-
guages, we aim to answer the following questions in the paper, which are of
interest to typological and theoretical studies on syncretism:

1. What are the most frequent syncretic patterns within Western Iranic?

2. What is the effect of tense on verbal person-number syncretism across
Western Iranic?

3.  Whatis the effect of number (singular and plural) on the diversity of syn-
cretic patterns in the dataset?

Windfuhr (1984, 1999); Yarshater (1959, 1964, 1969); Yoshie (1996 ). See Table 52 in the appendix
for the complete list of paradigms and the sources from which they come.

5 We have selected these paradigms based on several factors. We have chosen the additional
paradigms based on whether or not they have a different syncretic pattern than that of the
present indicative or past intransitive. For instance, only Western Gilaki has a past imper-
fective form built on the past tense plus the suffix -i, causing additional neutralization in
the paradigm. Additionally, the selection of the latter paradigms is biased by the availabil-
ity of data in the relevant sources. All of the sources used in this study have complete
paradigms for the present indicative and past intransitive but not always for all TaAM cate-
gories.

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-87



VERBAL PERSON/NUMBER SYNCRETISM IN WESTERN IRANIC LANGUAGES 9

TABLE 1 Overview of syncretism patterns in the surveyed languages
Type 1 Type 11 Type 111 Type 1v Typev Type vi Type vi1
(6%) (3%) (1%) (46%) (13%) (2%) (<1%)
SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL
1 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 2 2 2 2 2 2
3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Type viir Type 1x Type x Type x1 Type x11 Type x111 Type x1v
(1%) (2%) (7%) (<1%) (<1%) (<1%) (<1%)
SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL
1 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 2 2 2 2 2 2
3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Type xv Type xv1 Type xvII Type xvIII Type X1x Type xx Type XX1
(5%) (5%) (3%) (3%) (<1%) (<1%) (<1%)
SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL
1 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 2 2 2 2 2 2
3 3 3 3 3 3 3

4.  Which directional effects are there in the developments of the syncretic
patterns? That is, when syncretism occurs, which formative gets extended
to the rest of the paradigm?

5.  What are the major diachronic themes that lead to the development of
syncretism in Iranic (e.g., sound change and morphological analogy)?

Question (1) is concerned with the frequency of homophony patterns. This

is interesting in two respects: first, what syncretic patterns are the most fre-

quent in a family of related languages; second, what space do(es) the syncretic
pattern(s) occupy in the paradigms? According to Cysouw (2003), crosslinguis-
tically, syncretic patterns tend to occupy adjacent cells in the paradigm. Ques-
tion (2) seeks to understand which TAM category features the most syncretism
within Western Iranic. Question (3) links the syncretism to number. Plural is
often considered to be the more morphologically marked category. The typo-
logical literature suggests that syncretism is more common in the plural than
in the singular (Baerman et al.,, 2005: 59). Question (4) concerns which per-
son is used to remodel the syncretic paradigms, for example in 1PL/2PL/3PL
homophony. Given the default status of the third person as the semantically

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-87



10 MOHAMMADIRAD AND KARIM

unmarked value for person (Bybee, 1985), we would expect an extension of
the third person to the other persons for homophony patterns involving third
persons. Question (5) tries to answer how sound change and analogy inter-
act in shaping the syncretic paradigms of Western Iranic languages. The most
pervasive theme within this synchronic investigation is how semantic and mor-
phological markedness correlate with syncretism.

Note that we use the transliteration script of the text from which examples
were sourced, except in cases where the native orthography is Latin-based and
the source author has chosen to transcribe the text differently. For these lan-
guages, we have returned the transcription to the native orthography out of
respect for the speech communities.®

The appendix (Table 52) provides all the data collected for this project.
The forms have been gathered from various sources, some of them difficult to
access. This appendix will likely be a resource for scholars working on similar
questions. Additionally, the maps in Figs. 1, 2, 3, and 4 visualize the distribution
and spread of these syncretism patterns as well as the relationship between
syncretism patterns and languages subgrouping, drawing special attention to
areas with phenomena that warrant further study or are of deeper potential
interest to linguists.

4 Syncretic patterns in the present indicative

In this section, we highlight the syncretism patterns of the present indicative.
We have examined 182 paradigms and have identified 13 out of the 21 syn-
cretic types; see Table 2, where percentages have been calculated out of 101
syncretic paradigms, that is, without considering non-syncretic patterns. Note
that blank boxes correspond to syncretism patterns not found in the context of
the present indicative. The 2pL/3PL homophony (Type 1v) is the most frequent
syncretic pattern in the present indicative (37 paradigms), followed by Type xv
featuring syncretism in the 25G/35G and 2PL/3PL (13 paradigms).

6 The 1PA correspondences for characters that do not match the 1pa are as follows. In Northern,
Central, and Southern Kurdish, Gorani, and Zazaki—vowels: a [a], e [€], € [e:], i [1], 1 [i:], 0
[o:], u [v], @ [wz], @& [y:]; consonants: ¢ [d3], ¢ [t[],j [3], s [J], y [j]- The Orientalist transliter-
ation script used for the other languages differs from the above by these characters: i, 1 [i:]; 1
[1];e, € [e];a[ee];0,6,0 [o:];u, @, G [uz]; & & [a:]; § [T, ] [d3]; Z [3]; x, kh [x]. Note that the
Orientalist transliteration script is not perfectly uniform. Although vowels in all varieties are
either long or short, the length distinction is not phonemic. In the Kurdish script, the diacrit-
ics correspond to vowel quality alone. In contrast, the Orientalist transliteration script uses
diacritics to distinguish where length was likely phonemic in the protolanguage.
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VERBAL PERSON/NUMBER SYNCRETISM IN WESTERN IRANIC LANGUAGES 11

TABLE 2 Summary of syncretism patterns in the present indicative
Type 1 Type 11 Type 111 Type 1v Typev Type vi
(8%) (5%) (2%) (37%) (12%) (2%)
SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL
1 1 1 1 1
2 2 2 2 2
3 3 3 3 3
Type viir Type x Type X111
(1%) (6%) (1%)
SG PL SG PL SG PL
1 1
2 2
3 3
Type xv Type xv1 Type xvIII Type X1x
(13%) (8%) (5%) (1%)
SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL
1 1 1
2 2 2
3 3 3

The syncretic person-number paradigms attested in the present indicative can
be divided into ones featuring one syncretic block—Baerman et al’s (2005)
simple syncretism (e.g., only 156/2sG homophony)—and those featuring mul-
tiple syncretic blocks (e.g., syncretism in 25G/35G on the one hand, and 1pL/
2PL/3PL on the other). Paradigms with one syncretic block concern Types 1, 11,
111, 1V, V, V1, V111, and X, while Types X111, Xv, XvI, XvI1], and XIX feature mul-
tiple syncretic blocks. Types X111 and X1X are Baerman et al.s (2005) contrary
syncretism and Types xv, Xxv1, xvII1 feature nested syncretism. Note that nested
syncretism is much more common (26 or 26 % of all paradigms in the present
indicative) than contrary syncretism (2 or 2 %).

In the rest of this section, we enumerate each type, highlighting which lan-
guages feature these syncretic patterns.

4.1 Present indicative paradigms with no syncretism

The most widespread pattern across person-number paradigms in the present
indicative is the pattern of no homophony. The category of person is fully
expressed in these languages. Of the 182 paradigms surveyed here (see Table

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-87
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No syncretism in the present indicative: sample paradigms

1SG
2SG
3SG
1PL
2PL
3PL

H.Tekht sk Kir. Aleshtar Badrudi Angali Dashti Chali Vidar E.Gilaki Sari
- -im -im -un/-on -om -em/-om -0m  -um(e) -am -em
- -id - -e -L -i -i -i -i -i

-0 -id -é -a -e -et -e -e -1 -e
-mé -imin  -im(o)  -im -im -im -om  -an(e) -im -im
-dé -in -tn(o) -id/-i -in -id -a -ia -in -in
-a -in -in -en -en -an -end -en -an -en

52), 81 (45 %) of them have no syncretism in the present indicative. This pattern
is attested in dialects of Persian, Luri-type languages, Sirvan Tat, core Gorani
varieties, Mazandarani, and a good many of the Southern Kurdish, Central
Plateau, and Fars dialects; for a summary of these patterns, their type fre-
quency, and geographic distribution, see Section 7. A representative sample is
presented in Table 3.

4.2 Present indicative paradigms with one syncretic block

As mentioned, the person-number paradigms with one syncretic block belong
to Types 1, 11, 111, 1V, V, VI, VIII, and X (see Table 2). Out of 101 syncretic
paradigms, 73 (72 %) feature one syncretic block. Examples of these types are
as follows.

4.21 Singular vertical homophony only
Typer Type 11
SG PL SG PL
1 1
2 2
3 3

Homophony only in the singular is attested in 13 paradigms, of which eight
paradigms exhibit 15G/2sG homophony, and five paradigms exhibit 2sG/3sG
homophony.

18G/28G homophony is attested in eight varieties, including in the Gorani
varieties of Qela, Zarda, and Bacelani; the Central Plateau (CP) varieties Naeini,
and Anaraki; the Fars province dialects Davani and Sivandi; and the Sangsari

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-87



VERBAL PERSON/NUMBER SYNCRETISM IN WESTERN IRANIC LANGUAGES 13

TABLE 4  Type I1:15G/25G homophony in the present indicative

G. Zarda Naeini Davani Sangsari
1SG - - -e -
2SG - - -e -
3SG -0 -e -et -a
1PL -mé -em -u -un
2PL -dé -it - -in
3PL -an -en -en -an

TABLE 5 Type 11: 25G/35G homophony in the
present indicative

Abyanei Qohrudi Johuri Tat

1SG -an -un -tim
2SG -e -e i
3SG -e -e i
1PL -iman -eme -im
2PL -iya -ege -it
3PL -anda -ande -Gt

variety in the Semnan group. For example, the paradigms of Gorani Zarda,
Naeini, Davani, and Sangsari are illustrated in Table 4.

25G/35G homophony (see Table 5) is attested in five paradigms. The varieties
having this homophony pattern include Johuri Tat and the Central Plateau vari-
eties Vidouji (Razagqi, 2021), Qohrudi, Abuzeydabadi, and Abyanei. In all these
varieties, the homophony is limited to the present tense.

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-87



14 MOHAMMADIRAD AND KARIM

4.2.2 Plural homophony only
Type 111 Type 1v Type v
SG PL SG PL SG PL
1 1 1
2 2 2
3 3 3

Fifty-one of the paradigms studied here exhibit homophony only in the plu-
ral. The relevant homophony patterns are Type 111 1PL/2PL homophony (2
paradigms), Type 1v 2PL/3PL homophony (37 paradigms), and Type v1PL/2PL/
3PL homophony (12 paradigms).

The 1pL/2PL homophony is only attested in the Semnan group; for exam-
ple, in Semnani and Dehnamaki. Here, the value plural triggers the syncretism
between first and second person. Note that the spread of the n component rep-
resenting plural is common in both the nominal and verbal systems of Iranic
languages; see Section 8.1.

Simple (i.e., with a single syncretic block) 2PL/3PL homophony is attested in
12 paradigms, including in the northern varieties of Southern Kurdish, south-
ern and central varieties of Central Kurdish, and southern varieties of North-
ern Kurdish, spoken in northeast Iraq and neighboring areas in southeastern
Turkey. Notably, the Northern Kurdish varieties spoken far from the core North-
ern Kurdish speech zone close to the Caspian Sea and in Khorasan (northeast
Iran) have a 2PL/3PL homophony. 2PL/3PL homophony is also attested in the
Alevi variety of Zazaki (Z) and in Western Gilaki. Representative paradigms are
represented in Table 7. See Section 8.1 for an account of how this pattern was
extended from a particular conjugation class.

Simple 1pL/2PL/3PL homophony is the next vertical pattern. Here, person
marking is restricted to the singular. In the context of plural, there is a com-
plete neutralization of the feature person. The formative in the plural set only
expresses number; the category of person is encoded only by the independent
pronouns. This pattern is attested in most Northern Kurdish varieties, includ-
ing Northern Kurdish dialects located in the center and north of the Northern
Kurdish speech zone and the dialects in Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Iraq close
to the Syrian border (e.g., Northern Kurdish Sinjar). Table 8 illustrates a sam-
ple of paradigms exhibiting 1pL/2PL/3PL homophony. The homophony pattern
attested here may be called unified plural vertical homophony.
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TABLE

6

Type I11: 1PL/2PL
homophony in the
present indicative

Semnani Dehnamaki

1SG -un -an/-on

28G -y -@

3SG -@ -a/-u

1PL  -in -in

2PL  -in -in

3PL -dn -on

TABLE 7 Type 1v: 2PL/3PL homophony in the present indicative

NK Akre NK Deregez cCK Suleymani sk Malikshay Z Alevi (M) W Gilaki

18G -im -im -im -im N, -am
28G - -1 -i(t) -Y(t) -a -i
3SG -it -e -é(1) -é(g) -0 -2
1PL -in -int -in -imin -me -im(i)
2PL  -in -in -in -in -é -id(£)
3PL  -in -in -in -in -é -id(i)
TABLE 8 Type v:1PL/2PL/3PL homophony in

the present indicative

NK Serhed Nk Simél Nk Kobani

1SG
28G
3SG
1PL

2PL
3PL

-im -me
) -7
-ét -e
-in -ne
-in -ne
-in -ne
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4.2.3 Horizontal homophony

Type vi
SG PL

In horizontal homophony, the opposition is neutralized between singular and
plural categories. In the Western Iranic languages, simple? horizontal syn-
cretism occurs only in the second person, which is attested in two varieties:
Bandari and Minabi (grouped in this study under Fars dialects). See Section 8.1
for a discussion of the diachronic factors conditioning this development.

TABLE 9 Type vI: 25G/2PL syncretism
in the present indicative

Bandari Minabi
1SG -om -m
28G -{ -
3SG -et -e
1PL -ing -im
2PL - -
3PL -en -en

7 Note that there is also an example of 15G/1PL homophony in our dataset (see Section 6.3), but
it only occurs in a language with a complex syncretism, that is, one with multiple syncretic
blocks. Additionally, 2sG/2PL syncretism also occurs as a member of larger syncretic blocks;
for example, Zazaki has Type X syncretism, with neutralization of 25G/1PL/2PL/3PL.
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4.2.4 Combined horizontal and plural vertical homophony
Type vIII Type x
SG PL SG PL
1 1
2 2
3 3

Some paradigms exhibit a syncretic pattern where one or more singular per-
son indices merge with one or more plural person indices. These patterns are
combined horizontal and plural vertical patterns. They concern Types vIII
and X in our classification. Six paradigms feature Type X, and one paradigm
Type viIL

Type V111 occurs in the Silopi dialect of Northern Kurdish. Here, there is a
syncretism between 25G and 1PL/2PL. The homophony pattern in this variety of
Northern Kurdish radically differs from most other Northern Kurdish varieties,
which have either Type v (1PL/2PL/3PL) or Type 1V (2PL/3PL) homophony. Not
enough is known about this variety to identify definitively the motivations for
this development.

TABLE 10 Type VIII: 25G/2PL/1PL homophony in the present indicative

NK Silopi
SG PL
1 -im )
- -
- -in

Type x features syncretism between 25G and the plural. This is particular to the
masculine indicative paradigms in some Zazaki varieties. Unlike most other
Iranic languages, verbs derived from the present stem in Zazaki are inflected
for gender in 25G and 3sG. This is the case because of the nominal origin of the
present tense conjugation. The present stem of the verb in Zazaki and some
Caspian languages is derived from the Old Iranic active participle, ending in *-
ant (Windfuhr, 2009). In other words, the indicative can be understood as the
combination of the direct nominal paradigm and the inherited verbal endings.
Sample paradigms from Zazaki varieties are listed in Table 11.
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TABLE 11 Type x: Combined horizontal and plural
vertical one block syncretism (data from
Zazaki varieties)

Piran Egil, Siverek Miyaro

M.IND M.IND M.IND

1SG -a -a -@

25G -t -é -

358G -0 -0 -0

1PL -1 -é -1

2PL -1 -é -1

3PL ) -é -

4.3 Present indicative paradigms with multiple homophonous groups

The present indicative person-number paradigms with multiple syncretic
blocks are x111, XV, XvI, XVI1I, and XI1X. Out of 103 syncretic paradigms, 29
(28.16 %) feature multiple syncretic blocks. In what follows, we give a brief
overview of each type.

The paradigms with multiple syncretic groups can be conceptualized as
combinations of the vertical (singular and plural) and horizontal homopho-
nies. In the case of Types vIII and X illustrated in Section 4.2.4, plural vertical
and horizontal homophony combined forming simple blocks with multiple
neutralized categories. In this section, the different types do not converge but
rather form separate blocks. These blocks may be nested or contrary in the ter-
minology of Baerman et al. (2005), as illustrated below.

4.31 Type x111

Type x111
SG PL

The first type with multiple syncretic blocks is found in Zazaki, limited in the
present indicative to the Seyxan variety. It consists of the Type 1xX pattern, fea-
turing 25sG/2PL/3PL homophony; but additionally, the first and third person
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TABLE 12 TypeXIIL:
M.PRS.IND

Z Seyxan
SG PL

-0? -€

a Note that the 15G/35G syncretism here does not constitute separate blocks. Rather, it is a form
of singular vertical homophony that looks separate due to the (arbitrary) ordering of persons:
1,2,300t3,1,2.

PAUL, 1998: 178

singular have merged into a second block. This is an example of what Baerman
et al. (2005) have termed contrary syncretism as neither block can be under-
stood as a subset of the other.

4.3.2 Type xv

Type xv
SG PL

This syncretic pattern is found in 13 paradigms, including in the Central Kurdish
varieties of the Erbil region and its neighboring Northern Kurdish varieties,
in the feminine indicative of certain Zazaki varieties, and in the Caspian vari-
ety Kelardasht. It consists of the Type 11 25G/35G homophony and the Type 1v
2PL/3PL homophony. This is full nested syncretism, where the categories neu-
tralized in the context of plural are identical to those in the singular.
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TABLE 13 Type XV: 25G/35G and 2PL/3PL homophony in the present indicative

Z. Alevi (F) cK Ranye NK Mergasur Kelardasht

1SG - -im -im -me
28G
3SG
1PL -me -in -in -mi
2PL -é -in -in -ne
3PL -é -in -in -ne
4.3.3 Type xv1
Type xv1
SG PL

1

2

3

This syncretic type is found in eight paradigms, including in the Northern Kur-
dish varieties Efrini, Mardin, Xerbi, Midyat, Asiti, and Semsur. This pattern is
also found in the feminine indicative of the neighboring Zazaki varieties of
Miyaro and Palu-Bingdl. It consists of Type Vv full plural vertical homophony
in the plural, combined with the Type 11 25G/35G homophony. This is a partial
nested syncretism, where the categories neutralized in the singular are a subset
of those neutralized in the plural.

TABLE 14  Type XVI: 25G/35G and 1PL/2PL/3PL homophony in the present
indicative

NK Asiti NK Midyat Z. Palu-Bingol Z. Miyaro

1SG -im -im - -0
28G

1PL -in -in -l -
2PL -in -in -l -
3PL -in -in - -
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4.3.4 Type XVIII

Type xviII
SG PL

Full vertical syncretism in both the singular and plural can be observed in five
paradigms including in the Kogeri variety of Northern Kurdish and the femi-
nine indicative of four Zazaki varieties. This system exhibits only number dis-
tinction on verbs, leaving them completely unspecified for person, and is full
nested syncretism.

TABLE 15  Type XVIII:15G/25G/38G and 1PL/2PL/3PL homophony
in the present indicative

Z. Siverek (F) Z. Piran (F) NK Koceri
1SG
258G
358G
1PL -é L -(Hn
2PL -é -1 -(Hn
3PL -é -1 -(On

4.3.5 Type X1X

Type X1X
SG PL

Type x1x is limited to Dehle from the Fars group. It consists of the Type 1
18G/28G homophony and another block consisting of 3sG and 2pPL/3PL. This
latter block is not attested anywhere else in the Western Iranic languages. Very
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TABLE 16  Type XIX:15G/25G and 35G/2PL/3PL homophony in the present indicative

Dehle
SG PL
1 -a -u
-a -[

-l -l

little can be said about the convergence between the first and second person
singular forms, although it is likely that these forms are related to the historical
subjunctive. This is a contrary syncretism: the two groups do not neutralize the
same categories.

4.4 Summary of syncretic patterns in the present indicative

In this section, we have given an overview of the syncretic patterns in the
present indicative. Overall, 13 patterns were found. Figure 2 highlights the dis-
tribution of these patterns per language variety and dialect group. There are
some salient areal patterns in the distribution of homophony patterns in Fig.
2. Type 111 (1PL/2PL homophony) only occurs in the Semnan group. Type 1v
(2PL/3PL homophony) is particularly concentrated in the Kurdish zone, with
a limited spread to Zazaki. It is shared by the southernmost varieties of North-
ern Kurdish, central and southern varieties of Central Kurdish, and half of
the varieties in the Southern Kurdish group (see Table 17 for the distribu-
tions per dialect group). The northernmost varieties of Central Kurdish add
25G/3sG homophony to this pattern, resulting in Type xv. Type v (1PL/2PL/3PL
homophony) is particular to the northern and central varieties of Northern
Kurdish. Gorani varieties are split between Types o and 1, with the latter being
widespread in the peripheral varieties. Types Xv1 (25G/35G and 1PL/2PL/3PL
homophony) and xv11I (15G/28G/3sG and 1pL/2PL/3PL homophony) are con-
centrated in Zazaki and Western varieties of Kurmanji, making them candi-
dates for areal convergence. Type V1 (25G/2PL) only occurs in the southernmost
varieties in the Fars group, namely, Bandari and Minabi. Type X (28G/1PL/2PL/
3PL) occurs solely in the masculine indicative paradigm of some Zazaki vari-
eties.
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Type Dialect Groups
1 NKurdish
. 5 2 CKurdish
S 3, . 3 SKurdish
® ) 4 Zazaki
: o 4 " - 5 Gorani
s . a0 6 Laki
i A ..': : v 7 CPlateau
v ot oV 8 Luri
? Vi 9 Fars
10 STati
o VIl 11 CTati
12 NTati
13 Gilaki
X 14 Mazandarani
i ° XV 15 Talyshi
o XVI 16 Semnan
17 Tat
xvii 18 Persian
XIX 19 Balochi
FIGURE 2  Distribution of syncretic patterns in the present indicative
TABLE 17 Trends in the present indicative
Language o I 1 I Iv v VI VIII X XIII XV XVI XVIII XIX
1 NKurdish 30% 40% 3% 3% 20% 3%
2 CKurdish 53% 47%
3 SKurdish 50% 50%
4 Zazaki 6% 38% 6% 12% 12% 25%
5  Gorani 50% 50%
6 Laki 100%
7 CPlateau 65% 12% 24%
8 Luri 100%
9 Fars 69% 12% 12% 6%
10 STati 100%
11 CTati 100%
12 N Tati 100%
13 Gilaki 50% 50%
14 Mazani 67% 33%
15 Talyshi 100%
16 Semnan 25% 25% 50%
17 Tat 50% 50%
18 Persian 100%
19 Balochi 100%
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5 Syncretic patterns in past intransitive

This section highlights the syncretism patterns in the past intransitive. His-
torically, there were shifts in the verbal morphology, and the finite past tense
verb stems were lost in all varieties sampled here; the participle became the
sole way to express the past tense. The participle was a nominal form that
expressed perfective aspect, and the copula added person-number indexation.
Most Iranic languages feature similar paradigms in the past and present tenses,
except in the third person singular, effectively morphologizing the null copula.
Many of the differences between the past and present paradigms stem from
this null form. For instance, the 25G/35G homophony in the present tense may
fail to reach the past intransitive, as the third person singular is a zero suffix
in the latter (see below; nevertheless, in some varieties 25G/35G occurs due
to analogy with the 2pPL/3PL homophony in the present tense or as a result
of convergence). In terms of agreement, past tense verbs index S and O, while
A agreement is marked (morphologically) by historically oblique pronominal
clitics.® We have focused on intransitive verbs here to eliminate the effect of
(ergative) alignment on the verbal paradigms (for notes on alignment in Iranic,
see Haig, 2008).

Overall, 186 paradigms were investigated for past intransitive, 94 of which
show syncretic paradigms. There are 13 syncretic types in the past intransitive
out of the 21 attested ones (see Table 18; note that blank boxes correspond to
syncretism patterns not found in the context of the past intransitive). Like the
present indicative, 2PL/3PL homophony (Type 1v) is the most frequent syn-
cretic pattern in the past intransitive (49 paradigms), though the number of
paradigms with Type 1v is higher in the latter. The next most frequent pattern
is Type v, featuring plural vertical homophony (16 paradigms).

Paradigms with one syncretic block concern Types 1, 11, 111, IV, V, VI, VIIJ, IX,
and X, and paradigms with multiple syncretic blocks are xvi, Xv11, Xv111, and
xX. Within the latter, Type xX is “contrary,” and Types XvI, Xv1I, and XVIII are
nested.

8 This split-ergative system has been lost in Persian, Luri, Mazandarani, and Gilaki (among oth-
ers), but reflexes of it are still operative in Iranic languages.
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TABLE 18  Summary of syncretism patterns in the past intransitive
Type 1 Type 11 Type 111 Type 1v Typev Type vi
(6%) (2%) (1%) (52%) (17%) (2%)
SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL
1 1 1 1
2 2 2 2
3 3 3 3
Type viir Type 1x Type x
(1%) (1%) (6%)
SG PL SG PL SG PL
1 1
2 2
3 3
Type xv1 Type xvII Type xvIII Type xx
(3%) (4%) (2%) (1%)
SG PL SG PL SG PL SG PL
1 1 1
2 2 2
3 3 3
5.1 Past intransitive paradigms with no syncretism

Like in the present indicative, the most widespread pattern across person-

number paradigms in the past intransitive is the pattern with no homophony.
Of the 184 paradigms surveyed here, 92 (or 49 %) of the paradigms have no syn-
cretism in the present indicative; see Table 19 for sample paradigms.

TABLE 19 No syncretism in the past intransitive

Chali Vidari Khalkhal E Gilaki Ziarat Asalem Aftari
1SG  -im -um -(a)m -am -em -im T
285G -i§ -i -0 -0 -i -is -a
3sG -0 - - - -e - -
1PL  -imon  -ian -am -im -im -imun -im
2PL  -ion -ia -a -in -in -irun -in
3PL  -end -ien -inde -on -en -in -en
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5.2 Past intransitive paradigms with one syncretic block

As mentioned, the past intransitive paradigms with one syncretic block belong
to Types I, 11, I11, IV, V, VI, VIIJ, IX, and X. Out of 92 syncretic paradigms, 84 fea-
ture one syncretic block, yielding 89 % of the syncretic patterns. Examples of
each of these types are as follows.

5.2.1 Singular vertical homophony only

Homophony only in the singular is attested in eight paradigms, of which six
paradigms exhibit Type 1 15G/2sG homophony and two paradigms exhibit
Type 11 25G/38G homophony. In both patterns, there is less syncretism than
in the present indicative, where there are eight paradigms featuring 15G/25G
homophony and five paradigms featuring 25G/3sG homophony. The reason, as
discussed, lies in the different source construction for the formation of past
intransitive constructions (see Sections 5.3.3 and 5.4).

The 15G/25G homophony is attested in Fars (Davani and Sivandi), Semnani
(Sangsari), Central Plateau (Naeini and Anaraki), and Gorani (Qeta). In the
past intransitive, the Gorani varieties of Zarda and Bacelani do not feature the
1SG/25G syncretism that they have in the present tense since the historical cop-
ula paradigm in the past intransitive has a different inflection than the present
tense. The 15G/25G homophony is illustrated in Table 20; the Zarda forms are
provided for comparison.

TABLE 20  Type 1:15G/2sG homophony in the past intransitive

Anaraki Naeini Davani G. Zarda
PRS PST
1SG - - -e -i -ané
28G - - -e - -
38G -© -@ -et -0 -@
1PL -em -em -u -mé -imé
2PL -it -it - -dé -idé
3PL -en -en -en -an -i(n)

The 25G/35G homophony occurs in Central Kurdish Rojbeyani and in the femi-
nine paradigm of Qohrudi. Interestingly, the Central Kurdish Rojbeyani pattern
is limited to the past intransitive, while most others either have it in only in the
present or in both past and present. In Section 8.2, we argue that convergence
with neighboring Northern Kurdish varieties has brought about this pattern
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TABLE 21  Type II: 25G/35G homophony in the past intransitive

cK Rojbeyani Qohrudi
PST.3SG.F PST.3SG.M
1SG -im -un -un
28G -@ -e -e
3SG - -e -
1PL -man -eme -eme
2PL -tan -ége -ege
3PL -in -ande -ande

in Central Kurdish Rojbeyani. For Qohrudi, the syncretism is limited to the
third person singular feminine. The other Central Plateau dialects that exhibit
25G/3sG in the present indicative, including Abuzeydabadi, Vidouji, Abyanei,
and Tat Johuri, feature no syncretism in the past, as the third person singular
form is zero. In Table 21, both paradigms of Qohrudi are illustrated for ease of
comparison.

5.2.2 Plural homophony only

Sixty-six past intransitive paradigms studied here exhibit homophony only in
the plural. The relevant homophony patterns are Type 1111PL/2PL homophony
(one paradigm), Type 1v 2PL/3PL homophony (49 paradigms), and Type v
1PL/2PL/3PL homophony (16 paradigms).

The only paradigm exhibiting Type 1111PL/2PL homophony is Semnani. Note
that the Semnani variety Dehnamaki also shows 1PL/2PL homophony in the
present indicative, but the past intransitive paradigm is partially inflected by
the historical oblique clitic pronouns; see Table 22.

Type 1v 2PL/3PL homophony in the past intransitive is attested in the
entirety of Central Kurdish (except the varieties which have Gorani substrate,
namely Central Kurdish Rojbeyani and Central Kurdish Kalakchi; see Section
8.2), neighboring Bahdini Northern Kurdish varieties, southern and northern
varieties of Southern Kurdish, Alevi and Seyxan varieties of Zazaki, Western
Gilaki, and Kelardasht. Note that there are more paradigms with the 2pPL/3PL
homophony in the past intransitive (viz. 49) than in the present indicative (viz.
37). This is mainly because in the present indicative of Central Kurdish varieties
spoken around Erbil, 2PL/3PLhomophony combines with another homophony
pattern, 28G/3sG homophony, to yield Type Xv (see Section 4.3.2).
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TABLE 22 Type I11: 1PL/2PL homophony in the
past intransitive
Semnani Dehnamaki
PRS PST

1SG -iun -an, -on -an
2SG -l -@ -at
3SG -a -a/-u -@
1PL -in -in -mon
2PL -in -in -ton
3PL -an -an -Son
TABLE 23 Type Iv: 2PL/3PL homophony in the past intransitive

NK Marinus ckKalar skBijar skIlam Z Seyxan (F) Kelardasht
1SG -im -im -im -im -0 -me
28G - - -id - -a -e
3G -@ -@ - - - -@
1PL  -in -in -iman  -im(in) -imi -mi
2PL | -in -in -in -in -é -ne
3PL  -in -in -in -in -é -ne

Type v1PL/2PL/3PL homophony in the past intransitive is attested in northern

and central varieties of Northern Kurdish and in the feminine past of Zazaki
Miyaro (see Table 24). That the distribution of this pattern is solely specific to
the most northwesterly varieties in our sample study may point to the effect
of mutual contact between these varieties or contact effects from neighboring
languages (see Section 8.2).

TABLE 24  Type v:1PL/2PL/3PL homophony in the past intransitive
Z Miyaro (F) NK Serhed NK Simél NK Agri
1SG -0 -im -im -im
258G -a -l -1 -1
3SG % -@ - -
LANGUAGE

DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-87



VERBAL PERSON/NUMBER SYNCRETISM IN WESTERN IRANIC LANGUAGES 29

TABLE 24  Type v:1PL/2PL/3PL homophony in the past intransitive (cont.)

Z Miyaro (F) NK Serhed NK Simétl NK Agri

1PL -0 -in -in -in
2PL - -in -in -in
3PL - -in -in -in
5.2.3 Horizontal homophony

Like in the present indicative, horizontal homophony concerns only Type v1,
featuring the neutralization of number distinction in the second person. This
occurs in two paradigms in the past intransitive similar to the present indica-
tive, both in Fars varieties: Bandari and Minabi (see Table 25).

TABLE 25  Type VI: 25G/2PL syncretism in the past intransitive

Bandari Minabi

18G -om -m

28G -i al

3SG -@ -@

1PL -ing -im

2PL -i -0

3PL -en -en

5.2.4 Combined horizontal and plural vertical homophony

As discussed, combined horizontal and plural vertical homophony concerns
syncretism between one or more singular person indices with one or more
plural person indices. In the past intransitive, this pattern is attested in eight
paradigms, featuring Types VIII (1 token), Type IX (1 token), and Type X (6
tokens).

Type V111 occurs in the Silopi variety of Northern Kurdish, featuring homo-
phony between 25G and 1pL/2PL. Note that Silopi features the same homo-
phony pattern in the present indicative. Therefore, the syncretism is not con-
ditioned by the TAM of the clause.
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TABLE 26  Type VIII: 25G/1PL/2PL homophony in the past intransitive

NK Silopi
SG PL
1 -im -l
- -l
-0 -in

Type 1x
SG PL

Type 1x is specific to the past intransitive paradigm in the Seyxan variety of
Zazaki. Here, the 25G merges with the 2PL/3PL. The only difference between
this type of homophony and Type X is that the latter features full plural vertical
syncretism.

TABLE 27  Type IX: 25G/2PL/3PL homophony in the past intransitive

Z Seyxan
SG PL
1 -0 -imi
-é -é
-@ -é

Type X is different from Type 1X in extending the homophony with 256 to the
entire plural set. This type of homophony is specific to Zazaki. The same vari-
eties that feature this homophony pattern in the present indicative also have it
in the past intransitive.
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TABLE 28  Type x: Combined hori-
zontal and plural vertical
one block syncretism

Piran, Egil Miyaro

M M
1SG -a -0
25G -t -t
3S8G - -
1PL -1 -1
2PL = =0
3PL - -
5.3 Past intransitive paradigms with multiple homophonous groups

Out of 94 syncretic paradigms in the past intransitive, ten exhibit multiple
homophonous groups. This concerns Types xv1I (3 paradigms), XVII (4 para-
digms), XvI11I (2 paradigms), and XX (1 paradigm).

5.3.1 Type xv1

In this type of homophony, there is a partial nested syncretism featuring two
blocks: 25G/35G constitutes one syncretic block, and 1PL/2PL/3PL constitutes
the other. In the past intransitive, this homophony pattern is exclusive to the
westernmost Kurmanji varieties, including Northern Kurdish Xerbi, Northern
Kurdish Mardin, and Northern Kurdish Efrini.

TABLE 29  Type XVI:25G/35G and 1PL/2PL/3PL
homophony in the past intransitive

~NK Xerbi, Nk Mardin NK Efrini
1SG -im -im
2SG - -
3SG -@ -(7)
1PL -in -in
2PL -in -in
3PL -in -in
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5.3.2 Type xviII

Type xviI
SG PL

Type xvI1is unique to feminine paradigms in the past intransitive within a sec-
tion of the Zazaki group. This type shows partial nested syncretism with two
blocks: the first features the partial neutralization of person between 15G and
25G on the one hand, and complete neutralization of person in the plural on
the other. It differs from Type xv1II (see below) in that full neutralization of
person is blocked in the singular due to distinct 35G feminine form.

TABLE 30  Type XVII: 15G/25G and 1PL/2PL/3PL homophony in the past
intransitive

Z. Siverek (F) Z. Palu-Bingol (F) Z. Piran (F)

1SG
2SG

3SG - - -
1PL - -0 -
2PL - - -
3PL - - -

5.3.3 Type XVIII

Type xXviII
SG PL

In the past intransitive, Type Xv11I is limited to the Northern Kurdish Kogeri
paradigm, which exhibits full nested syncretism, completely neutralizing per-

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-87



VERBAL PERSON/NUMBER SYNCRETISM IN WESTERN IRANIC LANGUAGES 33

TABLE 31  Type XVIII:15G/25G/35G and 1PL/2PL/3PL homophony in the past intransitive

NK Koceri
SG PL
1 -© -n
-0 -n
-© -n

son in the singular and plural. Essentially, the paradigm only expresses a num-
ber distinction.

5.3.4 Type xx

Type xx
SG PL

The Type XX pattern is specific to the past intransitive paradigm of Dehle in
the Fars group. It is the same as Type XIX in the present indicative except for
the fact that the third person singular has a unique -@ ending, making it not
part of the same block as 2pL/3PL. This is essentially a combination of Type 1
and Type 1v systems. This is a contrary syncretism in the terminology of Baer-
man et al. (2005). In other words, the syncretism in the context of plural is not
predictive of the syncretism in the singular.

TABLE 32 Type XX:158G/2sG and 2PL/3PL homophony in the past intransitive

Dehle
SG PL
1 -a -u
-a -
-0 -
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Type Dialect Groups
0 1 NKurdish
. o N 2 CKurdish
-’ B ° " ol 5
; o 2 3  SKurdish
o o 1} 4 Zazaki
. . &
ot 2§ "Gy PRr e K ol 5 Gorani
. A 6 Laki
Se o » oV 7 CPlateau
* oV 8 Luri
9 Fars
Vi !
. ° 10 STati
e Vil 11 CTati
X 12 NTati
13 Gilaki
& 14 Mazandarani
A C XVI 15 Talyshi
o XVII 16 Semnan
17 Tat
e XVIl 18 Ppersian
XX 19 Balochi
FIGURE 3  Distribution of syncretic patterns in the past intransitive
5.4 Summary of syncretic patterns in the past intransitive

This section highlighted the syncretism in the past intransitive. As seen, the

past intransitive paradigms feature 13 syncretic patterns in our sample. Of
these, ten syncretic paradigms overlap with the syncretic patterns in the pres-
ent indicative, three are specific to the past intransitive (including Types 1X,

xv1], XX), and three are specific to the present indicative (Types X111, Xv, and
x1X). Note that both these types only differ from their present tense counter-
parts in the third person singular due to a zero ending, an idiosyncrasy of Iranic
past tense verbs. Similar areal patterns emerge in the past intransitive as were

seenin the presentindicative. Type 111 (1PL/2PL homophony) only occurs in the
Semnan group. Type 1V is again limited to the three branches of Kurdish, but
extends partially to the neighboring Zazaki varieties (see Table 33 for distribu-

tions). Type v occurs primarily in Northern Kurdish and with a limited distribu-
tion in neighboring Zazaki. Type Xv1 (28G/3sG and 1PL/2PL/3PL homophony)
and Type XVIII (15G/25G/3sG and 1PL/2PL/3PL homophony) are concentrated
in Zazaki and Western varieties of Kurmanji, making them candidates for areal

convergence.
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TABLE 33  Trends in the past intransitive

Language o I Im 1 Iv v VI VIII IX X XVI XVII XVIII XX

1 NKurdish 33% 50% 3% 10% 3%
2 CKurdish 5% 5% 89%
3  SKurdish 47% 53%
4 Zazaki 19% 6% 6% 38% 25% 6%
5  Gorani 86% 14%
6 Laki 100%
7 CPlateau 85% 10% 5%
8 Luri 100%
9 Fars 69% 12% 12% 6%
10 STati 100%
11 CTati 100%
12 N Tati 100%
13 Gilaki 50% 50%
14 Mazani 67% 33%
15 Talyshi 100%
16 Semnan 50% 25% 25%
17 Tat 100%
18 Persian 100%
19 Balochi 100%

6 Syncretic patterns in other TAM categories

Typologically speaking, several factors condition syncretism in verbal person/
number marking. These include number, gender, tense, aspect, and mood,
negation, and voice (Baerman et al., 2005). While investigating the effect of all
these factors in conditioning person syncretism within Iranic awaits further
detailed research, there are a few things that can be said provisionally.

In the previous sections, we have focused on the most common paradigms in
the languages surveyed. Generally in Central Kurdish, for instance, there are a
minority of verbs like kirdin ‘to do/make’ with a present stem ke- that combines
idiosyncratically in the third person singular to form e-k-a(t) [1PFv-do.PRs-
3SG]. In this class, the third person singular suffix -a(¢) differs from the more
common -é(¢). If there were, hypothetically, another person marker with the
form -a(t), then there would be syncretism in this minority of verbs. In some of
the languages surveyed, this type of syncretism is not limited to a small subset
of verbs but rather is conditioned by the verbal formatives indicating particular
TAM categories. Suppletion in TAM categories other than the present indicative
and past intransitive are discussed here.
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In the present indicative and past intransitive, there were 16 types of syn-
cretism attested. As most Iranic languages share the same pattern of syncretism
in all tenses, most of these are attested in other TAM combinations. Here, we
focus on the types of syncretism that only occur in the subjunctive, past per-
fect, or imperfective. There are five of these remaining types: Types V11, X1, X11,
X1V, and XXI.

6.1 Perfect

Type viI
SG PL

Diagonal homophony is rare crosslinguistically (Siewierska, 2004: 97). Within
the 174 Western Iranic languages investigated here, it is only truly attested in the
perfect tense of Kumzari, where there is a homophony between 3sG and 2PL.
In Kumzari, the split separates the perfect tense from all other TAM categories.
This syncretism is likely the result of sound change and initial conditions (see
Section 8.1).

TABLE 34  Type VIIL past perfect

Kumzari
SG PL
1 -sum -sim
-Si -se
-se -sin
6.2 Subjunctive

All other patterns with single syncretic blocks occur only in Zazaki. Zazaki pro-
vides a rich source for syncretism. Zazaki features multiple stem types with
different historical features. The subjunctive stem of Zazaki is cognate with the
present indicative stem in most of the other languages surveyed here. Zazaki’s
present indicative has its roots in the old active participle in *-ant-, while the
subjunctive reflects the original finite verbal stem.
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6.2.1 Types X1, X11, and X1V
Type x1 Type x11 Type x1Vv
SG PL SG PL SG PL
1 1 1
2 2 2
3 3 3

The first pattern of syncretism unique to Zazaki (Type X1) is that found in the
present subjunctive feminine paradigm in the variety spoken in Palu-Bingol.
Recall that the Zazaki subjunctive is the only remaining vestige of the Old Iranic
finite verbal conjugation. The subjunctive did not originally have gender mark-
ing. However, the gender distinction now occurs in some varieties, as seen in
the second person singular in Table 35. This homophony consists of a single for-
mative marking the plural and the same formative in the first person singular,
providing 1sG/1PL/2PL/3PL homophony.

The second pattern of syncretism unique to Zazaki (Type x11) is that found
in the present subjunctive masculine paradigm in the variety spoken in Palu-
Bingol (see Table 35). This has the same history as Type X1in the feminine sub-
junctive. However, the gender component has not affected the masculine, with
the original 2sG ending being retained. This is the pattern with the most syn-
cretism in the Iranic world. Effectively, this is the same as the English present
tense system where there is a single form for third person singular, and the rest
of the cells are identical.

The third pattern of syncretism is also unique to Zazaki (Type X1v; see Table
35). It consists of the Type X pattern, featuring 2sG/1PL/2PL/3PL homophony.
Additionally, the first and third person singular have merged into a second
block. This is nearly identical to Type X111 except that the first person plural
ending has merged with the rest of the plural. This is a partial nested syn-
cretism.

TABLE 35  TypesXJ, X11, and XIV: present subjunctive

Z Palu-Bingol Z Palu-Bingol Miyaro

F.SBJV M.SBJV M.SBJV
1SG - - -0
3SG -0 -0 -0
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TABLE 35  Types X1, XII, and XIV: present subjunctive (cont.)

Z Palu-Bingol Z Palu-Bingol Miyaro

F.SBJV M.SBJV M.SBJV
1PL - -l
2PL - -0
3PL - -

6.3 Past imperfective

Type xx1
SG PL

- |

2

3

The final pattern of syncretism consists of three separate homophonous blocks.
This is a full nested syncretism consisting of two blocks: a Type 11 merger
between 25G and 35G and a Type 1v merger between 2PL and 3PL (a combined
Type xv), and an otherwise unattested horizontal contrary syncretism in the
first person. This pattern only occurs in the Western Gilaki past imperfective.

TABLE 36  Type XXI: past imperfective

W Gilaki

SG PL
L)
2 ¥y -id(i)
¥ -id(i)

In Western Gilaki, the formative -i is added to the stem to form the imperfec-
tive/progressive stem. The regular person-number suffixes combined with this
derived form cause syncretism between first person singular and plural, as well
as second and third person singular only in the imperfective. Western Gilaki’s
typical syncretism pattern, Type 1v, is replaced by Type xx1 in the imperfective.
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7 Summary of paradigmatic structures

Within the 174 languages and varieties surveyed here, there are 21 different syn-
cretism patterns attested; see Table 37 for the distribution of syncretic patterns
across all tenses. Despite the richness in syncretism patterns, the most common
paradigm type is that with no syncretism. Of the paradigms surveyed, 44 % (186
out of 423) have no syncretism. The 21 syncretic types are illustrated in Table 1,
and these are plotted on the map in Fig. 4 according to where these varieties are
spoken. Note that for language varieties with more than one type, only the more
rare type is represented. This choice deliberately draws attention to the devel-
opment of typologically rare syncretism patterns at the expense of the larger
systemic tendencies which received greater representation in the maps in Figs.
2 and 3 in Sections 4 and 5, respectively. In Fig. 4, we show the geographic distri-
bution of languages presented in Fig. 1, further subdivided by their syncretism
patterns.

The verbal person-marking paradigms with no syncretism are attested in
varieties of Southern Kurdish, Gorani, Laki, Central Plateau, Luri, Fars, South-
ern Tati, Northern Tati, Gilaki, Mazandarani, Talyshi, Semnani, Tat, Persian, and
Balochi, and two varieties within Central Kurdish (see below). Within language
groups, the syncretism patterns form an important isogloss distinguishing sub-
varieties. In Gorani, the core Hewram1 dialects on the Iran-Iraq border exhibit
no homophony between person categories, whereas in the more peripheral
dialects, 15G and 2sG have the same exponent. Within the Central Plateau
group, the default pattern is no homophony, as seen, for example, in north-
western dialects (Delijani, Mahalati, etc.) and southwestern dialects (Gazi).
Similarly, no homophony is the most common pattern in the Fars group: most
northern, southern, and central dialects feature a fully distinguished person-
number paradigm (see the surveys in Salami 2007, 2009, 2014, 2021). It is
notable that the only two groups that do not have any varieties of Type o are
Northern Kurdish and Zazaki, which are spoken, sometimes in the same towns
and villages, in eastern Anatolia (Turkey). These two groups have converged
over the course of history in many aspects of their nominal and verbal systems
(see Karim, 2024).

Languages with Type o paradigmatic structure are assumed to be more
conservative, having retained the opposition in the person-number paradigm
observed in Old Iranic (without the dual). In terms of the theory of person
marking, we might say the category of person is fully “expressed” in these lan-
guages.
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Type Dialect Groups
N Kurdish

1
. " R 2 CKurdish
&% . I 3 SKurdish
e lll .
ez o ‘ oIV 4 Zazaki
AR . :. - oV 5 Gorani
o Vi 6 Laki
Vil 7 CPlateau
: VIl 8 Luri
X 9 Fars
o N x 10 STati
3 el 1 CrTati
o Xl
X 12 NTati
xiv 13 Gilaki
° XV 14 Mazandarani
° XVI 15 Talyshi
o Xvil 16 Semnan
° XVIII 17 Tat
AX 18 Persian
XX
XXI 19 Balochi

FIGURE 4 Homophony patterns in investigated Western Iranic languages

The remaining languages have innovated homophony in the person cate-
gories. Overall, then, the groups of varieties involve the following types of syn-
cretism (with the most common type in boldface):

1. Northern Kurdish: 1v (2PL/3PL), V (1PL/2PL/3PL), VIII (25G/1PL/2PL), XV
(28G/35G/2/3/PL), XVI (28G/3SG/1PL/2PL/3PL), and XVIII (1SG/28G/3SG/

1PL/2PL/3PL).

2. Central Kurdish: o, 11 (28G/35G), IV (2PL/3PL), V (1PL/2PL/3PL), and XV
(28G/35G/2/3/PL).

3. Southern Kurdish: o, 1v (2PL/3PL), vV (1PL/2PL/3PL), and IX (25G/2PL/
3PL).

4.  Zazaki:1v(2PL/3PL), V (1PL/2PL/3PL), IX (25G/2PL/3PL), X (25§G/1PL/2PL
/3PL), XI (1SG/1PL/2PL/3PL), XII (1SG/2S8G/1PL/2PL/3PL), XIII (1SG/3SG
+ 28G/2PL/3PL), XIV (1SG/3SG + 258G/1PL/2PL/3PL), XV (28G/3SG + 2PL/
3PL), XVI (28G/3SG + 1PL/2PL/3PL), XVII (1SG/2SG + 1PL/2PL/3PL), and
XVIII (1SG/28G/3SG + 1PL/2PL/3PL).

Gorani: o and I (1SG/2SG).

Laki: o.

Central Plateau: o, I (15G/25G), and 11 (25G/3SG).

Luri: o.

Fars: 0,1(15G/25G), VI (25G/2PL), VII (35G/2PL), XIX (15G/2SG + 3SG/2PL/
3PL), and XX (15G/2SG/2PL/3PL).

10. Southern Tati: o.

© XN oA

11. Central Tati: o.

12. Northern Tati: o.

13. Gilaki: o, IV (2PL/3PL), XV (25G/3SG + 2PL/3PL), and XXI (25G/35G +
2PL/3PL + 1SG/1PL).
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14. Mazandarani: o, IV (2PL/3PL), and XV (28G/3SG + 2PL/3PL).

15. Talyshi: o.

16. Semnani: o, I (15G/28G), and III (1PL/2PL).

17. Tat:o and 11 (25G/3SG).

18. Persian: o.

19. Balochi: o and v1 (2sG/2PL).

Type 1v is the most common type in Central and Southern Kurdish and the
second most common type in Northern Kurdish. The Northern Kurdish style
Type v, on the other hand, only occurs in one Central Kurdish variety and
is absent from Southern Kurdish (except in the past perfect). The Type vIII
pattern is limited to a single variety, Silopi, and does not provide any greater
generalizations. In contrast, the xvI and Xv1II patterns are confined to North-
ern Kurdish and Zazaki, making them an areal development. To this, we may
add xv, which occurs in some Central Kurdish and one Zazaki paradigm. Mov-
ing south through the Southern Kurdish zone, Type 1v is the most common,
and varieties in the core region that show Type o often have Type 1v in the
past perfect. The second most common type in Southern Kurdish, Type o, is
also the most common among Gorani varieties spoken in the Southern Kur-
dish zone.

Within the Central Plateau dialects, person homophony is a feature of north-
eastern and southeastern dialects—the former concerns Abuzeydabadi,
Qohrudi, Abyanei, and Vidouji, featuring 25G/3sG homophony; the latter con-
cerns Naeini and Anaraki, both featuring 1sG/2sG homophony. 15G/25G homo-
phony is also a feature of some neighboring Zoroastrian vernaculars spoken
around Yazd. These language varieties with 15G/25G homophony are charac-
terized by having -i or -e as the 15G verbal affix (Krahnke, 1976: 192). Person
homophony is likewise a feature of Western Gilaki, the Semnan group, and
languages from the Fars group in the south of Iran (Bandari, Kumzari, and
Minabi). Within Iranic, the Kurdish zone features the most homophony in
the person categories. Barring a few dialects in the Southern Kurdish zone, all
major Kurdish groups (Southern, Central, and Northern) exhibit syncretism
at least between 2PL and 3PL. Zazaki and Gorani varieties also exhibit syn-
cretic patterns. In the following section (Section 8.1), we discuss the diachronic
factors leading to the rise of syncretism and the resulting synchronic person
paradigms.
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TABLE 38  Transitive and intransitive paradigms in Gorani Qeta and Bacelani

Variety 1SG 28G 3SG 1PL 2PL 3PL Gloss
Gorani Qetam | wut-i wutt | wut wut-imé wut-idé  wut-é ‘slept’
Gorani Qela ward=im ward=it ward=is ward=man ward=tan ward=gan ‘ateit (M)
GoraniBacelani ward=im ward=it ward=ig ward=man ward=tan ward=gan ‘ateit’
GoraniBacelani hut-i-m  hut-i-t  hut hut-i-man  hut-i-tan  hut-i-san  ‘slept’

8 Notes on diachrony and convergence

Here, we discuss aspects of language change and areal patterns of conver-
gence across the language varieties surveyed. There are two parts to this line of
inquiry: (a) the diachronic study of how the syncretism patterns observed here
came to be; and (b) the patterns that have converged in specific geographic
areas.

81 Notes on the diachrony of homophonous person paradigms
Although each individual development within the surveyed languages is inter-
esting in its own right, we have chosen to focus on some of the major patterns of
change that served to reorganize the paradigmatic structure of these language
varieties.

As discussed in Section 7, within Western Iranic, the most common pattern
in the paradigmatic structure of the person paradigm is to fully distinguish
for person and number. This was said to be the more conservative pattern,
attested in earlier stages of Iranic. However, it also arises secondarily as dif-
ferent formatives are recruited as person markers. For example, (Gorant) Bace-
lani developed past tense person markers from the oblique pronominal clitics.
Table 38 gives two words from Bacelani and the corresponding forms from Qeta.
The Qeta word wut ‘sleep’ reflects syncretism in the past intransitive endings.
Both Qela and Bacelani mark transitive agents with pronominal clitics. The
Bacelani past intransitive construction has adopted the same clitic series for
S arguments as well. The reinvigoration of fully expressed paradigms is always
possible, given these other paradigmatic sources.

In addition to analogy from other paradigms within a single language, the
sources of syncretism also include regular processes of sound change. Here,
we explicitly address the broader themes of these diachronic developments.
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TABLE 39  The development of 15G/25G homophony in Gorani dialects

Hewrami Kendule Zarda Qela Bacelani
1SG -U -t -l - -1
2SG -1 -1 -1 = -1
3SG -0 -0 -0 -i -0
8.11 Theme 1: Sound change can lead to homophony

Regular sound changes in alanguage can lead to homophony between two cells
in a paradigm. The Type I merger of first and second person singular has come
about in some Gorani varieties through sound change alone. For instance, the
inherited first person singular present tense person marker in common Gorani
was -1, and still is in most varieties. However, there are varieties, like Kendule,?
where @ was fronted (1 —» i1). Further in the periphery, varieties like Zarda and
Bacelani merged i and i, eliminating the difference between first and second
person singular; see Table 39.

8.1.2 Theme 2: Homophony may be conditioned only in a subset
of paradigms

Sound change can result in homophony where the formatives marking person
and number combine with those marking another category such as gender,
TAM, a conjugation class, and so on. The syncretism created by this change
can then be extended to other conjugation classes or TAM categories. Here,
we present three examples of syncretism developing in a single category. In
Western Gilaki, sound change alone has caused syncretism only in the past
imperfective. In Qohrudi, sound change has caused syncretism only in a sin-
gle conjugation class, which was subsequently extended to all paradigms as is
clear from historical documents. In Kumzari, syncretism developed in a cer-
tain conjugation class including the verb ‘stand.’ This verb was recruited in
a periphrastic perfect construction bringing the syncretism into the perfect
paradigm of all verbs.

9 It is interesting to note that in Mann and Hadank’s (1930) description of Gorani Kendule,
both -i and -ii are listed for the 15G verb suffix. However, our recent questionnaire survey in
Kendule, only the form -ii occurred as the 15G formative. This is yet more evidence of the
development of -i& [u] to - [i], suggesting that it might have been a recent development in
Gorani Zarda, Qela, and Bacelani.
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TABLE 40  Western Gilaki kaft ‘fall’

TAM 1SG 28G 358G 1PL 2PL 3PL
PRS kaf-om kaf-i kaf-e kaf-im kof-id kof-id
PST kaft-om kaft-i kaft-a kaft-im koft-id koft-id
v i |PRREORRRERN fopin | lapid  kfid
8.1.21 Sound change results in syncretism only in the past imperfective

in Western Gilaki

Western Gilaki provides us a clear example of how the formative marking a TaAm
category (pastimperfective) combines with person-number markings, creating
syncretism only in that category. This system features three syncretic blocks.
The first is a Type 11 second and third person singular homophony. The sec-
ond is a Type 1v second and third person plural homophony. The third exhibits
homophony in the first person. This development is limited to the past imper-
fective in Western Gilaki. Here, the imperfective formative -/ attaches to the
past stem of the verb. When the normal person markers -am [-15G] and -3 [-
35G] combine with the imperfective stem, the result is the loss of the schwa:
9 » @ | V_ (hiatus resolution). The resulting forms -im [-15G] and -i [-3SG] are
homophonous with -im [-1PL] and -i [-25G]; see Table go.

8.1.2.2 Generalization of a conjugation class in Qohrudi

The Type 11 merger of second and third person singular in Qohrudi is a result
of generalization, and historical attestation gives us an insight into how this
process took place. In a late nineteenth-century text (Mann & Hadank, 1926:
244, citing Zukovskij, 1888: 115), the Qohrudi 3sG and 25G formatives are dis-
tinct in most conjugation classes but merge when combined with the class of
verbs that includes ‘give.’ By the twenty-first century, this morphologically con-
ditioned allomorphy (as well as variation in the conjugation of 1PL and 2pL)
was regularized to include the syncretism in all paradigms, extending the 3sG to
the 25G (Lecoq, 2002); see Table 41. The accident of attestation tells us that this
phonologically conditioned pattern from one conjugation class was extended
to all paradigms.
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TABLE 42  Kumzari verbal endings

1SG 2SG 3SG 1PL 2PL 3PL
PRF -s-um -S-1 -s-€ -s-im -s-€ -s-in
PST -d-um -d-i -d-D(is) -d-im -d-é -d-in
PRS -um -l -a -im -e -in

TABLE 41  Qohrudi paradigm throughout attestation

Late 19th century 215t century
‘eat’ ‘give’ ‘see’ ‘stand’
1SG axor-um héad-um diin-um vatist-iim -un
285G axor-{ héad-i atin-t vatiist-{ -e [9]
3SG  axor-i[a] héad-i aiin-i [9] vatiist-e -e [9]
1PL axor-im héad-ima  atin-im vatiist-emd -eme
2PL  axor-it héad-igd atin-it vatiist-igd -ege
3PL axor-dn héad-in diin-dnd vatiist-dndd -ande
8.1.2.3 A verb that developed syncretism was recruited in a periphrastic

perfect construction creating bringing syncretism into the perfect

If the source paradigm for a periphrasis is already syncretic, it would of course
bring that syncretism with it into the incipient inflectional category. The 3sG/
2PL homophony in the Kumzari perfect tense is a likely example of this. The
perfect construction in Kumzari employs the auxiliary ‘stand, attested in some
Fars dialects (i.e., -sé < *éstéd), where 35G and 2PL were syncretic by Middle
Persian, that is, Sud=est-ed [go.PCPL-35G/go.PCPL-2PL] (Skjeerve, 2009: 219).
Sound change and initial conditions caused syncretism; see the Kumzari forms
in Table 42. The introduction of this syncretism into all paradigms through the
periphrastic perfect was neither sound change nor analogy, but rather the pro-
cess of univerbation.

8.1.3 Theme 3: The merger of forms can lead to a reanalysis of
form-to-meaning correspondences

The vast majority of Kurdish varieties, including representatives from all

three groups—Northern, Central, and Southern Kurdish—feature the merger
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between second and third person plural (Type 1v). The rich diversity of South-
ern Kurdish gives us insight into just how this likely came to be. The diachronic
trajectory suggested here consists of several stages of phonological changes
leading to neutralization and uninflectedness, which can then be restored ana-
logically. We present our evidence for this sequence of changes here. Note that
this section features a complex chronology of regular sound changes and mor-
phological analogy. Each of the sound changes described in this section is well
established and broadly accepted. What is new about out proposal here is the
relative chronology that gives all the attested forms in Kurdish. Additionally,
this is the first time these data have been put together, showing that each stage
in this development is preserved in some Kurdish varieties. These retention
zones correspond to known dialect divisions and reflect the geography of the
dialect continuum. The most conservative varieties in the far south have pre-
served something close to the original system. Each subsequent development
radiates outward in concentric circles reaching the most innovative in the far
north.1°

To begin, we assume the starting point of common Kurdish based on the
reconstructed past tense forms in (1). The forms 25G and 3pL are robustly
attested across Kurdish and reflect similar forms in every subgroup of West-
ern Iranic. Likewise, the 15G form occurs in every Kurdish variety as well as
in 15 of the 19 subgroups (missing in Gorani, Zazaki, Semnani, and Central
Plateau). The 2pL form does not commonly have a dental element in Kurdish.
However, the reconstruction is warranted for three reasons: (i) the inherited
Old Iranic formatives had a dental element; (2) a dental element is preserved
in 11 of the 19 subgroups of Iranic examined here, including varieties of Cen-
tral and Southern Kurdish as a phonologically conditioned allomorph; and
(3) Kurdish has undergone a change, where post-vocalic *d were lenited or
lost, so that, for example, Central Kurdish ¢il- corresponds to Persian sod- (see
McCarus, 2009: 597; Mohammadirad & Opengin, 2024). The 1PL form *-im
is uncommon in Kurdish. However, the m forms occur in 17 of the 19 sub-
groups of Iranic examined here (missing only in Northern Kurdish and Central
Tati).

(1) *im *i *@ *im *id *in

-1SG -28G -3SG -1PL -2PL -3PL

10  Note that this is not a claim about the overall conservatism of Northern and Southern
Kurdish; rather, it is a description of the character of the person-number affixes.
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After the well-documented post-vocalic lenition of d, the 2pL form *-id would
have become *-1. Note that 2PL *-1is only attested in one Kurdish variety.!! How-
ever, given the reconstruction of 2PL *-1d, one must accept *-1 due to regular
sound change. Note that this regular sound change (d -~ @ / V_) is attested
through copious examples: Central Kurdish ¢it, Southern Kurdish ¢f vs. Persian
sod; Southern Kurdish di vs. Persian did; Central Kurdish sta vs. Persian istod;
and so on. The resulting system, shown in (2), had horizontal syncretism in the
second person, neutralizing the category of number in all paradigms.

(2) *im *1 *@ *im *1  *in

-1SG -25G -35G -1PL -2PL -3PL

The category of number was restored in the second person due to analogy with
the third person. The inherited third person singular ending in the past tense
is -@. Given this form, the inherited plural ending was parsable in two ways:
(i) -in [-3PL]; or (ii) -@-in [-3-PL], treating singular as a semantically unmarked
category. At this point, there is a clear four-part analogy that spreads the plural
n to the second person plural, as seen in 3.

(3) @ : -@(On = - : X
-3 -3-PL -2 2-PL

In 3, X equals -i-n [-2-PL]. The resulting system, seen in (4), is attested in nine
varieties in the Southern Kurdish group.

(4) -im - - -im  -itn -Q-in
-1SG  -2(SG) -3(SG) -1PL -2-PL -3-PL

The reanalysis proposed here, -in [-3PL] > [-PL], is supported by a similar devel-
opment in the first person plural. In varieties with -im [-1PL], such as Qesri Sirin
and Kirmansa, first person singular and plural merge with -i-final stems includ-
ing the past perfect for all paradigms; see (5).

(5) bim bt bt bim bin bin
be.PsST.1SG be.PST.2SG be.PST.3SG be.PsT.iPL be.PST.2PL be.PST.3PL
(sk Kirmanga)

11 The form -f only occurs in one Kurdish variety (Silopt). However, this is a somewhat diver-
gent variety, and we do not claim that this is a retention.

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-87



VERBAL PERSON/NUMBER SYNCRETISM IN WESTERN IRANIC LANGUAGES 49
This sets up a four-part analogy, shown in 6.

6) @ : -@(On = -m Y

-3 -3-PL 1 1-PL
S ) t oom oY
-2 -2-PL 1 1-PL

In 6,Yis -m-(i)n [-1-PL] in analogy with both the second and third person, where
the first formative marks person, singular being morphologically unmarked,
and the second marks plural. This paradigm structure, exemplified in (7),
occurs in 21 varieties in the southern part of Southern Kurdish. In 14 of these
varieties, the analogical form is limited to the tenses and stems where the ambi-
guity occurs.

(7) -im - -0 -im-in  -in -D-in
-1SG  -2(SG) -3(SG) -1PL-PL -2-PL -3-PL

Note that in the same context that merges first person singular -im and first per-
son plural -im, second and third person plural also merge -in/-in (Fattah, 2000:
569-570). Just like in Qohrudi, the merger spreads from one conjugation class
to the rest of them in most varieties.!? This Type 1v homonymy is the dominant
Kurdish pattern. The dominant first person plural marker in Kurdish is -in not
-imin; see the paradigm in (8). When the form -imin was followed by a vowel-
initial word, suffix, or clitic, the consonants m and n are in contact: -imn(=¢).
One could speculate that this form underwent a cluster reduction (*mn > n),
resulting in the suffix -in. The loss of the vowel ; that allows for this specula-
tion is broadly accepted. According to McCarus (1997: 698), “[t]he vowel { is
elided when it occurs unstressed between two single consonants if the second
of these two consonants is followed by a vowel.” He gives the example nizim
‘low’ [nizim] combined with =e ‘is’ becomes [nizme] *nizime. This is also the
case in Southern Kurdish varieties with the form -imin, when produced before a
clitic; for example, Southern Kurdish Meliksay xist-imn=¢ ‘we threw it’ (Fattah,
2000: 281, 560). The reason this remains speculative is that there is a paucity
of post-vocalic *mn clusters in the varieties with -imin that could be compared
with varieties with -in.

12 The class that conditions the merger between second and third person plural, verbs end-
ingin 7 becomes the productive past tense-forming suffix in Northern and Central Kurdish
as evidenced by leveled paradigms like Central Kurdish Suleymani *bin-/di(t)- > bin-/bini-
[see.PRs-/see.PST-].
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TABLE 43  Proposed diachrony of Type 1v and Type v syncretism in Kur-

dish
W @ @ 0 (8)

1SG -im -im -im -im -im -im
2SG - - - - - -
3SG % -@ -@ -@ % %)
1PL -im -im -im -im(i)n -in -in
2PL *id *1q -in -in -in -in
3PL -in -in -in -in -in -in
(8) -im - - -in  -in

-1SG  -2(SG) -3(SG) -1PL -2PL/3PL

We might assume a similar process created full plural vertical homophony in
Northern Kurdish. The i-final verbs neutralize the difference between -in and
-in. All the attested Northern, Central, and Southern Kurdish varieties that have
the first person plural marker -in merge that marker with the 2pL/3PL -in when
preceded by ¢ in Northern and Central Kurdish and any high vowel in South-
ern Kurdish; see the past tense of ‘be’ in (5). However, contact could also be a
factor. Full plural vertical homophony is a feature of most neighboring Zazaki
varieties; see Section 8.2. A summary of these changes is presented in Table 43,
where the numbers above refer back to the example numbers corresponding
to each stage.

In summary, the was a mixture of one morphological analogy and two
sound changes, rooted in active phonology; that is, the sound changes continue
till today as part of the active phonology of the languages. These conspired
to create the diverse person-number marking systems observed synchroni-
cally in Kurdish varieties. Virtually every stage in this process is synchroni-
cally observable in retention zones throughout the region. There was an initial
analogy resulting in the third person plural marker -in being reanalyzed as
only a plural marker combined with the third person marker -@. Subse-
quently, well-documented sound changes caused ambiguity to arise between
singular and plural that could be corrected by the addition of the plural
marker -in. First, the lenition of post-vocalic *d caused *-1 to be a marker of
second person, regardless of number. Later, vowel deletion, as a hiatus resolu-
tion strategy, caused the merger of -im/-im 15G/1pL when combined with i-final
verbs; the same change merged -in/-in 2PL/3PL (and later -in/-in 1PL/2PL/3PL).
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FIGURE 5 Second person plural person-number affixes in the three Kurdish subgroups

Each of these stages affects the three groups Northern, Central, and South-
ern Kurdish. All stages affect the northernmost part of Northern Kurdish, with
the fewest affecting only a portion of Southern Kurdish. In Fig. 5, the second
person singular endings of past intransitive verbs are presented. The dark and
light blue dots represent varieties that have preserved the original 2pPL end-
ing -id (with the addition of -an, the plural from the nominal system in the
light blue), which is lost in all other varieties (Stage (2)). Moving outward from
there, the orange dots have extended the plural marker from -3-PL -&-in (Stage
(4)). The green dots represent the varieties that have merged 2pL/3PL based
on the conjugation of i-final stems, the most common conjugation class. The
remaining dots represent subsequent developments not relevant to the current
discussion, for example, the extension of forms from the transitive conjuga-
tion.

In Fig. 6, the first person singular endings of past intransitive verbs are pre-
sented. The dark and light blue dots represent varieties that have preserved the
original 1PL ending -im (with the addition of -an, the plural from the nominal
system in the light blue). Moving outward from there, the green and turquoise
dots have extended the plural marker from -3-pL -&-in (Stage (7)). Note that
this step is an essential part of the relative chronology of all other varieties.
The orange dots represent Stage (8), the shift from -imin to in (with an inter-
mediate -imn step). The yellow dots represent the varieties that have merged
1PL/2PL/3PL based on the conjugation of i-final stems, the most common con-
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FIGURE 6 First person plural person-number affixes in the three Kurdish subgroups

jugation class. The remaining dots represent subsequent developments not
relevant to the current discussion.

8.1.4 Theme 4: Once a category or pattern is introduced into the system,
it can spread to other contexts

In Zazaki, the subjunctive form is the last remaining vestige of the old finite
verbal system; it did not inherit gender marking. The past tense (like in other
Iranic languages) and the present indicative are formed with the past passive
and active participles, respectively. These forms have inherited gender mark-
ing, which has analogically spread to the subjunctive in some Zazaki varieties.
Syncretism developed in the present indicative and past intransitive in Zazaki
due to the fact that these forms were built on participle stems combined with
the copula. Regular sound changes resulted in the unimorphation of nomi-
nal gender-number affixes and the enclitic copula, with many syncretic forms.
When these forms were transferred to the subjunctive paradigm, syncretism
transferred with it.
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TABLE 44  Zazaki gender in the subjunctive

Zazaki
Siverek Seyxan

PRS.IND SBJV.F SBJV

M F
1SG -a -a -a -1
2SG -é -a -a -é
35SG -0 -a -0 -0
1PL -é -é -é -é
2PL -é -é -é -é
3PL -é -é -é -é
8.15 Theme 5: Category collapse

In a variety where a feature is only distinguished in a minority context, it may
drop out of the language entirely. This is clearly the case in Northern Kur-
dish Kogeri. Almost all of Northern Kurdish has collapsed person marking in
the plural. Neighboring Northern Kurdish varieties such as Northern Kurdish
Midyat and Northern Kurdish Asiti additionally collapsed second and third
person singular at least in the present, and some, such as Northern Kurdish
Xerbi, have extended that to the past tense. The resulting system distinguishes
only 15G as a unique form distinguishing person, while a single form marks
the rest of singular and another all of plural. The increasingly marginal cat-
egory of person is then completely lost, yielding only a number distinction
(Type xvi11). This is a type of analogical leveling. The existence of three forms
are no longer salient. The marker -im [-15G] is the only form that encodes per-
son. The opposition in the singular becomes -im [-1SG] vs. -é [-SG (non-first
person)]. This violates Baerman et als (2005) “axiom B” that “Lexical items do
not have meanings containing negations, e.g. “‘not apple’ By the same token,
inflectional markers should not contain negations in their meanings, e.g. “‘not
past’” In the plural, person is already neutralized with only a single marker -in
[-PL]. Without commenting any further on the potential motivations, the sin-
gular marker is extended to the 15G form causing a complete neutralization of
the category person.

Note that the system found in Northern Kurdish Koceri is not syncretic by
Baerman et al.’s (2005) definition. There has been aloss of distinctions between
all values of a particular feature (in this case person), and no other syntactic
objects distinguish person; see Table 45. Therefore, person is no longer syntacti-
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TABLE 45  Neutralization of person marking in Northern Kurdish

NK Asiti NK Efrini NK Koceri

PRS PST PRS PST PRS PST

cally relevant. A similar development has occurred in the feminine conjugation
of Zazaki, where the development in the singular here is phonologically moti-
vated. This can be understood as syncretic as the category is still relevant in the
masculine, subjunctive, and past tense paradigms; see Table 44.

8.1.6 Summary of diachronic developments
The five themes presented above refer to broad systemic effects on the person-
number paradigms of Iranic languages. Put in terms of diachronic linguistics,
only sound change and morphological analogy play roles in creating the diver-
sity observed here. Of these mechanisms, sound change is primary. Regular
sound changes cause syncretism. This can take the form of two similar forms—
for example, Common Kurdish *-1 [-2sG] and *-id [-2PL]—that merge due to
a change, becoming *-1 [-2]. However, it is more likely to occur as the result of
the unimorphation of multiple formatives, as in the case of Western Gilaki -i
[-1PFV] with -(2)m [-1SG] and -im [-1PL] as -im [-1PFV.1]. The prevalence of the
latter type of change explains why Baerman et al. (2005) explicitly included the
recognition that “this loss may depend on the presence of a particular combina-
tion of values of one or more other features (the context)” in their definition of
syncretism. Additionally, it explains Cairns’s (1986) assertion that “in a marked
member of any given opposition, fewer other oppositions are likely to occur,
because, for each further opposition, there would have to be a marked mem-
ber” (Cairns, 1986:18). If these marked forms are literally marked, the presence
of multiple formatives has more opportunity for internal phonological devel-
opments.

Although sound change plays a role in all five themes, Themes 2—5 have addi-
tional elements of analogy. Theme 2 (Section 8.1.2) involves the extension of
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syncretism developed in a single conjugation class to all classes. This is effec-
tively Baerman et als (2005) “uninflectedness” (syncretism in certain lexemes
only) becoming “neutralization” (syncretism in the presence of a particular
combination of values). This change can be through a conventional process
of leveling, as in Qohrudi: in one paradigm, there is a phonological change that
results in syncretism 2sG = 35G; the 35G marker becomes a marker of 256 in
another paradigm by analogy, extending the syncretic pattern. However, it can
also be introduced into a context through a periphrasis bringing it into a spe-
cific context like the Kumzari perfect.

Theme 3 (Section 8.1.3) involves the decoupling of the values of a formative
bearing cumulative exponence due to analogy. Wherever a morphologically
unmarked form signifies cumulative exponence, @ can come to be understood
as marking the value not shared by another exponent. Another morphologi-
cally marked (nonzero) formative signifying cumulative exponence, including
the exponent marked by &, will come to be understood as marking the value
not marked by @. The significance of zero in morphological analogy is apparent
throughout the system (see Karim and Salehi, 2022). In the Kurdish person-
number paradigm, the result was the reinterpretation of [-3PL] in as -in [-PL]
in the complex form -@-in [-3-PL]. As shown in Section 8.1.3, this formative then
spread throughout the system, especially when ambiguity was created by the
changes described in Themes 1 and 2.

Theme 4 (Section 8.1.4) involves forms created by the unimorphation of
affixes marking several categories, just like what was described in Theme 2
for the Western Gilaki imperfective. In this theme, the formatives are gender-
number affixes, adding gender to the verbal system. Gendered forms from one
TAM category can then be extended to other categories. This is not necessar-
ily syncretism being copied, but rather single formatives that may be identical
with other formatives in the borrowing paradigm.

Theme 5, category collapse (Section 8.1.5), is the leveling of formatives, sac-
rificing a marginal category for one that is more robust. In the example of
Northern Kurdish Koceri, the value of person is first eliminated in the plural
due to the sound change and morphological analogy as described in Section
8.1.3. Then, sound change merges 25G and 3sG, further marginalizing person,
which is only salient in the first person singular; it is a category with no direct
minimal oppositions, for example, 25G, 3sG, 1PL. The form 156G is opposed to
sG and P, the former sharing the distinctive value. The remaining meaningful
category is leveled.
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TABLE 46  CK Kelek¢i Gorani in contrast with the paradigm of neighboring varieties

Present indicative Past intransitive

Kelek¢i Goran ~ General ck  Kelekei Goran  G. Bacelani

1SG -im -im -im -im
2sG i -t -i(t) -it
3SG -é -é -@ -
1PL -in -in -man -iman
2PL -in -in -tan -itan
3PL | -in -in -in -isan
8.2 Areal and contact effects

Some of the patterns in the distribution of syncretic types illustrate areal con-
vergence with contact languages or language shift. In some varieties, a pattern
that exists in both the past and present is replaced in one or the other. This
change could be explained by reasons including language contact or language
shift. An example of this is the Central Kurdish variety of Ketek¢i Goran, which
exhibits Gorani substrate (see Karim, 2024; Leezenberg, 1992; Mohammadi-
rad, 2024; Mohammadirad & Karim, 2025; among others).!1® Here, the typical
Type 1v homophony pattern of Central Kurdish has been disrupted in some
varieties in the Mosul Plain, whose speakers recently shifted to local Central
Kurdish varieties. The person paradigm of Central Kurdish Kelek¢i has pre-
served the Central Kurdish pattern of homophony only in the present tense.
In contrast, it has partially replaced the past tense paradigm in analogy to the
clitic paradigm, as is the case in the Gorani varieties of the area (e.g., Bacelant).
This reflects that in language shift situations, the present tense, the semanti-
cally unmarked tense (Koch, 1995), tends to converge more with the structure
of the target language, here Central Kurdish.

The vernacular of Rojbeyani is another case of a recent shift from Gorani
to Kurdish. However, it shows a more complicated picture than Central Kur-
dish Kelekei because of its proximity to Northern Kurdish dialects of the Duhok
region, on the one hand, and those of Syria, on the other. In line with the for-
mer, itlimits the 2PL/3PL homophony to the present tense. However, in the past

13 Speakers of varieties such as Ketek¢i Goran are known to have shifted recently to Kurdish.
It is a fact that they show developments that are shared by the Gorani varieties they have
shifted from and not the rest of Kurdish. We do not make any claims about the motivation
for this development, only that the convergence is a fact.
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TABLE 47  CK Rojbeyani in comparison with the paradigm of neighboring North-
ern Kurdish varieties

Present indicative Past intransitive

cKk Rojbeyani Nk Duhok  ckRojbeyani Nk Xerbi

1SG -im -im -im -tm
2SG - - -@ -@
3SG -é/-0 -it -@ -@
1PL -in -in -man -in
2PL -in -in -tan -in
3PL -in -in -in -in

tense, it has developed 25G/3sG homophony, reminiscent of the homophony
pattern in the Northern Kurdish dialects of Syria. The copying of the Northern
Kurdish model, however, remains partial in the past tense and only affects the
singular. Note that there is neither a language-internal source for this analogy
nor a sound change that explains the convergence.

Type xvI (25G/35G and 1PL/2PL/3PL) and Type XVIII (15G/25G/35G and
1PL/2PL/3PL) patterns are confined to Northern Kurdish and Zazaki, making
them an areal development. Type xv1 is found in the Northern Kurdish vari-
eties Asiti, Midyat, Xerbi, and Efrini. In Zazaki, this is the case with the feminine
indicative in Palu-Bing6l and Miyaro (see Table 14). Note that the source con-
structions are different in the two groups, with the Zazaki one being nominal
in origin. Nonetheless, long-standing contact with Zazaki might have induced
this change in the Northern Kurdish varieties.

Type xvi111, featuring full nested syncretism and leading to a complete neu-
tralization of person, is found in the Koceri variety of Northern Kurdish and in
the feminine indicative of Zazaki varieties such as Piran and Siverek (see Table
15), pointing to a shared areal pattern in the region. Note that, additionally,
the neighboring Arabic varieties in northeastern Syria feature the full neutral-
ization of the category of person. Compare the copula paradigm in Northern
Kurdish Kogeri and neighboring Syrian Arabic varieties in Table 48. In both
paradigms, the sole way to express person is through independent personal
pronouns. Note that in Arabic, the adjective inflects for gender in the singular,
which is not a feature of Northern Kurdish. Another difference is the non-
concatenative expression of gender and number in Arabic against the agglu-
tinative expression of person in Kurmanji.
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TABLE 48  The copula paradigm in Kogeri in contrast with neighboring Arabic varieties

NK Kocgeri Hassakah Arabic
1SG ez bag-e [15G good-sG] ana mnih [15G good.sG.M]
2SG ti bag-e anta mnih
3SG ew bag-e huwa mnih
1PL em bag-in [1PL good-PL] nhne mnah [1PL good.PL]
2PL hiln bag-in antu mnah
3PL ew bag-in hane mnah

TABLE 49  The development of Type Xv in Nx Mergasur Barzan

CK Ranye NK Mergasur NK Marinus
1SG -im -me -im
2SG - - -1
3SG - - -it
1PL -in -in -in
2PL -in -in -in
3PL -in -in -in

Yet another areal pattern in the person-number paradigm is found in the
northernmost varieties of Central Kurdish spoken around Erbil. Here, the
homophony pattern in the present indicative is of Type XV, consisting of the
default 2pL/3PL homophony and added 25G/35G homophony, which is the
result of sound change in the 35G form -it > -i. This homophony pattern is spe-
cific to the Erbil region within the Central Kurdish speech zone; it is unattested
in Southern Kurdish and only occurs in one variety of Northern Kurdish. This
homophony pattern has spread to the person-number paradigm in Northern
Kurdish Mergasure, spoken in the Barzan region, suggesting language contact
as a source. Compare the forms of Northern Kurdish Mergasur in Table 49 with
those of the neighboring Northern Kurdish varieties which have retained the
full 3sG form.
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9 Typological generalizations

Western Iranic languages exhibit considerable variation in the internal struc-
ture of the verbal person/number marking paradigms. The patterns that occur
within these languages allow us to make some generalizations about the typol-
ogy of person-number syncretism. The syncretic patterns within the investi-
gated languages can be analyzed using different typological grids. In what fol-
lows, we address the research questions given in Section 3.

9.1 What are the most frequent syncretic patterns within Western
Iranic?

This question addresses the frequency of individual syncretic patterns and gen-
eral types of syncretism in the 174 Western Iranic varieties. In Table 50, we
show the number of paradigms with each type. Note that some varieties have
multiple patterns, and as such, the sum total of all the types is more than the
174 varieties. Note that Types X111 and above contain multiple syncretic blocks
that can be described in terms of nested or contrary block of Types 1—x11. It
is notable that nearly all syncretic blocks are more highly represented in the
present indicative than in the past intransitive. However, Types 1v and v are
exceptions to this generalization. The lower count of Type 1v in the present
indicative is mainly because in the present indicative of Central Kurdish vari-
eties spoken around Erbil, 2PL/3PL combines with another homophony pat-
tern, 25G/35G homophony, yielding Type xv. In fact, Type xv only occurs in
the present indicative. In the case of Type v, the lower frequency of present
indicative, for example in Northern Kurdish varieties, has to do with the fact
that some variants, such as Midyat and Asiti, have developed, alongside the
default1PL/2PL/3PL homophony, 25G/35G syncretism, which makes their syn-
cretic types in the present indicative Type X V1.

The most frequent type in our sample across both TAM categories is Type 1v.
This has a bipartite explanation. The first reason is that our sample is biased
toward Northern, Central, and Southern Kurdish, where the merger of 2pL and
3PL happened in almost all varieties. These three branches constitute 81 of the
174 language varieties sampled here; see trends in Tables 17, 33, and 37. The other
reason for the abundance of Type 1v is found in the historical Theme 3 (see
Section 8.1.3), a mechanism by which the third person plural marker can be
reanalyzed as a general marker of plural, not encoding person. This mechanism
is also responsible for Type v, the second most common type.

A feature of the syncretic patterns, both in singular and plural vertical homo-
phony, is that they tend to occupy adjacent places in the person paradigm, for
example, 1SG/2SG, 2PL/3PL, and so on. Syncretism between first and third per-
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TABLE 50  Syncretism types: counts and percentages (non-syncretic
Type o removed)

Type All PRS.IND PST.INTR
N % N % N %

I 14 6% 8 8% 6 6%

11 7 3% 5 5% 2 2%

111 3 1% 2 2% 1 1%

v 109 46% 37 37% 49 52%

v 31 13% 12 12% 16 17%

VI 4 2% 2 2% 2 2%

VII 1 <1%

VIII 2 1% 1 1% 1 1%

IX 4 2% 1 1%

X 16 7% 6 6% 6 6%

XI 1 <1%

XI1 1 <1%

XIIT 1 <1% 1 1%

XIV 1 <1%

XV 13 5% 13 13%

XVI 12 5% 8 8% 2 2%

XVII 7 3% 4 4%

XVIII 7 3% 5 5% 2 2%

XIX 1 <1% 1 1%

XX 1 <1% 1 1%

XX1 1 <1%

son is rare and is only attested in the Zazaki varieties of $eyxan and Miyaro,
Types x111 and X1V, where 15G/35G syncretism is attested. These two varieties
of Zazaki make up only 118 % of our sample. Additionally, the merger clearly
came about through regular phonological changes. In other words, there is no
motivation for the development other than sound change and initial condi-
tions. The rarity of syncretism between the first and third person in Western
Iranic conforms to the typological tendencies found elsewhere (Baerman et al.,

2005 59).
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TABLE 51  Number of syncretic patterns per TAM category

TAM No. paradigms No. syncretisms %

Present indicative 182 101 55%

Past intransitive 186 94 51%

9.2 What is the effect of tense on verbal person-number syncretism

across Western Iranic?

This question is concerned with the frequency of syncretic patterns per TAM
mood category. Table 51 summarizes the number of syncretic patterns per Tam
category. Note that the numbers are indicative of paradigms, not varieties. For
instance, in some languages, for example, Zazaki, the present indicative has
one syncretic pattern when the paradigm contains third singular masculine,
and another when the paradigm contains third singular feminine. The number
of syncretic patterns is low for the present subjunctive and past perfect, but
this is due to the lack of data on these TAM categories.

According to the data in Table 51, there is a greater percentage of syncretic
patterns in the present indicative than the (intransitive) past indicative. To
assess whether there is a significant difference between the proportions of
syncretism in the present indicative vs. past intransitive, we conducted a two-
proportion z test. The p value associated with this z statistic is approximately
0.595, meaning that there is no statistically significant difference between the
two TAM categories. Thus although the greater percentage of syncretic patterns
in the present indicative is in line with typological tendencies, it is not statisti-
cally significant and cannot be seen as a predictor of syncretism. In our case, the
more syncretism in the present indicative may also be due to the fact that the
past intransitive contains the zero suffix in the 3G, which precludes the devel-
opment of syncretic patterns observed in the present indicative that involve
the 3sG, such as Types 11 (25G/35G homophony), Xv (25G/35G and 2PL/3PL),
and XIX (15G/25G and 3SG/2PL/3PL).

9.3 What is the effect of number (singular and plural) on the diversity
of syncretic patterns in the dataset?

Another aspect of the study of person syncretism is the rate of syncretism

across number values. Typological literature suggests that syncretism is more

common in the plural than in the singular (Baerman et al., 2005: 59). The Iranic

data reflect the same tendencies. Types 111, 1v, and v paradigms have a single

syncretic block with only homophony in the plural. These types are found in
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143 paradigms, making up 60 % of our sample. In contrast, Types 1 and 11 fea-
ture a single syncretic block in the singular. These types number 21 paradigms,
making up 9% of our sample. Furthermore, there are 29 paradigms with one
syncretic block containing some values of the singular and plural, constituting
12% of our sample. Eighteen of the 29 paradigms with syncretism in both the
singular and plural (62 %) feature full plural vertical homophony but not neces-
sarily singular, providing further evidence that there is more syncretism in the
plural. In total (excluding Type o), 211 paradigms (89 %) have some syncretism
in the plural, while only 66 (28 %) have some syncretism in the singular (i.e.,
just over a third of those with vertical syncretism).

The higher level of syncretism in the plural is in line with Cairns’s (1986)
assertion that “in a marked member of any given opposition, fewer other oppo-
sitions are likely to occur, because, for each further opposition, there would
have to be a marked member” (Cairns, 1986: 18). According to Baerman et al.
(2005: 23), Cairns’s (1986) assertion bears out for most of their data. However,
its explanatory value is questionable due to an ambiguity of possible interpre-
tations: (a) is the syncretism a property of the conditioning feature value, that
is, is syncretism likely to develop in the plural because of an inherent prop-
erty of plurality, or (b) is syncretism likely to develop in the plural because of
sound change and initial conditions created by the morphology that realizes
plurality within the paradigm? The current study differs from Baerman et al’s
(2005) large global typological study by focusing on great variation within a sin-
gle albeit large language subfamily. As such, our data provides good historical
comparative evidence for confirming these interpretations. Put another way,
by examining differences between closely related varieties that developed syn-
cretism and those that did not, we can clearly distinguish developments due
to sound change and initial conditions from those due to innate properties of
different conditioning contexts.

9.4 Which directional effects are there in the developments
of the syncretic patterns?

Yet another aspect worthy of discussion in the syncretic patterns within West-
ern Iranic is the directional effects in the person/number paradigm. That is,
when syncretism occurs, which formative gets extended to the rest of the
paradigm? Northern Kurdish dialects provide a good example of the exten-
sion of the third person form to first and second persons. As laid out in Section
8.1, the 3PL gets extended first to 2PL, a characteristic of the vast majority of
Kurdish varieties, and then to 1PL (in northern and central varieties). The 3sG
formative replaces the 25G in the Turfabdin dialects of Northern Kurdish, and
further extends to the 15G in the Koceri variety (see Table 15). This leveling of
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person in the verbal paradigm based on the third person follows from its default
status. This is a reflection of Watkins'’s law, which holds that the third person
is the basis for reorganizing the verbal conjugation (Watkins, 1962). Note that
this is not precisely Watkins’s law, which involves the reanalysis of a third per-
son singular inflected form as a default morphologically unmarked form. In
the spirit of Watkins’s law, the default status of third person singular coupled
with its morphological unmarkedness (-&) in the Iranic past tense construc-
tion helped to systematically decouple person from the third person plural
(-&-in). When the morphologically marked category plural is eliminated due
to regular sound change in the second person in all varieties (*-1) and in the
first person in most (-m), the plural marker from 3pL is extended to restore the
morphologically marked status of plural (-i-r and -m-in).

Note that this is Kurylowicz’s fifth law of analogy: “In order to reestablish a
distinction of central significance, the language gives up a distinction of more
marginal significance” (Hock, 2021: 245). Hock (2021: 245) gives the example
of French, which gives up the distinction of nominal case in favor of preserv-
ing the distinction of number.* Likewise, the overwhelming tendency in Iranic
languages is to preserve the morphologically marked number category plural
over the more marginal distinction of person. This is further shown by the fact
that horizontal syncretism, a system where person is expressed at the expense
of number, only occurs in 18 varieties in our sample (10.59%).

In contrast, when there is syncretism between first person and second per-
son in Types I (in the singular) and 111 (in the plural), there is no compara-
ble drive to restore a person distinction. The Gorani varieties featuring Type I
homophony may (see Section 8.1.1) indicate that sound change alone can be
responsible for the syncretism between first and second person, and as such,
no directional effects can be assumed here.

9.5 What are the major diachronic themes that lead to the development
of syncretism in Iranic?
There are five major themes which explain nearly all of the diversity observed
in the person-number paradigms across Iranic languages (see Section 8.1 for
full details):
1. Sound change leads to the development of homophonous forms. This is
the most common explanation for any syncretic block.

14  Note that like French, in many Iranic languages the distinction of case is lost in favor of
maintaining the distinction number in the nominal system; compare Middle Persian -& |-
NOM.SG/ACC.SG/GEN.SG/NOM.PL], -an [-GEN.PL/ACC.PL] with New Persian -@ [-sG], -an
[-pL].
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2. Changes can develop in a single conjugation class or in a single TAM/
gender category due to unimorphation of inflectional and derivational
affixes.

3. Homophony can lead to the decoupling of form-meaning correspon-
dences (see the summary of Kurdish plural marking in the previous sub-
section).

4.  Changes that develop in a single conjugation class or in a single TAM or
gender category which develop because of unimorphation of inflectional
and derivational affixes can be the basis for analogical leveling, becoming
the default paradigm. This pattern is well attested in the history of Iranic
languages, for example, in Qohrudi, Zazaki, and Kurdish.

5. When a particular category atrophies to the point where it is only rele-
vant in a single domain or context, and only for a singular value of that
category, it may be lost entirely. This is the case with Northern Kurdish
Koceri.

Examining the distribution of these 21 syncretism patterns will likely serve as
the basis for further inquiry that is beyond the scope of the current study. For
instance, there is a long-standing question about the relationship between the
neutralization of a particular person-number category and the prevalence and
possibility of pro-drop (Fuf3, 2o11; Koeneman and Zeijlstra, 2019). We now have
localized closely related varieties which feature the partial neutralization of
person in the plural, the total neutralization of person in the plural, the partial
neutralization of person in the singular and plural, and the total neutralization
of person throughout the system. This, among other open questions, can now
be explored experimentally thanks to this pioneering study.

In conclusion, the syncretic patterns in verbal person/number marking in
New Western Iranic languages are highly diverse. This article has established
the types of syncretism patterns observed in these languages, the propor-
tions at which they occur, and their areal distribution. Additionally, we have
addressed major themes in diachrony that contributed to the emergence of
the attested syncretic patterns within Western Iranic. Furthermore, we have
expanded on and confirmed many of the tendencies that guide trends in the
typology of person-number syncretism. Specifically, we have shown that in
some cases, syncretism is a property of a particular morphosyntactic condi-
tioning feature value, and in other cases, it is a feature of the morphology that
realizes that feature. In cases of the former, we predict a crosslinguistically
applicable tendency, and for the latter, we predict a family-specific tendency
that is locally or partially applicable. We hope that further study into this phe-
nomenon will yield a precise understanding of which features belong to these
two categories.
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Abbreviations

ACC  accusative

Bal Balochi

CK Central Kurdish
CP Central Plateau (dialects)
F feminine

G Gorani

GEN  genitive

IND indicative

INTR intransitive

IPFV  imperfective

M masculine

NK Northern Kurdish
NOM nominative

P Persian

PCPL participle

PL plural

PRF  perfect

PRS  present

PST  past

SK Southern Kurdish
SBJV  subjunctive

SG singular

Acknowledgments

Funded by the European Union (ERC, ALHOME, 101021183). Views and opin-
ions expressed are, however, those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily
reflect those of the European Union or the European Research Council Exec-
utive Agency. Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be
held responsible for them.

UNTERSTUTZT VON / SUPPORTED BY

Alexander von

T L,, HUMBOLDT
croemnancans = ) STIFTUNG

Established by the European Commission

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-87



66 MOHAMMADIRAD AND KARIM
References

Aman Allahi Baharvand, Sikandar, and Wheeler McIntosh Thackston. 1986. Tales from
Luristan (Matalyd Lurissu): Tales, Fables, and Folk Poetry from the Lur of Bald-Gariva
(Harvard Iranian Series 4). Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Angali, Koorosh. 2004. The Angali Dialect. PhD dissertation, University of California at
Berkeley.

Anonby, Erik John, and Ashraf Asadi. 2014. Bakhtiari Studies: Phonology, Text, Lexicon
(Studia Iranica Upsaliensia 24). Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis.

Atlamaz, Umit. 2012. Ergative as Accusative Case: Evidence from Adyaman Kurmanji.
Master’s thesis, Bogazici University.

Authier, Gilles. 2012. Grammaire juhuri, ou judéo-tat, langue iranienne des Juifs du Cau-
case de l'est. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

Matthew Baerman, Dunstan Brown. 2013. Syncretism in Verbal Person/Number Mark-
ing. In: Dryer, Matthew S. & Haspelmath, Martin (eds.) wALs Online (v2020.4) [Data
set]. Zenodo. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.13950591 (Available online at http://
wals.info/chapter/29, Accessed on 2025-07-31.)

Baerman, Matthew, Dunstan Brown, and Greville G. Corbett. 2005. The Syntax-
Morphology Interface: A Study of Syncretism. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Bailey, H. 1933. Western Iranian dialects. Transactions of the Philological Society 32(1):
46—-64.

Blau, Joyce. 1975. Le Kurde de Aamadiya et de Djabal Sindjar: Analyse linquistique, textes

folkloriques, glossaires. Paris: Librarie C. Klinckieck.

Borjian, Habib. 2022. Dehnamaki: A newly found Komisenian variety. Shtudii po
Kavkazsko-Kaspiyskoy Slovesnosti 3(2): 23—-35. https://caucas.cgie.org.ir/article_7062
39.html.

Bybee, Joan L. 1985. Morphology: A Study of the Relation between Meaning and Form
(Typological Studies in Language 9). Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Cairns, Charles E. 1986. Word structure, markedness, and applied linguistics. In Fred
R. Eckman, Edith A. Moravcsik and Jessica R. Wirth (eds.), Markedness: Proceed-
ings of the Twelfth Annual Linguistics Symposium of the University of Wisconsin-
Milwaukee, March 11-12, 1983, 13—38. New York: Plenum Press.

Cathcart, C. 2015. Iranian Dialectology and Dialectometry. PhD dissertation, University
of California, Berkeley.

Christensen, Arthur. 1915. Le dialecte de Simnan: Essai d'une grammaire simnanie, avec
unvocabulaire et quelques textes suivi d'une notice sur les patois de Singsar et de Las-
gird. Kebenhavn: A.F. Host & Sen.

Cysouw, Michael. 2003. The Paradigmatic Structure of Person Marking. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-87


https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.13950591
http://wals.info/chapter/29
http://wals.info/chapter/29
https://caucas.cgie.org.ir/article_706239.html
https://caucas.cgie.org.ir/article_706239.html

VERBAL PERSON/NUMBER SYNCRETISM IN WESTERN IRANIC LANGUAGES 67

Elfenbein, Joseph H. 1980. The Balochi Language: A Dialectology with Texts. Karachi:
Indus Publications.

Fattah, Ismail Kamandar. 2000. Les dialectes kurdes méridionaux: Etude linguistique et
dialectologique (Acta Iranica 37). Louvain: Peeters.

Fuf3, Eric. 2011. Historical pathways to null subjects: Implications for the theory of pro-
drop. In Melani Wratil and Peter Gallmann (eds.), Null Pronouns, 53—98. Berlin: De
Gruyter.

Haig, Geoffrey. 2008. Alignment Change in Iranian Languages: A Construction Gram-
mar Approach (Empirical Approaches to Language Typology 37). Berlin: Mouton de
Gruyter.

Hock, Hans Henrich. 2021. Principles of Historical Linguistics. Berlin: De Gruyter Mou-
ton. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110746440.

Jafarzadeh, Mehdi. 2017. Analiza kurmanciya deregeza xorasané li gor hémanén ziman-
nasiyé. PhD dissertation, Mardin Artuklu Universitesi MA.

Kalbassi, Iran. 1997. Guyish-e Keldrdashti (Rudbdrak). Tehran: Institute for Humanities
and Cultural Studies.

Karim, Shuan Osman. 2024. Pattern borrowing/convergence in the Southern Kurdish
zone. In Shuan Osman Karim and Saloumeh Gholami (eds.), Gorani in its Historical
and Linguistic Context, 199—228. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton. https://doi.org/10.1515/
9783111168852-006.

Karim, Shuan Osman, and Ali Salehi. 2022. An applicative analysis of Sorani “absolute
prepositions”. In Sara Pacchiarotti and Fernando Zuniga (eds.), Applicative Morphol-
ogy: Neglected Syntactic and Non-syntactic Functions, 263—298. Berlin: De Gruyter
Mouton. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110777949-010.

Khan, Geoffrey, and Masoud Mohammadirad. 2024. Language Contact in Sanandaj: A
Study of the Impact of Iranian on Neo-Aramaic. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton. https://
doi.org/10.1515/9783111209180.

Khan, Geoffrey, Masoud Mohammadiran, Paul Noorlander, Ergin Opengin, Shuan
Osman Karim, Dorota Molin, Parvin Mahmoudveysi et al. 2025. Data collected by
Ergin Opengin, Parvin Mahmoudveysi, and Masoud Mohammadirad as part of the
ERC-funded project “ALHOME: Echoes of vanishing voices in the mountains: A lin-
guistic history of minorities in the Near East”.

Koch, Harold. 1995. The creation of morphological zeroes. In Geert Booij and Jaap van
Marle (eds.), Yearbook of Morphology 1994, 31—71. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Koeneman, Olaf, and Hedde Zeijlstra. 2019. Morphology and pro drop. Oxford Research
Encyclopedia of Linguistics https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780199384655.013.610.

Korn, Agnes. 2019. Isoglosses and subdivisions of Iranian. Journal of Historical Linguis-
tics 9(2): 239—281.

Krahnke, Karl J. 1976. Linguistic Relationships in Central Iran. PhD dissertation, Univer-
sity of Michigan.

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-87


https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110746440
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111168852-006
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111168852-006
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110777949-010
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111209180
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111209180
https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780199384655.013.610

68 MOHAMMADIRAD AND KARIM

Lazard, Gilbert.1992. Le dialecte laki d’Aleshtar (kurde méridional). Studia Iranica 21(2):
215-245.

Lecoq, Pierre. 2002. Recherches sur les dialectes Kermaniens (Iran central): Grammaire,
textes, traductions et glossaires (Acta Iranica 39). Leuwen: Peeters.

Leezenberg, Michiel. 1992. Gorani influence on Central Kurdish: Substratum or prestige
borrowing? Unpublished manuscript, Institute for Logic, Language and Computa-
tion, University of Amsterdam.

Luraghi, Silvia. 2000. Synkretismus. In Geert Booij, Christian Lehmann and Joachim
Mugdan (eds.), Morphologie: Ein Handbuch zur Flexion und Wortbildung, 638—647.
Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

MacKenzie, David Neil. 1956. Bajalani. Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African
Studies, University of London 18(3): 418-435. http://www.jstor.org/stable/610108
(accessed February 6, 2018).

MacKenzie, David Neil. 1962. Kurdish Dialect Studies, vol. 2. London: Oxford University
Press.

Mackinnon, Colin. 2002. The dialect of Xorramabad and comparative notes on other
Lor dialects. Studia Iranica 31(1): 103-138. https://doi.org/10.2143/S1.31.1.280.

Mahmoudveysi, Parvin, and Denise Bailey. 2013. The Gorani Language of Zarda, a Vil-
lage of West Iran: Texts, Grammar, and Lexicon. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

Mann, Oskar, and Karl Hadank. 1926. Die Mundarten von Khunsar, Mahallat, Natinz,
Nayin, Sdmnan, Svind und So-Kohriid. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.

Matras, Yaron, and Nijervan Osman. 2024. The Kurmanji dialects of Syria. In Agnes
Grond and Songiil Giindogdu (eds.), Current Issues in Kurdish Linguistics 11, Vienna:
Praesens.

McCarus, Ernest N. 1997. Kurdish phonology. In Alan S. Kaye (ed.), Phonologies of Asia
and Africa: Including the Caucasus, vol. 1, 691—706. Indiana: Eisenbrauns.

McCarus, Ernest N. 2009. Kurdish. In Gernot Windfuhr (ed.), The Iranian Languages,
587-633. London: Routledge.

Meiser, Gerhard. 1992. Syncretism in Indo-European languages. Transactions of the
Philological Society 9o:178—218.

Mohammadirad, Masoud. 2020. Pronominal Clitics in Western Iranian Languages:
Description, Mapping, and Typological Implications. PhD dissertation, Sorbonne
Nouvelle—Paris 3. https://tel.archives-ouvertes.fr/tel-02988008.

Mohammadirad, Masoud. 2024. Gorani substrate within Kurdish: Evidence from south-
ern dialects of Central Kurdish. Journal of Historical Linguistics https://doi.org/10
.1075/jhl.23001.moh.

Mohammadirad, Masoud. forthcoming. A grammar of Hewrami. Comprehensive
Grammar Library. Berlin: Language Science Press.

Mohammadirad, Masoud, and Shuan Osman Karim. 2025. The development of imper-
fective and subjunctive marking in Hewram. Linguistics https://doi.org/10.1515/ling

-2023-0247.

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-87


http://www.jstor.org/stable/610108
https://doi.org/10.2143/SI.31.1.280
https://tel.archives-ouvertes.fr/tel-02988008
https://doi.org/10.1075/jhl.23001.moh
https://doi.org/10.1075/jhl.23001.moh
https://doi.org/10.1515/ling-2023-0247
https://doi.org/10.1515/ling-2023-0247

VERBAL PERSON/NUMBER SYNCRETISM IN WESTERN IRANIC LANGUAGES 69

Mohammadirad, Masoud, and Ergin Opengin. 2024. Lenition of voiced stops in Kur-
dish. Folia Linguistica https://doi.org/10.1515/flin-2024-2049.

Nourzaei, Maryam, Carina Jahani, Erik John Anonby, and Abbas Ali Ahangar. 2015.
Koroshi: A Corpus-Based Grammatical Description (Studia Iranica Upsaliensia 13).
Uppsala: Uppsala Universitet.

Opengin, Ergin. 2016. The Mukri Variety of Central Kurdish: Grammar, Texts and Lexicon.
Wiesbaden: Reichert.

Paul, Daniel. 2011. A Comparative Dialectal Description of Iranian Taleshi. PhD disserta-
tion, University of Manchester.

Paul, Ludwig. 1998. Zazaki: Grammatik und Versuch einer Dialektologie. Wiesbaden:
Reichert.

Razaqi, Seyed Tayeb. 2021. A Treasury of the Dialectology of Iran—Isfahan province,
vol. 3: The Dialects of: Azerani, Abuzeydabadi, Ozvari, Barzoki, Totmaji, Tajereyi,
Qohrudi, Vidouji, Vidujayi. Tehran: Iranian Academy of Persian Language & Liter-
ature.

Salami, Abdolnabi. 2004. A Treasury of the Dialectology of Fars, vol. 1: The Dialects
of Davéan, Dahle, Abduyi, KAzerun, Kalani, Kandeyi, Kuzarg, Mamasani, Misarm.
Tehran: Iranian Academy of Persian Language & Literature.

Salami, Abdolnabi. 2007. A Treasury of the Dialectology of Fars, vol. 4: The Dialects of
Asiri, Aheli, Tang kishi, Khonji, Zakhorouyei, Shourabi, Qalati, Kariyani, Gerashi/
Zeynalabadi. Tehran: Iranian Academy of Persian Language & Literature.

Salami, Abdolnabi. 2009. A Treasury of the Dialectology of Fars, vol. 5: The Dialects
of Ashkanani/Paghalati, Evazi, Banarouye’i, Bikhe’i: “Beyrami, Baladehi, Kerishki,
Chahvarzi”, Fedaghi, Fishvari, Kourdehi, Galedari, Lari. Tehran: Iranian Academy of
Persian Language & Literature.

Salami, Abdolnabi. 2014. A Treasury of the Dialectology of Fars, vol. 6: The Dialects of
Arsanjani, Amir Salari, Igi (i), Xajeh Jamali, Chahgounouyi, Sarchahani (Hesami/
Koreyi), Sinij Abadi (Kherameyi), Ghuri, Mongi (Moniji). Tehran: Iranian Academy
of Persian Language & Literature.

Salami, Abdolnabi. 2021. A Treasury of the Dialectology of Fars, vol. 8: The Dialects of
Ardakani (Ardakan Fars), Choghayi (Soghadi), Kholari, Dashtaki, Sivandi, Qalatiye
Shiraz, Kordshuli, Kondazini, Mashayekhi. Tehran: Iranian Academy of Persian Lan-
guage & Literature.

Schulze, Wolfgang. 2000. Northern Talysh. Languages of the World/Materials. Munich:
Lincom Europa.

Shokri, Guiti, Carina Jahani, and Hossein Barani. 2013. When Tradition Meets Modernity:
Five Life Stories from the Galesh Community in Ziarat, Golestan, Iran. Uppsala: Acta
Universitatis Upsaliensis.

Siewierska, Anna. 2004. Person. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Skjeerve, Prods O.1988. Baskardi. Encyclopcedia Iranica 3(fasc. 8): 846-850.

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-87


https://doi.org/10.1515/flin-2024-2049

70 MOHAMMADIRAD AND KARIM

Skjeerve, Prods O. 2009. Middle West Iranian. In Gernot Windfuhr (ed.), Iranian Lan-
guages, 195—278. London: Routledge.

Stilo, Donald. 2001. Gilan x. languages. Encyclopceedia Iranica 10(fasc. 6): 660—668.

Stilo, Donald. 2003. Hamadan ix. Jewish dialect. Encyclopeedia Iranica 9(fasc. 6): 623—
627.

Stilo, Donald. 2004. Vafsi folk tales: Transcribed, Translated and Annotated by Donald
L. Stilo; Supplied with Folklorist Notes and Edited by Ulrich Marzolph. Wiesbaden:
Reichert.

Stilo, Donald. 2007a. Isfahan xix. Jewish dialect. Encyclopedia Iranica 14(fasc. 1): 77-84.

Stilo, Donald. 2007b. Isfahan xxii. Gazi dialect (continued). Encyclopedia Iranica
X1v(2): 113—119. Originally published: December 15, 2007; Last updated: April 5, 2012.

Stilo, Donald. 2021. Kurdish (Northern, Lachin). In Geoffrey Haig, Donald Stilo, Mahir
C. Dogan and Nils N. Schiborr (eds.), wowa—Word Order in Western Asia: A Spoken-
Language-Based Corpus for Investigating Areal Effects in Word Order Variation, Bam-
berg: University of Bamberg. https://multicast.aspra.uni-bamberg.de/resources/wo
wa/. Updated April 24, 2024.

Suleymanov, Murad. 2020. A Grammar of Sirvan Tat. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

van der Wal Anonby, Christina. 2015. A grammar of Kumzari: A Mixed Perso-Arabian
Language of Oman. PhD dissertation, Leiden University.

Watkins, Calvert. 1962. Indo-European Origins of the Celtic Verb, vol. 1: The Sigmatic
Aorist. Dublin: Dublin Institute for Advanced Studies.

Wendtland, A. 2009. The position of the Pamir languages within East Iranian. Orientalia
Suecana 58:172—188.

Windfuhr, Gernot. 1984. Aftari. Encyclopeedia Iranica(fasc. 6): 592—593. Originally pub-
lished December 15, 1984; last updated July 28, 2011.

Windfuhr, Gernot. 1999. Fars viii. dialects. Encyclopedia Iranica 9(fasc. 4): 362—373.
Originally published December 15, 1999; last updated: January 24, 2012.

Windfuhr, Gernot. 2009. Dialectology and topics. In Gernot Windfuhr (ed.), The Iranian
Languages, 5—-42. London: Routledge.

Yarshater, Ehsan. 1959. The dialect of Shahrud (Khalkhal). Bulletin of the School of Ori-
ental and African Studies 22(1): 52—68.

Yarshater, Ehsan. 1964. The dialects of Alvir and Vidar. In Indo-iranica: Mélanges pré-
sentés a Georg Morgenstierne a loccasion de son soixante-dixiéme anniversaire, Wies-
baden: Otto Harrassowitz.

Yarshater, Ehsan. 1969. A Grammar of Southern Tati Dialects. The Hague: Mouton.

Yoshie, Satoko. 1996. Sari Dialect (Iranian Studies 10). Tokyo: Institute for the Study of
Languages and Cultures of Asia and Africa.

Zukovskij, Valentin A. 1888. Materialy dlja izucenija persidskich naré¢ij. St. Petersburg:
Imperial Akademie Nauk.

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-87


https://multicast.aspra.uni-bamberg.de/resources/wowa/
https://multicast.aspra.uni-bamberg.de/resources/wowa/

71

(veog ‘uewIsQ pue se1jey)

(veoz ‘uewIsQ pue se1jey)
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(Szoz “Tejo ue

(Szoz “Tejo ue

(Seoz “Te 30 ueyd|

(Peog ‘uewisQ pue sene

(Peog ‘uewisQ pue sene
(Szoz “Tejo ue

Gzoz “Te 19 uey)y

)|

)|
)|

(
(Szoz “Te 1o uey
(L10% ‘Yapezieje
(Scoz “Tejo ue
(Scoz “fejo ue
(Szoz “Tejo ue
(Szoz “Te 3o uepy
(Yezoz ‘uewIsQ pue sene
(Peog ‘uewsQ pue seneN
(Seoz “Te 10 ueyy|
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VERBAL PERSON/NUMBER SYNCRETISM IN WESTERN IRANIC LANGUAGES
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(8267 merg) uj- uj- uj- - I wy- Al S¥d X [e3uryS N 1
(Szoz “Te 10 uerpy) uj- uj- uj- - - wy- A 1S4 N [eSurys 3N I
(Szoz “Te 30 uerpy) uj- uj- ur- o- I wy- A sud N [e8urys MN T
(Seoz “Te 19 ueyy) uj- uj- u- @- - wy- A 1Sd INSuIag MN T

(z10% ‘ZRUWIENY) uj- uj- u- 2- - aug-  IAX  sud INSwag MN I
(Szoz “Te 10 ueyy) u- ur- u- - I wy- A 1sd [PUIdS N T
(Szoz “Te 30 uerpy) uj- uj- uj- 179- - wy- A sdd [Pwas XN 1
(Szoz “Te 10 uerpy) uj- uj- uj- - ?- wl- Al 1Sd 1sTueAurd N I
(Szoz “Te 30 ueyy) up- u- up- - 9- wi- Al Sud 1stueAurd AN T
(Seoz “Te 10 ueyy|) uj- uj- u- @- - wy- A 1S4 S IN T
(Seoz “Te 10 ueyy|) uj- uj- u- 2- - wj- A sud S IN T
(Szoz “Te 10 ueyy) uj- uj- uj- - - wy- A 1Sd JRAPTIN IN T
(Szoz “Te 30 uerpy) uj- uj- uj- 2 ?- wy-  IAX  Sud JeAPIIN N 1
(Szoz “Te 10 uerpy) uj- uj- uj- - - wi- Al 1Sd g INSITIBIN AN I
(Seoz “Te 30 ueyy|) uj- uj- ur- I I wg-  AX  S4d ‘g INSASIOIN AN T
(Seoz “Te 19 ueyy|) uj- ur- ug- - - wj- Al 1Sd SNULIEIA XN T
(Seoz “Te 10 ueyy|) u uj- uj- n- - wl- Al S¥d SNULIBIA XN T
(Szoz “Te 10 ueyy) uj- uj- uj- - - wl-  IAX 1S4 N UIpIRJA MN T
(Szoz “Te 30 uerpy) uj- uj- uj- 2- - wyl-  IAX  S¥d N UIpIBJA N 1
(Szoz “Te 10 uerpy) uj- uj- uj- - - wy- A 1S4 YA JIN I
(Szoz “Te 10 uerpy) uj- u- ur- a- I wy- A sud R AN T
(Seoz “Te 19 ueyy|) uj- uj- u- - - wy- A 1S4 UIyoeT MN T

(1zoz ‘oms) ug- ur- ug- - - wy- A sud uryoeRT MN I

(Yeoz ‘uewsQ pue se1jey) u- u- u- - @- @- 1IAX  1Sd L1950 JN T
(Yeoz ‘uewISQ pue Se1eN) (u)o- (u)o- (u)o- ?- a- 2- IIIAX  S¥d 11950 JN 1
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(Szoz “Te 30 uerpy) uj- uj- uj- - I wy- Al 1Sd akoy 3D T
(Szoz “Te 30 uerpy) uj- uj- uj- - - wl-  AX  Sud akoy 3D T
(Szoz “Te 10 uerpy) uj- uj- uy - I wy- Al 1Sd g MBUYSOU| D 4
(Szoz “[e 2 ueyy) ur- u- u - - wi-  AX S¥d g MBUUSOUD XD e
(Szoz “Te 19 ueyy|) uj- uj- uj- @- - wl- Al 1sd Iefey M0 T
(Seoz “Te 10 uery) u- u- uj- a- - wy- Al s¥d Te[ey] 30 4
(Seoz “Te 10 wery) uj- uny- uvui- - (- wiy- O Isd "D IYoeeY AD T
(Szoz “Te 10 uerpy) uj- uj- uj- 2 - wp- Al S¥d D IYe[EY AD T
(Szoz “Te 10 uerpy) uj- uj- ug- - - wy- Al Lsd 909Q3[9H XD 4
(Seoz “Te 10 ueyy|) uj- ur- uj- 2 - wj- Al sud 909QR[oH MO T
(Szoz “Te 10 ueyy|) uj- uj- uj- @- - wl- Al 1sd [1q1g X0 T
(Szoz “Te 19 uey) u- ur- uj- - - wy-  AX  sud 11927 30 T
(Szoz “Te 19 uerpy) u- ur- u- - - wy- A 1sd OXBZ N T
(Szoz “Te 10 uerpy) uj- uj- uj- n- - wy- A sud oxXe7 N T
(Szoz “Te 10 uerpy) uj- uj- ur- - - wy-  IAX  LSd 119 N T
(Seoz “Te 10 ueyy|) ur- ur- ur- - - wy-  1AX sud @n.ﬁmv..m N 1
(Szoz “Te 10 ueyy|) uj- uj- u @- - wl- Al 1sd Em@:_m N I
(Szoz “Te 19 uey) u- ur- u - - wy- Al sud a19pN[N MN T
(Szoz “Te 30 uerpy) uj- uj- uj- @- - wp Al 1Sd I9MIZIAL, N 1
(Szoz “Te 10 uerpy) uj- uj- uj- n- - wy- Al Sud I9MIZI_L, N I
(Szoz “Te 10 uerpy) uj- uj- ug- - - wy- Al Lsd ueI0G AN T
(Seoz “Te 10 ueyy|) uj- ur- uj- - a- wy- Al sud UBIOS MN T
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(Szoz “Te 19 uerpy) u- ur- ug- I - w)-  AX  sud YoIng 30 z
(Szoz “Te 10 uerpy) uj- uj- uj- - - wl- Al 1Sd UueIOS D T
(Szoz “Te 30 uerpy) uj- uj- ug- - - wy-  AX  sud URIOS XD 4
(2961 ‘Drzudddep) uj- u- uj- - (2)r- wy- Al 1Sd TUBWID[S MO z
(2961 ‘Drzuaddde|) u- u- uj- (2)2- (2)r- wy- Al sud TUBWID[S MO 4
(Szoz “Te 10 ueyy) uj- uy- uvwui- - - wy- I 1sd tuefeq[oy O T
(Szoz “Te 30 uerpy) uj- uj- uj- 0-/9- - wy- Al Sud tuefeq(oy >0 T
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(Seoz “Te 10 ueyy|) uj- uj- uj- @- - wl- Al 1Sd zibeg 30 4
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(Seoz “Te 19 ueyy|) uj- uj- uj- @- - wj- Al 1Sd 9Imeys akuey MO T
(Seoz “Te 10 ueyy|) uj- uj- uj- - - wj-  AX  S¥d 9Imeys akuey MO T
(Szoz “Te 10 ueyy) uj- uj- uj- - - wl- Al 1sd amang) 3o T
(Szoz “Te 30 uerpy) uj- uj- uj- 2 - wy- Al Sud amamg) 3D (4
(Szoz “Te 10 uerpy) uj- uj- uj- - - wl- Al 1Sd IDMA XD T
(9107 ‘usuadQ) uj- u- ur- (2)9- I wy- Al sud DN X0 (4
(Seoz “Te 19 ueyy|) uj- uj- uj- @- - wl- Al 1Sd IQUIXIIA] X0 T
(Seoz “Te 10 ueyy|) uj- uj- uj- - - wl-  AX  sud INWIXIIA MO T
(Szoz “Te 19 ueyy) u- ur- uj- - I wy- Al 1Sd JISEJA O 4
(Szoz “Te 19 uerpy) u- ur- u- - - w)-  AX  sud JISBJA D T
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(oooz Ueneq) uj- w- (un)ug- - - wy- Al 1Sd ueuEpqy JS €
(oooz Ueneq) uj- w- (ur)ug- 2 - wl- Al Sud ueURpqY JS €
(oooz ‘yeney) u-n- u-n-  upun- on- -n- w-p- Al J4d ueURPQY S €
(00oz ‘yened) u- u- uy- o (pk- ug- Al 184 reAjoy €
(oooz ‘yeney) uj- uj- wy- 2- (p)- wl- Al s¥d TRATOY] €
(oooz ‘yeney) u-n- u-n-  unn- @-n- p-n- w-n- Al J4d TeA[od] €
(oooz Ueneq) uj- uj- upug- - (un)pr- wy- Al 1Sd xAasnqg €
(oooz Ueneq) uj- uj- upug- (w)br-  (w)pr- wy- Al Sud x£asnqg €
(oooz ‘yeney) u-- ug- wg- (w)B)- (un)pr- w-- Al d¥d x£a8n(Qq €
(oooz ‘yeneyq) ur- ur- unu- o uj- wy- AL 1sd 1szeg €
(oooz yeney) ug- ur- unu- 2- uj- wy- AL sud 1nszegq €
(oooz ‘yeney) U-)m- UM UM oam- FIM- wm- AT J4d 13zeg €
(oooz Ueneq) uj- w-  (un)ug- pIr- pI- wy- Al 1Sd yaIpeg €
(oooz Ueneq) uj- w- (ur)ug- (p)a- pr- wy- Al Sud yaIpeg €
(oooz ‘yeney) u-n- u-n-  upun- p-n- p-n- w-p- Al J4d yaipeg €
(00oz ‘yened) u- w- (ur)uy- o ug- Al 184 1ZeMyIY €
(oooz yeney) uj- w-  (un)wg- (4B)- (2)r- wl- Al s¥d 1ZBMYTY €
(oooz ‘yeney) u-n- u-n-  unn- @-n- n- w-n- Al J4d 1ZEMYTY €
(oooz Ueneq) uj- w-  (un)ug- - - wy- Al 1Sd 1qIeyn e Y €
(oooz Ueneq) uj- w- (ur)ug- 2 - wy- Al Sud 1qIeyn B Ny €
(oooz ‘yeney) u-)m- U-IM- UM @M= UM welm- XTI J9d 1q1eyD B Y €
(ooo0z ‘yeney) u-- u- uue- @1- 7- w-)- Al d¥d eAriequngz s €
(000z ‘yeney) u-n- u-n- u-n- @n-  pn- wn- A ddd TeMaIg XS €
(Szoz “Te 10 ueyy) un- un- un- 2- - w- A dd4d aman) 3D T
(Szoz “Te 19 uerpy) u- ur- ug- - - wy- Al 1Sd YoIng 30 z
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(oocoz Ueneq) uj- uj- upug- pIr- pI- wy- o  sud eSueuLIDy JS €
(oooz Ueneq) uj- w-  (un)ug- - (un)pr- wy- o 1sd yerday s €
(oooz ‘yeney) uj- u-  (wug-  (ur)ABy- pI- wy- 0  sud jexday] xs €
(oooz ‘yeney) u-n- u-n-  wwn- ((un)db)-n- (w)p-n- w-n- Al 44d jexday s €
(oooz yeney) uj- uj- wy- @~ ((w)p)- wy- o 1sd "yS I0Y[o) AS €
(0007 ‘Yeneq) u- w- ug- ((w)p v ((u)p)- ug- 0 sud  YSIOYPY IS €
(oooz Ueneq) u-n- u-n- w-np- (wp)-n- (w)p-n- w-n- Al 44d “ys Ioy[ay] AS €
(oooz Ueneq) uj- w-  (un)ug- - (p)- wy- o 1sd uemJ IS €
(oooz ‘yeney) uj- w-  (wn)ug- (4B)o- (p)- wy- 0  sud ueMm[ XS €
(oooz ‘yeney) u-n- u-n-  wu-n- (4B)-n- p-n- w-n- AL Add uem[ ds €
(0007 ‘Yeneq) u- w- (wr)uy- - ¥ ug- Al 184 e s €
(oocoz Ueneyq) uj- w-  (un)ug- (b)2- - wy- Al S¥d we[[ 1S €
(oooz Ueneq) u-- u-1- (un)wg- (p/b)-1- -1- w-- Al 44d we[ XS €
(Szoz “Te 10 uerpy) uj- uj- wy- - - wy- o 1sd ueqo A €
(Szoz “Te 10 uerpy) u- uj- wy- o- I wy- o  sud Ue[Io NS €
(Scoz “Te 30 uey) uj- pI- wy- - I wy- o  1sd areMyED) S €
(Seoz “Te 10 ueyy|) uj- uj- wy- 2- - wy- o  sud aremien s €
(oocoz Ueneyq) uj- uvpl-  (un)wy- - pI- wy- o 1sd unyIsig 1s €
(oooz Ueneq) uj- uvpl-  (un)w- (p)- - wy- o  sud unyIsig 1s €
(oooz ‘yeney) u-n- ubp-p-  unu-nN- @-n- p-n- w-n- o  Jgud unjisig 3 €
(oooz ‘yeneyq) uj- uj- uj- - (p)- wl- Al 1Sd IemMa[Ig XS €
(oooz ‘yeney) u- uj- uj- 2- (p)- wl- Al s¥d Iemajig 1S €
(oooz yeney) uj- w-  upw- @- - wl- Al 1sd relig 3s €
(oooz Ueney) uj- w-  upw- - I wl- Al S¥d relig xs €
(oooz Ueneq) u-n- u-n-  upw-n- (4B)-n- p-n- w-n- Al Idad 1efig s €
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(oooz Ueneq) uj- unpy- wy- (p)o- - wy- o  sud QUAYQS IS €
(oooz Ueneq) u-n- ubp-n- w-n- o-n- p-n- w-n- o J4ud QUAYaS S €
(oooz ‘yeneyq) uj- uj- uj- - (p)- wl- Al 1Sd amin) is €
(00oz ‘yened) u- u- - (- (P ug- Al sud amImy is €
(oooz ‘yeney) u-n- u-n- u-n- (4B)-n- p-n- w-n- A d4d aming) is €
(oocoz Ueneyq) uj- uj- wy- - (p)- wy- o 1sd ULIISLIISEQ) JS €
(oooz Ueneq) uj- uj- wy- p(a)- (p)- wy- o  sud ULIISTITSE() XS €
(oooz ‘yeney) u-n- u-n- ww-n- @-n- p-n- w-p- Al 44d ULIISLIISEQ) S €
(oooz ‘yeney) uj- uopr-  (un)uig- o- pI- wy- o  1sd puamaiked s €
(oooz ‘yeneyq) u- uopy-  (un)ug- (p)- - wy- o  sud puamaked s €
(oooz yeney) u-n- uvp-n-  unu-n- on- p-n- w-n- o Add pUOMaIAE] S €
(oocoz Ueneyq) uj- w-  (un)ug- o- (2 wl- Al 1Sd SexaAJA XS €
(oooz Ueneq) uj- w-  (un)ug- (AB)a- (2)- wy- Al Sud SexaAJA XS €
(oooz Ueneq) u-n- u-n-  wu-n- (4B)-n- 1-n- w-n- Al 1dd SexaAN MS €
(000z ‘yenes) u- w- (unuy- o w0 1sd UBIYIA XS €
(oooz ‘yeney) u- w-  (un)wg- (4B)- (2)- wy- o  sud URIYIA IS €
(0007 ‘Yeneq) uj- ug- W) o - wg- AL dud UBIUIA XS €
(oocoz Ueneyq) uj- uj- upug- o- (p)- wy- o 1sd T[IPUSIAL XS €
(oooz Ueneq) uj- uj- upug- pIr- (p)- wy- o  sud T[IPUSIA XS €
(0ooz ‘qeped) uqr- ujqr- - unuqr- ©lq1-  pIg- wHg- Al ddd [PUSIN XS €
(oooz ‘yeneyq) uj- w-  (un)ug- o- (2)r- wy- Al Lsd KeSYIEIN XS €
(oooz ‘yeney) u- w-  (un)ug- (4B)a- n- wl- Al sud KeSy[eIN IS €
(000z ‘yeney) u-n- un- uen- on- Fm- wm- AL dud KeSyieN As €
(oooz ‘yeney) u-n- u-n-  unn- @-n- p-n- w-n- Al J4d eSuewLIny XS €
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