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Chapter 1

Introduction

Christopher Lucas
SOAS University of London

Stefano Manfredi
CNRS, SeDyL

This introductory chapter gives an overview of the aims, scope, and approach of
the volume, while also providing a thematic bibliography of the most significant
previous literature on Arabic and contact-induced change.

1 Rationale

With its lengthy written history, wide and well-studied dialectal variation, and in-
volvement in numerous heterogeneous contact situations, the Arabic language
has an enormous contribution to make to our understanding of how language
contact can lead to change. Until now, however, most of what is known about the
diverse outcomes of contacts between Arabic and other languages has remained
inaccessible to non-specialists. There are brief summary sketches (Versteegh 2001;
2010; Thomason 2011; Manfredi 2018), as well as a recent collection of articles on a
range of issues connected with Arabic and language contact in general (Manfredi
& Tosco 2018), but no larger synthesis of the kind that is available, for example,
for Amazonian languages (Aikhenvald 2002).

Arabic has thus played little part in work to date on contact-induced change
that is crosslinguistic in scope (though see Matras 2009; Trudgill 2011 for partial
exceptions). By providing the community of general and historical linguists with
the present collaborative synthesis of expertise on Arabic and contact-induced
change, we hope to help rectify this situation. The work consists of twenty-
nine chapters by leading authorities in their fields, and is divided into three
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Parts: overviews of contact-induced change in individual Arabic varieties (Part I);
overviews of the outcomes of contact with Arabic in other languages (Part II); and
overviews of various types of changes across Arabic varieties, in which contact
has played a significant role (Part IIT). Chapters in each of the three Parts follow
the fixed broad outlines detailed below in §5, in order to maximize coherence
and ease of reference. All authors have also been encouraged a) to ensure their
chapters contain a rich set of (uniformly glossed and transcribed) linguistic data,
including original data where appropriate, and b) to provide as much sociohistor-
ical data as possible on the speech communities involved, framed where possible
with reference to Van Coetsem’s (1988; 2000) distinction between changes due
to borrowing (by agents dominant in the recipient language (RL)) and imposi-
tion (by agents dominant in the source language (SL); see §4 for further details).
These features are aimed at ensuring that the data presented in the volume can
be productively drawn upon by scholars and students of linguistics who are not
specialists in Arabic linguistics, and especially those working on the mechanisms,
typology, outcomes, and theory of contact-induced change cross-linguistically.

The rest of this introductory chapter is structured as follows. We begin by pro-
viding a thematic bibliography of existing work on Arabic and contact-induced
change in §2. The overall scope of the present volume is then detailed in §3. §3.1
locates and classifies the different varieties of what is called “Arabic” according to
Jastrow’s (2002) three geographic zones and Labov’s (2007) concepts of transmis-
sion and diffusion in language change, while §3.2-§3.4 provide an overview of
the content of each of the three Parts into which the present volume is divided. In
§4 we give details of Van Coetsem’s (1988; 2000) framework, and in §5 we outline
the common structure and transcription and glossing conventions of the volume.
This introductory chapter then finishes with §6, in which we discuss some of the
challenges to Van Coetsem’s framework posed by the data in this volume, how
these challenges can be addressed, and how the data and analyses collected in
the present work can be built on by others.

2 Previous work

As noted in §1, there is a reasonably large existing literature focusing on spe-
cific aspects of Arabic and contact-induced change. For reviews of much of this
literature, readers are referred to the relevant chapters of the present volume.
Here we simply list some key works for ease of reference in the following (non-
comprehensive) bibliography, organized by linguistic variety.
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Old Arabic and Middle Aramaic: Rets6 (2011), Weninger (2011), Owens (2016).
Arabic and Neo-Aramaic: Arnold & Behnstedt (1993), Arnold (2007), Coghill
(20105 2012; 2015), Jastrow (2015).

Arabic and Hebrew: Blau (1981), Yoda (2013), Horesh (2015).

Arabic and (Modern) South Arabian languages: Diem (1979), Lonnet (2011),
Zammit (2011), Watson (2018).

Arabic and Indo-Iranian languages: Tsabolov (1994), Matras (2007), Asbaghi
(2011), Gazsi (2011), van der Wal Anonby (2015), Herin (2018).

Arabic and Turkish: Prochazka (2002; 2011), Haig (2014), Taylan (2017), Akkus
& Benmamoun (2018).

Arabic and Berber: Taine-Cheikh (1997; 2018), Brahimi (2000), Corriente (2002),
Lafkioui & Brugnatelli (2008), Kossmann (2009; 2010; 2013), El Aissati (2011),
Lafkioui (2013a), Souag (2013), van Putten & Souag (2015).

Arabic and (sub-)Saharan languages: Owens (2000a; 2015), Lafkioui (2013b),
Souag (2016).

Arabic and Latin/Romance languages: Brunot (1949), Benoliel (1977), Corriente
(1978;1992), Talmoudi (1986), Heath (1989; 2015), Cifoletti (1994), Vicente (2006),
Sayahi (2014).

Contact influences on Classical and Modern Standard Arabic (MSA): Jeffery
(2007) [1938], Blau (1969), Hebbo (1984).

Contact influence in Mesopotamian Arabic: Masliyah (1996; 1997), Matras &
Shabibi (2007), El Zarka & Ziagos (2019).

Contact influence in Central Asian Arabic: Jastrow (2005), Ratcliffe (2005), Ing-
ham (2011).

Contact influence in Levantine Arabic: Barbot (1961), Neishtadt (2015).
Contact influence in Cypriot Maronite Arabic: Newton (1964), Tsiapera (1964),
Borg (1997; 2004).

Contact influence in Maltese: Colin (1957), Aquilina (1958), Krier (1976), Mifsud
(1995), Brincat (2011), Souag (2018).

Arabic pidgins and creoles: Owens (1985), Miller (1993), Luffin (2014), Avram
(2017), Bizri (2018), Owens (2018).

Contact between Arabic dialects: Gibson (2002), Miller et al. (2007), Cotter &
Horesh (2015), Leddy-Cecere (2018).
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3 Scope

3.1 Where and what is Arabic?

Arabic is one of the most widely spoken languages in the world, and the first
language of around 350 million speakers spread throughout the Middle East and
North Africa. There are twenty-five sovereign states in which Arabic is an official
language. In addition, Arabic is widely spoken as a lingua franca (i.e. vehicular
language) for a range of communicative interactions between different linguistic
communities in Asia and Africa. Following Jastrow (2002; see also Watson 2011;
Manfredi forthcoming), the present-day Arabic-speaking world can be broadly
subdivided into three geographic zones (cf. Figure 1): Zone I covers the regions of
the Arabian Peninsula where Arabic was spoken before the beginning of the Is-
lamic expansion in the seventh century; Zone II includes the Middle Eastern and
North African areas into which Arabic penetrated during the Islamic expansion,
and where it is today spoken as a majority language; and Zone III encompasses
isolated regions where Arabic is spoken today by minority bilingual communi-
ties (see also Owens 2000b). Further to this, following successive waves of mass
emigration in recent centuries, Arabic is also spoken as a heritage language by
diasporic communities around the world (Rouchdy 1992; Boumans & de Ruiter
2002; D’Anna, this volume). Against the backdrop of this complex geo-historical
distribution, the question that arises is what unites all the varieties that fall under
the glottonym “Arabic” and, more generally, what should count as Arabic from
a linguistic point of view?

After all, the term “Arabic” encompasses a great deal of internal variety, whose
origins can be traced back to both internally and externally motivated (i.e. con-
tact-induced) changes. One way of understanding these different patterns of lan-
guage change is through Labov’s (2007) distinction between TRANSMISSION and
DIFFUSION. If transmission refers to change through an unbroken sequence of
first-language acquisition (Labov 2007: 346), diffusion rather implies the trans-
fer of features across languages via language/dialect contact (Labov 2007: 347).
Change through transmission is said to be regular because it is incremented by
young native speakers, whereas diffusion is thought to be more irregular and
unpredictable because it is typically produced by adult bilingual speakers. Both
mechanisms contribute to long-term language change even though, according
to Labov, transmission is the foremost mechanism by which linguistic diversity
is produced and maintained. In a recent study, Owens (2018) tests the general-
ity of the Labovian distinction between transmission and diffusion against the
complex linguistic and sociohistorical patchwork of Arabic. He concludes that
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1 PRE-ISLAMIC ARABIC 9 MOROCCAN ARABIC 17 NORTHEASTERN NEO-ARAMAIC E JASTROW’S ZONE 1
2 CLASSICAL/MODERN STANDARD ARABIC 10 HASSaNIYYA ARABIC 18 NORTHERN DOMARI .

3 KHUZESTAN ARABIC 11 ANDALUSI ARABIC 19 SOUTHERN DOMARI I:] JasTROW’S ZONE 2
4 ARABIC IN SYRIA/IRAQ/TURKEY 12 ARABIC IN DIASPORA (SICILY) 20 BEja [II[[[’ JASTROW'S ZONE 3
5 ANATOLIAN ARABIC 13 MAGHREBI ARABIC 21 BERBER

6 CYPRIOT MARONITE ARABIC 14 MODERN SOUTH ARABIAN LANGUAGES 22 ARABIC PIDGINS/CREOLES O ARABIC VARIETIES
7 NIGERIAN ARABIC 15 IRANIAN LANGUAGES 23 MEDITERRANEAN LINGUA FRANCA m} LNGS IN CONTACT

8 MALTESE 16 KurpIsH <> CONTACT LNGS

Figure 1: Approximate distribution of languages and Arabic varieties
discussed in this volume

change through diffusion cannot be said to be more irregular than change via
transmission and that, other than for Arabic-based creoles (see Avram, this vol-
ume), there are no clear-cut criteria for distinguishing the two mechanisms of lan-
guage change. The reason for this is that most of the linguistic varieties that are
commonly referred to under the heading of “Arabic” are the result of a longstand-
ing series of multi-causal changes encompassing both internal drift and conver-
gence, as well as contact-induced change via diffusion. What we do not see, how-
ever, in any of the varieties usually referred to as Arabic, are the atypical kinds
of changes produced by the disruption of language transmission as observed in
pidgin and creole languages (but see below). Thus Part I of this volume primarily
(but not exclusively) deals with contact-induced change in spoken varieties of
Arabic that have gone through an unbroken chain of language transmission, the
so-called “Arabic dialects”.
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3.2 Overview of Part I: Contact-induced change in varieties of Arabic

The survey chapters in Part I of this volume offer an extensive overview of
contact-induced change in first Eastern (masrigi) and then Western (mayribi)
Arabic dialects (to use the terminology of the traditional geographical classifica-
tion of modern Arabic dialects; cf. Palva 2009; Benkato, this volume). The ma-
jority of chapters dealing with types of Eastern Arabic describe varieties spoken
by bilingual minorities affected to different degrees by language shift towards
local dominant languages. For instance, the Arabic-speaking Maronite commu-
nity of Kormakiti is involved in an asymmetric pattern of bilingualism result-
ing in a gradual and inexorable language shift towards Cypriot Greek (Walter,
this volume). In contrast, speakers of Nigerian Arabic (Owens, this volume), de-
spite considerable proficiency in Kanuri and/or Hausa, maintain transmission of
their ancestral language to the younger generations. As far as it is possible to
tell, a similar situation holds for the Mesopotamian dialects of Anatolia (Akkus,
this volume) and Khuzestan (Leitner, this volume), which are in intense contact
with Turkish and Persian respectively (among other languages), but without (yet)
showing signs of definitive language shift. Prochazka (this volume), on the other
hand, describes the effects of contact-induced change in a continuum of East-
ern Arabic dialects dispersed across Lebanon, Syria, Iraq, and southern Turkey.
In this broader geographical context, Arabic represents the main vernacular lan-
guage, affected to different degrees by long-term bi- or multilingualism with Ar-
amaic, Kurdish, and Turkish.

As far as Western Arabic dialects are concerned, Benkato (this volume) de-
scribes a history of contact-induced change in different Maghrebi dialects from
the beginning of the Arabization of North Africa until the colonial period. Four
further chapters then take a closer look at contact-induced changes in specific
varieties of Western Arabic. Heath (this volume) covers Moroccan, while Taine-
Cheikh (this volume) covers Hassaniyya — two majority varieties of Arabic his-
torically affected by contact with Berber and Romance languages. Lucas & Céplo
(this volume) then provide an overview of contact-induced change in Maltese -
a variety which is no longer usually considered to be a subtype of “Arabic”, but
which, as Lucas & Céplo show, is nevertheless historically part of the Western
group of Arabic dialects. Indeed, despite the far-reaching lexical and grammati-
cal effects of contact with Italo-Romance and English, Maltese remains largely a
product of transmission in the Labovian sense. We would not therefore classify
it as a contact (i.e. mixed) language (cf. Stolz 2003 and see further below). Lastly,
D’Anna (this volume) offers a linguistic account of different varieties of Arabic
in diasporic settings, with particular focus on the Tunisian community of Mazara
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del Vallo in Sicily. Unlike the Western varieties described in the aforementioned
chapters, in this latter context Arabic is involved in an unbalanced contact situ-
ation, resulting in moderate language shift towards Sicilian and Italian.

As well as the aforementioned spoken varieties of Arabic, Part I of the vol-
ume also includes three chapters analysing the outputs of language contact in
different varieties of written Arabic. First of all, Al-Jallad (this volume) describes
a number of likely instances of contact-induced change in pre-Islamic Arabic
documentary sources (primarily inscriptional), and postulates the existence of
different patterns of bilingualism between Arabic and Akkadian, Aramaic, Old
South Arabian, and Greek (among other languages). Van Putten (this volume)
then focuses on contact influences on the later Classical and MSA, examining
both early influences from Aramaic, Greek, Persian, Ethio-Semitic and Old South
Arabian, as well as later influence from Ottoman Turkish and twentieth-century
journalism in European languages. Since these written varieties of Arabic are
rather artificial constructs, van Putten also examines the influence of the native
Arabic dialects of the authors of texts in Classical Arabic and MSA. The third and
final written Arabic variety analysed in this volume is Andalusi Arabic. Attested
as a form of Middle Arabic (Lentin 2011) between the tenth and seventeenth cen-
turies, Andalusi Arabic displays significant grammatical and lexical input from
both Romance and Berber languages (Vicente, this volume). As evidence for the
Arabic varieties described in these three chapters is exclusively written, they
cannot be treated in the same manner as spoken varieties which emerged in a
context of first language acquisition. They are, however, representative of a long-
standing and uninterrupted written tradition that goes back to the pre-Islamic
period, and that has always been in a multi-faceted relationship of mutual influ-
ence with different varieties of spoken Arabic. In this sense, despite their rather
artificial nature, written varieties of Arabic may also be considered the product
of language transmission.

In the final chapter of Part I, on the other hand, Avram (this volume) describes
a number of Arabic-based pidgins and creoles, which contrast with modern Ara-
bic dialects (including Maltese) in that they have emerged in contact situations
where the available language repertoires did not constitute an effective tool for
communication (Bakker & Matras 2013: 1). These contact languages are thus the
product of partial or full interruption of language transmission, and for this rea-
son they fall outside the range of what is usually considered Arabic (i.e. they are
not straightforwardly classifiable as genetically related to it; cf. McMahon 2013).
In such contexts, the effects of language diffusion via second language acquisi-
tion are obviously more evident. The varieties discussed by Avram include the
so-called Sudanic pidgins and creoles (i.e. Juba Arabic, Kinubi, and Turku), which
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emerged in Sudan in the nineteenth century and are today scattered across East
Africa, as well as a number of contact languages that have recently emerged in
the context of labour migration to the Middle East: Gulf Pidgin Arabic, Pidgin
Madame, Romanian Pidgin Arabic, and Jordanian Pidgin Arabic. Despite their
different sociohistorical and ethnolinguistic backgrounds, the contact languages
included in this chapter share many formal features as a result of the strong im-
pact of second language acquisition of Arabic in extreme contact situations.

In sum, Part I of the present volume aims at a comprehensive overview of
contact-induced changes in both spoken and written varieties of Arabic, as well
as in Arabic-based contact languages (but see §3.5).

3.3 Overview of Part II: Language change through contact with
Arabic

Throughout its history, Arabic has not only been subject to contact influence
from other languages, but has also itself induced profound changes in the lan-
guages with which it has come into contact (see Versteegh 2001 for a general
overview). The latter topic is the focus of the chapters included in Part II of the
present volume. Let us note in this regard that, thanks to its religious function as
the language of Islam, the linguistic influence of (Classical) Arabic has of course
travelled well beyond the traditional borders of the Arabic-speaking world, and
has affected linguistic communities that have never acquired Arabic as a second
language. Such is the case, for example, of Indonesian and Swabhili, whose lex-
ica are characterized by a high proportion of Arabic-derived loanwords. In the
present volume we largely disregard this kind of influence, however, as our fo-
cus is rather on the effects of language contact in communities characterized by
a relatively high degree of societal bilingualism in Arabic. These bilingual com-
munities typically fall within Jastrow’s Zone II (see §3.1 and Figure 1), and are
therefore affected to varying degrees by language shift towards Arabic.
Accordingly, the first two chapters of Part II focus on the structural effects
of language contact with Arabic in two Semitic languages of the Middle East.
First of all, Bettega & Gasparini (this volume) provide an overview of Arabic in-
fluence on the Modern South Arabian languages (i.e. Mehri, Hobyot, Harssi,
Bathari, Sheret/Jibbali and Soqotri) of Oman and Yemen. These minority lan-
guages are used in an asymmetric pattern of bilingualism with Arabic, and have
been strongly affected by contact with the dominant language, both in their lex-
icon and grammar. A similar situation is described by Coghill (this volume) for
North-Eastern Neo-Aramaic (NENA), a group of closely related languages whose
speakers are scattered across Iraq, Turkey, Syria, and Iran (as well as in several
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diasporic communities around the world). Unlike for the Modern South Arabian
languages, however, Arabic has only recently become the dominant language in
much of the region where NENA languages are spoken, with Kurdish being the
primary historical contact language. Nevertheless, the intensity of this contact,
despite its relatively short duration, has been sufficient to result in significant
influence on the grammar and lexicon of NENA languages, as Coghill demon-
strates. Being closely related to Arabic, NENA and Modern South Arabian lan-
guages are incidentally particularly relevant to the question of the role played
by language contact (i.e. diffusion) as opposed to internal drift (i.e. transmission)
in the reconstruction of the Semitic language family.

The next two chapters in Part II deal with languages that are also genetically
related to Arabic, though much more distantly. First of all, Souag (this volume)
surveys some of the most prominent examples of the influence of Arabic on the
numerous Berber languages spoken across North Africa and the Sahara. Though
many Berber-speaking communities are in the process of language shift, differ-
ent communities present different patterns of bilingualism. Tuareg, for example,
has been least affected by contact with spoken Arabic, whereas smaller varieties,
such as that of Awjila in Libya, are severly endangered, with language shift to
Arabic being rather far advanced (van Putten & Souag 2015). Berber as a whole
thus represents a particularly rich source of data for the typology of changes
brought about by contact with Arabic (see also Kossmann 2013). Vanhove (this
volume), on the other hand, describes the influence of Arabic on Beja, a Northern
Cushitic language mainly spoken in eastern Sudan. Probably due to their consti-
tuting a large proportion of the population in this region, and in spite of their
high degree of bilingualism with Sudanese Arabic, Beja speakers continue robust
transmission of their ancestral language to younger generations and are there-
fore not involved in a process of language shift. Against this background, Beja
offers interesting hints for the analysis of the morphological effects of contact
with Arabic, especially in relation to the transfer of roots and patterns (see also
Vanhove 2012).

Part II of the volume also provides data for the analysis of contact-induced
changes that occurred in languages with no genetic link with Arabic. These are
all Indo-Iranian languages, spoken in a large area stretching from Iran in the
east to Israel in the west. Gazsi (this volume) offers a wide-ranging survey of the
mostly lexical influence of Arabic on Iranian languages, with a particular focus
on New Persian and Modern Persian dialects spoken in Iran. Opengin (this vol-
ume) then describes the effects of contact with Arabic in Northern and Central
Kurdish languages spoken in Turkey, Syria, and Iraq. Due to the longstanding bi-
lingualism with Arabic since the early phases of the Islamic expansion, Kurdish
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has been profoundly affected in its phonology and lexicon by contact with both
Mesopotamian dialects and Classical Arabic. Lastly, two further chapters assess
the changes produced by contact with Arabic in different varieties of Domari,
an Indic language spoken by itinerant linguistic minorities in the Middle East.
Matras (this volume) analyses the Southern variety of Domari, spoken in Jeru-
salem, which is reported to be extremely endangered, while Herin (this volume)
focuses on the Northern varieties of Domari, spoken in Syria, Lebanon, Jordan,
and Turkey, which exhibit different degrees of linguistic vitality. In this overall
situation, Domari has been thoroughly affected in all lexical and grammatical
domains by contact with Arabic, with dialects of Syria and Turkey showing a
lower degree of linguistic interference, while more southerly dialects are on the
verge of extinction due to language shift.

In the final chapter of Part II, Nolan (this volume) discusses another contact
language with significant input from Arabic: Mediterranean Lingua Franca, a ve-
hicular language spoken from the sixteenth to nineteenth centuries on the North
African Barbary coast as an interethnic means of communication between vari-
ous populations, including pirates and captured slaves. The lexicon and grammar
of Mediterranean Lingua Franca were apparently drawn from a wide range of
Italo-Romance, Spanish, Portuguese, Franco-Provengal, Turkish, Greek and Ara-
bic varieties. Although the contribution of Arabic to this language was relatively
slight, a substantial proportion of its speakers had Arabic as their first language
and inevitably therefore transferred Arabic features into this contact language.

3.4 Overview of Part III: Domains of contact-induced change across
Arabic varieties

Parts I and II of the present volume offer overviews of contact-induced changes
in individual languages and Arabic varieties. Part III, by contrast, presents stud-
ies examining contact-induced change in various domains, across a number of
relevant languages and Arabic varieties. Some of these chapters focus on the pro-
cesses producing contact-induced change in Arabic (e.g. dialect contact, contact-
induced grammaticalization), while the others describe the outcomes of language
contact in specific grammatical domains (e.g. intonation, negation) in a cross-
dialect perspective. Taken together, the chapters included in Part III provide a
broader framework for understanding the dynamics and results of language con-
tact involving Arabic.

First of all, drawing on the concepts of koinéization and focusing, as defined
by Trudgill (2004), Al-Wer (this volume) describes the process of new dialect
formation in Amman, resulting from the contact there between Palestinian and

10
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Jordanian dialects. Through examination of a number of morphophonological
variants, Al-Wer assesses the relative contributions of different social factors in
the formation of the Amman dialect, concluding that gender and style are the
major organizing factors, while ethnicity plays only a secondary role.

In the following chapter, Cotter (this volume) addresses the closely related
topic of phonetic and phonological changes, affecting both consonant and vowel
systems, resulting from contact between Arabic dialects. Cotter’s analysis em-
phasizes the role of large-scale migration within and between Arabic-speaking
countries in the emergence of phonological diversity in Arabic, as in the case of
the dialect of Gaza City, which presents both Bedouin and sedentary phonologi-
cal features.

Though far less often considered from a historical linguistic perspective than
segmental changes, supra-segmental change also appears to be particularly li-
able to be caused by language contact. In this vein, Hellmuth (this volume) ex-
plores the hypothesis that variation in the intonation systems of Arabic dialects
is largely a product of language contact. Describing a series of dialect-specific
prosodic features in Tunisian, Moroccan and Egyptian Arabic, Hellmuth pro-
poses different contact scenarios with Berber in the Maghreb and with Greek
and Coptic in Egypt as the cause, though without excluding the possibility of
purely internal prosodic change.

As evidenced by almost every contribution to the present volume, contact-
induced change is certainly not limited to lexicon and phonology, with the im-
pact of language contact clearly felt also in the morphosyntax and semantics
of Arabic varieties. Accordingly, Leddy-Cecere (this volume) adopts the theo-
retical framework of contact-induced grammaticalization proposed by Heine &
Kuteva (2003; 2005) for an analysis of the outcome of contact between Arabic
dialects in the domain of future tense markers. Though traditionally situated
in the context of contact between genetically unrelated languages, this model
of contact-induced change proves useful for explaining the development and
distribution of a range of morphosyntactic features across Arabic varieties (cf.
Leddy-Cecere 2018). In his contribution, Leddy-Cecere identifies five prototyp-
ical paths of grammaticalization of future markers whose spread, he argues, is
best explained as the outcome of dialect contact.

Manfredi (this volume), for his part, focuses exclusively on the process of
calquing, understood as the transfer of semantic and morphosyntactic patterns
without accompanying morphophonological matter. He thus analyses several in-
stances of lexical and grammatical calquing in a range of Arabic varieties, and
explains their distribution in terms of different degrees of bilingual proficiency.
This perspective permits an explanation of why narrow grammatical calquing
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tends to be limited to communities with a high degree of bilingual proficiency,
whereas lexical calquing can occur also in largely monolingual communities.

In the final contribution to Part III, Lucas (this volume) presents a diachronic
overview of the development of different negation patterns in Arabic and a num-
ber of its contact languages. While recognizing that conclusive evidence of diffu-
sion as opposed to transmission in this domain is hard to come by, Lucas argues
that the geographical distribution of preverbal, bipartite, and postverbal clausal
negation in Arabic and its contact languages (i.e. Modern South Arabian, Berber
and Domari among others) is a product of transfer, rather than of internal parallel
developments (see also Lucas & Lash 2010).

3.5 Limitations

Inevitably with a project of this scale, it has not been possible to cover every
aspect of the topic that we would have liked to, and the chapters included neces-
sarily represent a compromise between several different academic and practical
considerations (not least the availability of contributors with the relevant exper-
tise). Thus, while we have aimed for blanket coverage of languages and varieties
of Arabic that have been significantly affected by contact, a number of omissions
should be noted.

For example, Central Asian Arabic (see Seeger 2013), a minority variety strong-
ly affected by contact with Tajik and Uzbek, though it is cited a number of times
for comparative purposes by several contributors, is not thoroughly analysed
in a dedicated chapter in Part I. Similarly, the influence of Modern Hebrew on
Palestinian Arabic in Israel (see Horesh 2015) is not analysed in detail here. Fur-
thermore, with the exception of Nigerian Arabic, the volume has regrettably little
to say about the range of vernacular and vehicular varieties of Arabic spoken in
sub-Saharan Africa (see Lafkioui 2013b).

Similarly, the languages discussed in Part II are certainly not the only ones
to have been affected by direct contact with Arabic. For instance, several Nilo-
Saharan languages found in central and eastern Africa have historically been in
contact with different varieties of Arabic. This is the case of Nubian, an East-
ern Sudanic language spoken on the Egypt-Sudan border (Rouchdy 1980), for
example. The same applies to a number of Niger-Kordofanian languages spoken
in the Nuba Mountains region of Sudan, and among which we can mention the
case of Koalib (Quint 2018). As far as the Middle East is concerned, the influence
of Arabic on the Armenian varieties spoken in Lebanon unfortunately remains
unstudied, and the same is true for the Turkmen dialects of Iraq and Syria.
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There are also several phenomena that can be observed in multiple Arabic va-
rieties and for which explanations in terms of language contact have been made,
but on which it was not possible to include a chapter in the present volume. To
cite a single example, several works (including Coghill 2014; Déhla 2016; Souag
2017) have investigated the possible role of contact between varieties of Arabic
and other languages in the development of differential object marking and clitic
doubling (see also Lucas & Cépls, this volume).

Despite these descriptive gaps, the chapters included in the present volume
have the collective merit of discussing a wide range of contact situations involv-
ing Arabic (balanced bilingualism, unbalanced bilingualism, pidginization and
creolization), covering a broad geographical area and lengthy timespan, and thus
giving a near-comprehensive picture of the currently known facts of Arabic and
contact-induced change.

4 Framework

4.1 Overview

The majority of works cited in §2 (like the majority of work generally on contact-
induced changes in specific languages) describe a set of linguistic outcomes of
language contact, without addressing the cognitive and acquisitional processes
that lead speakers to introduce and adopt changes of this kind. In the present vol-
ume, we have encouraged authors wherever possible to go beyond mere itemiza-
tion of contact-induced changes, and to give consideration to the processes which
are likely to have brought them about. Specifically, we have asked authors to
analyse changes wherever possible in terms of the framework (and terminology)
developed by Frans Van Coetsem (1988; 2000).

While there are various models of contact-induced change available (see e.g.
Thomason & Kaufman 1988; Johanson 2002; Matras 2009), Van Coetsem’s is
preferable for our purposes, in that it allows us to distinguish the major types
of contact-induced change, based on the cognitive statuses of the source and re-
cipient languages in the minds of the bilingual speakers who are the agents of
the changes in question. This model, which has gained greater prominence fol-
lowing Winford’s (2005; 2007; 2010) work to popularize it (see also Ross 2013 for
a broadly similar approach), makes a fundamental distinction between BORROW-
ING and IMPOSITION as the two major types of TRANSFER (i.e. contact-induced
change that has the effect of making the RL more closely resemble the SL in
some respect).! The distinction between borrowing and imposition boils down

'Note that not all contact-induced changes involve transfer in this sense. See §4.4 for details.
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to whether the agents of a particular change (i.e. the bilingual speakers who first
introduce it) are cognitively (not sociolinguistically) dominant in the SL or the
RL. Lucas (2012; 2015) argues that this notion of dominance (which Van Coetsem
himself does not define precisely) can be reduced to nativeness, and is thus not
equivalent to temporary accessibility: borrowing (also referred to as change un-
der RL agentivity) is when a speaker for whom the RL is a native language in-
troduces changes to the RL based on an SL model; imposition (also referred to as
change under SL agentivity) is when changes of this sort are made by a speaker
for whom the RL is not a native language. Imposition occurs essentially because
adults, with their impoverished language acquisition abilities relative to young
children, consciously or unconsciously draw on the resources of their native lan-
guage(s) to fill the gaps in their knowledge of the non-native RL. Borrowing, on
the other hand, occurs either as a deliberate enrichment of the native language
with material drawn from a second language, or otherwise as a result of the
“inherent cognitive tendency to minimize the processing effort associated with
the use of two (or more) languages” (Lucas 2012: 291). Imposition thus prototypi-
cally transfers more abstract structural features (e.g., for German native speakers
speaking second-language English, syllable-final devoicing and lack of preposi-
tion stranding), whereas borrowing is prototypically associated with transfer of
lexical and constructional material.

This approach neatly complements Labov’s distinction between transmission
and diffusion. Labov (2007: 349) points out that “transmission is the product of
the acquisition of language by young children” whereas “most language con-
tact is largely between and among adults” and that the fundamental differences
between child first language and adult second language acquisition (cf. Bley-
Vroman 1989; 2009; Meisel 2011) explain the characteristically different types of
change associated with transmission versus diffusion. We can go further and say
that diffusion changes are of two main types — borrowing versus imposition —
and it is similarly because borrowing is carried out by native speakers and im-
position by second language learners that these two types of diffusion typically
have different results (see §6 for further discussion).

Moreover with this approach we even have a prospect, at least in certain spe-
cific cases, of addressing one of the hardest problems in historical linguistics,
Weinreich et al’s (1968) “actuation problem”:

For even when the course of a language change has been fully described and
its ability explained, the question always remains as to why the change was
not actuated sooner, or why it was not simultaneously actuated wherever
identical functional conditions prevailed. (Weinreich et al. 1968: 112)
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If the change in question involves diffusion, understood in the above terms, then
we have a straightforward answer to this question. Prior to contact with the
SL, the change did not occur because the linguistic conditions were such that it
could not occur in a normal language transmission scenario. Once the RL comes
into contact with the SL, however, the landscape of language acquisition and
use is drastically altered, such that the linguistic conditions are now sufficient to
trigger the change, which can then, potentially, spread throughout and beyond
the bilingual speech community (see Lucas, this volume; Lucas & Lash 2010 for
further discussion of this point in the context of the contact-induced spread of
bipartite negation in the languages of North Africa and southern Arabia).

To illustrate these concepts, the following subsections give some examples of
borrowing and imposition (as well as some problematic cases that do not fit easily
into either of these categories), drawn from the contributions to this volume.

4.2 Borrowing

As noted above, borrowing most typically and saliently targets lexical items. Ev-
ery chapter in Parts I and II testifies to the large number of loanwords in the
varieties discussed. While borrowing prototypically involves content words, it
can also result in transfer of function words, idiomatic structure, and derivational
and inflectional morphology. For example, Vanhove (this volume) notes that Beja
has borrowed the Arabic conjunction wa ‘and’ as an enclitic which coordinates
noun phrases and nominalized clauses, as in (1).

(1) Beja (BEJ_MV_NARR_01_shelter_057)?
b?adad=wa i=ko:lej=wa sallam-ja=aj=he:b
sword=COORD  DEF.M=stick=COORD  give-PFv.35G.M=CSL=0B]J.1SG

‘Since he had given me a sword and the stick...

Leitner (this volume) shows that Khuzestan Arabic has borrowed a phrasal
verb constructional frame from Persian, as illustrated in (2), consisting of an Ara-
bic light verb (a calque of the Persian source verb) and a noun borrowed from
Persian.

(2) a. Khuzestan Arabic (Leitner’s field data)
kado irad
take.PRF.35G.M nagging

3 . 3
to pick on someone

2See Vanhove (this volume) for details of the source of this example.
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b. Persian
irad gereftan
nagging take.INF

< . E)
to pick on someone

As an example of the borrowing of derivational morphology, Benkato (this
volume) cites the Moroccan Arabic circumfix ta-...-f, borrowed from Berber, as
the regular means of deriving nouns of professions and traits, as in tanazzart
‘carpentry’ (< nazZar ‘carpenter’).

Finally, in the domain of verbal inflection, we can point to the contact-induced
grammaticalization in NENA of a prospective future marker zi-, as in (3), on the
model of Arabic rah- with the same function, both deriving from elements with
the basic meaning of ‘going’.

(3) Christian Telkepe NENA (Coghill’s field data)
zi-napl-o
pRspP-fall. PRES-3SG.F
‘She’s going to fall’

4.3 Imposition

As well as changes due to borrowing, the contributions to this volume cite nu-
merous instances of changes due to imposition, which are typically more abstract
and less lexical-constructional than changes due to borrowing.

In the domain of phonology, we can point to the example of conditioned
monophthongization found only in the Arabic dialects of coastal Syria and north-
ern Lebanon, almost certainly as a result of imposition from Aramaic, older layers
of which shared this feature. As Prochéazka (this volume) shows, in the dialect of
the island of Arwad *ay and *aw are preserved only in open syllables. Elsewhere
they merge to /a/, as illustrated in (4).

(4) Arwad Arabic, western Syria (Prochazka 2013: 278)
*bayt, *baytayn > bat, baytan ‘house, two houses’
*yawm, *yawmayn > yam, yawman ‘day, two days’
*bayn al-ibnayn > ban it-tnan ‘between the two’

In the domain of morphosyntax, van Putten (this volume) cites Wilmsen’s
(2010) example of imposition in the treatment of direct and indirect pronominal
objects in MSA. As Wilmsen shows, native speakers of Egyptian Arabic writing
MSA tend to impose their native system, such that the direct object cliticizes to
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the verb, as in (5), whereas native speakers of Lebanese Arabic tend to impose
their native system, such that it is the indirect object that cliticizes to the verb,
as in (6).

(5) Egyptian-style MSA (Wilmsen 2010: 100)
al-Tawraq-i llati sallamat-ha la-hu ?armalat-u
DEF-papers-OBL REL.SG.F give.PRF.35G.F-3SG.F DAT-35G.M widow-NoM
Tabdi I-wahhab
PN

‘the papers, which Abdel Wahhab’s widow had given him’
(6) Lebanese-style MSA (Wilmsen 2010: 99)

al-?awraq-i llati sallamat-hu fiyya-ha ?Tarmalat-u
DEF-papers-OBL REL.SG.F give.PRF.35G.F-35G.M ACC-3SG.F widow-NOM
Tabdi l-wahhab

PN

‘the papers, which Abdel Wahhab’s widow had given him’

Taken together, the above examples give an impression of the nature and vari-
ety of changes that are reported on in this volume, and which can be understood
as having occurred via either borrowing or imposition.

4.4 Problematic cases

Not all changes due to contact can be classified as either borrowing or imposi-
tion in Van Coetsem’s terms, however. First of all, there is the rather frequent
case of communities in which the norm is not monolingual native acquisition
followed by acquisition of a second language later in life, but the simultaneous
acquisition, from early childhood, of two (or more) native languages. While Van
Coetsem (2000) acknowledges such cases, the data from studies of bilingual indi-
viduals of this type do not bear out his suggestion (2000: 86) that these situations
lead to “free transfer” of elements from any linguistic domain between the two
languages. Instead, what we see in both the speech of (young) individuals of this
kind, as well as communities in which multiple native languages are the norm, is
typically little phonological transfer but often considerable syntactic reorganiza-
tion (Lucas 2009: 96-98; 2012: 279). The traditional term for the process by which
languages (typically in so-called “linguistic areas” such as the Balkans) become
more similar over time is CONVERGENCE. Lucas (2015) extends the use of this term
to specifically those contact-induced changes brought about by individuals who
are native speakers of both the RL and the SL.
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Language situations described in this volume in which convergence in this
sense, rather than borrowing, is the likely mechanism underlying the changes
described include the Modern South Arabian languages, especially Bathari, as
described by Bettega & Gasparini (this volume), as well as both Northern and
Jerusalem Domari, as described by Herin (this volume) and Matras (this volume).
As several authors point out, however, for some historical contact situations we
simply do not have enough sociolinguistic information to be able to infer what
kind of agentivity must underlie a given change. In such cases we must content
ourselves with merely identifying the changes that are (likely) due to contact
and, for the time being at least, give up on the goal of actually explaining how
and why they were actuated.

Finally, a word is required here on changes, such as reduction or elimination of
inflectional distinctions, which are characteristic of the usage of second-language
speakers, but which do not necessarily have the effect of making the RL more
closely resemble the native language of those speakers, and are not therefore
properly classified as instances of transfer. Lucas (2015) gives the label “restruc-
turing” to changes of this kind, which presumably occur in almost any contact
situation where imposition is also taking place, though they will usually go un-
detected, being indistinguishable after the fact from purely internally caused
changes. One circumstance where restructuring changes are clearly identifiable,
however, concerns pidgins and creoles. Where these show a reduction in morpho-
logical complexity relative to the lexifier language that also does not represent
transfer from the substrate(s), this can only have been caused by restructuring.
See Avram (this volume) for several cases of this kind involving Arabic-based
pidgins and creoles.

5 Layout of chapters

5.1 Structure

Chapters in each Part of the present volume follow a fixed basic structure. In
Part I chapters, the first section gives sociolinguistic, demographic, and other
relevant background information on the current state and/or historical develop-
ment of the dialect(s) or varieties of Arabic under discussion. The second sec-
tion then details the languages which the variety under discussion is or was in
contact with, and describes the nature of those contacts. The third and main sec-
tion then provides the data on the most noteworthy contact-induced changes in
the variety under discussion. In general, changes described in this third section
are ordered: phonology, morphology, syntax, lexicon. All chapters finish with a
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concluding section that includes an outline of what we still do not know about
contact-induced change the variety in question, as well as the most urgent issues
for future research. Part II chapters on language change through contact with
Arabic follow the same structure, with the second section focusing on the na-
ture of the contact between Arabic and the language under discussion, as well as
any other significant contacts in the case of those languages which have had con-
tact influence from multiple languages. Since Part III focuses on contact-induced
changes in specific, rather distinct, linguistic domains, the structure of chapters
in this Part is less uniform, but each chapter begins with an introduction to the
topic from a general linguistic point of view, followed by an overview of contact-
induced changes in the domain in question, and finally a conclusion which again
includes discussion of what remains unclear about the topic of the chapter, as
well as the most promising avenues for future research.

5.2 Transcription and glossing

All chapters in the present volume adhere as far as possible to a single consistent
system of transcription and glossing of numbered examples. In this subsection
we summarize key elements of these two systems.

Examples from any language which has an official standardized Latin-script or-
thography (such as English, French, or Maltese) are transcribed in that orthogra-
phy. Other than Arabic, any languages with no official standardized orthography,
or only one which is not based on the Latin script, are transcribed according to
a consistent scholarly system of each contributor’s choosing. The International
Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) is used only when the specific focus of discussion is
points of phonological or phonetic detail. All Arabic examples in the volume are
transcribed in accordance with the system for consonants laid out in Table 1.

In this table, voiced/voiceless pairs appear with the voiced sound immediately
below its voiceless counterpart. Emphatic sounds (i.e. sounds with a secondary
pharyngeal/uvular/velar articulation) appear immediately to the right of their
plain counterparts, and are distinguished from them with a dot below.> This
broad phonemic system only distinguishes sounds which express meaningful
contrasts (and vowels are transcribed following the same principles). For sub-
phonemic contrasts that cannot be captured with the symbols in Table 1, the IPA
is used. Gemination is signalled by doubling consonant symbols, vowel length by

Note that /h/ does not, however, represent an emphatic version of /h/. We have chosen to retain
the use of the traditional symbol <h) (rather than ¢h)) for the voiceless pharyngeal fricative,
despite this unwanted implication that it represents an emphatic sound, so as to avoid confu-
sion with the use of the symbol <h) in the Maltese orthography (for details of which, see Lucas
& Cépls, this volume).
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Table 1: Transcription system for Arabic consonants

&,
s
§ § & g
J § 9 & & & 5 & &
Plosive p tt k q ?
b dd g
Affricate ¢
g
Fricative f 0 Ss 8 h (x)¢ h h
\4 00 zz Z Y Y
Nasal m n
Vibrant rr
Lateral 1
Approximant w y

“hy represents the voiceless velar fricative phoneme in all Arabic varieties where this contrasts
with pharyngeal and glottal fricative phonemes. In Walter’s (this volume) chapter on Cypriot
Maronite Arabic, however, the symbol <x) is used to represent the single phoneme in that
variety that is the outcome of the merger of the voiceless fricatives at all three of these places
of articulation.

a macron above the long vowel. Stress is only marked for Arabic (with an acute
accent on the nuclear vowel) where it marks a meaningful contrast, or where it
is otherwise the focus of discussion in a particular passage.

Glossing of linguistic examples in the volume is handled similarly to transcrip-
tion. The Leipzig Glossing Rules are followed throughout, with extensions where
necessary. Every chapter includes at the end a list of glossing and other abbre-
viations used in that chapter. Within these parameters authors make their own
choices for precisely how they wish to gloss languages other than Arabic. For
all Arabic examples in the volume, we have tried to ensure that way they are
glossed is completely consistent. Some of the key choices we have made in this
regard are as follows.

As is well known, regular verbs in Arabic varieties have two basic conjuga-
tions: one in which the person-number affixes are exclusively suffixal, and one
in which they are mainly prefixal. The suffix conjugation typically (but not al-
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ways) functions to express past tense and/or perfective aspect, while the prefix
conjugation typically (but not always) functions to express non-past tense and/or
imperfective aspect. Since our aim with all glossing in the volume is to have one
consistent gloss per morpheme, regardless of the precise temporal or aspectual
functions in context, we have chosen to use the traditional Arabist labels of per-
fect and imperfect for these two conjugations, as opposed to alternatives such
as past/non-past or perfective/imperfective. The abbreviations used are PRF for
perfect and 1mpF for imperfect.

Related to the issue of how best to label these two conjugations is the question
of how best to analyse the distribution of person, number, gender, tense-aspect,
and mood features across the verb stem and any affixes. The details need not con-
cern us here, but finding an intuitive way of assigning each of these features to
an appropriate morpheme, in a way that is consistent across all cells in the rele-
vant paradigms, is extremely challenging. For this reason, in the present volume
we make no attempt at morphological decomposition in the glossing of a word
such as MSA yaktubuna ‘they (m.) write’. This is glossed simply as: yaktubuna
‘write.IMPF.3PL.M . Accordingly, sallamat in (5) is glossed as ‘give.PRF.3sG.F . It fol-
lows from this that the absence of a hyphen in a string of Arabic in a numbered
example cannot be taken to imply that that string is monomorphemic. Relatedly,
we make no attempt to distinguish between clitics and affixes in the glossing
of Arabic examples in the present volume: a morpheme boundary of any sort is
signalled by a hyphen.

The overarching principle we have followed in all of these decisions on gloss-
ing and transcription is to try to present the relevant linguistic data in as clear,
plain, and unambiguous a format as possible.

6 Problems and prospects

As discussed in §4, Van Coetsem’s framework, with its basic distinction between
borrowing and imposition, has the merit of enabling us not only to coherently cat-
egorize many contact-induced changes according to the processes of language ac-
quisition and use that produced them, but also, at least in some cases, to attempt
to address Weinreich et al’s (1968) actuation problem, and so provide a genuinely
explanatory account of the genesis of individual contact-induced changes.

This is certainly not to claim, however, that Van Coetsem’s framework, in the
way that he himself presents it, is without its weaknesses. We have already dis-
cussed in §4.4 some instances of contact-induced change which are not easily
accommodated by the neat dichotomy between the two main transfer types: this
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is why Lucas (2015) proposes extending Van Coetsem’s model to accommodate
convergence and restructuring as additional transfer types.

A more fundamental problem is that, for many of the changes discussed in this
volume and elsewhere, there is simply not enough sociohistorical information
available to be able to infer with confidence what precise mechanisms underlie
the changes in question. In such cases Van Coetsem (1988; 2000) and, following
him, Winford (2005) suggest that the type of transfer that was operative in a
given change can be diagnosed from its results. That is, for example, if a change
involves word order, we can assume that it was due to imposition, while loan-
words can be assumed to have been introduced via borrowing. Van Coetsem
(1988: 25) argues that this is so because “language does not offer the same de-
gree of stability in all its parts, in particular [...] there are differences in stability
among language domains, namely among vocabulary, phonology and grammar
(morphology and syntax).” He labels this observation the STABILITY GRADIENT,
and suggests that it is this supposed fact about language that underlies the ob-
served discrepancies between the types of change characteristically associated
with borrowing and imposition respectively. As argued by Lucas (2012; 2015),
however, there is no a priori or empirical reason to believe that the whole of
“grammar” - a term which covers a range of highly heterogeneous phenomena
— should necessarily behave similarly in language contact situations, with any
contact-induced grammatical changes necessarily being due to imposition. This
argument does not of course deny the strong tendency, already pointed out in
§4.1, for imposition to be systematic and to target abstract structural features,
while borrowing is more sporadic and centred on lexicon. But if the stability gra-
dient only reflects a tendency, not an exceptionless law, then its usefulness as a
diagnostic tool is greatly reduced. Indeed, several authors have pointed out that
there are clear cases of contact-induced grammatical change for which only RL
agentivity is plausible. For example, Kossmann (2013: 430) points out that, though
the predictions of the stability gradient tend to be borne out in cases in which
phonological and morphological change are mediated through borrowed lexical
items, there are however also cases in which elements of Arabic structure (e.g.
the syntax of clausal coordination and relativization) have been transferred into
Berber under RL agentivity, without obviously being related to lexical transfer.

Further challenges to the idea of the stability gradient are provided by several
of the contributions to the present volume. For example, Leitner (this volume)
points to the transfer of verb-auxiliary order from Persian to Khuzestan Ara-
bic as an instance of abstract structural transfer (not the transfer of a specific
construction) in a context in which only borrowing, not imposition, can be the
cause (cf. (2) in §4.2). Similarly, Walter (this volume) points out that in Cypriot
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Maronite Arabic there has been systematic abstract phonological (as well as syn-
tactic) transfer from Greek, in a sociolinguistic situation in which RL-dominant
individuals must have been the agents of change. In the contribution of Manfredi
(this volume), the necessity for a fine-grained approach to how transfer inter-
acts with the different types of agentivity is brought into sharp relief, thanks
to Manfredi’s distinction between three types of grammatical calquing, two of
which involve the calquing of polyfunctionality of lexical or grammatical items
with or without syntactic change, while the third is a “narrow” type, producing
syntactic change without calquing of the functions of lexical/grammatical items.
A simplistic approach that sees lexicon and grammar as wholly distinct, inter-
nally homogeneous entities is clearly inadequate for an understanding of the
mechanisms underlying changes of this sort.

A final challenge to a straightforward application of Van Coetsem’s framework
to problems in contact linguistics concerns the emergence of new languages in
extreme contact situations. According to Winford (2005: 396; 2008: 128), the pro-
cesses that create contact languages are the same as those that operate in ordi-
nary cases of contact-induced language change. Thus he identifies three broad ca-
tegories of contact languages: those that arise through RL agentivity (i.e. borrow-
ing); those that arise primarily through SL agentivity (i.e. imposition); and those
that arise through a combination of SL and RL agentivities (see also Manfredi
2018: 414). From the perspective of this classification, Winford points out that
creole languages, since they emerge in a context of second language acquisition,
are essentially a product of SL agentivity. But if we take a closer look at Arabic-
based pidgins and creoles (Avram, this volume), the picture is more complex.
For example, a number of phonological features of Juba Arabic (e.g. loss of pha-
ryngeal and pharyngealized consonants; loss of consonant and vowel length)
are clearly attributable to imposition from Bari, the main substrate language,
during the first phases of its emergence. In the same manner, the lexical and
grammatical semantics of Juba Arabic are strongly affected by those of Bari, as
shown by several cases of calquing (Manfredi, this volume). However, a num-
ber of phonological and morphological innovations (e.g. presence of implosive
sounds and integration of nominal prefixes and suffixes) must instead be seen
as the result of borrowing enacted by Juba Arabic-dominant speakers latterly ex-
posed to Bari as an adstrate language. What this shows is that creolization, being
necessarily multicausal, cannot be straightforwardly reduced to a single type of
linguistic transfer. Instead, it is essential that we combine the linguistic domin-
ance approach with fine-grained sociohistorical criteria for typologizing contact
languages.
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As is evident from our decision to adopt Van Coetsem’s model as this volume’s
basic analytical framework, we believe that its focus on agentivity and domin-
ance must be central to any attempt understand the cognitive factors that actu-
ally cause contact-induced change, as opposed to the sociolinguistic factors that
promote it. We do not consider, therefore, that the challenges for this framework
that we have explored in the current section are insurmountable (see Lucas 2012;
2015 for a detailed defence, revision, and application of the framework). Rather
our hope is that the ideas explored in this introduction, together with the wealth
of data presented in the following chapters, will serve as a stimulus for the wider
community of Arabists and historical linguists to push forward understanding
both of the history of the Arabic language, and of the nature of contact-induced
change in general.
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Abbreviations

* reconstructed form NENA North-Eastern Neo-Aramaic

1,2,3  1st, 2nd, 3rd person NOM nominative

ACC accusative OBJ object

COORD  coordination OBL oblique

CSL causal PFV perfective

DAT dative PN personal name

DEF definite PRES NENA Present Base

F feminine PRF perfect

IMPF imperfect PRSP prospective

INF infinitive REL relative

IPA International Phonetic RL recipient language
Alphabet SG singular

M/m. masculine SL source language

MSA Modern Standard Arabic
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This chapter provides an overview of Arabic in contact in the pre-Islamic period,
from the early first millennium BCE to the rise of Islam. Contact languages in-
clude Akkadian, Aramaic, Ancient South Arabian, Canaanite, Dadanitic, and Greek.
The chapter concludes with two case studies on contact-induced development: the
emergence of the definite article and the realization of the feminine ending.

1 Preliminaries

1.1 Language contact in the pre-Islamic period

[[]n the Djahiliyya, “the Age of Ignorance” [...], the Arabs lived to a great ex-
tent in almost complete isolation from the outer world... [t]his accounts for
the prima facie astonishing fact that Arabic, though appearing on the stage
of history hundreds of years after the Canaanites and Aramaeans, neverthe-
less in many respects has a more archaic character than these old Semitic
languages. The Arabs, being almost completely isolated from outer influ-
ences and living under the same primitive conditions of their ancestors pre-
served the archaic structure of their language. (Blau 1981: 18).

This is the image of Arabic’s pre-Islamic past that emerges from Classical Ara-
bic sources. For writers such as Ibn Khaldin, contact-induced change in Arabic
was a by-product of the Arab conquests, and served to explain the differences
between the colloquial(s) of his time and the literary language. More than a cen-
tury and a half of epigraphic and archaeological research in Arabia and adjacent
areas has rendered this view of Arabic’s past untenable. Arabic first appears in
the epigraphic record in the early first millennium BCE, and for most of its pre-
Islamic history, the language interacted in diverse ways with a number of related

(eds.), Arabic and contact-induced change, 37-55. Berlin: Language Science Press.
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Semitic languages and Greek. This chapter will outline the various foci of con-
tact between Arabic and other languages in the pre-Islamic period based on doc-
umentary evidence. Following this, I offer two short case studies showing how
contact-induced change in the pre-Islamic period may explain some of the key
features of Arabic today.

1.2 Old Arabic

Old Arabic is an umbrella term for the diverse forms of the language attested in
documentary and literary sources from the pre-Islamic period, including inscrip-
tions, papyri, and transcriptions in Greek, Latin, and cuneiform texts. The present
usage does not refer to Classical Arabic or the linguistic material attributed to
the pre-Islamic period collected in the eighth and ninth centuries CE, such as
poetry and proverbs, as we cannot be sure about their authenticity, especially
with regard to their linguistic features. Al-Jallad (2017) defines the corpus of Old
Arabic as follows: Safaitic, an Ancient North Arabian script concentrated in the
Syro-Jordanian Harrah (end of the 1st millennium BCE to 4th c. CE), Hismaic, an
Ancient North Arabian script spanning from central Jordan to northwest Ara-
bia (chronology unclear, but overlapping with Nabataean), the substratum of
Nabataean Aramaic, along with a few Arabic-language texts carved in this script
(2nd c. BCE to 4th c. CE), the Nabataeo-Arabic inscriptions (3rd c. CE to 5th c. CE),
pre-Islamic Arabic script inscriptions (5th c. CE to early 7th c. CE) and isolated
inscriptions in the Greek, Dadanitic (the oasis of Dadan, modern-day al-tUla,
northwest Higaz), and Ancient South Arabian alphabets (varied chronology).

In geographic terms, Old Arabic is attested mainly in the southern Levant, the
Sinai, and northwestern Arabia, as far south as Hegra (Mada?in Saleh). Within
this area a variety of non-Arabic languages were spoken and written, with which
Old Arabic interacted. The main contact language was Imperial Aramaic, which
served as a literary language across North Arabia in the latter half of the first
millennium BCE until, perhaps, the rise of Islam. Since contact must be viewed
through the lens of writing, it is in most cases difficult to determine how exten-
sive multilingualism was outside of literate circles.

2 Contact languages

2.1 Arabic and Akkadian

The first attestations of Arabic are preserved in cuneiform documents. While
no Arabic texts written in cuneiform have yet been discovered, isolated lexical
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items survive in this medium. Livingstone (1997) identified an example of the Old
Arabic word for ‘camel’ with the definite article in the inscriptions of Tiglath-
pileser I1I (744-727 BCE): a-na-qa-a-te = (h/?)an-naq-ate ‘the she-camels’. Aside
from this, almost all other Arabic material consists of personal and divine names.
There are reports of “Arabs” in Mesopotamia — inhabiting walled towns in west-
ern Babylonia - as early as the eighth century BCE (Eph’al 1974: 112). While
we cannot be sure that the people whom the Babylonians called Arabs were in
fact Arabic speakers, a few texts in dispersed Ancient North Arabian scripts hail
from this region. So far, all seem to contain only personal names with Arabic
or Arabian etymologies.! These facts can only suggest the possibility of contact
between speakers of Arabic and Akkadian in the early first millennium BCE.

2.2 Arabic and Canaanite

Contact between Arabic speakers and speakers of Canaanite languages is doc-
umented in the Hebrew Bible (Eph’al 1982: ch.2; Rets6 2003: ch.8), and there is
one inscription directly attesting to contact between both groups. An Ancient
North Arabian inscription from Bayir, Jordan contains a prayer in Old Arabic
to three gods of the Iron Age Canaanite kingdoms of Moab, Ammon, and Edom
(Hayajneh et al. 2015). The text is accompanied by a Canaanite inscription, which
remains undeciphered. The reading of the Arabic according to the edition is as
follows:

(1) Bayir inscription (Hayajneh et al. 2015)
h  mlkm w-kms w-qws b-km Twon h-?shy
VOC PN  CONJ-PN CONJ-PN PREP-2PL.M protect.PRF.1IPL DEM-well.pL
m-mdwst
PREP-TUin
‘O Malkom, Kemosh, and Qaws, we place under your protection these
wells against ruin’

2.3 Arabic and Aramaic

Evidence for contact between Arabic and Aramaic spans from the middle of the
first millennium BCE to the late sixth century CE, and is concentrated in the
southern Levant and northwest Arabia.? Perhaps one of the earliest examples

“Dispersed Ancient North Arabian” is a temporary term given to the Ancient North Arabian in-
scriptions on seals, pottery, bricks, etc. which have been found in various parts of Mesopotamia
and elsewhere (Macdonald 2000: 33).

2See Stein (2018) on the role of Aramaic in the Arabian Peninsula in the pre-Islamic period.
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of Arabic speakers using Aramaic as a written language comes from the fifth-
century-BCE Nile Delta. A king of Qedar, Qayno son of Gosam,® commissioned
an Aramaic votive inscription dedicated to hn-7It ‘the goddess’ (Rabinowitz 1956).
Arabic names can be found in transcription across the Levant in Aramaic inscrip-
tions (Israel 1995), and in most cases names with an Arabic etymology terminat-
ing in the characteristic final -w, reflecting an original nominative case (Al-Jallad
forthcoming).

Arabic and Aramaic language contact reaches a climax in the written record
at the end of the first millennium BCE with the arrival of inscriptions in the
Nabataean script. The Nabataeans established a kingdom in the region of Edom
in the fourth century BCE, which at its greatest extent spanned from the Hawran
to the northern Higaz. While they, like their contemporaries across the Near East,
wrote in a form of Imperial Aramaic, the spoken language of the royal house and
large segments of the population was Arabic. Unlike other examples of Aramaic
written by Arabic speakers so far, Nabataean incorporated Arabic elements into
its writing school, such as the optative use of the perfect, the negator yayr, and
a significant number of lexical items relating to daily life (Gzella 2015: 242-243).

Perhaps one of the most interesting examples of contact between the two lan-
guages is found in Nabataean legal papyri from the Judaean desert (1st-2nd c. CE).
These Aramaic-language legal documents contain a number of glosses in Ara-
bic, for example: fgd /Saqd/ ‘contract’; mfnm /maynam/ ‘profit’; prf /faraf/ ‘to
branch out’; snfh /sanTah/ ‘handiwork’, etc. (Yardeni 2014). Macdonald (2010: 20)
has suggested, based on this evidence, that Nabataean legal proceedings would
have taken place in Arabic, while all written records were made in Aramaic.

In addition to the use of Arabic within Aramaic, a unique votive inscription
from YEn YAvdat (Negev, Israel) contains three verses of an Arabic hymn to the
deified Nabataean king TObodat embedded within an Aramaic text. While un-
dated (but likely earlier than 150 CE), the text is certainly the earliest example
of continuous Arabic language written in the Nabataean script, as before this
almost all examples are isolated words and personal names.

*The symbol § denotes the Old Arabic reflex of Classical Arabic {_ 3y, which is usually transcribed
$. /$/ was likely realized as a voiceless lateral fricative [1].
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(2) SEn SAvdat inscription*

a. Aramaic
dkyr b-tb q[r]? qdm tbdt ?1h?
remember.PTCP.PASS PREP-good read.PTCP.ACT PREP PN god.DEF
w-dkyr mn ktb grm?lhy br
CONJ-remember.PTCP.PASS REL Write.PRF.35SG.M PN son.cs
tym?lhy $lm Igbl tbdt ?1h?
PN be_secure.PRF.3SG.M PREP PN god.DEF
‘May he who reads this aloud be remembered for good before
TObodat the god, and may he who wrote be remembered. May
Garmallahi son of Taymallahi be secure in the presence of TObodat

(the god)’

b. Arabic
p-ypil 17 pd? w-1? Ttr? p-kn
CONJ-act.IMPF.3SG.M NEG ransom.ACC CONJ-NEG scar.ACC CONJ-be.INF
hn? yby-n? ?l-mwtw 1?7 ?b%-h
here seek.IMPF.35G.M-1PL DEF-death.NOM NEG make.obtain.INF-35G.M
p-kn hn? ?rd grhw 1?

CONJ-be.INF here want.PRF.35G.M wound.NOM NEG

yrd-n?

want.IMPF.3SG.M-1PL

‘May he act that there be neither ransom nor scar; so be it that death
would seek us, may he not aid its seeking, and so be it that a wound
would desire (a victim), let it not desire us!’

c. Aramaic
grm?lhy ktb yd-h
PN writing.cs hand.3sGc.m
‘Garmallahi, the writing of his hand’

The presence of Aramaic is much more lightly felt in the desert hinterland to
the east and north of Nabataea. A small handful of Safaitic-Aramaic bilingual
inscriptions are known (Hayajneh 2009: 214-215). In one Safaitic text, produced
by a Nabataean, the author gives his name and affiliation to social groups in a
type of Aramaic, but then writes the remainder of the inscription in Old Arabic,
suggesting that this individual may have been bilingual.

*This is my translation; the editio princeps is Negev, Naveh & Shaked (1986); it is discussed most
recently in Fiema et al. (2015: 399-402) and Kropp (2017).
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(3) Nabataean Safaitic (Al-Jallad 2015: 19; C 2820)
1 ??sdbn  rb?lbn  ??sdbn  rb?l nbtwy slmy —w
PREP PN SON.CS PN Son.cs PN son.cs PN Nabataean Salamite cony
brh hlqt sty  h-dr W
depart.prF.35G.M period.cs winter DEF-region CONJ
tor h-smy
keep_watch.PRF.35G.M DEF-sky
‘By ?A%sad son of Rabb?el son of ?A?sad son of Rabb?el, the Nabataean
Salamite, and he set off from this place for the period of winter and kept
watch for the rains’

A handful of Aramaic loans are found in the Safaitic inscriptions: sfr “writing’;
?syt ‘hide, trap’; Ist ‘thief’, ultimately from Greek léistés. Other words, such as
mdbr /madbar/ ‘the Hamad, wilderness’ and nhl /nahl/ ‘valley’, are absent in
Classical Arabic yet appear in the Northwest Semitic languages. These do not
appear to be loans, however, as their meanings and phonologies are local and
Arabic, respectively. They should instead be regarded as genuine cognates that
did not make it into the Islamic-period lexica.

2.4 Provincia Arabia and the Nabataeo-Arabic script

In 106 CE, under circumstances that remain poorly understood, the Romans an-
nexed the Nabataean Kingdom and established their Province of Arabia. While
Nabataean political independence ended, their script, writing tradition and lan-
guage continued to thrive and evolve. This is exemplified by the famous tomb
inscription of Raqd$ bint TAbd-Manoéto from Mada?in Salih. Dated to 267 CE,
the text is a legal inscription associated with the grave of a woman who died
in al-Hegr. Unlike other grave inscriptions at this site, the Raqd$ inscription is
composed almost entirely in Arabic, with the Aramaic components restricted to
the introductory demonstrative dnh ‘this’, the words for ‘son’ and ‘daughter’, the
dating formula, and the name of the deity. The Aramaic components are bolded
below:

(4) Mada?in Salih inscription (JSNab 17)°
dnh gbrw snf-h ktbw br hrtt l-rqws brt
DEM grave build.PRF.35G.M-35G.M PN son PN PREP-PN daughter
thdmnwtw ?m-h w-h hlkt fy  ?l-hgrwy $nt
PN mother-3sG.M CONJ-35G.F die.PRF.3SG.F PREP DEF-PN  year

SFor the latest discussion of this text, see Macdonald’s contribution to Fiema et al. (2015: 402
405).
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mth w-§tyn  w-tryn  b-yrh tmwz

hundred conj-sixty coNJ-Two PREP-month Tammuz

w-1fn mryflm? mn ysn? ?-gbrw  d[7]
CONJ-curse.PRF.3SG.M PN REL desecrate.IMPF.35G.M DEF-grave DEM
w-mn  yfth-h hsy wwld-h

CONJ-REL Open.IMPF.35G.M-35G.M except w children-3sG.m

w-1Tn mn yqbr w-ySly

CONJ-curse.PRF.35G.M REL bury.IMPF.35G.M CONJ-remove.IMPF.35G.M
mn-h

PREP-3SG.M

“This is a grave that Katbo son of Hare6at constructed for Raqos$
daughter of TAbd-Manoto, his mother, and she perished in al-Hegro year
one hundred and sixty two in the month of Tammuz. May the Lord of
the World curse anyone who desecrates this grave and anyone who
would open it, with the exception of his children, and may he curse
anyone who would bury or remove from it (a body).

During the same period, the classical Nabataean script continues to evolve to-
wards what we consider the Arabic script (Nehmé 2010). Its letter forms take on
a more cursive character, and the connecting element of each letter goes across
the bottom of the text. Nehmé considers the letter forms typical of the Arabic
script to have evolved from Nabataean between the third and fifth centuries CE.
In inscriptions from this period, the Arabic component begins to increase at the
expense of Aramaic (Nehmé 2017). This trend may suggest that knowledge of Ar-
amaic was waning in these centuries, or that the writing tradition itself was trans-
forming — Aramaic was slowly being replaced by Arabic. If we think in terms of
writing schools, there may not have been much Arabic—Aramaic bilingualism in
Arabia outside of the scribal class — indeed, scholars have continued to debate
whether Nabataean Aramaic was ever a colloquial, and there are good arguments
to doubt that it was (Gzella 2015: 240). The remnants of Aramaic in the latest
phases of the Nabataeo-Arabic inscriptions, however, most certainly functioned
as a code, grams for Arabic words, a situation comparable to the Aramaeograms
of Pahlavi (cf. Nyberg 1974).

2.5 The Arabic inscriptions of the sixth century CE

In Arabic inscriptions of the sixth century, written Arabic and Aramaic continue
the stable situation of contact witnessed in the Nabataeo-Arabic period. Aramaic
fossils are employed in dating formulae and the word for ‘son’, and possibly the
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first person pronoun. But otherwise, the language of these texts is entirely Arabic.
Perhaps the most famous among these is the inscription of Jebel Usays, given in
(5), in which the Aramaic components are bolded.

(5) Jebel Usays inscription®

tnh’ rqym br mSrf 2-?wsy  ?rsl-ny ?lhrt ?21-mlk  Sly
1sG PN sonPN DEF-Awsite send.PRF.35G.M-1SG PN  DEF-king PREP
?sys mslhh snt 423

Usays outpost year 423

‘I, Rugaym son of Mufarrif the Awsite, al-Hari6 the king sent me to
Usays as an outpost, year 423 [= 528/9 CE]

2.6 Arabic, Greek and Aramaic in sixth-century Petra

In 1993, a corpus of carbonized Greek papyri — some 140 rolls — was discovered at
the Byzantine church of Petra.® These documents attest to a trilingual situation
at the city: Greek served as the official administrative language, while Arabic and
Aramaic appear to have been spoken languages. The microtoponyms (names of
small plots of lands and vineyards) are in both Arabic and Aramaic, and often-
times the same word is expressed in both languages, as in Table 1.

Table 1: Arabic-Aramaic equivalents in the Petra Papyri (Al-Jallad

2018a: 41)

Translation Arabic Aramaic

‘land markers’ Apop /aram/ Epopaeia /eramayya/
‘farm’ aA-NoacPo /al-nasbah/  NacPoaba /nasbata/
‘canal’ aA-Kecef3 /al-qeseb/ Kuicpa/KewcPo /qisba/

This naturally suggests that, alongside literacy in Greek, there was spoken
bilingualism in Arabic and Aramaic, perhaps a stable situation extending back
to Nabataean times.

®For the latest discussion of this text, see Macdonald’s contribution to Fiema et al. (2015: 405).
"While it has been suggested that the spelling 7nh reflects a pausal form (Larcher 2010), it seems
more likely in light of the Thaflabah Nabataeo-Arabic inscription (Avner et al. 2013), which
spells T as 7nh, that this form reflects the Aramaic spelling of the pronoun rather than an
Arabic variant.

8These papyri are edited in a five-volume series: the Petra Papyri I-V (2002-2018), various
editors, Amman: American Center of Oriental Research. See Arjava et al. (2018) for the last
volume.
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2.7 Arabic and Ancient South Arabian

Classical Arabic sources note a situation of close contact between Arabic and
“Himyaritic”, a term used for a language they associated with the pre-Islamic
kingdom of Himyar in what is today Yemen. The pre-Islamic inscriptions from
the northern Yemeni Jawf, the so-called Haram region, attest to a similar situa-
tion. These texts are composed in Sabaic, but contain a significant admixture of
non-Sabaic linguistic material. Some scholars (e.g. Robin 1991) have considered
Arabic to be the contributing source, but in most cases the non-Sabaic linguistic
features are not specific to Arabic, such as the use of the causative verb 7aCCaC,
which is attested in Aramaic and Ga%az for example, rather than haCCacC as in
Sabaic. As Macdonald (2000: 55) rightly puts it, these inscriptions are basically
Sabaic, with a small admixture from North Arabian languages, but not neces-
sarily Arabic. Four texts from this region, however, exhibit the Arabic isogloss
of lam for past-tense negation, suggesting that some form of Arabic may have
contributed to their mixed character.”

Mixed North/South Arabian texts can be found further to the north, in Nagran
and Qaryat al-Faw. The most famous is perhaps the grave inscription of Rbbl
bn Hffm. This unique text attests features that can be attributed to both non-
Sabaic and Sabaic sources. On the non-Sabaic side, it uses the definite article
71, the causative morpheme 7- rather than h-, and occasionally the 3rd person
pronoun h rather than hw. At the same time, the text employs mimation, clitic
pronouns with long vowels, e.g. -hw, and prepositions not known in Arabic (Al-
Jallad 2018b: 30). At Nagran, one occasionally encounters Arabic lexical items,
such as Idy ‘at’ and fnd ‘with’ in otherwise perfectly good South Arabian texts.
So then, how are we to interpret the mixed character of these texts? For Qaryat
al-Faw, Durand (2017: 95, fn.32) has suggested, based on the significant amount of
Petraean pottery, that a sizable Nabataean colony existed at the oasis. It could be
the case that Nabataean colonists introduced Arabic to the oasis, where it natu-
rally gained prestige as a trade language given its links with the north. The mixed
nature of some of the inscriptions of this site could therefore be interpreted in
two ways. If they reflect a spoken variety, then perhaps they are the result of con-
vergence between the Arabic introduced by the Nabataeans and Sabaic, similar to
the modern dialects of Yemeni Arabic today, which are essentially Arabic with a
significant South Arabian admixture.!? If we are dealing with an artificial scribal
register, then the language may be the result of a scribe attempting to produce

%For a list of the Haram inscriptions, see Macdonald (2000: 61), who labels these texts Sabaeo-
North-Arabian.
0n these varieties, see Watson (2018).
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a text in Arabic, for an Arabic-speaking customer, but inadvertently introducing
Sabaicisms from the language he is more used to writing. A similar phenomenon
might be at play in the Aramaic-Hasaitic tomb inscription from Mleiha.!! There,
the scribe — seemingly unintentionally — uses the Aramaic word for son, br, in
the Hasaitic portion of the text, suggesting perhaps that he was bilingual and
more used to writing in Aramaic (Overlaet et al. 2016).

2.8 Arabic in the Higaz

Before the arrival of the Nabataeans, the written language of the oasis of al-¥Ula
and associated environs in the northern Higaz was Dadanitic, a non-Arabic Cen-
tral Semitic language. A few texts, however, display features that are unambigu-
ously Arabic. The best known of these is JSLih 384. This short text is written in
the Dadanitic script but seems to be, in other respects, produced in a dialect of
Old Arabic, notably making use of the relative pronoun 7It /?allatl/. Two other
Dadanitic texts make use of the Arabic construction 7n yffl, that is, the use of the
subordinator 7an with a modal verb. In addition to this, one occasionally finds the
7(1) definite article employed in these inscriptions. The interpretation of this con-
tact situation, like that in South Arabia, is unclear. Do these few texts represent
the writings of travelers or immigrants from the north, whose spoken language
influenced the dictation of text to the scribe? Or do they reflect unique points
on a dialect continuum? The complex linguistic situation at ancient Dadan is the
subject of a fascinating study by Kootstra (2019).

2.9 Arabic and the languages of the Thamudic inscriptions

Even more difficult to distill is the possible contact situation between Arabic and
the more shadowy pre-Arabic Semitic languages of north and central Arabia. We
are afforded a small glimpse of these languages by the laconic Thamudic inscrip-
tions, mainly those classified in the C, D, and F scripts.12 While it is difficult to
say much about the languages these scripts express, they are clearly distinct from
Arabic (Al-Jallad 2017: 321-322). The only evidence for contact between Arabic
and any of these languages is found in the tomb inscription of Raq6$ at Mada?in
Salih, illustrated in (4). This text, as discussed in §2.4, is written mainly in Ara-
bic, with a few fossilized Aramaic components. Alongside the main inscription,
there is a short text inscribed in the Thamudic D script stating: 7n rq$ bnt fbdmnt
“This is Raqo$, daughter of YAbdo-Manoto’. The use of the introductory element

"Hasaitic is the name given to the pre-Islamic script and language of East Arabia.
2Thamudic B, C, and D are discussed in Macdonald (2000) and Al-Jallad (2017; 2018b); Thamudic
F is outlined in Prioletta & Robin (2018).
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7n ‘this’ or perhaps ‘for’, rather than the Arabic demonstrative d? /0a/ or per-
haps its feminine equivalent dy /8i/, employed in the Nabataean text, indicates
that we are dealing with a third language.’® Did Raqo$ originally hail from a no-
madic community who spoke a non-Arabic Semitic language expressed in the
Thamudic D script? And did she later come to live in Arabic-speaking Hegra?
Was the use of this script on her grave a tribute to her heritage? These questions
are impossible to answer with the data available to us now, but they widen the
scope of investigation when examining Arabic’s history. The available fragments
of evidence support the suggestion put forth recently by Souag (2018): we must
consider the possibility of unknown Semitic substrate(s) in the development of
early Arabic.

2.10 Arabic and Greek

The nexus of Arabic—Greek contact, based on the inscriptions known so far, is
the Syro-Jordanian Harrah, the basalt desert that stretches from the Hawran to
northern Arabia. Greek inscriptions are occasionally found throughout this re-
gion, interacting with the local Arabic dialects in diverse ways. The commonest
type of bilingual text consists of simple signatures in Safaitic and Greek. These
texts, illustrated in (6), only prove that the author knew how to write his name
in Greek, and do not constitute evidence for genuine bilingualism.

(6) Graeco-Arabic inscription Al (Al-Jallad & al-Manaser 2016: 56)

a. Greek
Oaupog F'aporov
Taym Gahfal
‘Taym, son of Gahfal’

b. Arabic
l-tm bn ghfl
PREP-Taym son Gahfal
‘for/by Taym, son of Gahfal’

The second inscription discussed by Al-Jallad & al-Manaser (2016), illustrated
in (7), provides more insight into the different degrees of Arabic—Greek bilingual-
ism. The author carves a short text in both Greek and Old Arabic, indicating that
he knew both languages but that his command of Arabic was obviously better.

BWhile it is tempting to interpret 7n as the first-person singular pronoun 7and, such a for-
mula would indeed be strange in a grave epitaph. Perhaps 7n is cognate with the demonstra-
tive/presentative element *han, or perhaps it should be construed as a dative ‘to, for’ cognate
with East Semitic ana.
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(7) Graeco-Arabic inscription 2 (Al-Jallad & al-Manaser 2016: 58)

a. Arabic
1-y6 w  thil ?fwh fql ST
PREP-Ghawth cONJ go.PRF.35G.M PREP protected_area Sayr

‘By Ghawth and he went into the protected area of Sayr.

b. Greek
T'awwtog anfjABev [elig TOV Axelov  XZaipov
Ghawth.NoM depart.AOR.35G PREP DEF.M.ACC.SG faql.ACC.SG Sayr.GEN
‘Ghawth, he went away to the fagl of Sayr.

The author translates the Arabic into Greek effectively, but seems not to have
known the Greek word for the culturally specific term fagql, ‘a protected area of
pasturage’. In this case, he simply wrote the word out in Greek: Axelov.

There is evidence that some nomadic Arabic speakers did master the Greek
language, as one sometimes comes across very well-composed texts in Greek, at-
testing to full-scale bilingualism, at least in writing (for example A2 in Al-Jallad
& al-Manaser (2015). This level of bilingualism, however, must have been rare.
There is no appreciable influence from Greek on the Arabic of the Safaitic in-
scriptions. A few loanwords are known, e.g. gqsr ‘Caesar’, Ist ‘thief’, but these
more likely come through Aramaic.

2.11 Arabic in eastern Arabia

The inscriptional record of eastern Arabia is relatively poor when compared to
the western two-thirds of the Peninsula. Nevertheless, the extant texts point to-
wards contact between Aramaic and the local Arabian language, called Hasaitic
by scholars. This language, however, cannot be regarded as a form of Arabic, and
there are no pre-Islamic attestations of Arabic from eastern Arabia yet (Al-Jallad
2018b: 260-261).

3 Grammatical features arising from contact

This section offers a contact-based explanation for two linguistic features found
in Old Arabic: the definite article, and the realization of the feminine ending.

3.1 Definite article

It has long been established that the overt marking of definiteness in the Semitic
languages is a relatively late innovation (Huehnergard & Rubin 2011: 260-261).
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All varieties of Arabic today attest some form of the definite article - most com-
monly variants of 7al but other forms exist as well, mainly in southwest Arabia,
including am, an, and a-, with gemination of the following consonant. In light
of the comparative evidence, did Arabic innovate this feature independently or
was contact with other Semitic languages involved?

The evidence suggests that the prefixed article *han- emerged in the central
Levant sometime in the late second millennium BCE, after the diversification of
Northwest Semitic (Tropper 2001; Gzella 2006; Pat-E1 2006). It seems clear that by
the early first millennium BCE, the article had spread across the southern Levant
and to North Arabia, as it is found in Taymanitic, Thamudic B, and Dadanitic, as
well as in the Old Arabic of the Safaitic inscriptions. In the latter case, contact
with Canaanite is substantiated in the inscriptional record in the form of the
Bayir inscription (see §2.2 above).

All of these languages, including the earliest Old Arabic, took over the form
of the article unchanged; that is h- with the assimilation of the /n/ before a con-
sonant, the exception being Dadanitic, which preserves the /n/ before laryngeal
consonants, e.g. h-mlk /ham-malk/ ‘the king’ vs. hn-7fly ‘the upper’ /han-?aflay/.
We cannot, however, argue for the spread of the definite article to Proto-Arabic.
The original, article-less situation is attested in the inscriptions of Central Jordan
stretching down to the Hisma, known as Hismaic (Graf & Zwettler 2004). These
texts are in unambiguously Arabic language, but they lack the definite article.
The h-morpheme exists, but it has a strong demonstrative force. Indeed, in a few
Nabataean—Hismaic bilingual inscriptions, the definite article 7/ of the Nabataean
component is rendered as zero in the Hismaic text (Hayajneh 2009). A minority
of Safaitic inscriptions also lack the definite article (Al-Jallad 2018b), showing
that it had not spread to all varieties of Arabic even as late as the turn of the Era.
Thus, like Hebrew and Aramaic, the earliest linguistic stages of Arabic - and in-
deed Proto-Arabic - lacked a fully grammaticalized definite article. Contact with
Canaanite then seems to be the likeliest explanation for the appearance of the
h-article in Old Arabic.

While the h- article is the commonest form in Old Arabic, whence the Zal form?
The ?7al article appears to be a later development from the original han article,
through two irregular sound changes: h > ? and n > L4 The former is well at-
tested in Arabic (e.g. the causative 7aCCaCa from haCCaCa), while the latter is
not uncommon in loans (e.g. fingan vs. fingal ‘cup’). The 7al article appears to
have developed in the western dialects of Old Arabic, attested first in the Nile
Delta (cf. the famous alidar al-7ilat ‘the goddess’ mentioned in Herodotus, His-
tories I: 131), and is the regular form of the article in the dialect of the Nabataeans,

“The origins of the al-article are discussed in detail in Al-Jallad (forthcoming).
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who were situated in ancient Edom, stretching south to the Higaz. The 7al-article
is attested sporadically at Dadan in the western Higaz as well. Based on the in-
scriptional record, the 7al-article was a typical linguistic feature of settled, rather
than nomadic groups, being attested most frequently in the Nabataean dialect,
and in cities and oases like Petra and Hegra. The nomads used a variety of def-
inite article forms. It was perhaps not until the rise of Islam, and the resulting
prestige given to official Arabic of the Umayyad state, that the 7al article began
to dominate at the expense of other forms.

3.2 The feminine ending

In most modern Arabic dialects, the feminine ending *-at is realized as -a(h) in
all contexts except the construct state, where it retains its original form -at. In
Classical Arabic, it is -at in all situations, except for in utterance-final position,
where it is realized as -ah. The Quranic Consonantal Text resembles the situation
in the modern dialects, as do the transitional Nabataeo-Arabic and sixth-century
Arabic script inscriptions (Nehmé 2017). Yet, if we go back further to the first
century CE, it seems that varieties of Arabic written in the Hismaic and Safaitic
script never experienced the sound change -at > -ah in any position - the fem-
inine ending is always written as <t). In the Arabic of the Nabataeans, however,
the sound change of -at to -ah seems to have operated as early as the third cen-
tury BCE (Al-Jallad 2017: §5.2.1).

The sound change -at > -ah is common in the Central Semitic languages, but
the distribution can vary. In Phoenician, it applies to verbs but not nouns, while
in Hebrew it applies equally to nouns and verbs (Huehnergard & Rubin 2011:
265-266). The most common Arabic distribution matches Aramaic: it applies to
nouns but not verbs. I would suggest that, since this sound change is first at-
tested in a dialect of Arabic for which we have abundant evidence of heavy con-
tact with Aramaic, it is likely a contact-induced change (see also van Putten, this
volume). Contact, or the lack thereof, may explain its absence in the ancient no-
madic dialects, where, as we have seen above, there is little evidence for contact
with Aramaic. Thus, like the Zal article, the -at to -ah change would have been
a typical feature of Arabic dialects of settled groups in the pre-Islamic period. In
later forms of Arabic, the change spreads even to nomadic dialects, as we find it
operational today across the Arabian Peninsula. Yet, the chronology of this dif-
fusion is not quite clear. In an important study by van Putten (2017), the Dosiri
dialect of Kuwait appears to preserve the archaic situation where the feminine
ending is realized as -at in all positions.
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4 Conclusion

Contact must be factored into our understanding of language change for Arabic
at every attested stage. A summary of the facts above show that Arabic was in
most intense contact with Aramaic, a situation that persisted for over a millen-
nium prior to the rise of Islam, which may explain the high number of Aramaic
loanwords into Arabic, and indeed some striking structural parallels, such as the
distribution of the sound change -at > -ah. At the same time, there is very little
evidence for contact with Sabaic (Old South Arabian), a contact situation only
represented by a small number of mixed texts. This nicely matches the absence
of South Arabian influence on Old Arabic and later forms of the language, with
the exception of those dialects spoken in southwest Arabia.

Further reading

» Al-Jallad (2018b) provides a comprehensive outline of the languages and scripts
of pre-Islamic North Arabia.

» Macdonald (2003) gives a description of the multilingual environment of an-
cient Nabataea.

» Nehmé (2010) outlines the development of the Arabic script based on the newest
Nabataeo-Arabic inscriptions from Northwest Arabia.

> Stein (2018) gives an outline of the use of Aramaic in pre-Islamic Arabia.

Abbreviations

1,2,3 1st, 2nd, 3rd person INF infinitive
ACC accusative M masculine
ACT active NOM nominative
AOR aorist PASS passive

BCE  before Common Era PL plural

c. century PN proper noun
CE Common Era PREP preposition
CONJ  conjunction PRF  perfect (suffix conjugation)
DEF definite PTCP participle
DEM  demonstrative REL  relative

F feminine SG singular
iMPF  imperfect (prefix conjugation) voc  vocative
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Chapter 3
Classical and Modern Standard Arabic

Marijn van Putten

University of Leiden

The highly archaic Classical Arabic language and its modern iteration Modern
Standard Arabic must to a large extent be seen as highly artificial archaizing reg-
isters that are the High variety of a diglossic situation. The contact phenomena
found in Classical Arabic and Modern Standard Arabic are therefore often the re-
sult of imposition. Cases of borrowing are significantly rarer, and mainly found in
the lexical sphere of the language.

1 Current state and historical development

Classical Arabic (CA) is the highly archaic variety of Arabic that, after its cod-
ification by the Arab Grammarians around the beginning of the ninth century,
becomes the most dominant written register of Arabic. While forms of Middle
Arabic, a style somewhat intermediate between CA and spoken dialects, gain
some traction in the Middle Ages, CA remains the most important written regis-
ter for official, religious and scientific purposes.

From the moment of CA’s rise to dominance as a written language, the whole
of the Arabic-speaking world can be thought of as having transitioned into a state
of diglossia (Ferguson 1959; 1996), where CA takes up the High register and the
spoken dialects the Low register.! Representation in writing of these spoken dia-
lects is (almost) completely absent in the written record for much of the Middle
Ages. Eventually, CA came to be largely replaced for administrative purposes by
Ottoman Turkish, and at the beginning of the nineteenth century, it was function-
ally limited to religious domains (Glaf3 2011: 836). During the nineteenth-century

'Diglossic situations are often seen as consisting of a high register (often called H) and a low
register (L). These two are seen to be in complementary distribution, where each register is
used in designated environments, where the H register takes up such domains like formal
speeches and writing, while the L register is used in personal conversation, oral literature etc.

& Stefano Manfredi (eds.), Arabic and contact-induced change, 57-82. Berlin: Language
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Arabic literary revival known as the Nahda, CA goes through a rather amor-
phous and decentralized phase of modernization, introducing many neologisms
for modern technologies and concepts, and many new syntagms became part of
modern writing, often calqued upon European languages. After this period, it is
customary in scholarly circles to speak of CA having transitioned into Modern
Standard Arabic (MSA), despite the insistence of its authors that CA and MSA
are one and the same language: al-farabiyya I-fusha ‘the most eloquent Arabic
language’ (Ryding 2011: 845).

2 Contact languages

Considering the significant time-depth of CA and MSA, contact languages have
of course changed over time. Important sources of linguistic contact of the pre-
Islamic varieties of Arabic that come to form the vocabulary for CA are Aramaic,
Greek and Ethio-Semitic. While there are already some Persian loanwords in the
very first sources of CA, this influence continues well into the Classical period,
and ends up having a marked effect on CA and MSA alike.

2.1 Aramaic

Aramaic becomes the dominant lingua franca in much of the Achaemenid empire,
and both written and spoken varieties of Aramaic continue to play an essential
role all throughout Arabia, Syria and Mesopotamia right up until the dawn of Is-
lam. As such, a not insignificant amount of vocabulary has been borrowed from
Aramaic into Arabic, which shows up in CA. Moreover, Aramaic was an impor-
tant language of Christianity and Judaism, and a noticeable amount of religious
vocabulary from Aramaic has entered CA (§3.4.2). There may even be some struc-
tural influence on the phonology of pre-Classical Arabic that has made it into CA

(§3.1).

2.2 Greek

Greek was the language of state of the Byzantine Empire, which, when not di-
rectly ruling over Arabic-speaking populations, was at least in close contact with
them. This can be seen in the significant amount of Greek vocabulary that can
be detected in CA. Aramaic, however, has often borrowed the same terms that
we find in CA, and it is usually difficult, if not impossible, to decide whether a
Greek word entered Arabic directly from Greek or through the intermediary of
Aramaic (§3.4.3).
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2.3 Persian

After the rise of Islam, Greek and Aramaic quickly lose the central role they once
played in the region, and they do not continue to influence CA significantly in
the Islamic period. Persian, however, of which a number of words can already be
detected in the Quran, continues to have a pronounced influence on Arabic, and
many more Persian words enter CA throughout its history (§3.4.5).

2.4 Ethio-Semitic and Old South Arabian

It is widely recognized that some degree of influence from Ethio-Semitic can be
identified within CA (§3.2.3; 3.4.1). Many of the Ethio-Semitic words that have
entered into Quranic Arabic presumably arrived there through South Arabian
contact after the invasion of Yemen by Christian Ethiopia in the sixth century.
Also previous South Arabian contact must probably be assumed, and the divine
epithet ar-Rahman is usually thought to be a borrowing from South Arabian,
where it in turn is a borrowing from Aramaic (Jeffery 2007 [1938]: 140-141).

While Ethio-Semitic contact has been fairly well-researched, research into con-
tact with Ancient South Arabia is still in its infancy. The exact classification of
the Old South Arabian languages and their relation to Modern South Arabian
and Ethio-Semitic is still very much under debate. A simple understanding of
this highly multilingual region seems impossible. Due to the extensive contact
within South Arabia and the South Arabian languages, it is not always easy to
pin down the exact vector of contact between CA and these languages of South
Arabia and Ethiopia (§3.4.4).

2.5 Arabic dialects

The spoken Arabic dialects, of course, have had and continue to have a noticeable
influence on CA and MSA (§2.5; 3.2.1; 3.2.2; 3.3; 3.5). It seems that from the very
moment CA became canonized as an official language, it was already a highly
artificial register that nobody spoke in the form in which it was canonized. Espe-
cially the Higazi conquerors had a noticeable effect on the language — no doubt
through mediation of the Quranic text. Noticeable irregularities in the treatment
of the glottal stop, for example, have entered the language, and have influenced
the treatment of certain morphological features (§3.2).

2.6 Ottoman Turkish

In the Ottoman period, Ottoman Turkish becomes the official language in use in
the Middle East, and replaces many of the sociolinguistic functions that CA had
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previously had. The imposition of this official language had a significant effect
on the Arabic vernaculars throughout the Middle East (even outside the borders
of the Ottoman Empire), but also had a noticeable impact on the vocabulary of
CA, especially in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, which feeds into MSA
(§3.4.6).

3 Contact-induced changes in Classical and Modern
Standard Arabic

3.1 Phonology

Due to the highly conservative nature of CA, finding any obvious traces of con-
tact in phonological change is very difficult. From the period in which Sibawayh
describes the phonology of the farabiyya until today, only minor changes have
taken place in the phonology of CA. The most obvious example of this is the
loss of the lateral realization of the dad, which in Sibawayh’s description is still
a lateral, while today it is generally pronounced as [d*]. Blau (1969: 162-163) con-
vincingly attributes this development to influence from the modern dialects. In
most modern Arabic dialects, the reflexes of d [k*] and ¢ [8°] merged to J [8%].2
In sedentary dialects that lose the interdentals, this merged sound subsequently
shifts to d [d*]. As such, original J and d are either both pronounced as an em-
phatic interdental fricative or both as an emphatic dental stop. As virtually all
modern dialects, however, have lost the lateral realization of d, the sedentary
stop realization was repurposed for the realization of d, to introduce the phon-
emic distinction between J and d in MSA.

As this is a case where the speakers influencing the phonology of the RL are
SL-dominant, this change in pronunciation of the d from a lateral to a stop real-
ization can be seen as a form of imposition on the phonology of MSA. It should
be noted, however, that the type of imposition we are dealing with in this case is
of quite a different character than what is traditionally understood as imposition
within the framework of Van Coetsem (1988; 2000). In this case, we see a con-
scious effort to introduce a phonemic distinction lost in the SL between original
d and J by using two different dialectal outcomes of the merger of these two
phonemes.

Other cases of phonetic imposition on MSA from the modern dialects may es-
pecially be found in the realization of the gim. While Sibawayh’s description of
the gim was probably a palatal stop [5], today the realization that seems to carry

Not all dialects, however, see Behnstedt (2016: 16fF.).
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the most prestige and is generally adhered to in Quranic recitation is [d3]. How-
ever, here too we often find imposition of the local pronunciation of this sound
in MSA. In spoken MSA of Egyptians the gim is regularly pronounced as [g], the
realization of the gim in Egyptian Arabic. Likewise, Levantine Arabic speakers
whose reflex of the gim is [3] will often use that realization when speaking MSA.

If we shift our focus to developments that began in the pre-Classical period and
continue in CA, we find that there are several phonetic developments that bear
some similarity to developments of Aramaic. It has therefore, not unreasonably,
been suggested that such developments are the result of contact with Aramaic.

The first of these similar phonetic developments shared between CA and Ara-
maic is the shift of the semivowels w and y to 7 between a preceding a and a fol-
lowing short vowel i or u. This can be seen, for example, in the similar outcomes
of the active participles of hollow roots. This similarity was already remarked
upon and described by Brockelmann (1908: 138-139), e.g.:

(1) a. CA *qawimun > qaZimun ‘standing’

b. Aram. *qawim > gaZem ‘standing’

However, it is clear that, at least in Nabataean Arabic, this development had
not yet taken place (Diem 1980: 91-93). This is a dialect that was certainly in
contact with Aramaic, as most of the writing of the Nabataeans was in a form
of Aramaic. As such, we may plausibly suggest that this development took place
after the establishment of linguistic contact between Aramaic and Arabic. It is
quite difficult to decide whether this development, if we are correct to interpret
it as the result of contact-induced change, is the result of imposition, borrowing
or convergence. We do not have a clear enough picture of the sociolinguistic
relations between Aramaic and pre-Classical Arabic to identify the type of con-
tact situation that would have caused it. One is tempted to see it as the result of
imposition simply because of the fact that phonological borrowing seems to be
uncommon (Lucas 2015: 526).

As proposed by Al-Jallad (this volume), another possible case of contact in-
duced phonological change between Aramaic and pre-Classical Arabic is the shift
of pausal -at to ah, found only in nouns and not in verbs. Huehnergard & Rubin
(2011: 267-268) already suggested that this development, which cannot be due to
a development in a shared ancestor, may have been the result of areal diffusion.

*We cannot discount the possibility of parallel development, however. Akkadian seems to have
undergone an almost identical development (Huehnergard 1997: 196), where it is not likely to
have been the result of contact.
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Whether we can really interpret the development of Aramaic as similar to
that of CA, however, depends somewhat on the interpretation of the Aramaic
evidence. While we can indeed see a development of the original Aramaic fem-
inine ending *-at that is written with (-h) in consonantal writing, which might
suggest it has shifted to /ah/, one also finds that all other cases of word-final
nominal ¢t have been lost, while not leaving a consonantal -h, e.g.:

(2) a. *salot > slo (slw) ‘prayer’

b. *zakuat > zku (zkw) ‘merit, victory’
c. *esat > Pesa (287?) ‘fire’

d. *bayt > bay <by) ‘house’

For this parallel loss of final ¢ in all other environments, Beyer (1984: 96, fn.
4) prefers to interpret the <-h) as a mater lectionis for final /a/ or /a/. In this
interpretation, the development of Aramaic compared to Arabic is quite different,
since in Arabic the {-h) is clearly consonantal, and the loss of final ¢ does not
happen after long vowels in Arabic:

(3) Aramaic
a. “kalbat > kalba <klb) ‘bitch’ (-at# > -a/a)
b. *fesat > 7esa (18?) ‘fire’ (-at# > -q)

(4) Arabic
a. “kalbat > kalbah

b. *kalbat > kalbat remains unchanged

However, if one takes the {-h) of the feminine to originally represent *-at >
-ah, and the loss of t in other word-final positions to be a different development,
one could reasonably attribute the development in Arabic to the result of contact
with Aramaic, as it is clear that in many varieties of pre-Islamic Arabic, the *-at
> -ah shift had not yet taken place.*

3.2 Morphology

3.2.1 Imposition of the taCCi?ah stem II verbal noun for glottal-stop-final
verbs

A well-known feature of Higazi Arabic in the early Islamic period, and a feature
that is found in many of the modern dialects, is the (almost) complete loss of the

“For a discussion on the development of the *-at > -ah shift in pre-Islamic Arabic see Al-Jallad
(2017: 157-158).
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glottal stop (Rabin 1951: 130-131; van Putten 2018). This loss has usually caused
glottal-stop-final roots to be reanalyzed as final-weak verbs, e.g. Cairene Zara,
7aret ‘he read, I read’ (< *qara?a, “qara?tu).

A typical feature of final-weak verbal noun formations in CA is their formation
of the verbal noun of stem II verbs. Sound verbs form verbal nouns using the pat-
tern taCCiC, e.g. taslim ‘greeting’ from sallama ‘to greet’. Final-weak verbs, how-
ever, regularly use the pattern taCCiyah instead (Fischer 2002: 44), for example,
tasmiyah ‘naming’ from samma ‘to name’.>

In CA, the 7 generally functions as a regular consonant. Thus a verb like
qara?a/yaqra?u ‘to read, recite’ does not differ significantly in its behavior from
any other triconsonantal verb such as fataha/yaftahu ‘to open’.

However, verbs with 7 as final root consonants unexpectedly frequently side
with the final-weak verbs when it comes to the verbal noun of stem II verbs
(Fischer 2002: 128). For example, hanna?a/yuhanni?u ‘to congratulate’ does not
have the expected verbal noun **tahni?, but instead tahni?ah ‘congratulation’.
Other examples are:

(5) a. nabbaZavn. tanbi?ah (besides tanbi?) ‘to inform’
b. barra?a v.n. tabriZah ‘to acquit’

hayya?a v.n. tahyi?ah (besides tahyi?) ‘to make ready’

e

d. nassaZa, v.n. tansi?ah (besides tansi?) ‘to raise (a child)’

Some other verbs with the same pattern do have the expected CA form such
as batta?a v.n. tabti? ‘to delay’.

This behaviour can plausibly be attributed to the fact that in many (if not
most) spoken varieties of Arabic, from early on the final-glottal-stop verbs had
already merged completely with the final-weak verbs, and as such a verb like
hanna?ahad come to be pronounced as hanna, and was thus reanalyzed as a final-
weak verb. Like original final-weak verbs, their regular verbal noun formation
would be tahniyah. When verbs of this type were employed in CA, the weak root
consonant y was replaced with the etymological glottal stop 7, rather than com-
pletely converting the verbal noun to the regular pattern. This is a clear example
of the imposition of a morphological pattern onto CA grammar by speakers of
Arabic dialects.

>This is an ancient idiosyncrasy of final-weak verbs. While the taCCiC formation is not a regular
formation in other Semitic languages, when it does occur, the final-weak verbs have a feminine
ending, e.g. Hebrew tarmi-t ‘betrayal’, todd ‘praise’ (< *tawdiy-ah), see Brockelmann (1908:
385-387).
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3.2.2 Imposition of the 2aCCiya? broken plural pattern

A similar case of imposition, where the morphological categories of glottal-stop-
final roots behave in the grammar as if they are final-weak, may be found in the
broken-plural formation of CaCi? nouns and adjectives. The broken-plural for-
mation most generally used for final-weak adjectives with the pattern CaCiyy (<
*CaCiy) is 7aCCiya?. For example, yaniyy pl. Zayniya? ‘rich’, waliyy pl. Zawliya?
‘close associate’, dafiyy pl. 7adfiya? ‘bastard’, sawiyy pl. Zaswiya? ‘correct’, haliyy
pl. Zahliya? ‘free’.

For sound nouns of this type, it is much more typical to use the plural forma-
tions CiCaC (kabir pl. kibar ‘big’) or CuCaCa? (faqir pl. fugara? ‘poor’), although
there are a couple of sound nouns that do use this plural, such as garib pl. Zaqriba?
‘relative’ and sadiq pl. Zasdiga? ‘friend’ (Ratcliffe 1998: 106-107).°

CaCiC formations where the last root consonant is 7, however, behave in rather
unexpected ways in CA, usually following the pattern of final-weak nouns, often
even replacing the final 7 with y, for example: bari? pl. Zabriya? ‘free’, radi? pl.
?ardiya? ‘bad’. These nouns have plurals that are proper not to the Classical form
they have, but rather to the colloquial form without 7, i.e. bariyy, radiyy. Once
again this can be seen as a clear case of imposition of the colloquial Arabic forms
onto the classical language.”

3.2.3 Borrowing of the broken plural pattern CaCaCiCah

CA, like the modern Arabic dialects, is well-known for its broken-plural patterns.
This is a feature it shares especially with Old South Arabian (Stein 2011: 1050—
1051), Modern South Arabian languages (Simeone-Senelle 2011: 1085) and Ethio-
Semitic (Weninger 2011a: 1132). The use of broken plurals has caused somewhat

®The pattern (with metathesis) is also regular for geminated CaCiC adjectives, e.g. Sadid pl.
7asidda? ‘severe’.

"These two cases of imposition of glottal stop-less morphology onto CA are two of the more
clear and systematic cases, but close observation of CA morphology reveals many more of
these somewhat more isolated cases, e.g. hatiZah ‘sin’ with a plural hataya, for which the ex-
pected singular would rather be hatiyyah; bariyyah pl. baraya ‘creature’ which is a derivation
from bara?Za ‘to create’; durriyyah, dirriyyah pl. darariyy ‘progeny, offspring’, derived from
dara?a ‘to sow, seed’. Another example of irregular treatment of ? that is presumably the re-
sult of impositition is found in verbal nouns of stem VI verbs, and mafafil plurals of hollow
roots, which modern textbooks say should not have a 7 despite having the environment that
is expected to undergo the shift aww/i, ayi > a?w/i, a?i as discussed in §3.1. The lexicographical
tradition and Quranic reading traditions often record disagreements on the application of the
hamzah in such cases. For example, we find both tanawus and tanazus ‘reaching one another’,
and mafayis and mafa?7is ‘ways of living’.
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of a controversy in the subgrouping of the Semitic language family. Scholars
who consider broken plurals a shared retention do not view their presence as
important for grouping Arabic, Old South Arabian, the Modern South Arabian
languages and Ethio-Semitic together (Huehnergard 2005: 159-160); while those
who consider their presence an innovation in a subset of Semitic languages see
this as a strong indication that these languages should be grouped together into
a South Semitic branch (e.g. Ratcliffe 1998).

While most scholars today seem to agree that the broken-plural system is a
shared retention (Weninger 2011b: 1116), it seems clear that the retention of a
highly productive broken-plural system is to be considered an areal feature that
clusters around South Arabia and the Horn of Africa. CA partakes in this areal
feature.

A possible case of influence from Old South Arabian (and/or Ethio-Semitic)
into Arabic is the introduction of the CaCaCiCah plural formation. In the South
Arabian languages,® the equivalent plural formation CaCaCiCt is extremely pro-
ductive, and numerous words with four consonants form their plural in this way.
For example in Sabaic, mCCCt is the regular plural formation to mCCC nouns of
location, e.g. mhfd pl. mhfdt ‘tower’ (Beeston 1962: 34). It is likewise common in
GaYaz, e.g. tdanbdl pl. tdnabalt ‘ambassador’ (Dillmann 2005 [1907]: 309), and oc-
curs occasionally in Modern South Arabian, e.g. Mehri malek pl. malaykat ‘angel’
(Rubin 2010: 68).

While this pattern exists in CA, it is much rarer than the other broken plural
formations of four consonantal forms, i.e. CaCaCiC and CaCaCiC. In the Quran,
malak pl. malaZikah ‘angel’ is the only plural with this pattern. This noun is
widely recognized as being a loanword from GeYoz malZak, malaZskt (Jeffery
2007 [1938]: 269), in part on the basis that it shares this plural formation: the
word seems to have been borrowed together with its plural formation. Consider-
ing the rarity of this pattern in Arabic and how common it is in South Arabian,
it seems possible that the pattern was introduced into Arabic through South Ara-
bian contact. However, the absence of other clearly identifiable South Arabian
loanwords with this plural pattern makes it rather difficult to make a strong case
for this identification.

Another possible word of South Arabian origin with this plural pattern is
tubbaf pl. tababifah ‘a Yemenite king’, but evidence that this word is indeed
of Old South Arabian origin is missing. The word does not occur as a separate
word in Old South Arabian, and instead is only the first part of several Old South
Arabian theophoric names such as tbfkrb, tb7fl. Such names should probably be

8South Arabian is used here as a purely geographical descriptive term, not one of classification.
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understood as being related to the root vtbf which, like in Arabic, may have had
the meaning ‘following’, so such names likely mean ‘follower of the deity KRB’
and ‘follower of the deity ?L’. Such names being associated with Yemenite kings
may have led to the Arabic meaning of tubbaf as ‘Yemenite king’, but in Old
South Arabian itself it does not seem to have carried a meaning of this kind.

All in all, the evidence for this being a pattern that is the result of South Ara-
bian influence is rather slim, although the rarity of the pattern in CA does make
it look unusual. If the interpretation of this plural pattern as being a borrowing
from South Arabian is correct, it seems that some South Arabian nouns were
borrowed along with their respective plural. This would be a case of morpholo-
gical borrowing rather than the more common type of morphological influence
through imposition.’

Note that this plural pattern has become the productive plural pattern for
quadriconsonantal loanwords regardless of them being of South Arabian origin
or elsewhere, e.g. bitriq pl. batariqah ‘patrician’ (< Latin patricius), ?usquf pl.
Zasaqifah ‘bishop’ (< Greek episkopos), 7ustad pl. 7asatidah ‘master’ (< Middle
Persian ostad), tilmid pl. talamidah ‘student’ (< Aramaic talmid).

3.3 Syntax

Due to CA being the High register in a diglossic situation for centuries, we should
presumably consider the majority of the written material produced in this lan-
guage to be written exclusively by non-native speakers. Moreover, a large propor-
tion of its writers all throughout its written history must have been speakers not
only of Arabic vernaculars but also of entirely different languages such as Per-
sian and Turkish. It seems highly unlikely that such a multilingual background
of authors of CA would have been completely without effect on the syntax of
the language; however, as it is difficult to decide from what moment onward we
can speak of true diglossia, and what the syntax was like before that period, it
has not yet been possible to trace such influences in detail.

There is, however, promising research being done on influence on MSA syn-
tax from the speakers of modern Arabic dialects. Wilmsen (2010) convincingly
describes one such point of influence in a paper on the treatment of object pro-
nouns in Egyptian and Levantine newspapers.

Wilmsen (2010: 104) shows that, in the case of ditransitive verbs, Egyptian
and Levantine have a different natural word order. In Egyptian Arabic, the direct

°This can be seen as a type of “Parallel System Borrowing” similar to that which we find in
Berber languages. Berber languages, like Arabic, have apophonic plurals; but Arabic nouns
are simply borrowed along with their own Arabic broken plurals (Kossmann 2010).
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object must precede the indirect object as in (6), while in Levantine Arabic the
indirect object preceding the direct object is preferred, as shown in (7):

(6)

Egyptian

rabbi-na yhalli-ha-1-ak

Lord-1rL keep.IMPF.35G.M-35G.M-DAT-25G.M
‘Our lord keep him for you.

Levantine

alla yhalli-lI-ak iyya

God keep.IMPF.35G.M-DAT-2SG.M ACC.35G.M
‘God keep him for you’

Wilmsen argues that the following two variant sentences in a Reuters news
story written in MSA, the original in (8), likely written by an Egyptian, and the
slightly altered version in (9), which appeared in a Lebanese newspaper, show
exactly this difference of word order found in the respective spoken dialects:

(8)

©)

MSA (Egyptian)
al-?awraq-i llati sallamat-ha la-hu farmalat-u
DEF-papers-OBL REL.SG.F give.PRF.35G.F-35G.F DAT-35G.M widow-NoM

fabdi I-wahhab

PN
‘the papers, which Abdel Wahhab’s widow had given him’

MSA (Lebanese)

al-?awraq-i llati sallamat-hu tiyya-ha ?armalat-u

DEF-papers-OBL REL.SG.F give.PRF.35G.F-35G.M ACC-3SG.F widow-NOM

Tabdi I-wahhab
PN
‘the papers, which Abdel Wahhab’s widow had given him’

Wilmsen (2010: 114-115) goes on to examine three newspapers (the London-
based, largely Lebanese, al-Hayat of the years 1996-1997; the Syrian al-Gawra of
the year 2005 and the Egyptian al-?Ahram), and shows that with the two most
common verbs in the corpus with such argument structure (manaha ‘to grant’
and 7afta ‘to give’), the trend is consistently in favour of the pattern found. The
recipient-theme order is overwhelmingly favoured in the Levantine newspapers,
while the theme-recipient order is clearly favoured by the Egyptian newspaper.
The results are reproduced in Tables 1 and 2.
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Table 1: Occurences of theme-recipient and recipient-theme order
with manaha ‘to grant’

Database theme-recipient recipient-theme
al-Hayat 96 29 56
al-Hayat 97 27 52
al-Oawra 27 66
al-7Ahram 44 8

Table 2: Occurrences of theme-recipient and recipient-theme order
with 7afta ‘to give’

Database theme-recipient recipient-theme
al-Hayat 96 1 23
al-Hayat 97 8 22
al-@awra 9 38
al-?Ahram 33 2

From this data it is clear that the dialectal background of the author of an MSA
text can indeed play a role in how its syntax is constructed, despite both resulting
sentences being grammatically acceptable in CA/MSA.1°

This (and any contact phenomenon in MSA-dialect diglossia) should be seen
as a case of imposition, where the dialect SL, in which the speakers/writers are
dominant, has influenced the MSA RL.

It stands to reason that such syntactic research could be undertaken with CA
works as well. Taking into account the biographies of authors, it might be poss-
ible to find similar imposition effects that can be connected to different dialects
and languages in former times. To my knowledge, however, this work has yet to
be undertaken.

3.4 Lexicon

In terms of lexicon, Jeffery’s indispensable (2007 [1938]) study of the foreign vo-
cabulary in the Quran allows us to examine some of the important sources of
lexical influence on pre-Classical Arabic. Influence from Greek, Aramaic, GoYoaz
and Persian are all readily recognizable.

°QOther works that discuss clear cases of country-specific language use of MSA include Ibrahim
(2009), Parkinson (2003), Parkinson (2007) and Parkinson & Ibrahim (1999).
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3.4.1 GoYaz

Noldeke (1910) is still one of the most complete and important discussions of
Goataz loanwords in CA. Both Gataz and Arabic display a significant amount of
religious vocabulary that is borrowed from Aramaic. It is quite often impossible
to tell whether Arabic borrowed the word from Gafaz or from Aramaic. Such
examples are tayut ‘idol’, Gz. tafot, Aram. tafu ‘error, idol’ (N6ldeke 1910: 48);
tabut ‘ark; chest’, Gz. tabot ‘ark of Noah, ark of the covenant’, Aram. tebo ‘chest;
ark’ (Noldeke 1910: 49).

There is religious vocabulary that is unambiguously borrowed from Gaaz, e.g.
hawariyyun ‘disciples’ < Gz. hdawaraya ‘apostle’ and mushaf ‘book (esp. Quran)’
< Gz. mdshdf ‘scripture’, but there is also religious vocabulary borrowed un-
ambiguously from Aramaic, e.g. zakat ‘alms’ < Aram. zaku ‘merit, victory’; sifr
‘large book’ < Aram. spar, sepra. It is therefore just as likely that Arabic would
have borrowed such Aramaic loanwords via GoYaz as directly from Aramaic.

Some religious vocabulary from Aramaic and Hebrew can be shown to have
arrived in Arabic through contact with Gefaz, since these words have under-
gone specific phonetic developments shared between CA and Ga¥ez but absent
in the source language. As these often involve core religious vocabulary, and
the Christian Axumite kingdom was established centuries before Islam, it seems
reasonable to assume such words to be borrowings from Gofaz into CA, e.g. CA
gahannam ‘hell’ < Gz. gdhdnndm (but Hebrew gehinnom and Syriac gehanna)
and CA Saytan ‘Satan’ < Gz. Sdytan (but Hebrew Satan and Syriac satana).l!

3.4.2 Aramaic

As already remarked upon by Rets6 (2011), Aramaic loanwords in CA often have
an extremely archaic character. The Aramaic variety that influenced Quranic and
pre-Classical Arabic had not undergone the famous bagadkapat lenition of post-
vocalic simple stops, nor had it lost short vowels in open syllables. This necessar-
ily means that the form of Aramaic that influenced Quranic and Classical Arabic,
even the religious vocabulary, cannot be Syriac, which almost certainly under-
went both shifts before becoming a dominant religious language. The bagadkapat
spirantization can be dated between the first and third centuries CE, and the syn-
cope of short vowels in open syllables takes place sometime in the middle of the
third century (Gzella 2015: 41-42). However, Classical Syriac itself, as an impor-
tant vehicular language of Christianity, only emerges in the fourth century CE,
well after these developments had taken place (Gzella 2015: 259).

"Leslau (1990) often reverses the directionality of such borrowings, though without an expla-
nation as to why he thinks a borrowing from CA into Gafoz is more likely.

69



Marijn van Putten

Had bagadkapat taken place, we would expect Syr. g, d, k, and t to be borrowed
with their phonetic equivalents in CA: y, J, b, and 6 respectively.12 This, however,
is not the case; instead these consonants are consistently borrowed with the stop
equivalents g, d, k, and t, and without the loss of vowels in open syllables, clearly
showing that these Aramaic loanwords predate the phonetic developments in
Classical Syriac.

(10) a. malakut ‘kingdom’, Syr. malkut-a ‘kingdom’ < *malakat-a
b. malik ‘king’, Syr. mlek ‘king’ < *malik®
c. masgid ‘place of worship, mosque’, Syr. masged-a ‘place of worship’ <
*masgid-a

Even the proper names of Biblical figures have a markedly un-Syriac form.

(11) a. zakariya, zakariya?, Syr. Zkarya < *zakarya
b. mika?il, mika?zil* Syr. mika?el < *mika?el

In other words, far from Syriac being “undoubtedly the most copious source
of Qur’anic borrowings” (Jeffery 2007 [1938]: 19), the Aramaic vocabulary in the
Quran seems to not be Syriac at all.”® Any isogloss that would allow us to identify
it as such is conspicuously absent. This has important historical implications, as
the presence of supposed Syriac religious vocabulary in the Quran is viewed as an
important indication that Syriac Christian thought had a pronounced influence
on early Islam (e.g. Mingana 1927: 82-90; Jeffery 2007 [1938]: 19-22).1¢ While

ZRets6 (2011) suggests that b could also be borrowed as w. This might be true, but at least the
phonetic match in this case is not perfect.

BThis word is not recognized as an Aramaic loanword by Jeffery (2007: 270), but it likely is.
All the Semitic cognates of this noun are derived from a form *malk, which should have been
reflected in CA as malk. However, we find it with an extra vowel between the last two root
consonants. This can be best understood as the epenthetic vowel insertion as it is attested
in Aramaic which was then subsequently borrowed with this epenthesis into Arabic. I thank
Ahmad Al-Jallad for pointing this out to me.

“Most readers of the Quran read either mika?il or mika?il, only the most dominant tradition
today, that of Hafs, reads it in the highly unusual form mikal (Ibn Mugahid no date: 166).

5Note that Jeffery (2007 [1938]: 19) explicitly states that by Syriac he means any form of Christian
Aramaic, so, besides Syriac, most notably also Christian Palestinian Aramaic. However, this
caveat hardly solves the chronological problem, as the latter rises to prominence even later.

Even if we were to accept the possibility that the dating of the lenition and syncope is somehow
off by several centuries, the suggestion that “it is possible that certain of the Syriac words we
find in the Qur’an were introduced by Muhammad himself” (Jeffery 2007 [1938]: 22) must
certainly be rejected. In the grammatical works of Jacob of Edessa (640-708 CE) we have an
unambiguous description of the lenition of the consonants (Holger Gzella p.c.). It seems highly
unlikely that a wholesale lenition took place in only a few decades between the composition
of the Quran and the time of his writings.
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this is of course still a possibility, this has to be reconciled with the fact that
the majority of clearly monotheistic religious vocabulary was already borrowed
from a form of Aramaic before the rise of Syriac as a major religious language.
This does not mean that CA is completely devoid of Aramaic loanwords that
have undergone the lenition of the consonants, and several post-Quranic loan-
words have been borrowed from a variety which, like Syriac, had lenited its stops,

e.g.

(12) tilmid ‘student’ < Syr. talmida (Fraenkel 1886: 254)

tu6, tut ‘mulberry’ < Syr. tuta (Fraenkel 1886: 140)

hilti6, hiltit ‘asa foetida’ < Syr. heltita (Fraenkel 1886: 140)

d. kamah, kamih ‘vinegar sauce’ < Syr. kamka (Fraenkel 1886: 288)

e. karra0, kurrad ‘leek’ < Syr. karrata (Fraenkel 1886: 144)

o P

e

It is interesting to note that Aramaic loanwords in Gofoz reflect a similar archa-
icity, in those cases where this is detectable. The expected lenited k is not rep-
resented with Gofoz h but with k, and short vowels in open syllables are re-
tained. This might suggest that, when looking for religious influences on Islam,
we should rather shift our focus to the south, where during the centuries before
Islam both Judaism and Christianity were introduced, presumably through the
vector of GoTaz. Some examples of such similarly archaic Aramaic loanwords in
Gataz are cited by Noldeke (1910: 31-46), e.g.:

(13) GoYoz
mal?dk ‘angel’, cf. CA malak, Syr. mal?ak-a < *mal?ak-a

ISR

mdldkot ‘kingdom’, cf. CA malakut, Syr. malkut-a < *malakat-a
hameldt ‘mantle, headcloth’, Syr. hmilt-a < *hamilat-a

nabiy ‘prophet’, cf. CA nabiyy, nabi?, Syr. nbiyya < *nabi?-a
mdsih ‘Messiah’, cf. CA al-masih, Syr. msth-a < *masih-a

si?ol ‘hell’, cf. Syr. siwal < *si?ual (cf. Hebr. sa?ol)

2drami, ?2daramawi, Zdrimay ‘heathen’, cf. Syr. 2armay-a < *?aramay-a

= LI =T

mdnardt, mdnarat ‘candlestick’, cf. CA manarah, Syr. mnart-a <
*manarat-a

As of yet, there is not a clear historical scenario that helps us better under-
stand how both CA and Gof%az, and, from the scanty information that we cur-
rently have, also Old South Arabian, ended up with similarly archaic forms of
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Aramaic. This seems to suggest an as yet unattested, very archaic form of Ara-
maic in South Arabia. Alternatively, the syncope and lenition so well-known in
Syriac may have had a much less broad distribution across the written Aramaic
dialects than previously thought.

3.4.3 Greek (and Latin)

Besides this noticeable cluster of Aramaic and GaTaz words, there are of course
also Greek loanwords in CA, generally in the semantic fields of economy and
administration. Very often Aramaic likewise has these words, and it is usually
not possible to decide whether Arabic borrowed the word from Aramaic or di-
rectly from Greek. The former direction is presumably more likely considering
the broad presence of Aramaic as a lingua franca. Some examples are e.g. dinar
‘dinar’, Aram. denar, Gk. dénarion, Lat. denarius; zawg ‘spouse, pair’, Aram. zog
‘id’, Gk. zetigos ‘yoke’; sirat ‘way’, Aram. Zestrat ‘street’, Gk. strata, Lat. (via)
strata; qirtas ‘parchment, papyrus’, Aram. gartis, Gk. k"artes; qasr ‘castle’, Aram.
qasra, Gk. kastron, Lat. castrum; qalam ‘reed-pen’, Gk. kalamos ‘reed—pen’.”

A new influx of mostly philosophical and scientific Greek vocabulary entered
CA during the early Abbasid period (mid 8th-10th centuries), at the time of the
Graeco-Arabic translation movement (Gutas 1998). Once again, these words seem
to have entered the language through Syriac (Gutas 2011). From this translation
movement, we have words such as gins ‘genus’ < Syr. gensa < Gk. génos; faylasuf
‘philosopher’ < Syr. pilosopa < Gk. p"ilésopos; kimya? ‘alchemy’ < Syr. kimiya <
Gk. k"émeia; and ?istadiya ‘stadium™® < Syr. estadya < Gk. stadion.

3.4.4 Old South Arabian

It is often difficult to establish from which of the South Arabian languages a
certain word originates. As Old South Arabian retained all the Proto-Semitic
consonants, a borrowing from Old South Arabian or an inheritance from Proto-
Semitic is often difficult to distinguish in CA. While Jeffery (2007 [1938]: 305)
identifies a fair number of possible words of South Arabian origin, hardly ever

"Néldeke (1910: 50) argues that the CA galam must come from Greek through Gz. gdldm. While
this is possible, there is nothing about this word that requires us to assume this directionality,
nor is it particularly unlikely that CA and GeYaz independently borrowed this word without
its Greek ending -os.

8Note here the apparent application of the Syriac lenition being borrowed as such in Arabic,
unlike earlier loans. But it may also be possible that the lenition is part of the Greek lenition
of the delta instead, as we see it today in Modern Greek.

72



3 Classical and Modern Standard Arabic

does this seem the only possibility. Another issue with identifying South Ara-
bian loanwords is that we have very scanty knowledge of its vocabulary or its
linguistic developments. As a result, Old South Arabian identifications can be
quite difficult to substantiate.

In recent years several lexical studies have tried to draw connections between
Old South Arabian and Arabic vocabulary, but this is often based on certain se-
mantic extensions or uses of words as described in CA dictionaries. While these
observations may eventually be proven correct, it is somewhat difficult to eval-
uate whether we are truly dealing with borrowings in these cases, and the ex-
tremely limited knowledge that we have of the vowel system of the different Old
South Arabian languages makes it difficult to evaluate this in detail. Several in-
teresting suggestions are given by Weninger (2009), Hayajneh (2011) and Elmaz
(2014; 2016).

To illustrate the difficulties we run into when trying to identify Old South
Arabian borrowings in Arabic, let us examine the word tarih pl. tawarih ‘date’.
From the perspective of CA morphology, tarih could only be a hypocorrect form
of ta?rith — which is indeed an attested biform of tarih. The existence of the plural
tawarih rather than taZarih, however, seems to suggest that ta7rih is rather a
hypercorrect insertion of hamzah from an original form tarih, which certainly
looks foreign in its formation.

Both Hebbo (1984: 27) and Weninger (2009: 399) have suggested that this word
is to be connected with the the widespread Semitic root vwrh, related to ‘month’
or ‘moon’ (cf. Hebrew yerah < *warh ‘month’), which exists in Old South Arabian
but not in CA.!? The verb Zarraha ‘to date’ would then reasonably be taken as a
backformation from tarih.

However, this explanation still leaves us with many problems. There is perhaps
some reason to suppose that in Old South Arabian *aw would have collapsed to
an unknown monophthong (Early Sabaic ywm ‘day’; Late Sabaic ym). This might
explain why the word is tarth and not **tawrih, but tarih is not actually attested
in Old South Arabian. So while the suggestion is certainly possible, it seems that
another of the many non-Arabic Ancient northern Arabian epigraphic languages
could likewise have been an origin. Barring further discoveries, many such pro-
posed etymologies remain highly speculative, and drastically simplify the rather
complex multilingual situation of pre-Islamic Arabia, where many other sources
besides Old South Arabian remain possible (Al-Jallad 2018).

YNote, however, that the root vwrh ‘month’ is attested unambiguously in the singular (wrh),
dual (wrhn) and plural (’rh) in the Old Arabic corpus of Safaitic inscriptions (Al-Jallad 2015:
353).
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3.4.5 Persian

Whereas with the advent of Islam the influence of Aramaic, Greek and Gatoz
on CA quickly diminished and disappeared, the influence of Persian actually in-
creased. While the Quran already contains a sizeable number of Persian borrow-
ings, this only increases in the following centuries.

Some clear Persian borrowings in the Quran include: Zistabraq ‘silk brocade’,
cf. New Persian istabra (Eilers 1962: 204); numruq ‘cushion’ < Middle Persian
namrag; kanz ‘treasure’ < Middle Persian ganz/gang ‘treasury’ (Eilers 1962: 206).
Outside of the Quran many other Persian words may be found in Arabic, e.g.
diwan ‘archive, collected writings’ < Early New Persian diwan (Eilers 1962: 223),
banafsag, manafsag ‘violet’ < Middle Persian banafs (Eilers 1971: 596); barnamag
‘program’ < Middle Persian barnamag (Eilers 1962: 217-218); wazir ‘minister’ <
Middle Persian wizir (Eilers 1962: 207).2°

3.4.6 Ottoman Turkish

The influence of Ottoman Turkish on MSA is significantly less than on the mod-
ern Arabic dialects, largely due to linguistic purism (Prochazka 2011). Words that
have entered MSA are words related to administration, technology and food,
but also several other origins are found. For example: damya ‘stamp’ < damga;
gumruk ‘customs’ < gimriik (ultimately from Latin commercium); basa ‘pasha’
< pasa; babur < vapur ‘steam ship’ (ultimately from French [bateau a] vapeur);
qusag ‘pliers’ < kiskag; balta ‘axe’ < balta; Sawurma, Sawirma ‘lamb, etc., roasted
on a spit’ < gevirme; qawurma, gawirma ‘fried meat’ < kavurma; kufta ‘meatballs’
< kofte.

Of some interest is the -ci suffix that denotes professions and characterizations
in Turkish. This suffix has developed some amount of productivity in modern
dialects (especially in Iraq, Syria and Egypt), where it may even be suffixed to
nouns of non-Turkish origin. In MSA the suffix is attested not infrequently, al-
though it would probably go too far to say that it is productive. Some examples
are nawbatgi ‘on duty; command of the guard’ < nawba ‘shift, rotatation’ + -ci;
qahwagi ‘coffeehouse owner’ < gahwa ‘coffee’ + -ci; xurdagi ‘dealer in miscel-
laneous smallwares’ < hordaci ‘id’; baltagi ‘sapper, pioneer’ < baltaci ‘sapper’;
buyagi ‘painter, bootblack’ < boyaci ‘painter’.

3.4.7 Influence of Standard Average European

A rather different, but nevertheless important factor of language contact for MSA,
especially in the journalistic style, was described by Blau (1969). Blau argues

27 thank Chams Bernard for updating the transcription of the Middle Persian forms.
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that, under the influence of what he dubs “Standard Average European” (SAE;
cf. Whorf 1956), MSA (as well as Modern Hebrew) has taken on a large amount
of vocabulary,?! phraseology, and syntax similar to the journalistic language use
of European languages, though the actual languages of influence could be quite
different in different countries (e.g. Russian and Yiddish for Modern Hebrew;
English for Egyptian MSA, French for Lebanese, Moroccan, Tunisian and Alge-
rian MSA).22 Examples of such influence take up over a hundred pages in Blau’s
pioneering work.

Blau identifies examples of lexical expansion of existing words to include lex-
ical associations present in SAE, e.g. sathi ‘flat’ is extended in meaning towards
‘superficial” due to influence of, e.g. French superficiel and German oberfldchlich
(Blau 1969: 65); §aww ‘air, atmosphere’ comes to be used in a metaphorical sense
in the same way English uses ‘atmosphere’, e.g. gawwu s-siyasati mukahrabun
‘the political atmosphere is electrified” (Blau 1969: 69).

Even whole phrases may show up as loan translations, such as MSA 7Zanqada
I-mawgifa ‘to save the situation’, cf. French sauver la situation, German die Situa-
tion retten; MSA qatala I-wagqta ‘to kill time’, cf. French tuer le temps, German die
Zeit totschlagen (Blau 1969: 76). Even such highly specific metaphorical expres-
sions as ‘to miss the train’, in the meaning of missing an opportunity, appears
in MSA Zasrif wa-7illa fataka l-qitaru ‘hurry, otherwise you will miss the train’
(Blau 1969: 101).

Such linguistic influence, of course, does not lend itself particularly well to be
classified within the framework of Van Coetsem (1988; 2000), as the writers of
MSA in these cases are dominant in neither the source language(s) nor the recip-
ient language, a situation which is a rather unique result of the Arabic diglossia
in combination with the influence of foreign journalistic styles that have trans-
formed the way in which MSA is written.

3.5 Influence of the early Islamic vernaculars

While, as a general rule, CA retains its archaic features, such as the retention
of glottal stop in all positions and the lack of vowel harmony and syncope, we
occasionally find single lexical items which optionally allow innovative forms
which presumably stem from spoken vernaculars before the standardization of
the classical language. This tends to be visible especially for words that have lost

2IFor further discussion of the development of Modern Standard Arabic technical vocabulary
see Dichy (2011) and Jacquart (1994).

?2The influence of French in terms of borrowings and adaptations is especially salient in literary
Arabic as used in the Maghreb. Kropftisch (1977) is an excellent study on this topic.
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the glottal stop, a feature usually attributed to the Higazi variety of the early
Islamic period. For example, CA has nabiyy ‘prophet’, nubuwwah ‘prophethood’
from the root vnb?;?® likewise bariyyah ‘creature’ from the root vbr224

The likely loss of postconsonantal 7 in Higazi Arabic has influenced the way
the verb ra?a ‘to see’ (vr?y) is conjugated. Its imperfect irregularly loses the ?7:
yara ‘he sees’. Similarly the verb saZala ‘to ask’ (+/s?l) has two different imper-
atives, either the regular is7al or the Higazi sal (< *s?al). The imperative 7alik
‘send!” must be the imperative of an otherwise unattested verb *?al?aka ‘to send’,
which has likewise irregularly lost its postconsonantal 7. Besides verbs, we may
also see the irregular lack of representation of post-consonantal 7 in other nouns,
e.g. malak ‘angel’, which, considering its plural mala?ikah and etymological ori-
gin, was presumably originally *mal?ak.

The pseudo-verbs nifma ‘what a wonderful ..’ and bi7sa ‘what an evil ..., are
presumably originally from *natima and *ba?isa, with vowel harmony and syn-
cope. These original forms have disappeared from the classical language in their
pseudo-verbal use, only retaining their verbal meaning: nafima ‘to be happy,
glad’ and ba?isa ‘to be miserable, wretched’. However, other pseudo-verbs re-
tain both unharmonized and unsyncopated forms as optional variants even in
their pseudo-verbal use: hasuna, husna, hasna ‘how beautiful, magnificent’, and
faguma, fudma, fadma ‘how powerful, mighty’. Such syncopated and harmo-
nized forms are claimed by the Arab grammarians themselves to be part of the
eastern dialects, and absent in the Higazi dialects (Rabin 1951: 97), but surpris-
ingly are retained for such pseudo-verbs.

Syncopated forms, while reported for regular verbs as well by the Arab gram-
marians (e.g. Sihda or Sahda for $ahida), never occur in the Classical language.
For some CaCiC nouns, syncopated forms are reported by lexicographers (e.g.
katf and kitf besides katif), but it is not clear whether these syncopated forms
are used in CA outside of these lexicons.

These kinds of dialectal forms that appear to have been incorporated into CA
are indicative of the artificial amalgam that makes up the language, and require
a much more in-depth discussion than the present chapter allows. It seems clear
that the vast amount of dialectal variation that is described by the Arab gram-
marians, judiciously collected by Rabin (1951), does not end up in CA, but some
amount of variants are either allowed, or are the only possible form present in
the standard. The exact parameters that determine how and why such dialectal
forms were incorporated into the language are currently unclear.

#In several Quranic reading traditions these are still read nabi? and nubiZah, as expected (Ibn
Mugahid no date: 106-107).
24Read as bariZah in several Quranic reading traditions (Ibn Mugahid no date: 693).
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4 Conclusion

Due to CA and MSA being almost exclusively High literary registers, with no true
native speakers, the type of language contact that we see in the Islamic period is
rather different from what we may see in more natural language contact situa-
tions. We mostly see imposition of certain dialectal forms onto the Classical ideal.
An interesting exception to this is the calquing of MSA words and phraseology
upon “Standard Average European”, where the speakers are dominant in neither
the recipient nor the source language.

Borrowing can be detected in phonology, morphology and vocabulary from
Greek, Aramaic and Ethio-Semitic from the pre-Islamic period, which were then
inherited by CA. In the Islamic period, it is mostly vocabulary that is borrowed,
with a significant number of loans coming from Greek, Persian and Ottoman
Turkish into CA.

Examining these pre-Islamic borrowings, it has become clear that the Aramaic
that has primarily influenced CA, contrary to what is popularly believed, was not
a form of Syriac, but rather a more archaic variety. The historical implications
of this have not yet been well-integrated into our understanding of pre-Islamic
linguistic diversity in Arabia and neighbouring regions.

While some studies have looked at syntactic imposition of the spoken dialects
onto MSA with promising results, this has not yet been applied to medieval texts
written in CA. Nevertheless, considering the clear ethnic and geographic diver-
sity of writers of CA, it seems likely that future work should be able to detect
such influences even in the medieval period.

Further reading

» Jeffery (2007) [1938] is still one of the most comprehensive books on loanwords
in Quranic Arabic.

» Hebbo (1984) is an in-depth study of foreign words as they appear in the Sirah
of Ibn Hisam.

» Fraenkel (1886) is an in-depth discussion of Aramaic loanwords in Arabic, but
in some respects outdated.

» Noldeke (1910) contains an important section on loanwords both from Arabic
to the Ethio-Semitic languages and the other way around.

» Blau (1969) is a pioneering work researching the interaction between Euro-
pean literary languages and the effects they have on the literary style of Mod-
ern Standard Arabic and Modern Hebrew.
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» The chapters on language contact in the Encyclopaedia of Arabic Language
and Linguistics are also highly useful and informative, and contain many up
to date references for contact with Greek (Gutas 2011), Persian (Asbaghi 2011),
Aramaic Rets6 (2011), and Turkish (Prochazka 2011).
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Abbreviations

* reconstructed form M masculine

* unattested form MSA  Modern Standard Arabic
1,2,3 1st, 2nd, 3rd person NOM nominative

ACC  accusative OBL  oblique

Aram. Aramaic PL plural

CA Classical Arabic PN personal name

CE Common Era PRF perfect (suffix conjugation)
DAT  dative REL relative pronoun

F feminine RL recipient language

Gk. Greek SG singular

Gz. Goafaz SL source language

IMPF  imperfect (prefix conjugation) Syr.  Syriac

Lat.  Latin v.n. verbal noun
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Chapter 4

Arabic in Iraq, Syria, and southern
Turkey

Stephan Prochéazka

University of Vienna

This chapter covers the Arabic dialects spoken in the region stretching from the
Turkish province of Mersin in the west to Iraq in the east, including Lebanon and
Syria. The area is characterized by a high degree of linguistic diversity, and for
about two and a half millennia Arabic has come into contact with various other
Semitic languages, as well as with Indo-European languages and Turkish. Bilin-
gualism, particularly with Aramaic, Kurdish, and Turkish, has resulted in numer-
ous contact-induced changes in all realms of grammar, including morphology and
syntax.

1 Current state and historical development

The region discussed in this chapter is linguistically extremely heterogeneous:
in it three different Arabic dialect groups, plus several other languages, are spo-
ken. The two main Arabic dialect groups are Syrian and Iraqi, the distribution
of which does not exactly correspond to the political boundaries of those two
countries. Syrian-type dialects are also spoken in Lebanon, in three provinces
of southern Turkey (Mersin, Adana,! Hatay), and in one village on Cyprus (cf.
Walter, this volume). In Iraq, Arabic is mainly spoken in Mesopotamia proper,
whereas considerable parts of the mountainous parts of the country are Kurdish-
speaking. Arabic dialects which are very akin to the Iraqgi ones extend into north-
eastern Syria and southeastern Anatolia (for the latter see Akkus, this volume).
These two groups are geographically divided by a third dialect group, which ar-
rived in the region with an originally (semi-) nomadic population from northern

'"The dialects spoken in Mersin and Adana provinces will henceforth referred to as Cilician
Arabic.

Lucas & Stefano Manfredi (eds.), Arabic and contact-induced change, 83-114. Berlin:

III I Stephan Prochazka. 2020. Arabic in Iraq, Syria, and southern Turkey. In Christopher
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Arabia. Today, this variety preponderates in all villages and most towns between
the eastern outskirts of Aleppo and the right bank of the Tigris, and stretching
north into the Turkish province of Sanliurfa.

The total number of native Arabic speakers in the whole region is estimated
to be 54 million (see Table 1). The dialects of large urban centers like Beirut,
Damascus, Aleppo, and Baghdad have become supra-regional prestige varieties
that are also used in the media and therefore understood by most inhabitants of
the respective countries. The situation is very different in Turkey, where the local
Arabic is in sharp decline and public life is exclusively dominated by Turkish.
Only recently has the position of Arabic in Turkey been socially enhanced by the
influx of more than 3.5 million Syrian refugees fleeing the civil war that started
in 2011.2

Table 1: Speaker populations for dialects of Arabic

Country Speakers
Syria 17,000,000
Lebanon 6,000,000
Iraq 30,000,000
Turkey 1,000,000

Arabic was spoken in the region long before the advent of Islam (Donner 1981:
95), but became the socially dominant language in the wake of the Muslim con-
quests in the seventh century CE. From that time until the end of the tenth
century, when Bedouin tribes seized large parts of central and northern Syria,
there was probably a continuum of sedentary-type dialects that stretched from
Mesopotamia to the northeastern Mediterranean (Prochéazka 2018: 291). During
the Mongol sacking of Iraq in 1258, much of the population was killed or ex-
pelled. This resulted in far-reaching demographic and linguistic changes as the
original sedentary-type dialects were only able to hold ground in Baghdad and
the larger settlements to its north. Further south they persisted only among the
non-Muslim population. Most of today’s Iraq was re-populated by people who
spoke Bedouin-type dialects (mostly coming from the Arabian Peninsula), which
over the centuries have heavily influenced the speech of even most large cities
(Holes 2007). Very similar dialects are spoken further south and in the Iranian
province of Khuzestan (see Leitner, this volume). The foundation of nation states

2See UNHCR figures at https://data2.unhcr.org/en/situations/syria/location/113.
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after World War One caused a significant decrease in contact between the differ-
ent dialect groups and an almost complete isolation of the Arabic dialects spoken
in Turkey.

2 Contact languages

During its two-and-a-half-millennia presence in the region, Arabic has come into
contact with many languages, both Semitic and non-Semitic. Those most rele-
vant for the topic will be treated in more detail below (for Syria, see also Barbot
1961: 175-177). Akkadian was spoken in southern Iraq until about the turn of
the eras, i.e. the first century CE.> Greek was the language of administration in
Greater Syria until the Arab conquest (Magidow 2013: 185-187) and continued
to play a role for Orthodox Christians.* During Crusader times, Arabic speak-
ers in Syria came into contact with various medieval European languages; and
along the Mediterranean coast the so-called Lingua Franca (see Nolan, this vol-
ume) was an important source for the spread of particularly nautical vocabulary
for many centuries (Kahane et al. 1958). Since the nineteenth century, locally re-
stricted contacts between Arabic and Armenian and Circassian have existed in
parts of Syria and Lebanon.

2.1 Aramaic

Aramaic is a Northwest Semitic language and thus structurally very similar to
Arabic. Different varieties of Aramaic were the main language in Syria and Iraq
from the middle of the first millennium BCE and it can be assumed that some
contact with Arabic existed even at that time. From the first century CE onwards,
the southern fringes of the Fertile Crescent became largely Arabic-dominant and
there was significant bilingualism with Aramaic, particularly in the towns along
the edge of the steppe, such as Petra, Palmyra, Hatra, and al-Hira (Prochézka 2018:
260-262). Though after the Muslim conquests Arabic eventually became the ma-
jority language, it did not oust Aramaic very quickly: the historical sources sug-
gest that Aramaic dominated in the larger towns and the mountainous regions
of Syria and Lebanon for a long time. In Iraq, by contrast, the massive influx of
Arabs into the cities fostered their rapid Arabization, while Aramaic continued
to be spoken in the countryside (Magidow 2013: 184; 188). But over the centuries,

3For Akkadian lexical influence on Arabic, see Holes (2002) and Krebernik (2008).
*The enormous influence of Modern Greek on the Arabic spoken in the Kormakiti village of
Cyprus is discussed by Walter (this volume). For a detailed study, see also Borg (1985).
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the diverse Aramaic dialects became marginalized and, with very few exceptions,
were finally relegated to non-Muslim religious minorities, particularly Christians
and Jews, in peripheral regions like Mount Lebanon and the Anti-Lebanon Moun-
tains, where Aramaic was prevalent until the eighteenth century (Retsé 2011).
Western Aramaic is still spoken in three Syrian villages, the best known of which
is Maaloula.’> There also remain speakers of Neo-Aramaic in northern Iraq.°

It is hard to establish the degree of bilingualism in the past, but it can be as-
sumed that it was mostly Aramaic L1 speakers who had a command of Arabic
and not vice versa. In the present time, nearly all remaining Aramaic speakers in
Syria are fluent in Arabic. In Iraq this is mainly true of those living in the plain
just north of Mosul (Arnold & Behnstedt 1993; Coghill 2012: 86). The influence
of different strata of Aramaic on spoken Arabic is a long debated issue, various
scholars rating it from considerable to negligible (Hopkins 1995: 39; Lentin 2018:
199-204).

2.2 Persian and Kurdish

For many centuries, Arabic and the two Western Iranian languages Persian and
Kurdish have influenced each other on different levels. Persian-speaking com-
munities existed in medieval Iraq, and economic and cultural contacts between
Mesopotamia and Iran have continued to the present (cf. Gazsi 2011). An impor-
tant factor of language contact are the holy shrines of the Imams in Kerbela, Najaf,
and other Iraqi cities, which have always attracted tens of thousands of Persian-
speaking Shiites every year. Intensive contacts between speakers of Kurdish and
Arabic have existed since at least the tenth century, particularly in Northern Iragq,
northeast Syria, and southeast Anatolia (see Akkus, this volume). Until their ex-
odus in the early 1950s, the Arabic-speaking Jewish communities which existed
in Iraqi Kurdistan usually had a native-like command of Kurdish (Jastrow 1990:
12). Due to the multilingual character of the region, bilingualism in Kurdish and
Arabic is still relatively widespread, particularly in urban settings, though with
Kurds usually much more fluent in Arabic than the other way around.” However,
for obvious reasons, little linguistic research has been done in Iraq for decades,
which makes it impossible to give up-to-date information about the linguistic
situation in ethnically-mixed cities like Kirkuk.

*The village heavily suffered from the jihadist occupation of 2013-2014, but after government
troops had retaken control over the region, many inhabitants returned and began its recon-
struction (cf. the reports collected at http://friendsofmaaloula.de/).

¢See Coghill (2012) and http://glottolog.org/resource/languoid/id/nort3241.

"With significant exceptions in some parts of southeast Anatolia; see Akkus (this volume).
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2.3 Ottoman and Modern Turkish

Contacts between spoken Arabic varieties and various Turkic languages existed
from the ninth century onwards. These early contacts, however, left hardly any
traces in Arabic except for a handful of loanwords. In the sixteenth century, the
Ottomans established their rule over most Arab lands, including Syria, Lebanon,
and Iraq. This domination lasted four hundred years, until World War One. Par-
ticularly in the provinces of Aleppo and Mosul, there was a relatively high per-
centage of Turkish speakers and probably a significant degree of bilingualism.®
As the language of the ruling elite, Turkish had high prestige and therefore was
at least rudimentarily spoken by many inhabitants of those regions, especially
urban men. The collapse of the Ottoman Empire put an abrupt end to Turkish—
Arabic contacts, which today remain intensive only among the Arabic varieties
spoken within the borders of Turkey itself, where most Arabic speakers are flu-
ent in Turkish, the dominant language in all contact settings.

In some areas of Syria and in northern Iraq, the Arabic-speaking population
lives side by side with several hundred thousand speakers of Turkish and Azeri
Turkish, who call themselves Turkmens. Unfortunately, no reliable data on the
sociolinguistic settings and the degree of bilingualism exist for those areas. Again,
it can be assumed that most of the Turkmens in both countries are dominant in
Turkish, but use Arabic as a second language.

2.4 French and English

After World War One, Syria and Lebanon stayed under the French mandate and
Iraq under the British mandate until they reached independence.’ French is still
widely spoken as a second language in Lebanon, especially by Christians. In Iraq,
English has maintained its position as by far the most important foreign language
— a fact which was reinforced by the US military occupation from 2003 to 2010.

2.5 Intra-Arabic contacts

Contacts between different Arabic varieties, for instance between speakers of ru-
ral and urban dialects, happen on an everyday basis and often trigger short-term
accommodation without leading to long-lasting changes. The situation is differ-
ent with regard to the enduring contacts between the Bedouin and the sedentary

#See Wilkins (2010: xv) for Aleppo. Koury (1987: 103) maintains that Aleppo’s hinterland was
culturally even more Turkish than Arab. For Mosul, see Shields (2004: 54-55).
9Iraq in 1932, Lebanon in 1943, Syria in 1946.
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populations, whose dialects differ from each other considerably.!® Such contacts
are most intense at the periphery of the Syrian steppe and along the middle Eu-
phrates, where scattered towns with sedentary dialects like Palmyra, Deir ez-Zor
and Hit are surrounded by an originally nomadic population. Though the no-
madic way of life has been abandoned by most of them, they still speak Bedouin-
type Arabic dialects. As the nomads were, for many centuries, both socially and
economically dominant, speakers of sedentary dialects often adopted linguistic
features from more prestigious Bedouin (though reverse instances are also found;
cf. Behnstedt 1994a: 421). Due to the historical circumstances mentioned in §1,
Bedouins also had a strong linguistic impact on Iraqi dialects. In Baghdad the
sedentary dialect of the Muslim population has been gradually Bedouinized due
to massive migration from the countryside to the city (Palva 2009). The Chris-
tian and, in former times, Jewish inhabitants, on the other hand, preserved their
original sedentary-type dialects because they had much less contact with the
Muslim newcomers.

3 Contact-induced changes

Change induced by contact with Aramaic almost exclusively happened through
imposition, that is, by Aramaic speakers who had learned Arabic as a second lan-
guage and later often completely shifted to Arabic. This explains the relatively
numerous phonological changes and pattern replications in syntax. Lexical trans-
fers from Aramaic certainly were also made by Arabic-dominant speakers, par-
ticularly in semantic fields like agriculture that included novel concepts for the
mostly animal-breeding Arabs.

The same is true for transfers from Greek, for which a very low level of bilin-
gualism can be assumed. Thus we find only matter replication (in the sense of
Sakel 2007) in the form of loanwords, mostly in domains where lexical gaps in
older layers of spoken Arabic are likely.

In the case of transfer from Kurdish, bilingualism is much more widespread
among speakers of the source language, suggesting imposition. This might ex-
plain some of the phonological changes discussed in §3.1.2, as speakers domi-
nant in the source language tend to preserve its phonological features (Lucas
2015: 532). The relatively small number of instances of lexical matter replication
is probably the result of the fact that Arabic has long been regarded as the more
prestigious by speakers of both the source and the recipient language.

Since these two speech communities differ from each other in so many ways, it is a relatively
robust approach to rate the following features as results of dialect contact and not mere vari-
ation (cf. Lucas 2015: 533).
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The numerous loanwords from Persian into Iraqi Arabic may well be the re-
sult of matter replication by agents who were dominant in the recipient language
Arabic. Starting with the rule of the Abbasid caliphs in the eighth century CE
and continuing to the present, Iranian material culture and cuisine often had a
great impact on neighbouring Mesopotamia. There were also many intellectu-
als, among them praised writers of Arabic prose, who were actually Iranians and
hence knew both languages. Frequent contacts on the everyday level caused ad-
ditional borrowing of ordinary vocabulary and the retention of sounds that are
replaced in Persian loans found in Classical Arabic or other dialects.!!

Changes induced by contact with Ottoman Turkish may have happened most-
ly through Arabic-dominant speakers. The current situation of Arabic speakers
in Turkey is, however, very different, because at least the last two generations
have acquired Turkish as an L2 or even as a second L1 at very young age. Thus,
at least some of the contact phenomena described in the following paragraphs
may be examples of linguistic convergence (see Lucas 2015: 525).

French and English have largely remained typical “foreign languages” learned
at school or in business with a considerable amount of bilingualism only in some
urban settings of Lebanon, particularly Beirut. The agents of change are certainly
dominant in the recipient language.

The distinction between the two transfer types is not always clearly discern-
ible in case of intra-Arabic contact-induced changes. In the towns of the Syrian
steppe and the middle Euphrates the agents of change were mostly the seden-
tary population who adapted their speech towards the norms of the socially
more prestigious Bedouin. However, there has always been inter-marriage, and
Bedouins often settled in towns and may well have adopted features from the
local sedentary variety. Especially in cases like Muslim Baghdadi (see §1), we
may assume with good reason that the Bedouin character of today’s variety de-
veloped through both imposition and borrowing.

3.1 Phonology
3.1.1 Aramaic-induced changes

It has been hypothesized that several phonological features of the Syrian and
Lebanese dialects are due to the contact-induced influence of Aramaic. But in
the case of the shift from interdental fricatives to postdental plosives (/8/ > /d/;
/08/ > /t/; 10/ > /d/) this is unlikely because: (i) this sound change is common
crosslinguistically; (ii) it does not occur in all dialects of the region; and (iii) it is
found in many other Arabic dialects without an Aramaic substrate.

The phonological changes are not, however, only the result of Persian influence (cf. §3.1.2).
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A phonotactic characteristic of most dialects spoken along the Mediterranean,
from Cilicia in the north to Beirut in the south, is that all unstressed short vowels
(including /a/) in open syllables are elided,'? whereas in other dialects east of
Libya only /i/ and /u/ in this position are consistently dropped.

(1) Cilician Arabic (Prochazka 2002a: 31-32; 130)
Old Arabic (OA) *rasas > rsas ‘lead, plumb’
OA *miknasa > mikinsi ‘broom’
*fatah-t > ftaht T opened’

Because this rule corresponds to the phonotactics of Aramaic and is otherwise
not found to the same degree except in Maghrebi dialects (cf. Benkato, this vol-
ume), pattern replication is likely, though cannot be proved.!*

In roughly the same region, except Cilicia and many dialects of Hatay,! the
diphthongs /ay/ and /aw/ are only preserved in open syllables, but monophthong-
ized to /&/ and /0/ respectively in closed syllables. In some regions, for instance on
the island of Arwad, both diphthongs merge to /a/ in closed syllables (Behnstedt
1997: map 31).

(2) Arwad, western Syria (Prochéazka 2013: 278)
OA *bayt, *baytayn > bat, baytan ‘house, two houses’
OA *yawm, *yawmayn > yam, yawman ‘day, two days’
OA *bayn al-ifnayn > ban it-tnan ‘between the two’

Likewise, in older layers of Aramaic, diphthongs were usually monophthong-
ized in closed syllables (for Syriac see Noldeke 1904: 34), which makes imposition
by L1 speakers of Aramaic rather likely (Fleisch 1974a: 227).

Another striking phenomenon is the split of historical /a/ into /6/ and /&/ that
is found in scattered areas of the Levant, particularly northern Lebanon, around
the Syrian port of Tartous, the Qalamtn Mountains, and the exclusively Christian
town of Maharde on the Orontes River.!® Because in many varieties of Aramaic
the old Semitic /a/ is reflected as /d/, it could be assumed that Aramaic speak-
ers transferred their peculiar pronunciation to Arabic when learning it. Fleisch

Therefore, Cantineau (1960: 108) called them parlers non différentiels — a term still very often
applied in Arabic dialectology — as they make no distinction in the treatment of the three short
vowels.

BWith insertion of an epenthetic /i/ to avoid a sequence of three consonants.

1Cf. Diem (1979: 47); Arnold & Behnstedt (1993: 69-71); Weninger (2011: 748).

BWhere this phenomenon occurs only in Alawi villages (Arnold 1998: 84).

For details cf. Behnstedt (1997: map 32). The conditioned shift /a/ > /3/ is also found in and
around Tarsus in Turkey (Prochazka 2002a: 37-38).
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(1974b: 49) rejected the hypothesis of an Aramaic influence, arguing that the con-
ditioned distribution of the two allophones is merely a further development of the
[p] : [ee] split widely attested for Lebanon and parts of western Syria. However,
in the Syrian Qalamtin Mountains there are dialects with an unconditioned shift
(Behnstedt 1992), and this is precisely the region where the shift from Aramaic to
Arabic occurred relatively late, probably after a long phase of bilingualism. In the
town of Nabk, for instance, one can infer that the former Aramaic speaking in-
habitants would have simply turned every /a/ into /6/ — except those which long
before had become [€] (or [€]) as a result of the so-called conditioned imala (i.e.
the tendency of long /a/ to be raised towards [€] or even [i] if the word contains
an /i/ or /i/).l7 Example (3) clearly shows that the distribution of the allophones
is not conditioned by the consonantal environment.

(3) Nabk, Syria (Gralla 2006: 20)
OA *tabih > tébeh ‘cooking’ vs. OA *talib > toleb ‘student’
OA *hamil > hémel ‘pregnant’ vs. OA *hamid > homed’ ‘sour’

In these cases Aramaic influence seems plausible. For the region of Tripoli it
may be assumed that Aramaic bilinguals from the adjacent mountains used [6]
instead of [a] when speaking Arabic and thus reinforced the already existing [p]
: [ee] split.'8

3.1.2 The “new” phonemes /¢/, /g/, and /p/

Consonantal phonemes that are originally alien to Arabic are found in all Ara-
bic dialects spoken in Turkey (see also Akkus, this volume), northern Syria, and
Iraq. These are the unvoiced affricate /¢/, the voiced /g/,'® and the unvoiced /p/,
the latter mainly used in Iraq. The emergence of these sounds was very likely
contact-induced, but it is often impossible to discern which language triggered
each development: all three sounds are found in Persian, Kurdish, Turkish, and
the Lingua Franca. For the dialects of Cilicia, Hatay and Syria, the main source
language doubtless was Turkish. The sound /p/ in the Iraqi dialects was probably
first introduced through contact with Persian and Kurdish, and then reinforced

Cf. Arnold & Behnstedt (1993: 68).

8For discussion see Fleisch (1974b: 48-50; 1974a: 133-136), Diem (1979: 45-46); Behnstedt (1992);
Arnold & Behnstedt (1993: 67-68); Weninger (2011: 748).

YThe sound [g] is prevalent in whole Syria and Lebanon but seems to have phonemic status
only in the north (Sabuni 1980: 26). For further examples and discussion see Ferguson (1969).
This “foreign” /g/ must therefore be differentiated from the /g/ which is the regular reflex of
OA *q. The latter development is found in many Bedouin-type dialects.
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by Ottoman Turkish. In the Bedouin-type dialects of the region, the phonemes
/¢/ and /g/ are not products of contact-induced change but occur due to internal
sound changes, unvoiced /¢/ as a conditioned affricated variant of /k/ and /g/ as
the ordinary reflex of OA *q.

Thus, it can be assumed that over the centuries speakers of the sedentary dia-
lects of Iraq and Syria borrowed either from other languages or from Bedouin
Arabic varieties words that possess these two sounds, which subsequently were
fully incorporated into the phonemic inventory. This development may have
been facilitated by the fact that the three sounds /¢/, /p/, and /g/ are not funda-
mentally unfamiliar to Arabic, but are the voiceless/voiced counterparts of the
well-established phonemes /g/, /b/, and /k/. It seems no accident that the new
sound /¢/ is much more often found in dialects that have preserved the affricate
/g/ than in those where it has shifted to /Z/, as illustrated in examples (4) and (5).

(4) Aleppo (Sabuni 1980: 205-210)
¢antaye ‘handbag’ (Turkish ¢anta)
¢éwal ‘sack’ (Turkish ¢uval)
c¢ay ‘tea’ (Turkish ¢ay)
gagaleg ‘nightgown’ (Turkish gecelik)

The words given in (4) are usually pronounced with [3] instead of [¢] in the
central Syrian and Lebanese dialects where contact with Turkish was less intense
and /g/ is reflected as /2/.2°

(5) Mosul (own data)
suc¢ ‘fault’ (Turkish suc)
paca ‘stew of sheep and cow legs and innards’ (Kurdish/Persian pace)
zangin ‘rich’ (Turkish zengin)

Once integrated into the phonological system, these sounds not only enabled
easier integration of loanwords from other languages like French and English
(see §2.4), but sometimes also resulted in the spread of assimilation-induced allo-
phones from single words to the whole paradigm or even root. In Aleppo one
finds *yokdeb > yagdeb ‘he lies’, due to assimilation. The g subsequently was
transferred to other words derived from the root: gadab ‘he lied’, gadbe ‘lie’, and
gaddab ‘liar’ (Sabuni 1980: 26, 209).

2Cf. Behnstedt (1997: maps 18, 19, 25). For details and more examples see Sabuni (1980: 205-210),
who lists all words with ¢/g in Aleppo, and Prochazka (2002b: 185) for Cilician Arabic.
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Speakers of sedentary dialects who had everyday contact with Bedouins - for
example the inhabitants of Deir ez-Zor and Khatuniyya - first integrated /¢/ and
/g/ into their phonemic inventory through the borrowing of typically Bedouin
vocabulary such as dabéa ‘a Bedouin dance’ (Khawetna; Talay 1999: 29) and tabga
‘milk-bowl’ (Soukhne; Behnstedt 1994b: 310). These sounds then entered other
fields of the lexicon, which led to unpredictable distribution, including doublets,
as in (6)—(8).

(6) Khawetna (Talay 1999: 28—-31)
gassa ‘forehead’, but gassa ‘story’ (OA *qussa / *qissa)
di¢ ‘rooster’ (OA *dik)
(7) Deir iz-Zor (Jastrow 1978: 42—-43).
gaf ‘soil’ (OA *qa¥)
¢am ‘how much?’ (OA *kam)
(8) Baghdad (Palva 2009: 18-19)
guffa ‘large basket’ (OA *quffa), but quful ‘lock’ (OA *qufl)
figab ‘to pass’, but figab ‘to follow’ (both OA *fagab)

The opposition /k/ : /¢/ has even entered morphology, particularly with the 2sG
suffixes: 7abu-k ‘your (sG.m) father’ vs. Zabu-¢ ‘your (sG.F) father’. In the Syrian
oasis of Soukhne, long-term contact with speakers of Bedouin dialects caused a
chain of phonetic changes: first /k/ shifted to /¢/, which originally was the reflex
of OA /g/; then /&/ (< /g/) shifted further to /ts/, which has become a unique
feature of the local dialect. The unconditioned shift from /k/ > /¢/, which is not
found in the Bedouin dialects, in turn caused a shift from /q/ > /k/ 2

(9) Soukhne (Behnstedt 1994b: 226, 344, 357, 360)
kirbi ‘water-skin’ (< OA *girba, Bedouin girba)
¢alb ‘dog’ (< OA *kalb, Bedouin ¢alib)
¢urr ‘donkey foal’ (< OA *kurr, Bedouin kurr)
tsubn ‘cheese’ (< OA *gubn, Bedouin gubun)

3.2 Morphology

3.2.1 Diminutive

The Aramaic diminutive suffix -un has become restrictedly productive in Iraqi
Arabic (Masliyah 1997: 72), as illustrated in (10). In Syria and Lebanon it is only

s1See Behnstedt (1994b: 4-11) for details.
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found in fossilized forms such as Salfun ‘young cockerel’ and gafsune ‘little cage’.
Such kinds of morphological transfer are usually triggered by lexical borrowing,.
Thus, it may be assumed that this suffix spread from loanwords like Salfune ‘small
knife blade’ < Aramaic Selpiina ‘little knife’ (cf. Féghali 1918: 82).22

(10) Iraq (Masliyah 1997: 72)
darb ‘road’ > darbuna ‘alley’
gsayyir ‘short’ < gsayyrun ‘very short’
mhammdiin hypocoristic form of the name Muhammad

3.2.2 Morphological templates

Syrian and Lebanese dialects exhibit a few word patterns (templates) that are
attested for OA (and other dialects) but seem to have become widespread through
contact with Aramaic due to their frequency in the latter. These are the verbal
pattern $aC;C,aC3 and the (primarily diminutive) nominal patterns C;aC,C,0Cs
and C;aC,C50C4. %

An example of the first is Sanfah ‘to puff up’, related to nafah ‘to blow up’
(Féghali 1918: 83; cf. Lentin 2018: 201 for further discussion); the nominal forms
are illustrated in (11) and (12).

(11) Aleppo (Barthélemy 1935: 104, 158, 851)
gahhus ‘little donkey’ (related to gahs ‘young donkey’)
hassun ‘goldfinch’ (related to the personal name hasan)
namnume ‘small louse’ (cf. naml ‘ants’)

The pattern C;aC5C,0C5(i) is still productive in the whole region, including
the Bedouin dialects, to derive hypocoristic forms from personal names:

(12) fatma > fattuma
halime > halluma
ahmad/mhammad > hammidi

3.2.3 Pronouns

In all Syrian and Lebanese dialects, as well as in Anatolia, the 2pL and 3pL pro-
nouns exhibit an /n/ in place of the /m/ that is found in other Arabic dialects,
which makes them look as if they were reflexes of OA feminine forms (Table 2).

22This must be a very old borrowing because the suffix is also found in the Gulf dialects (e.g.
habbuna ‘a little’ Holes 2002: 279) and even in Tunisian Arabic (Singer 1984: 496), where direct
Aramaic influence can be excluded.

ZFor the latter two see Corriente (1969) and Prochazka (2004).
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Table 2: 2pL and 3pL pronouns

Damascus Jerusalem OA PL.F Syriac PL.M
2pL  Yantu/ -kon Zintu/-kom fantunna / -kunna  Zatton / -kon
3pL  honne(n)/ -hon humme/ -hom hunna/ -hunna hennon / -hon

Because generalization of the feminine is unlikely,?* these forms have often
been explained as a contact-induced change. In Aramaic the corresponding pro-
nouns also have /n/ (for Syriac see Muraoka 2005: 18). In particular, the 3rd per-
son forms with final -n exactly mirror the Aramaic pattern, but lack a plausible
intra-Arabic etymology. Thus imposition seems plausible. Nevertheless, substra-
tum influence has been doubted, particularly because of the infrequent evidence

of n-pronouns in other regions.?

3.2.4 Vocative suffixes

The suffixes -o (in the west of the region) and -u (in the east) can be attached
to various kinship terms and given names when used for direct address, usually
hypocoristically.?®

(13) Urfa (own data)
$nonak hayy-o? ‘Brother, how are you?’
gidd-o ‘Grandfather!’
famm-o ‘(paternal) Uncle!’
hal-o ‘(maternal) Uncle!’

In Syria the suffix is also added to female nouns: famm-t-o ‘(paternal) Aunt!’
and hal-t-o ‘(maternal) Aunt!’, whereas in Iraq the corresponding forms end in
-a: famme-a, hal-a.

Since this suffix has no overt Arabic etymology, it has been assumed to be a
borrowing of the Kurdish vocative -o (e.g. Grigore 2007: 203). The Persian suf-
fix -u also forms affective diminutives,?’” which would make Persian influence

*This is mainly because the feminine forms are only used for addressing groups of females,
whereas the masculine forms may also refer to a mixed group. Therefore, the masculine forms
are certainly more frequent. In all Arabic dialects except those mentioned above, the gender-
neutral plural forms are clearly derived from the historical masculine.

See Owens (2006: 244—-245) and Prochazka (2018: 283-284) for details.

%See also Ferguson (1997: 187).

E.g. pesar-u ‘kid’; famm-u is even the common word for ‘uncle’ (Perry 2007: 1011).

95



Stephan Prochézka

possible, at least for Iraq.2® However, the distribution of this feature extends far
beyond even indirect contact with Kurdish or Persian,?’ though reinforcement
and influence on the phonology may be possible for certain regions. Similar end-
ings in Aramaic (Fassberg 2010: 88—-89) and Ethiopian (Brockelmann 1928: 122)
suggest a common Semitic origin (see also Pat-El 2017: 463-465).

3.2.5 Turkish derivational suffixes

All dialects of the region have incorporated the Turkish suffix -ci [dsi] into their
nominal morphology, as illustrated in (14) and (15). This suffix has become pro-
ductive and is therefore a good example of morphological matter borrowing (Gar-
dani et al. 2015). It is widely used for expressing professions, occupations, and
habitual actions — the latter overwhelmingly pejorative, or at least humorous. In
Iraqi dialects the suffix is reflected as -¢i, which corresponds to its pronuncia-
tion in the regional Turkish varieties. In the other varieties, it follows the usual
development of *g, which means that it is realized as -§i or -Zi.

(14) Syria/Damascus (own data)
kahrab-zi ‘electrician’ (kahraba ‘electricity’)
naswan-Zi ‘womanizer’ (naswan ‘women’)
maskal-Zi ‘troublemaker’ (masakle ‘problem’)

(15) Iraq (Prochéazka-Eisl 2018: 40-44)
pancar-¢i ‘tire repairman’ (pancar ‘puncture’)
mharrib-¢i ‘human trafficker’ (mharrib ‘one who helps s.o. to escape’)
farag-¢i ‘drunkard’ (farag ‘aniseed brandy’)

The suffix clearly fills a morphological gap, because it enables morphologi-
cally transparent derivation even from loanwords, by preserving the basic, im-
mediately recognizable word - in contrast to the Arabic C;aC,C,aC5 pattern or
participles, which are derived from the root (for details see Prochazka-Eisl 2018).

To a lesser extent other Turkish suffixes have enhanced the morphological
devices of the dialects treated here,3° specifically the relative suffix -Ii, the priva-
tive suffix -siz, and the abstract suffix -lik, which is reflected as -loyiyya in Iraq,

8In the Iraqi dialects the vowel is -u, e.g. famm-u, hal-u and gidd-u (Abu-Haidar 1999: 145).

2The suffix is, for instance, attached to given names for endearment in the Gulf dialects, cf.
Holes (2016: 128). The address forms ya famm-u, ya hal-u ‘uncle’, gidd-u ‘grandfather’, sitt-u
‘grandmother’ are used in Cairo, where hypocoristic variants of given names are likewise at-
tested, e.g. misu for hisam (Woidich 2006: 109). The suffix -o/-u in address forms is also attested
in eastern Sudan (Stefano Manfredi, personal communication), and in the Maghreb; Prunet &
Idrissi (2014: 184) provide a list of such nouns for Morocco.

%9See Halasi-Kun (1969: 68-71); Sabuni (1980: 168); Masliyah (1996); Prochazka (2002a: 186).
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i.e. with the Arabic abstract morpheme affixed. For the most part these suffixes
appear in Turkish loanwords, e.g. Cilicia sihhat-li (< Turkish sihhatli) ‘healthy’,
rahat-siz (< Turkish rahatsiz) ‘uncomfortable’. Only in Iraq have they gained a
certain degree of productivity, particularly -sizz and -loyiyya:

(16) Iraq (Masliyah 1996: 293-294)
muhh-sizz ‘stupid, brainless’
haya-sizz ‘shameless’
haywan-loyiyya ‘ignorance’ (lit. ‘animal-ness’)
zmal-loyiyya ‘stupidity’ (lit. ‘donkey-ness’)

3.2.6 Light-verb constructions

Arabic dialects spoken in Turkey not infrequently use light-verb constructions
(in Turkish grammar mostly called phrasal verbs) which consist of the verb ‘to
do’ plus a following noun (see also Akkus, this volume). Such compound verbs
are very frequent in Turkish (and Kurdish) and enable easy integration of foreign
vocabulary into the verbal system. The light verbs found in the Arabic dialects
show that this formation is a case of selected pattern replication because, first,
not all examples are exact copies of the Turkish model, and second, the word
order follows the Arabic VO rather than the Turkish OV pattern:

(17) Harran-Urfa (own data)
sawa qaza (Turkish kaza yapmak) ‘to have an accident’
sawa fés (in Turkish not a phrasal verb, but pisirmek) ‘to cook’

(18) Cilician Arabic (Prochazka 2002a: 198)
sawwa zarar (Turkish zarar vermek) ‘to harm’
sawwa hayir (Turkish hayir islemek) ‘to do a good deed’

3.2.7 Intra-Arabic dialect contact

Concerning intra-Arabic contact, here we see that this has led to the adoption
of typical Bedouin-type pronouns into sedentary dialects (cf. Palva 2009: 27-29),

e.g.

(19) Baghdad, Deir ez-Zor, Soukhne
?ohna for nohna 1rL

(20) Baghdad
Zani for Zana 1sG
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In addition, as shown in Table 3, virtually all the eastern sedentary dialects of
Syria have copied the typical Bedouin-type active participles of the verbs ‘to eat’
and ‘to take’, which exhibit initial m- (Behnstedt 1997: map 175).

Table 3: Active participles of the verbs ‘to eat’ / ‘to take’

Bedouin Soukhne Palmyra Damascus

macil / mahid micil / mihid  makil / mahi0 ?akel / 7ahed

Finally, in a few places intensive mutual contact has resulted in an interdialect
(Trudgill 1986: 62) with completely new forms, such as the 3pL.M inflectional
suffix -a in the Syrian village of Soran (Behnstedt 1994a: 423-425), as shown in
Table 4.

Table 4: 3pL.M inflectional suffixes - ‘they said’

Bedouin Sedentary Soéran
gal-am qal-o qal-a
3.3 Syntax

3.3.1 Changes due to contact with Aramaic
3.3.1.1 Clitic doubling

In all but the Bedouin-type dialects of the region, two constructions exist which
both use an anticipatory pronoun and the preposition [- ‘to’: (i) a construction
involving analytical marking of a definite direct object, as in (21-23); and (ii) a
construction involving analytic attribution of a noun, as in (24). The frequency
and constraints of these two cases of clitic doubling show great variety, but in
general the usage of construction (i) is restricted to specific objects, particularly
elements denoting human beings, and construction (ii) is mostly found with in-
alienable possession, particularly kinship. A detailed discussion of both features
is found in Souag (2017).

98



4 Arabic in Iraq, Syria, and southern Turkey

(21) Damascus (Berlinches 2016: 144)

habbét-o la-Tamor
love.PRF.15G-35G.M to-Amr
‘Tloved Amr’
(22) Baghdad, Christian (Abu-Haidar 1991: 116)
qayéta-nu 1-al-aktéb
read.PRF.15G-35G.M to-DEF-book
‘Iread the book’
(23) Cilician Arabic (fala instead of [-; Prochazka 2002a: 158)
biyhibb-u fala hal-u

love.IMPF.IND.35G.M-3SG.M on uncle-3sG.M
‘He loves his (maternal) uncle’

(24) Baghdad, Christian (Abu-Haidar 1991: 116)
mayt-u  l-aha-yi
wife-3sG.M to-brother-oBr.1sG
‘my brother’s wife’

Though the preposition I- is sometimes attested in Classical Arabic for intro-
ducing direct objects and is common even in Modern Standard Arabic for analytic
noun annexation, there are good arguments that the two constructions are pat-
tern replications of an Aramaic model.>! For one thing, they do not have direct
parallels either in OA or in dialects which lacked contact with Aramaic. Example
(25) shows that both constructions have striking parallels in especially the later
eastern varieties of Aramaic (Rubin 2005: 94-104).

(25) a. Syriac (Rubin 2005: 100)
bna-y l-bayt-a
build.PRF.35G.M-35G.M to-house-DEF
‘He built the house’
b. Syriac (Hopkins 1997: 29)3?
$m-&h l-gabr-a
name-3SG.M to-man-DEF

‘the name of the man’

3INot discussed here are two variants of construction (i), one without the suffix and the other
without the preposition (cf. Lentin 2018: 203). Among the many studies that are in favor of Ar-
amaic influence are Contini (1999: 105); Blanc (1964: 130); and Weninger (2011: 750). Diem (1979:
47-49) and Lentin (2018) are more skeptical. Souag (2017: 52) suggests that at least “the initial
stages of the development of clitic doubling in the Levant derive from Aramaic substratum
influence, but the current situation also reflects subsequent Arabic-internal developments”.
%2The same pattern using the linker d- is more common.
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3.3.1.2 fi ‘can’

In the entire western part of the region including southern Turkey, the preposi-
tion fi ‘in’, together with a pronominal suffix, is used to express a capability, as
in (26). This has a striking parallel in the modern Aramaic 710 b- ‘there is in’ ~
‘be able’ (Borg 2004: 52).

(26) Damascus (Cowell 1964: 415)
fi-ni satd-ak ob-kamm léra
in-1sG help.1MPF.15G-25G.M with-some pound
‘Can I help you with a few pounds?’

3.3.1.3 Specific indefinite $7

A final example of possible Aramaic influence is the Syrian particle $7 that mainly
indicates partial specifity, as in (27). It might be a pattern replication of the West-
ern Neo-Aramaic form mett, used with the same function (Diem 1979: 49). What
reduces the likelihood of imposition by Aramaic speakers is the existence of a
cognate in Moroccan Arabic which is used with almost the same function.?

(27) Damascus (own data)
hnik fi $1 fTamad
there Exs INDF column

‘There is some column’

3.3.2 Changes due to contact with other languages
3.3.2.1 Indefiniteness

A hallmark of both sedentary and Bedouin-type Iraqi dialects is that reflexes of
the noun fard ‘individual (thing or person)’ are used to mark different kinds of in-
definiteness (Blanc 1964: 118-119). The same form with the same indefinite article
function is found in in the Iranian province of Khuzestan, and in all Arabic speak-
ing language islands of Central Asia, i.e. Khorasan, Uzbekistan, and Afghanistan,
as illustrated in (28).

(28) Kirkuk (own data)
tafrif-lak fadd tabib batiniyye
know.IMPF.25G.M-DAT.2sG.M INDF doctor internal

‘Do you know a doctor of internal medicine?’

3 Cf. Brustad (2000: 19, 26-27) and Wilmsen (2014: 51-53).
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It is very likely that the noun fard has developed into a kind of indefinite arti-
cle under the influence of other areal languages, particularly Turkish, Turkmen,
Persian, and Neo-Aramaic. However, in contrast to all contact languages, Iraqi
Arabic has not grammaticalized the numeral ‘one’ (wahad), but fard. This clearly
indicates that this feature is a case of pattern replication. There are many paral-
lels in the functions of the indefinite articles (such as marking pragmatic salience,
semantic individualization, approximation with numerals). Moreover, in all lan-
guages they are not fully systematized as a grammatical category as their usage
is often optional.

In the dialects of the Jews of Kurdistan the definite article is often omitted in
subject position - a flagrant imitation of the Kurdish model (see also Akkus, this
volume, for some Anatolian dialects).

(29) Kurdistan Arabic (Jastrow 1990: 71)
batdén mudira bafatot half-na
then director send.PRF.35G.F after-1prL

‘Then the director sent for us’

3.3.2.2 m-bor ‘because, in order to’

An interesting case of calquing which shows the difficulty of distinguishing be-
tween borrowing and imposition (see Manfredi, this volume) is the conjunction
m-bor ‘because, in order to’. It exhibits both matter and pattern transfer, as it is a
copy of Kurdish ji ber (ku). In the actual form the Kurdish ji ‘from’ was replaced
by the Arabic equivalent m- (Jastrow 1979: 64).

3.3.2.3 Evidentiality

Syntactic change because of contact with Turkish is restricted to the Arabic dia-
lects spoken in Turkey. In Cilicia and the Harran-Urfa region, active participles
express evidentiality, that is, they are used in utterances where a speaker refers to
second-hand information. As evidentiality is not a common category in Semitic,
it is very likely that the bilingual Arabic speakers of those regions copied this lin-
guistic category from Turkish. In Turkish, any second-hand information is obliga-
torily marked by the verbal suffix -mis, whose second function besides evidential-
ity is to express stativity and perfectivity. The latter two functions are assumed
by the active participle in many Arabic dialects, including those in question here.
Thus, we can suppose that the stative/perfective function, which is shared by
both Arabic active participles and the Turkish suffix -mis, was likely the starting
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point of the development that led to the additional evidential function of Arabic
participles. The fact that evidentials seem to spread readily through language con-
tact (Aikhenvald 2004: 10) makes Turkish influence even more probable.3* The
example in (30) illustrates how the speaker uses perfect forms for those parts of
the narrative he witnessed himself, and participles for secondhand information
(perfect forms italic, participles in bold face).

(30) Harran-Urfa (Prochazka & Batan 2016: 465)
?ihne b-zimanat ¢an Yid-na gar b-al-mahalle huwwa mat artiham
angil-lu $éh matar [...] nahar rabit-u wahad fazm-u Tala stanbal rayih
mafzim Yala stanbul mahid séh motar ab-sagt-u
‘Once we had a neighbor in our quarter. He died; he passed away. We
called him Sheikh Matar. One day somebody invited his friend to Istanbul.
As he was invited he went to Istanbul and he took Sheikh Moatar with

5

him.

3.3.2.4 Comparative and superlative

In most Arabic dialects that are spoken in Turkey, comparatives and superlatives
may be expressed by means of the Turkish particles daha and en, respectively,
followed by the simplex instead of the elative form of the adjective (cf. Akkus, this
volume). As for comparatives, the use of such constructions is rather restricted,
while, at least in Cilician Arabic, they are relatively frequent for the superlative.

(31) Harran-Urfa (own data)
daha zén sarat
more good become.PRF.35G.F

‘It has become better’

(32) Cilician Arabic (Prochazka 2002a: 155)
min en zangil bi-d-dini
who sup rich  in-pEF-world
‘Who is the richest (person) in the world?’

In Cilicia, comparison is often expressed by the elative pattern of an adjective,
which is preceded by the particle issa. This clearly reflects a calque: the Turkish
equivalent of the adverb issa ‘still, yet’ is daha, which in Turkish is also used as
the particle of the comparative.

*For more examples and further details see Prochazka (2002a: 200-201) for Cilicia, and
Prochazka & Batan (2016: 464-465) for the Bedouin-type dialects in the Harran—Urfa region.
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(33) Cilician Arabic (Prochazka 2002a: 202)
sayir issa ahsan
become.pTCP more good.ELA
‘It became better’.

(34) Turkish
Dahaiyi ol-du.
more good become-PRF.35G
‘It became better.

3.3.2.5 Valency

Sometimes a change in verb valency occurs as a consequence of the copying of
Turkish models. A case found throughout these dialects is the verb fagab ‘to like’:
usually in Arabic the entity that is liked is the grammatical subject and the person
who likes something is the direct object of the verb; but in the Arabic dialects
in question, the construction of this verb reflects its Turkish (and English) usage
with the person doing the liking being the grammatical subject.

(35) a. Cilicia (Prochéazka 2002a: 200)
Tgabt bayt-ak
like.PrF.1sG house-2sG.m

b. Damascus (own data)
bét-ak faZab-ni
house-2sG.M like.PRF.35G.M-1SG

‘I liked your house.

3.4 Lexicon

Apart from the Aramaic loanwords also found in Classical Arabic (see Retso 2011;
van Putten, this volume) — often in the realms of religion and cult - the dialects
of this region exhibit a large number of Aramaic lexemes. They are particularly
common in Lebanon and western Syria, but also found in Iraq and even in the
Bedouin-type dialects (Féghali 1918; Borg 2004; 2008). A large percentage of these
words belong to flora and fauna, agriculture, architecture, tools, kitchen utensils,
and other material objects:3

%See also Neishtadt (2015: 282). Note that, unless otherwise indicated, lexemes cited in this
section are taken from Barthélemy (1935) for Syrian dialects, and Woodhead & Beene (1967)
and al-Bakri (1972) for Iraqi dialects.
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(36) sumd ~ simd ‘plough’ < Syriac samde ‘yoke’
qaluz ‘bolt (of a door)’ < Syriac qaliza
natur ‘guard (of a vineyard etc.)’ < Syriac natura
Satah ‘to spread’ < Syriac Setah
$ob ‘heat, hot’ < Syriac Sawba

Many nautical terms and words denoting agricultural products and tools were
borrowed by Arabic from Greek, often via other languages, especially Aramaic,>¢
the Lingua Franca, and Turkish:

(37) brasa < Greek prason ‘leek’
lahana < Greek lahana ‘cabbage’
dorraZen < Greek dordkinon ‘peaches’
2abrim/brim ‘keel’ < Greek prymneé ‘stern, poop’
sfin < Greek sfen ‘wedge’

Kurdish borrowings are mainly restricted to northern Iraq, where bilingualism
is widespread:

(38) Mosul
pus ‘chaff’ < Kurdish pis
hedi hedi ‘slowly’ < Kurdish hédi (Jastrow 1979: 68)

The intensive cultural and economic contacts between Iraq and Iran led to
many Persian loanwords in various domains of the Iraqi dialects.

(39) mewa ‘fruit’ < Persian miva ~ mayva
bahat ‘luck’ < Persian baht
éarih ‘wheel’ < Persian c¢arh
gulguli ‘pink’ < Persian gol ‘rose’
yawas ‘slow’ < Persian yavas
puhta ‘mush’ < Persian pohte ‘(well) cooked’

Ottoman Turkish contributed a great deal to culinary vocabulary and the ter-
minology of clothing and (technical) tools of Syria and Iraq.>” It was even the
source of several adverbs and even verbs in the local Arabic varieties (Halasi-
Kun 1969; 1973; 1982).

*This is especially true for words related to Christian liturgy and ritual, which constitute about
twenty per cent of the Greek vocabulary that entered the dialects of Syria.

*"The same loanwords are, of course, often found in other regions that were under Ottoman rule,
above all in Egypt, but also in Tunisia, Yemen and other regions.
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(40) Syria (Damascus)
Sawarma ‘shawarma’ < Turkish cevirme
saz ‘iron plate for making bread’ < Turkish sa¢
yalanZi ‘vine-leaves stuffed with rice’ < Turkish yalanc: ‘liar’ (as they
pretend to be “real” dolma stuffed with meat)
$is tawu? ‘spit-roasted chicken’ < Turkish sis tavuk
kazlok ‘glasses’ < Turkish gozliik
?uda ‘room’ < Turkish oda
ballas ‘to begin’ < Turkish basla-mak by metathesis.

(41) Iraq (Muslim Baghdadi, cf. Reinkowski 1995)
quzi ‘a dish with roasted mutton’ < Turkish kuzu ‘lamb’
tel ‘wire’ < Turkish tel
yasmay ‘kerchief (for men)’ < Turkish yasmak ‘veil (for women)’
bos ‘empty; neutral’, which yielded also the verb bawwas ‘to put into
neutral (gear)’ < Turkish bos ‘empty’
qacay ‘smuggled goods’ < Turkish kagak

During the last century, the Arabic dialects in Turkey>® have incorporated
numerous Turkish words in addition to loanwords from Ottoman times. Among
them are terms in education, medicine, sports, media, and technology. Besides
these, kinship terms, the vocabulary of everyday life, and structural words like
adverbs and discourse markers have infiltrated the dialects from Turkish.

(42) Cilician Arabic
qayin ... “-in-law’ (< Turkish kayn)
torun ‘grandchild’ (< Turkish torun)
bile ‘even’ (< Turkish bile)
qgarsit ‘opposite from’ (< Turkish karsi)

The cases of semantic extension of an Arabic word result from the wider se-
mantic range of its Turkish equivalent which has been transferred into Arabic.
Thus, in both Cilician and Harran-Urfa Arabic sag/ysuq ‘to drive’ also occurs
with the meaning of ‘to last’ like the Turkish verb siirmek. In Harran-Urfa b-
arg ‘on the place/ground (of)’ has become a preposition/conjunction meaning
‘instead’. This can be seen as an instance of contact-induced grammaticalization
(Gardani et al. 2015: 4) under the influence of Turkish yerine ‘instead, in its place’.

8For Cilicia see Prochazka (2002a; 2002b: 187-199).
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(43)

(44)

Harran-Urfa (own data)

al-mille  takl-u b-arg al-laham
DEF-people eat.IMPF.35G.F-35G.M in-place DEF-meat
‘The people eat it instead of meat.

Harran-Urfa (own data)

b-arg-in tibéi Tigir aya
in-place-LINK cry.IMPF.25G.M read.IMP.SG.M verse
‘Instead of crying recite a (Koranic) verse!’

In Iraq, many English words related to Western culture and technology have
been, and still are, borrowed into the dialects. The same is true for French in
Syria and (particularly) Lebanon (cf. Barbot 1961: 176).

(45)

(46)

Iraq (words of English origin)
kitli < kettle

butil < bottle

glas < glass

pancar ‘flat tire’ (< puncture)
paysikil < bicycle

matorsikil < motorcycle

lori < lorry

igzoz < exhaust (pipe)

brek < brake

Syria and Lebanon (words of French origin)
gatto ~ gato < gateau ‘cake’
garson < gargon ‘waiter’

seSwar < séchoir ‘hair drier’
kwaffer < coiffeur ‘hair-dresser’
Zasanser < ascenseur ‘elevator’
grib < grippe ‘influenza’

Due to long-term contacts, there are mutual borrowings between the Bedouin
and sedentary dialects of the region. This affects not only specific vocabulary
of the respective cultures but also basic lexical items. Historically, the sedentary
dialects have been much more influenced by the Bedouin-type dialects than vice

versa.
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4 Conclusion

The sociolinguistic history of the regions treated here suggests that the condi-
tions for imposition were relatively restrictive and mainly found in contact set-
tings with Aramaic, which, over the centuries, has been given up by most of its
speakers in favor of Arabic. Thus, it is not surprising that so many features be-
yond the lexicon for which contact-induced change can be assumed are related
to Aramaic influence.

Morphological borrowing is in general relatively rare because it presupposes
a high intensity of contact (Gardani et al. 2015: 1). Practically all cases presented
in §3.2 corroborate the universal tendencies that: (i) derivational morphology
is more prone to borrowing than inflectional morphology; and (ii) nominaliz-
ers and diminutives are very frequently represented in instances of borrowed
derivational morphology (Gardani et al. 2015: 7; Seifart 2013). On the whole, the
Bedouin-type dialects exhibit significantly fewer contact-induced changes than
the sedentary dialects. This may be the result of both the Bedouin groups’ no-
madic way of life at the fringes of the desert and their tribally organized society,
which impedes intense contact with outsiders.

The relative infrequency of contact-induced changes in morphology and syn-
tax found in the Arabic varieties spoken in Turkey have two main explanations:
first, the high degree of complete bilingualism is a very recent phenomenon that
only pertains to the last two generations; and second, and probably more impor-
tantly, the great structural differences between the two languages, which have
impeded both matter and pattern replications.

What is still relatively unclear is the degree of historical bilingualism between
Arabic on the one hand and Ottoman Turkish, Kurdish, and Persian on the other.
Future research would be particularly desirable with regard to Iraq, providing
interesting new data on contact-induced changes in multilingual regions like
Mosul and Kirkuk, where Arabic, Turkmen, and Kurdish speakers have been in
contact for a long time. Also, studies like that of Neishtadt (2015) for Palestine
should be carried out for Syrian and especially Iraqi dialects with regard to lex-
ical borrowings from Aramaic. Another completely under-researched topic is
idiomatic constructions, in which the mutual influence of most languages in the
region may be assumed.
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Further reading

There are no studies which treat the subject of contacts between Arabic and the
other languages of the whole region covered in this chapter. However:

» Arnold & Behnstedt (1993) is an in-depth study of the mutual contacts between
Western Neo-Aramaic and the local Arabic dialects in the Anti-Lebanon Moun-
tains of Syria.

» Diem (1979) is a pioneer study of substrate influence in the modern Arabic
dialects, though with focus on South Arabia, i.e. outside of the region treated
in this chapter.

» Palva (2009) is a very good case study of the diachronic relations between
sedentary and Bedouin-type dialects in the Iraqi capital Baghdad.

» Weninger (2011) is a concise overview of contact between different varieties
of Aramaic and Arabic.
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Abbreviations

1,2,3 1st, 2nd, 3rd person L1 first language
BCE  before Common Era L2 second language
CE Common Era LINK linker

comMP complementizer M masculine

DEF  definite OA Old Arabic

F feminine OBL  oblique

ELA  elative degree PL plural

EXS existential PRF perfect (suffix conjugation)
IMP imperative SG singular

IMPF  imperfect (prefix conjugation) SUP superlative

INDF  indefinite
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Chapter 5

Khuzestan Arabic

Bettina Leitner

University of Vienna

Khuzestan Arabic is an Arabic variety spoken in the southwestern Iranian province
of Khuzestan. It has been in contact with (Modern) Persian since the arrival of
Arab tribes in the region before the rise of Islam. Persian is the socio-politically
dominant language in the modern state of Iran and has influenced the grammar of
Khuzestan Arabic on different levels. The present article discusses phenomena of
contact-induced change in Khuzestan Arabic and considers their limiting factors.

1 Current state and historical development

1.1 Historical development

Arab settlement in Iran preceded the Arab destruction of the Sasanian empire
with the rise of Islam. Various tribes, such as the Bant Tamim, had settled in
Khuzestan prior to the arrival of the Arab Muslim armies (Daniel 1986: 211). In
the centuries after the spread of Islam in the region, large groups of nomads from
the Hanifa, Tamim, YAbd-al-Qays, and other tribes crossed the Persian Gulf and
occupied some of the territories of southwestern Iran (Oberling 1986: 215). The
Kafb, still an important tribe in the area,! settled there at the end of the sixteenth
century (Oberling 1986: 216). During the succeeding centuries many more tribes
moved from southern Iraq into Khuzestan. This has led to a considerable increase
of Arabic speakers in the region, which until 1925 was called Arabistan (see Gazsi
2011: 1020; Gazsi, this volume). Today Khuzestan is one of the 31 provinces of the
Islamic Republic of Iran, situated in the southwest, at the border with Iraq.
There has been considerable movement to and from Iraq, to Kuwait, Bahrain,
and Syria, and from villages into towns. Many of these migrations were a conse-
quence of the Iran-Iraq war (1980-1988), but some were due to socio-economic

ICf. Oberling (1986: 218) for an overview of the Arab tribes in Khuzestan.
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reasons. The settlement of Persians in the region over the past decades (Gazsi
2011: 1020) is another important factor in its demographic history. From the early
twentieth century on, Khuzestan has attracted international, especially British,
interest because of its oil resources.

1.2 Current situation of Arabs in Khuzestan

Information about the exact number of Arabic-speaking people in Iran, and in
Khuzestan in particular, is hard to find. Estimates in the 1960s of the Arabic-
speaking population in Iran ranged from 200,000 to 650,000 (Oberling 1986: 216).
Today it is estimated that around 2 to 3 million Arabs live in Khuzestan (Matras
& Shabibi 2007: 137; Gazsi 2011: 1020).

Many Arabs and Persians living in Khuzestan work in the sugar cane or oil
industries, but few of the former hold white-collar or managerial positions (De
Planhol 1986: 55-56). This is one of the reasons why many Arabs in Khuzestan
feel strongly disadvantaged in society and politics in comparison to their Persian
neighbours.?

2 Language contact in Khuzestan

Currently, the main and most influential language in contact with Khuzestan
Arabic (KhA) is the Western Iranian language Persian. Among the other (partly
historically) influential languages in the region the most prominent are English,
Turkish/Ottoman (cf. Ingham 2005), and Aramaic (see Prochazka, this volume).

Persian and different forms of Arabic share a long history of contact in the
region of Khuzestan, implying a long exchange of language material in both di-
rections.

KhA belongs to the Bedouin-type south Mesopotamian galat-dialects.> There-
fore, it shows great similarity to Iraqi dialects such as Basra Arabic, as well as to
other dialects in the Gulf, such as Bedouin Bahraini Arabic - that is, the Arabic
spoken by the Sunni Arab population descended from Najd.

*The most common Khuzestan Arabic terms for the Persian people and their language are
fagam ‘Persian’ (people and language; lit. ‘non-Arab’), and al-gamafa ‘Persians’ (lit. ‘group
of people’). Both are often used pejoratively.

*There is as yet no comprehensive grammar of the dialects of Khuzestan. The main source of
information on these dialects is the collection of data made in the 1960s by the Arabist and lin-
guist Bruce Ingham (1973; 1976; 2011). The article by Yaron Matras and Maryam Shabibi, “Gram-
matical borrowing in Khuzistani Arabic” (Matras & Shabibi 2007), is based on Shabibi’s un-
published dissertation “Contact-induced grammatical changes in Khuzestani Arabic” (Shabibi
2006).
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The dialects of Khuzestan can be considered “peripheral” dialects of Arabic
because they are spoken in a country where Arabic is not the language of the
majority population and is not used in education or administration. Therefore,
there is practically no influence of Modern Standard Arabic. However, because
it shares a long geographically-open border with Iraq, Khuzestan is not isolated
from the Arabic-speaking world. Moreover, since around 2000 it has had access
to Arabic news, soaps, etc. via satellite TV. Intra-Arabic contact is limited to the
linguistically very similar (southern) Iraqi dialects* through, for example, reli-
gious visits to Kerbala.

Persian is the only official language in Iran, it is the only language used in
education, and is sociolinguistically and culturally dominant, especially in the do-
mains of business and administration. Persian consequently enjoys high prestige
in society. For Persian speakers, and sometimes also for KhA speakers, the KhA
varieties have very low prestige and are not associated with the highly presti-
gious Arabic of the Quran, which is taught in schools. KhA speakers who acquire
KhA as a first language usually acquire Persian at school. Later, the opportunities
for KhA speakers to use Persian are restricted to certain social settings outside
the family, e.g. school, work (employment in a large company would probably
require communication in Persian), contact with Persian friends, or through the
Persian media.

Accordingly, the command of Persian or the degree of bilingualism among
KhA speakers varies greatly due to such factors as level of education, affiliation,
age, gender, and urban or rural environment. The older generation and women
have far less access to education and jobs and consequently less contact with
people outside the family, which implies less exposure to contact situations and
a lower degree of bilingualism. Among some members of the younger genera-
tion we may notice a certain intentional reinforcement of Arabic words along-
side a resistance to recognizable Persian lexical borrowings, plus a preference for
the Arabic over the Persian names for the cities in Khuzestan. This is of course
consistent with nationalist ideas and the separatist movement taking place in
present-day Khuzestan, and also shows the impact of intentionality in language
contact situations.

In sum, one might find very different degrees of Persian influence among the
speakers of KhA (cf. Matras & Shabibi 2007: 147). For that reason, all statements
on Persian-KhA contact phenomena must be seen in relation to the above factors,
which are decisive for any speaker’s command of Persian.

*KhA is often differentiated from its neighboring Iraqi dialects by the number of Persian bor-
rowings that are employed (Gazsi 2011: 1020). Although the greatest influence has occurred in
lexicon, Persian influence also extends to grammar (see below).
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3 Contact-induced changes in KhA

3.1 General remarks

The main aim of the present chapter is to highlight the most striking phenomena
and trends in KhA language change due to contact with Persian.’

All phenomena of contact-induced change in KhA can be considered as trans-
fer of patterns or matter® from the source language (SL) Persian to the recipient
language (RL) KhA under RL agentivity (i.e. borrowing rather than imposition).
The agents of transfer are cognitively dominant in the RL KhA, the agents’ L1.
Even though Persian is generally acquired during childhood and today is spoken
by most speakers, it usually is the speakers’ L2. Cases of convergence (cf. Lucas
2015: 530-531) are possible in the present contact situation among speakers with
a very high (L1-like) command of Persian, for example university students. But
of course it is hard to draw an exact line between L1 and L2 proficiency and thus
between convergence and borrowing (cf. Lucas 2015: 531).

3.2 Phonology

As in other Bedouin Arabic dialects, the presence of the phonemes /¢/ and /g/ is
ultimately the result of internal development from original *k and *q, rather than
borrowing from Persian (see Prochéazka, this volume).

The phoneme /p/, e.g. perde ‘curtain’ < Pers. parde, is also common in all
Iraqi dialects and probably emerged in this region due to contact with Persian
and Kurdish (see Prochézka, this volume).

An interesting phonological feature of KhA is that /y/ often reflects etymo-
logical *q,® which is otherwise realized as /g/ and /g/. It is most likely that the
shift /y/ < *q first occurred in KhA forms borrowed from Persian but ultimately
of Arabic origin, e.g. yisma ‘part, section’ (cf. Pers. yesmat), tasdiy ‘driving li-
cence’ (cf. Pers. tasdiy ‘approval’), tayriban ‘approximately’ (cf. Pers. tayriban

SThe data used for the present analysis was collected mainly in Ahwaz, Muhammara
(Khorramshahr), Hamidiyye and Hafagiyye (Susangerd) in 2016. The male and female infor-
mants were bilingual as well as monolingual KhA speakers from 25 to over 70 years old.

6Sakel (2007: 15) defines matter replication as the replication of “morphological material and its
phonological shape”.

"For convenience, and due to the lack of sources on other spoken varieties of Persian, in this
and all following lexical references “Persian” refers to Contemporary Standard Persian. This
should not be taken to suggest that the relevant form in KhA was necessarily borrowed from
this variety of Persian. The transcription and translation of all Persian lexical items is based on
the forms as given by Junker & Alavi (2002) and/or information provided by native speakers.

8This phenomenon is also documented for the Arabic dialects of Kuwait, Qatar, and the United
Arabic Emirates (Holes 2016: 54, fn. 5).
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‘idem’), bayri ‘electronic’ (cf. Pers. baryi with the same meaning but ultimately
going back to CA barq ‘lightning’). This feature is either an internal develop-
ment,” or a transfer from Persian, in which both *q and *y in Arabic loanwords
are always pronounced /y/ (Matras & Shabibi 2007: 138).1° Later, this phonologi-
cal change further affected lexemes which have no cognate forms in Persian, e.g.
bayra ‘cow’, a borrowing from Modern Standard Arabic (the KhA dialectal form
being haysa ‘cow’). There are, however, certain lexemes, especially those that do
not have a cognate form in Persian, which are not affected by this rule, e.g. gal
‘he said’, géd ‘summer’, or marag ‘sauce’. Other lexemes show free variation in
the pronunciation of /g/, e.g. gabul ~ yabul ‘formerly, before’.

Lexical borrowings are often adapted to Arabic phonology. For example, speak-
ers of the older generation usually pronounce the phoneme /p/ as [b], e.g. berde
‘curtain’ < Pers. parde.

Negative structures bear stress on the first syllable,! e.g. KhA md arih ‘Tdon’t
go’. This is a feature shared with some Persian and Turkish varieties and other
North East Arabian dialects (Ingham 2005: 178-179). This common phonologi-
cal characteristic therefore seems to be a Sprachbund phenomenon of the Meso-
potamian region, which reflects the long history of contact and migration across
language boundaries due to trade, war, shared cultural practices, nomadism, etc.
(Winford 2003: 70-74). Though the directions and mechanisms of borrowing
within the languages of a Sprachbund are often hard to categorize (Winford 2003:
74), we can probably assume that KhA, being spoken by a minority group, has
borrowed and adapted this phonological stress pattern under RL agentivity.

3.3 Syntax
3.3.1 Replication of Persian phrasal verbs

The replication of phrasal verbs is a contact phenomenon also found in the Arabic
varieties of Turkey (Grigore 2007: 157-159; Prochézka, this volume). As shown in
examples (1-4), KhA replicates Persian phrasal verbs by substituting the Persian
light verbs with KhA equivalents and directly replicating the Persian nouns (cf.

°Cf. Holes (2016: 53-54), who explains the /y/-/q/ merger among the Najd-descendent Bahraini
Arabic speakers as an internal development.

In Modern Standard Persian with Tehran “standard” pronunciation (cf. Paul 2018: 581) the
phoneme /y/ (corresponding to CA /q/) has two allophones, [¢] and [y] (Majidi 1986: 58—60).
There are, however, some varieties of Spoken Modern Persian, for instance Yazdi Persian, that
maintain a difference between *q and *y (Chams Bernard personal communication; cf. Paul
2018: 582).

UIngham (1991: 724) describes this phenomenon also for KhA wh-interrogatives and preposi-
tions.
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Matras & Shabibi 2007: 142). The noun in example (1) is Arabic in its origins but its
usage in a phrasal verb construction with a new meaning is a Persian innovation.

(1) a. Ahwaz, Khuzestan, male, 26 years (own data)
togg muhh
hit.PRF.35G.M brain
b. Persian
muhh zadan
brain hit.INF

‘to brainwash, convince someone’!?

(2) a. Ahwaz, Khuzestan, male, 39 years (own data)
kadd irad
take.PRF.35G.M nagging
b. Persian
irad gereftan
nagging take.INF

to pick on someone

As examples (3) and (4) show, Persian nouns are sometimes adapted morpho-
phonologically.

(3) a. Ahwaz, Khuzestan, male, 50 years (own data)
sawwa ?0made
make.PRF.35G.M ready
b. Persian
amade kardan
ready make.INF
‘to prepare sth.
(4) a. Ahwaz, Khuzestan, male, 26 years (own data)
tala¥ yabuali®3
emerge.PRF.35G.M acceptance
b. Persian
yabul Sodan
acceptance become.INF

‘to pass (an exam), be accepted’

2 All Persian translations are given in the modern spoken Tehrani variety of Persian, and were
provided by Hooman Mehdizadehjafari, a native speaker of this variety. They are presented in
a broad phonemic transcription.
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The pattern for phrasal verbs — transferred into the RL KhA under RL agentivity
- provides KhA with an easy way to convert foreign nouns into verbs.

As illustrated in examples (5) and (6), the pattern is adapted according to Ara-
bic syntactic rules: (i) the verb is moved into the initial position; and (ii) a direct
object is introduced between verb and nominal element (post-verbally). In Per-
sian, however, the verb always remains in final position following the nominal
element and a direct object would be introduced before both elements (see e.g.
Majidi 1990: 447-448).

(5) a. Ahwaz, Khuzestan, male, 26 years (own data)
toggi yandart-i  waks
hit.1MP.2sG.F shoe-0BL.1sG wax
b. Persian
kaf$-am-o vaks be-zan
shoe-0OBL.1SG-0B] wax IMP-hit.PRS

‘Polish my shoes!”

(6) a. Ahwaz, Khuzestan, female, 35 years (own data)
ytoggin ot-tamate rande
hit.1MPF.3PL.M DEF-tomato grater

b. Persian
gige_farangi-ro rande mi-zanan
tomato-oBjJ grater IND-hit.PRS.3PL
‘They grate some tomato.

This structure has become productive in KhA. For example, in the phrasal
verb tagg dabbe ‘to cheat’ (lit. ‘to hit a water canister’) both the verb and noun
are taken from KhA and only the construction’s syntactic pattern is taken from
Persian.

3.3.2 Definiteness marking

Matras & Shabibi (2007: 141-142) see KhA relative clauses without definite heads
as evidence for the decline of overt definiteness marking in KhA, based on a Per-
sian model with generally unmarked definiteness, e.g. mara lli Siftu-ha habarat
‘The woman that you saw called’ (2007: 142). However, this pattern is also docu-
mented in Arabic dialects which have had no contact with Persian (Pat-El 2017:
454-455; cf. Prochazka 2018: 269).

BThe final -i in yabili probably originates from the Persian indefiniteness marker -i (see Majidi
1990: 309-314) and has become part of this word in KhA, so that yabuli is monomorphemic.
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Matras & Shabibi (2007: 140) further postulate that the Persian ezafe pattern
in adjectival attribution is replicated in KhA.!* According to their theory, the
construct state marker -t (with an indefinite head) and/or the definite article (of
the attribute) are reanalysed as markers of attribution matching the Persian ezafe
marker -(y)e, as in (7).

(7) a. KhA (Matras & Shabibi 2007: 140)
gazira-t  1-hadra
island-coN DEF-green.F
b. Persian
gazire-ye sabz
island-Ez green
‘the green island’

However, this pattern is also observed in other modern Arabic dialects which
have not been exposed to Persian influence as well as in older forms of Arabic.”

Consequently, it is highly unlikely that this phenomenon has developed due
to Persian influence, although it cannot be ruled out that contact with Persian
has fostered the preservation of this apparently old feature.

3.3.3 Word order changes

KhA shows no changes due to contact in basic word order.!® The only attested
word order changes concern the position of the verbs ¢an ‘to be’ and sar ‘to
become’, both of which can appear in final position as an unmarked construction.
This sentence-final position in no case functions as the default, and is in fact

“See e.g. Ahadi (2001: 103-109) for the usage of the Persian ezafe.

5See Pat-El (2017: 445-449) and Stokes (2020) for numerous examples from different varieties
of Arabic and other Central Semitic languages. See also Retso (2009: especially 21-22) and
Prochézka (2018: 267-269), who also proves that this is an old feature already found in Old
Arabic and points out that it is mainly found among dialects which are spoken in regions with
no or only marginal influence from Modern Standard Arabic.

Ingham (1991: 715) states that in KhA neither VSO nor SVO word order is particularly dominant.
Matras & Shabibi (2007: 147) postulate that the usage of OV order in KhA is increasing as “the
beginning of a shift in word order” on the basis of the Persian type, where OV prevails. In both
of their examples the objects are topicalized (with pronominal resumption), which is a common
phenomenon in spoken Arabic (Brustad 2000: 330-333; 349), and as such not obviously the
result of Persian influence (cf. El Zarka & Ziagos 2019, who in their recent description of the
beginnings of word order changes in some Arabic dialects spoken in southern Iran, show that
these dialects, like KhA, have still retained VO as their basic word order despite the strong
influence of Persian).
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less frequent than its non-final position.”” ¢an or sar in final position are never

stressed.

The sentence-final position of ¢an or sar (see examples 8-10) is likely a pattern
replication of the Persian model, i.e. sentences with final budan ‘to be’ or Sodan
‘to become’.

(8)

©)

(10)

®

TAbbadan, Khuzestan, male, 35 years (own data)
Suyul-hum b-sl-bandar ¢an

work-3PL.M in-DEF-port be.PRF.35G.M

Persian

kar-esn  td-ye bandar bad

job-0BL.3PL in-EZ port  be.PST.3sG

‘Their job was at the port’

Muhammara, Khuzestan, male, 30 years (own data)
ogdad-i mallak-in ¢anaw
grandparents-0BL.1SG owner-PL be.PRF.3PL.M
Persian

agdad-am malek badan
grandparents-0BL.1sG owner be.PsT.3PL

‘My grandparents were owners [of land].

Ahwaz, Khuzestan, female, 40 years (own data)
hassa $way l-may barad sar

now a_bit DEF-water cold become.PRF.35G.M
Persian

al?an yekam ?ab  sard Sod

now a_bit water cold become.PsT.3sG

‘The water has become a bit cold now’

The next example might show a tendency to use a present-tense copula with
human subjects, expressed with the verb sar ‘to become’:

(11)

a.

Ahwaz, Khuzestan, female, 35 years (own data)
ohya mart uhi-y assir

3sG.F wife brother-oBL.1SG COP.IMPF.3SG.F
Persian

un zan-dadas-am-e

3sG wife-brother-oBL.1SG-COP.PRS.35G

‘She is the wife of my brother’

"In my data, éan appears 23 of 152 times in sentence-final position, sar 11 of 165 times. The
additional examples are taken from my questionnaire.
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In the KhA construction for pluperfect tense, ¢an can also appear in sentence-
final position, after the active participle. This construction, although not very
frequent, is very likely a direct transfer of the Persian structure, in which the
auxiliary biidan also follows the participle.'®

(12) a. Ahwaz, Khuzestan, male, 26 years (own data)
lamman ayéna 1-al-biat, shma makl-in canaw
when  come.PRF.1PL to-DEF-house 3PL.M eat.PTCP-PL.M be.PRF.3PL.M

b. Persian
vayti-ke ma bargastim hine, Gnha yaza-ro horde
when-REL 1PL come_back.psT.1pL home 3pL food-oBj eat.pTCP
budan
be.PsT.3PL

‘When we came home, they had (already) eaten.

This word order change has probably been triggered by the high frequency in
speech of Persian sentences with forms of budan in final position. Lucas (2012:
295) explains the usage of foreign patterns as the result of the human cognitive
tendency to minimize the high processing efforts associated with the extensive
use of two languages.!’?

¢an is also used in sentence-final positions after the main verb in the imper-
fect in KhA constructions expressing the continuous past. In spoken Persian, the
continuous past is formed without a sentence-final biidan.? This case is not a
direct transfer of the Persian pattern, but perhaps a construction analogous to
the pluperfect and other Persian forms with bidan in final position.

(13) a. Ahwaz, Khuzestan, male, 55 years (own data)
hada ham men zuyur yastayal can
DEM.SG.M also from childhood work.1mPF.35G.M be.PRF.35G.M

“This one has also been working from childhood on’

®Matras and Shabibi (2007: 142-143) describe the use of this construction as a change in the
KhA tense system. However, the pattern kan + active participle is also commonly used in
other Arabic dialects to express pluperfect meaning or to describe completed actions which
have an impact on the present, see for example Denz (1971: 92-94; 115-116) for Iraqi (Kwayris)
and Grotzfeld (1965: 88) for Syrian Arabic.

®Connections between units of a neural network associated with certain syntactic patterns can
be strengthened from repeated exposure to and use of that pattern (Lucas 2012: 291). Hence,
the employment of a Persian syntactic structure in KhA needs less processing effort because
the same strengthened neural network is activated.

2The Modern Iranian Persian continuous past is formed with the particle mi prefixed to the
simple past of the respective main verb and can (for the progressive form) be preceded by the
simple past of dastan ‘to have’: e.g. (dast) mi-raft ‘he was going’ (Majidi 1990: 232, 235).
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b. Persian
in-am az kodaki kar mi-kard
DEM.SG-also from childhood work IND-do.PST.35G

“This one has also been working from childhood on’

Example (14) shows both syntactic variants in one sentence, i.e. ¢an before and
after the main verb.

(14) a. Muhammara, Khuzestan, female, 40 years (own data)
umm-i éanat tothaggab, eh, ob-zaman 23-3ah,
mother-oBL.1SG be.PRF.35G.F veil. IMPF.3SG.F yes in-time  DEF-shah
bass totbawwas ¢anat
only veil.1MPF.35G.F be.PRF.35G.F

b. Persian

madar-am (dast) neqab mi-zad, are, dar zaman-e
mother-1sG (have.psT.35G) veil IND-hit.PST.35G yes in time-Ez
$ah, hamise neqab mi-zad
shah always veil —1ND-hit.psT.35G

)21

‘My mother used to veil her face (with a busiyye),> yes, during the

times of the shah, she always used to veil her face’

Because all the above examples equally work with ¢an/sar in non-final posi-
tion, this process of word-order-related pattern replication in KhA is still ongo-
ing. Indeed, all informants, when asked for the correct structure in the above
examples, preferred the verb ¢an in non-final position.??

Lucas (2015: 530-531) explains the basic word order changes (from VSO to
SOV) in Bukhara Arabic (cf. Ratcliffe 2005: 143-144; and Versteegh 2010: 639) as
a result of convergence with Uzbek.?> Although a clear division between conver-
gence and borrowing is hard to make, I consider the contact-induced word order
changes that occur in KhA to be instances of borrowing because most speakers
are clearly native speakers of, and therefore dominant in, KhA only.

busiyye or pusiyye ‘veil’ is also documented for Iraqi Arabic (Woodhead & Beene 1967: 53).

2My informants from Baghdad considered all constructions with ¢an in final position to be
wrong. However, this structure is used in Basra Arabic (Qasim Hassan, personal communica-
tion, January 2018).

BLucas (2015: 525) defines convergence as changes made to a language under the agentivity of
speakers who are native speakers of both the SL and the RL.
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3.3.4 hos preceding verbs and nouns

In Persian, ho$ ‘good, well’ is used as a prefixed (lexicalized) element preceding
some nouns and verbs to coin compound adjectives, nouns, and verbs (Majidi
1990: 411, 413): e.g. Pers. hos-andam ‘handsome’ (< andam ‘shape; body’), hos-
nevis ‘calligrapher’ (< present stem nevis- ‘to write’).

KhA has borrowed some of these Persian compound adjectives: e.g. KhA hos-
bu ‘nice-smelling’ (< Pers. bu ‘smell, scent’), hos-tip ‘handsome’ (< Pers. tip ‘type’),
and hos-ahlaq ‘(with) good manners’ (< Pers. ahlaq ‘decency; ethics, morality’,
pl. of holg ‘character, nature’). However, in KhA the use of this element has been
further developed. It is productively used as an attributive adjective preceding
nouns, but not agreeing in gender or number with them, e.g. hos walad ‘a good
boy’, hos abnayya ‘a good girl’, hos banat ‘good girls’, hos awlad ‘good kids’, and
as and adverb meaning ‘well’, e.g. hayya hos tas?al ‘she asks good questions’ (lit.
‘she asks well’; speaker: Ahwaz, Khuzestan, male, 27 years).24

3.4 Lexicon
3.4.1 Lexical transfer

The greatest influence from Persian on KhA has occurred in lexicon. Many Per-
sian lexemes were borrowed generations ago. The most frequently borrowed el-
ements are nouns denoting cultural or technological innovations which have
filled lexical gaps in the RL KhA. Verbs, adverbs, adjectives, and many discourse
particles have also been borrowed from the SL Persian.

The majority of the examples below are cases of transfer of morphophonolog-
ical material (matter) and semantic meaning (pattern) under RL agentivity.

Many of the Persian borrowings have been phonologically and morpholog-
ically integrated into the RL. For instance, for many borrowed Persian nouns
Arabic internal plural forms are created, e.g. hatakir ‘ball-point pens’ (sg. hatkar
< Pers. hod-kar ‘ball-point pen’), or banadar ‘ports’ (sg. bandar < Pers. bandar
‘port’).

Again, the borrowing of foreign (L2) elements into the speakers’ L1 might be
explained by the human cognitive tendency to minimize the processing effort
in lexical selection between two languages (Lucas 2012: 291; see §3.3.3). So if a
certain Persian word is frequently used and often heard (for example at school),
the connections of a neural network associated with this word are strengthened
(Lucas 2012: 291), which makes it easier to employ the word in one’s L1.

#This construction is also found in Iraqi Arabic (cf. Erwin 1963: 256), which might prove that
the element 405 is an older borrowing.
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3.4.2 Semantic fields

The following illustrative list of Persian loans in KhA shows the most important
semantic fields of lexical borrowing.

Administration and military:
éarra ‘crossroad’ < Pers. éahar-rah; sarbaz ~ $arbaz ‘soldier’ < Pers. sarbaz;
farmandari ‘governorship’ < Pers. farmandari.

Agriculture:
kud ‘dung’ < Pers. kud; falafkos ‘pesticide’ (lit. weed-killer) < Pers. Zalaf-
kos.

Dress and textiles:
damen ‘skirt’ < Pers. daman; $isla ‘head covering’ < Pers. sal ‘Kashmir
shawl’ (Ingham 2005: 174).

Education:
klas ‘class, grade’ < Pers. kelas; hatkar ‘ball-point pen’ < Pers. hod-kar;
danisga ‘university’ < Pers. danisgah.

Food:
Saffari ‘parsley’ < Pers. ga?fari; CeSmes ‘raisins’ < Pers. keSmes; serke ‘vine-
gar’ < Pers. serke; Salyam ‘turnip’ < Pers. Salyam.

Material culture:
sise ‘bottle’ < Pers. $ise; gam ‘(window) glass’ < Pers. gam ‘(window) glass;
goblet, cup’; tiye ‘blade’ < Pers. tiye; yahcale ‘refrigerator’ < Pers. yahcal;
sim buksel ‘towrope’ < Pers. sim-e boksol; perde ~ berde ‘curtain’ < parde;
gire ‘hair barrette’ < Pers. gire-ye sar/muy; miz ‘table’ < Pers. miz; darise
‘window’ < Pers. daride; pangara ‘window’ < Pers. pangare.

Other:
yime ‘price’ < Pers. yimat; bandar ‘port’ < Pers. bandar; namard ‘brute’ <
Pers. namard ‘coward; brute, rascal’.

Some items ultimately of Arabic origin have been re-borrowed into KhA from

Persian, preserving the Persian meaning, e.g. KhA baryi ‘electronic’ < Pers. bary
‘electricity; lightning” < Arabic barg ‘lightning’.
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3.4.3 Verbs and adverbs

KhA verbs and adverbs resulting from language contact are always morphologi-
cally integrated. These are either directly borrowed Persian verbs, e.g. bannad ‘to
close (e.g. the tap)’ < Pers. imperfect and present stem band- ‘close’;2> gayyar ‘to
get stuck’ < Pers. gir Sodan ‘to get stuck’; fammar ‘to repair’ < Pers. tafmir kar-
dan ‘to repair’; ¢assab ‘to glue’ < Pers. ¢asb zadan ‘to glue’; gazar ‘to pass (time)’
< Pers. present stem gozar- ‘to pass (time)’ (see example (15) below);?® zaham ‘to
bother’ (transitive) < Pers. zahmat dadan ‘to bother, cause trouble’ (transitive)
(see examples (16) and (17) below);?” or Persian nouns turned into KhA (ad)verbs,
e.g. ab-zur ‘by force’ < Pers. zur ‘power; violence; force’.

(15) Ahwaz, Khuzestan, male, 26 years (own data)
¢a hay ol-hayat 16 la? togzar batad, tomsi
DM DEM.F DEF-life or no pass.IMPF.3sG.F after_all go.IMPF.35G.F
‘See, that is how life is, right? It passes by (quickly), it goes’

(16) Ahwaz, Khuzestan, male, 26 years (own data)
zahmiost-kum, Tafwan
bother.prF.15G-2PL.M sorry

‘Sorry, I must have bothered you.??

(17) Ahwaz, Khuzestan, male, 25 years (own data)
mumkin azahm-ak ob-suyla
possible bother.iMpF.1sG-25G.M with-issue
‘May I bother you with something (i.e. ask you a favour)?’

3.4.4 Discourse elements

A range of Persian discourse elements have been borrowed by KhA (cf. Matras &
Shabibi 2007: 143—145),29 e.g. KhA ham ~ hamme “also, as well’ < Pers. ham and

% Also common in the Gulf region and in Yemen (Behnstedt & Woidich 2014: 290).

*The verb gazar is used only in phrases that refer to the “passing by” of life.

“The KhA noun zahme ‘shame’ is also used for a rebuke, e.g. zahme faliok! ‘Shame on you!’,
which would be expressed in a different way in Persian: hegalat ne-mi-kesi? ‘Shame on you!’
(lit. “Are you not ashamed?’).

28 A phrase often used when leaving, for example after an invitation for dinner, cf. Pers. heyli
zahmat dadim lit. ‘We have caused (you) a lot of trouble’.

#Matras & Shabibi (2007: 144) claim that the Persian conjunctions agarée and bainke, both mean-
ing ‘although, even though’, and the Persian factual complementizer ke ‘that’ have also been
borrowed by KhA. However, I have found no evidence for their usage in my data.
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KhA ham...ham ‘(both)...and’ < Pers. ham...ham;>® or KhA hi¢ ‘nothing; no(t)...
at all’ < Pers. hic.3!

The KhA discourse elements ho/hos ‘well; okay’ < Pers. ho(b)/hos are often
used phrase-initially, (18).32 They are of Persian origin, but have partly adopted
a different form and function in KhA.>3

(18) Ahwaz, Khuzestan, male, 55 years (own data)
hos, 5-Yad-na, tatay ohna baba
DM what-at-1PL come.IMP.SG.F here father

‘Okay, what (else) do we have, come here, dear!’
Both ko and hos are also often used in stories following the verb gal ‘to say’.

(19) Ahwaz/Fallahiyya, Khuzestan, female, 50 years (own data)
lamman yada moan Tad-hum, gal-la ho,
when leave.PrF.35G.M from at-3PL.M say.PRF.35G.M-DAT.3SG.M DM
hay or-rummanat §-asawwi bi-han
DEM.SG.F DEF-pomegranate.pL what-make.IMPF.1sG with-3PL.F
‘When he left them, he said to him, “Well, what shall I do with these
pomegranates?”’

4 Conclusion

Because of the dominance of Persian in the Iranian educational system and work
environment, the lack of influence from Modern Standard Arabic, and the long
period of geographical proximity, the Persian-speaking society of southwest Iran
has left many linguistic traces in the language of the Arabic-speaking community
of Khuzestan.

*This discourse element is also known for Iraq (Malaika 1963: 36) and, like KhA hast ~ hassat
‘there is’ < Pers. hast (Ingham 1973: 25, fn.27), is probably an older borrowing,.

31Shabibi (2006: 176-177) further derives KhA balkat ‘maybe, hopefully’ from Pers. balke ham,
which can mean ‘maybe’. A Turkish origin of this word seems more likely: cf. Aksoy (1963: 620)
for the existence of belke ~ belkit in Eastern Turkish dialects. Malaika (1963: 35) also derives
the Baghdadi Arabic belki ‘rather, maybe’ from Turkish, as does Seeger (2009: 28) for balki,
balkis, balkin ‘maybe; possibly; probably’ in Ramallah Arabic.

32 According to my informants and data, the form hob is not used in KhA (contrast Matras &
Shabibi 2007: 143).

*In Persian, hob is a discourse particle and related to the adjective and adverb hib, ho is also
a discourse particle used in less formal situations (Mehrdad Meshkinfam, Erik Anonby and
Mortaza Taheri-Ardali, personal communication), and hos is an adjective (see §3.3.4; Shabibi
2006: 160; Mohammadi 2018: 104-105). Thus the Persian adjective ho$ has been desemanticized
in KhA to function as a discourse particle with the meaning ‘well, okay’ (Shabibi 2006: 160).
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Van Coetsem (2000: 59; cf. Lucas 2015: 532) suggests that lexical, but not syn-
tactic and phonological transfer is to be expected under RL agentivity. However,
KhA phonology and syntax have been influenced by the SL Persian under RL
agentivity, albeit to a much lesser extent than the lexicon.

KhA does not show transfer of patterns from Persian in either inflectional or
derivational morphology. However, we do find an adapted pattern replication of
Persian phrasal verbs (with preservation of the Arabic word order).

As for syntax and contact-induced word order changes, the alternative sen-
tence construction with ¢an in sentence-final position can be explained as a result
of Persian influence on KhA. This change might have been triggered by the simi-
lar and very frequent Persian constructions with sentence-final buidan. Thus, we
do have some syntactic change due to transfer under RL agentivity, which Van
Coetsem considered to be unexpected (see above).

Persian lexical items have often been borrowed in KhA for novel concepts
(lexical gaps), which is why semantic fields relating to technical or cultural in-
novations, education, and administration show the greatest amount of Persian
borrowing. This also explains why nouns are generally more often transferred
than verbs (cf. Lucas 2015: 532). Persian words are regularly integrated into KhA
phonology and morphology, for example the Arabic internal plural is formed for
Persian nouns. Also, many discourse particles have been transferred from Per-
sian into KhA. Some of them, e.g. ham ‘also’, had been in use generations ago
among Arabic speakers in Khuzestan and beyond (Iraq, Gulf).

Of course, contact between KhA and Persian has always been limited to certain
social contexts (outside the family), especially for women, who had and still have
much less access to education and employment and thus to the Persian-speaking
world. This fact, and some structural differences between the languages, explain
the limits of contact-induced language change in KhA, especially in morphology
and syntax.

Hopefully, future research on the dialects of Khuzestan will provide more em-
pirical data on instances of contact-induced change. An enlarged database should
especially provide further evidence concerning the development and extent of
word order changes.

Further reading

» Ingham (2011) provides a sketch grammar of KhA.
» Ingham (2005) discusses Turkish and Persian borrowings in KhA and north-
eastern Arabian dialects.
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» Matras & Shabibi (2007) is an article on contact-induced changes in KhA based
on Shabibi (2006).

» Shabibi (2006) is an unpublished doctoral dissertation on contact-induced change
in KhA.
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Abbreviations

1,2,3 1st, 2nd, 3rd person KhA Khuzestan Arabic
CA  Classical Arabic M masculine

cor copula OBJ  object

DAT dative OBL oblique

DEF  definite Pers. Persian

DEM demonstrative pL/pl. plural

pM  discourse marker PTCP participle

EZ Persian ezafe pRF  perfect (suffix conjugation)
F feminine PROG progressive

IMP  imperative PRS  present

IMPF  imperfect (prefix conjugation)  pPST  past

IND indicative REL  relative particle
INF  infinitive SG/sg. singular
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Chapter 6

Anatolian Arabic
Faruk Akkus

University of Pennsylvania

This chapter investigates contact-induced changes in Anatolian Arabic varieties.
The study first gives an overview of the current state and historical development
of Anatolian Arabic. This is followed by a survey of changes Anatolian Arabic
varieties have undergone as a result of language contact with primarily Turkish
and Kurdish. The chapter demonstrates that the extent of the change varies from
one dialect to another, and that this closely correlates with the degree of contact a
dialect has had with the surrounding languages.

1 Current state and historical development

Anatolian Arabic is part of the so-called galtu-dialect branch of the larger Meso-
potamian Arabic, and essentially refers to the Arabic dialects spoken in east-
ern Turkey.! In three provinces of Turkey — Hatay, Mersin and Adana — Syrian
sedentary Arabic is spoken (see Prochézka, this volume, for discussion of these
dialects). Other than these dialects, in Jastrow’s (1978) classification of Meso-
potamian galtu dialects, Anatolian Arabic dialects are subdivided into five groups:
Diyarbakir dialects (spoken by a Jewish and Christian minority, now almost ex-
tinct); Mardin dialects; Siirt dialects; Kozluk dialects; and Sason dialects. In his
later work, Jastrow (2011a) classifies Kozluk and Sason dialects under one group
along with Mus dialects — investigated primarily by Talay (2001; 2002). The two
larger cities where Arabic is spoken are Mardin and Siirt, although in the latter
Arabic is gradually being replaced by Turkish.

"This group represents an older linguistic stratum of Mesopotamia as compared to the galat
dialects. The terms qaltu vs. galat dialects are due to Blanc (1964), who distinguished between
the Arabic dialects spoken by three religious communities, Muslim, Jewish, and Christian, in
Baghdad. He classified the Jewish and Christian dialects as galtu dialects and the Muslim dialect
as a galat dialect, on the basis of their respective reflexes of Classical Arabic quitu ‘I said’.

(eds.), Arabic and contact-induced change, 135-158. Berlin: Language Science Press.
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The linguistic differences between these various Arabic-speaking groups are
quite considerable. Thus, given the low degree of mutual intelligibility, speak-
ers of different varieties resort to the official language, Turkish, to communi-
cate. Jastrow (2006) reports an anecdote, wherein high school students from
Mardin and Siirt converse in Turkish, since they find it difficult to understand
each other’s dialects. Expectedly, mutual intelligibility is at a considerably higher
level among different varieties of a single group, despite certain differences. For
instance, speakers of Kozluk and Mus Arabic have no difficulty in communicat-
ing with one another in Arabic.

The existence of Anatolian dialects closely relates to the question of the Arabi-
cization of the greater Mesopotamian area. Although the details largely remain
obscure, a commonly-held view is that it took place in two stages: the first stage
concerns the emergence of urban varieties of Arabic around the military centers,
such as Basra or Kufa, during the early Arab conquests. Later, the migration of
Bedouin dialects of tribes added another layer to the urban dialects (see e.g. Blanc
1964; Versteegh 1997; Jastrow 2006 for discussion). According to Blanc (1964), the
galtu dialects are a continuation of the medieval vernaculars that were spoken
in the sedentary centers of Abbasid Iraq. Blanc (1964) also noted that the galtu
dialects did not stop at the Iraqi-Turkish border, but in fact continued into Turk-
ish territory. He mentioned the towns of Mardin and Siirt as places where galtu
dialects were still spoken.

Despite being a continuation of Mesopotamian dialects, Anatolian dialects of
Arabic have been cut off from the mainstream of Arabic dialects. How exactly
this cut-off and separation between dialects happened, given the lack of specific
barriers, is largely unknown and remains at a speculative level. Regarding this
topic, Prochézka (this volume) suggests “the foundation of nation states after
World War One entailed significant decrease in contact between the different
dialect groups and an almost complete isolation of the Arabic dialects spoken in
Turkey”.

Like Central Asian Arabic and Cypriot Maronite Arabic (Walter, this volume),
Anatolian Arabic dialects are characterized by: (i) separation from the Arabic-
speaking world; (ii) contact with regional languages, which has affected them
strongly; and (iii) multilingualism of speakers.

The Anatolian dialects have diverged much more from the Standard type of
Arabic compared to the other galtu dialects, such as the Tigris or Euphrates
groups (Jastrow 2011b). One of the hallmarks of Anatolian Arabic is the suffix -n
instead of -m in the second and third person plural (e.g. in Mardin Arabic baytkon
‘your (pL) house’, baytan ‘their house’) and the negation mo with the imperfect. In
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addition to many interesting properties like the ones just mentioned, Anatolian
Arabic has acquired a large number of interesting contact-induced patterns.

These dialects are spoken as minority languages by speakers belonging to
different ethnic or religious groups. As noted by Jastrow (2006), not all of the
Anatolian Arabic varieties are spoken in situ however, and in fact some may no
longer be spoken at all. Jastrow notes that some of the dialects were exclusively
spoken by Christians and almost died out during World War One as a result of
the massacres of the Armenians and other Christian groups. A few thousand
speakers of these dialects survive to this day, most of whom have migrated to
big cities, starting from the mid-1980s, particularly Istanbul. Some speakers of
these dialects also live in Europe. Nevertheless, these dialects are very likely to
face extinction in a few decades.

The Jews who spoke Anatolian Arabic varieties (mainly in Diyarbakir, but also
in Urfa and Siverek; cf. Nevo 1999) migrated to Israel after the foundation of the
State of Israel in 1948. These dialects also face a serious threat of extinction.

Today Anatolian Arabic dialects are predominantly spoken by Muslims (al-
though there are a few hundred Arabic-speaking Christians, particularly in some
parts of Istanbul, such as Samatya). These dialects are still found in situ, however
they are also subject to constant linguistic pressure from Turkish (the official
language) and Kurdish (the dominant regional Indo-Iranian language), and so-
cial pressure to assimilate. The quote from Grigore (2007a: 27) summarizes the
overall context of Anatolian Arabic: “il se situe dans un microcontexte kurde,
situé a son tour dans un macrocontexte turc, étant isolé de la sorte de la grande
masse des dialectes arabes contemporains.”?

The total number of speakers is around 620,000 (Prochazka 2018: 162), most
of whom are bi- or trilingual in Arabic, Kurdish and Turkish. As Jastrow (2011a:
88) points out, the phenomenon of diglossia is not observed in Anatolia; instead
Turkish occupies the position of the ‘High variety’, and Anatolian Arabic, the
‘Low variety’, occupies a purely dialectal position. In addition, speakers of dif-
ferent dialects may speak other minority languages as well. For instance, a con-
siderable number of Sason Arabic speakers know the local variety of the Iranian
language Zazaki, and those of Armenian origin speak an Armenian dialect.

Anatolian Arabic varieties are in decline among the speakers of these varieties,
and public life is dominated primarily by Turkish (and Kurdish). The presence of
Arabic in Turkey has increased due to Syrian refugees who fled to Turkey, yet this
increased presence primarily concerns Syrian Arabic, rather than Anatolian Ara-
bic (see Prochazka, this volume). In addition to the absence of awareness about

2“Tt is situated in a Kurdish microcontext, which is in turn situated in a Turkish macrocontext,

thus being isolated from the vast majority of contemporary Arabic dialects”.
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Anatolian Arabic dialects in the Arab states, the Anatolian dialects also suffer
from a more general lack of interest. The speakers generally do not attribute any
prestige to their languages, calling it “broken Arabic”, and often making little ef-
fort to pass it on to the next generations. It should, however, be noted that there
has been increasing interest in these dialects in recent years, especially at the
academic level. To this end, several workshops have been organized at univer-
sities in the relevant regions, aimed at promoting these dialects and discussing
possible strategies for their preservation.

The data referenced in this chapter come from various Anatolian Arabic dia-
lects. The name of each variety and its source(s) are as follows: Azoh (Wittrich
2001); Daragozii (Jastrow 1973); Hapas (Talay 2007); Haskoy (Talay 2001; 2002);
Kinderib (Jastrow 1978); Mardin (Jastrow 2006; Grigore 2007b; Grigore & Bituna
2012); Mutki-Sason (Akkus 2016; 2017; Isaksson 2005); Siirt (Bituna 2016; Grigore
& Bituna 2012); Tillo (Lahdo 2009).

2 Contact languages

2.1 Overview

Anatolia, especially the (south)eastern part, has been home to many distinct lin-
guistic groups (as well as ethnic and religious groups). Up until the beginning
of the twentieth century, speakers of the largest Anatolian languages — Kurd-
ish, Zazaki, Armenian, Aramaic and Arabic — had been co-existing for almost
a thousand years. This has naturally resulted in extensive contact among these
languages.

Contact influence on Anatolian Arabic has arisen mainly through long-term
bi- and multi-lingualism rather than through language shift (in which speakers of
other languages shifted to Arabic; Thomason 2001).3 As a result, when applicable,
the changes seem to be primarily through borrowing, rather than imposition (in
the sense of Van Coetsem 1988; 2000).

2.2 Turkish

Turkish, as the official language of Turkey, currently dominates public life in
most Arabic-speaking areas. However, as noted by Haig (2014: 14), “the cur-
rent omnipresent influence of Turkish in the region is in fact a relatively recent
phenomenon, fueled by compulsory Turkish-language state education, the mass-
media, and large-scale military operations carried out by the Turkish army in the

But note also the case of the Mhallamiye near Midyat, who most likely were Aramaic speakers
and shifted to Arabic after adopting Islam as their religion (thanks to Stephan Prochazka for
bringing this to my attention).
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conflict against militant Kurdish groups. But prior to the twentieth century, the
influence of Turkish in many parts of rural east Anatolia was negligible.”

Although Turkish is the dominant language in the public sphere, there are
still many people, particularly in rural parts of (south-)eastern Turkey, who do
not speak Turkish, including speakers of Anatolian Arabic varieties. It is usually
women over forty years old that fall into this category. They tend to speak the
local Arabic variety along with the dominant language in that geographic area.

Moreover, the amount of Turkish influence is greater on the Arabic speakers
who have migrated to bigger cities such as Istanbul, compared to those who still
speak their dialects in situ.

2.3 Kurdish and Zazaki

Anatolian Arabic has been in intensive contact with two Western Iranian lan-
guages: Kurmanji Kurdish and Zazaki. These languages have influenced each
other on different levels. As noted by Proch4zka (this volume) and Opengin (this
volume), Kurdish and Arabic, including the region of south-eastern Anatolia,
have experienced extensive contact since at least the tenth century.

Due to the multi-ethnic (and to a lesser extent multi-religious) nature of the
regions, bilingualism between Arabic and Kurdish (or Zazaki) is very widespread.
The speakers of the non-dominant languages tend to have a stronger command
of the dominant languages than the reverse situation. For instance, in Mutki,
Bitlis province, where Kurdish is the dominant regional language, Arabic speak-
ers have a native-like command of Kurdish, whereas not many Kurdish speakers
speak the local Arabic variety. In some parts of Sason, Batman province, on the
other hand, Arabic is the dominant language, and Kurdish speakers learn Arabic
as a second language.

2.4 Aramaic

Aramaic and Arabic have for centuries lived side by side, so that it is possible to
speak of both substrates (from Syriac/Neo-Aramaic to Arabic), and of adstrates,
or rather, of superstrates (from Arabic to Aramaic). In the context of Anatolian
Arabic, Aramaic has been in contact mainly with the Mardin dialect group.

These two languages have influenced each other in many ways. For instance,
the many dialects constituting Modern Eastern Aramaic show considerable diver-
sity as to choice of verbal particles. Some dialects use particles similar in form and
function to those of the galtu-dialects (see e.g. Jastrow 1985; as well as Coghill,
this volume, for North-Eastern Neo-Aramaic dialects).
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Finally, it is worth mentioning that, given the existence of Arabic speakers
of Armenian origin, Armenian might have influenced certain Anatolian Arabic
varieties. However, the influence of Armenian is hardly known, apart from the
fact that many villages in the further eastern part of Anatolia, in which Arabic
was spoken or is still spoken, bear Armenian names. This requires further invest-
igation in its own right.

3 Contact-induced changes in Anatolian Arabic

Anatolian Arabic dialects manifest considerable variation, and have also come
to exhibit interesting patterns due to language contact in every linguistic aspect.
This section surveys these changes and features in turn.

3.1 Phonology

Anatolian Arabic has undergone significant changes in its consonant and vowel
inventories due to language contact (as well as language internal developments).
These changes include the introduction of new consonantal phonemes, loss or
weakening of emphatic consonants, and introduction of new vowels. In addition
to these changes, it is possible to count word-final devoicing as a contact-induced
change.

This section first introduces the consonant inventory in varieties of Anatolian
Arabic. It should be noted that not all consonants are present in every variety,
but the chart serves as the sum of consonants available across Anatolian Arabic
varieties. For instance, the phonology of Sason Arabic (and other varieties of the
Kozluk-Sason-Mus group) is characterized by the (near) absence of pharyngeal
and emphatic (pharyngealized) consonants,* which have fused with their plain
counterparts, e.g. pasal ‘onions’ in Sason < Old Arabic (OA) basal.>

Table 1, with information largely taken from Jastrow (2011a), demonstrates that
Anatolian Arabic has several consonants that were originally alien to Arabic (see
§3.1.1 for discussion). With respect to the inventory of vowels, the noteworthy
development is the introduction of /&/ and /6/ for some lexical items. Note that

“These sounds, whose emphatic quality is indicated in Table 1 and throughout with a subscript
dot are only nearly absent for two reasons: (i) it is possible to detect them in the speech of
elderly speakers in some lexical items, while the younger generations have lost them, (ii) Talay
(2001) reports their availability in Haskdy, Mus province to a certain extent.

SCompare Cypriot Maronite Arabic (Walter, this volume), Maltese (Lucas & Céplo, this volume)
and Nigerian Arabic (Owens, this volume).
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Table 1: Inventory of consonants. Marginal or doubtful phonemes
within parentheses

~ & ~ L ~ % IS
¥y ¥ & F I 5 g K g
5 08 & & F F £ £ s
S & Q] R S R <)
Plosive p tt k q (?)
b dd g
Affricate ¢
g
Fricative f 0 Ss $ h h
A% 00 z Z v T
Nasal m n
Vibrant rr
Lateral
Approximant w y

the Old Arabic diphthongs *ay and *aw have largely been preserved in these vari-
eties: Jastrow (2011a: 89) notes that one of the processes by means of which these
mid long vowels entered the inventory of Anatolian Arabic is via loanwords from
Turkish and Kurdish, e.g. commonly used items, ¢ol ‘desert’, tel ‘wire’ (Turkish,
probably through the intermediary of Kurdish), hort ‘young man’ (Kurdish).

3.1.1 New phonemes /p, ¢, z, g, v/

The Anatolian Arabic varieties, as well as the varieties in (northern) Syria and
Iraq, have certain phonemes that were not originally familiar to these varieties
of Arabic. These phonemes include the voiceless bilabial stop /p/, the voiceless
affricate /¢/, the voiced post-alveolar fricative /z/ % the voiced velar stop /g/, and
the voiced labiodental fricative /v/.” The emergence of these phonemes is most
likely due to the massive contact with Turkish, Kurdish and Aramaic. That is,
the most likely scenario is that the centuries-long borrowing of words which
contained these sounds ultimately resulted in them getting incorporated into
the phonemic inventory.

°Cf. Jastrow (2011a) and Grigore & Bituni (2012) regarding the status of /%/: this sound is largely
restricted to borrowed words. The reflex of Arabic (> in Anatolian Arabic is /g/.
"Blanc (1964: 6-7) considers /p/ and /¢/ as characteristic of Mesopotamian varieties.
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With regard to /v/, it is likely that there are two paths of emergence: (i) as an in-
ternal evolution of the voiced interdental fricative /0/ and (ii) via loan-words from
Turkish and Kurdish. The forms vip and zip ‘wolf’ (cf. OA Ji?b ‘wolf’) represent
a language internal development, whereby the interdental fricatives have shifted
to sibilants in Kozluk-Sason—-Mus, and to labiodental fricatives in Azox (Sirnak
province, Wittrich 2001), whereas they have been retained in most Mardin group
dialects.®

In many cases, it is impossible to pinpoint which language these sounds were
(initially) borrowed from. However, as also noted in Prochéazka (this volume), /p/
was probably introduced via contact with Kurdish, followed by influence from
Ottoman and Modern Turkish.” Some illustrations are as follows:

(1) pis ‘dirty’, cf. Kurdish/Turkish pis, pis
parcaye ‘piece’, cf. Turkish parca
puz ‘nose’ (Hapas), cf. Kurdish poz
davare ‘ramp’, cf. Kurdish dever fem. ‘place’
¢uvale ‘sack’, cf. Turkish ¢uval
pelav (Haskoy) ‘shoe’, cf. Kurdish pélav
cay ‘tea’, cf. Turkish ¢cay
caqmagq ‘lighter’, cf. Turkish ¢akmak
réncbari (Haskdy), rézbari (Sason) ‘husbandry’, cf. Kurdish réncberi
#izo (Azah) ‘hedgehog’, cf. Kurdish jijo
tazi ‘greyhound’, cf. Kurdish taji
gomlak ‘shirt’, cf. Turkish gomlek
magzun, mazgun (in Sason) ‘sickle’, cf. Syriac magzuna; Turoyo magzino

Talay (2007) suggests that the loss of the phonemic status of the emphatic
consonants and the weakness of the pharyngeal in Kozluk-Sason-Mus group is
likely due to the influence of Turkish, which does not have them. Examples are
from the Haskoy dialect, and are taken from Talay (2007: 181):

(2) ata ‘he gave’ (< *?alta), cf. ada in Sason
sebi ‘boy’ (< *sabiyy)
zarab ‘he hit’ (< *arab < *darab)

Thus, changes of this kind can be seen as a quasi-adaptation of the consonant
inventory to that of the superstrate and adstrate languages.

8For more discussion, see Wittrich (2001), Jastrow (2011a), Grigore (2007b), Talay (2011), Akkus
(2017), and Bituna (2016) among others.

°For further illustrations and discussion, see e.g. Vocke & Waldner (1982), Jastrow (2011a), Talay
(2002; 2007) and Grigore & Bituna (2012).
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3.1.2 Word-final devoicing

Certain voiced stops in Anatolian Arabic /b, d, g, g/ have a tendency to become
devoiced [p, t, ¢, k] when they occur word-finally, probably due to Turkish influ-
ence, which is well-known for this property.

For instance, /b/ is mainly realized as the voiceless [p] in final pre-pausal posi-
tion, e.g.: anep ‘grape(s)’, cf. OA finab; yarip ‘stranger’, cf. OA yarib. This might
reflect a change in progress, as Lahdo (2009) points out that the incidence of
devoicing in other Anatolian dialects is also increasing over time. Note that the
devoicing process does not take place in all instances, supporting the claim that
the language is undergoing a transition in this regard. Moreover, the lack of a
written form removes a possible brake on this process. Further illustrations are
as follows:

(3) axa[6] ‘he took’
kata[p] ‘he wrote’ (Mardin; Jastrow 2011a: 90)
kte[p] ‘book’ (Mardin), cf. OA kitab
bafi[t] ‘far’ (Azah), cf. OA bafid
atya[p] ‘nicer’ (Tillo), cf. OA Zatyab
azya[t] ‘more’, cf. OA Zazyad (Lahdo 2009: 106)

Devoicing is not limited to word-final position, however, but is also attested be-
fore voiceless consonants, e.g. haps ‘prison’, cf. OA habs.

3.2 Morphology

The influence of language contact is also observable in the domain of morphology.
For example, as discussed by Prochazka (2018: 182-183), the numerals 11-19 in the
Kozluk-Sason region show inversion of the unit and decimal positions, e.g. fasra
satte (and not satt fasra) ‘sixteen’. See also Prochazka (this volume) for discussion
of the personal pronouns.

Some other cases of contact-induced changes such as reduplication, degree in
adjectives and compounds are discussed below.

3.2.1 Reduplication

A type of reduplication due to contact with Turkish produces doublets with /m/.
The consonant /m/ may be added initially to vowel-initial words, as in (4a), or
replaces the initial consonants in consonant-initial words, as in (4b) (see Akkus
2017; Lahdo 2009). The reduplication conveys vagueness, with a meaning para-
phrasable with ‘et cetera’ or ‘something like that’.
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(4) Sason Arabic
a. aZzin m-aZin
dough m-dough
‘dough or something like that’
b. has m-as la toso
sound m-sound NEG make.IMPF.2PL

‘Don’t make any noise!” (Lit. ‘Don’t make sound or something like
that.)

Following the same restriction in Turkish, if a word starts with /m/, this type of
reduplication is disallowed, e.g. mase ‘table’ cannot be reduplicated in a way that
would result in mase mase.

3.2.2 Degree in adjectives

Adjectives in Anatolian Arabic follow the noun directly, agreeing with it in gen-
der, number, and definiteness. In this respect, the situation is similar to most
Arabic varieties. Degree, on the other hand, is not an inflectional category in
Sason Arabic. Instead, this dialect has adopted the Turkish adverbs daha ‘more’
and en ‘most’ for comparative and superlative, respectively. Both these items
precede the adjectival constituent, as shown in (5a) and (5b).

(5) Sason Arabic
a. moann-i daha koys-e ye
from-oBL.1SG more beautiful-r cor.3sG
‘She is more beautiful than me.
b. en gbir
most big
‘the biggest’

The Tillo variety also uses the Turkish-derived an ‘most’ in superlative forms,
with both Arabic-derived adjectives (in the elative form) and Turkish-derived
adjectives (which lack an elative form), as in (6a) and (6a) respectively.

(6) Tillo Arabic (Lahdo 2009: 198)

a. an'® atyap b. an yagen
most delicious.ELA most close
‘the most delicious’ ‘the closest’

"Lahdo (2009) describes this vowel as “short front-to-back unrounded” in Tillo.
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On the other hand, the comparative in the Tillo variety is formed through the
elative alone (which functions in other Arabic varieties as both comparative and
superlative). The standard of comparison is introduced by the preposition man
‘from’.

(7) Tillo Arabic (Lahdo 2009: 162)
tollo iyy atyap ~ mon oastanbil
Tillo copr.3sG good.ELA than Istanbul
‘Tillo is better than Istanbul’

3.2.3 Derivational affixes

Through numerous loanwords, a few derivational suffixes have been introduced
into Anatolian Arabic. These suffixes include the agentive morpheme -gi/-¢i, and
the abessive suffix -saz, which translates as ‘without’. Ingham (2011: 178) points
out that these suffixes, especially the former, are also found in the dialects of Iraq,
Syria, and elsewhere (see also Prochazka-Eisl 2018 for further details).

(8) a. Sason Arabic
gahwa-gi
coffee-AGT
‘coffee maker’

b. Sason Arabic
vigdan-soz
conscience-ABESS
‘unconscientious’

c. Tillo Arabic (Lahdo 2009: 199)
kolla kanu mtahhoar-¢i-yye
all  be.PRF.3PL circumcizer-AGT-PL

‘They all were circumcizers’

The presence of these suffixes on lexemes of the local Arabic varieties, e.g. haser-
gi ‘yogurt maker, yogurt seller’ (Sason Arabic) or mtahhar-¢i ‘circumsiser’ (Tillo
Arabic), suggests that the forms above are not necessarily adopted as a whole.
Rather, Arabic speakers may decompose the word and apply the suffix to other
lexemes in some cases.
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3.2.4 Compounds

Anatolian Arabic has borrowed the N+N compounding strategy from Turkish,
where the right-hand member carries the compound linker morpheme -i. This
pattern is not generally found in other varieties of Arabic and it is most likely
due to contact with Turkish. This type of compound is often used with whole
Turkish phrases. The examples are as follows (note that the buffer consonant -s
appears between the linker morpheme and the noun when the noun ends in a
vowel):

(9) Sason Arabic (Akkus & Benmamoun 2018: 41)
a. lisa mudur-i
high_school director-LINk
‘high school director’
b. qurs oratman-i
course teacher-LINK

‘course teacher’

(10) Tillo Arabic (Lahdo 2009: 199)
fostaq  fabriqa-si
pistachio factory-LiNk

‘pistachio factory’

This compounding strategy is found in other Arabic varieties spoken in Turkey
as well, for instance, buz dolab-i ‘refrigerator’ (lit. ‘ice cupboard-LINK’) in the
Adana dialect. Whether compounding has been borrowed as a productive process
as opposed to borrowing of the whole phrase requires further investigation.!!

3.2.5 Vocative ending -o

Another morphological feature that Anatolian Arabic has acquired is the voca-
tive particle -o. When addressing a person directly, -o is commonly affixed to
kinship terms and given names. This appears to be available in the whole area.
Unlike the situation in Syria and Iraq (see Prochéazka, this volume), this form of
address is not usually used hypocoristically. Some examples are below:

(11) amm-o ‘(paternal) uncle!’
gemal-o ‘Cemal!’
hal-o ‘(maternal) uncle!’

"Thanks to Stephan Prochéazka for the discussion and the example from the Adana dialect.
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The corresponding forms of feminine nouns end in -¢, as in habibt-é¢ ‘darling!’.
Grigore (2007a: 203) suggests that this vocative -o is borrowing of a morphologi-
cal form from Kurdish (cf. Haig & Opengin 2018), since the suffix, with masculine
and feminine forms, is not historically available in Arabic. Note, however, the
existence of cognates in other Semitic languages and -u in the whole of North
Africa, where Kurdish influence is not likely (see Prochazka, this volume).

In brief, contact with Turkish and other neighboring languages has led to var-
ious noticeable changes in the morphology of Anatolian Arabic, particularly the
more easterly varieties.

3.3 Syntax

Research on the syntax of Anatolian Arabic varieties, let alone work on contact-
induced syntactic changes, lags significantly behind the research conducted on
other aspects of these languages. Several factors might have contributed to this
situation. Researchers’ tendency to focus on phonological or lexical aspects and
the lack of sufficient data from which to draw conclusions are two possible fac-
tors. Another possibility that Ingham (2005) raises for contact-induced syntactic
change is that since the languages in contact are so typologically different, it is
difficult for them to adopt syntactic features from each other without extensive
language change taking place.

This section introduces several syntactic phenomena that can be attributed to
language contact, including copulas, marking of indefiniteness, light verb con-
structions and the periphrastic causative. Although the details are not elabor-
ated on here, the conclusion we can arrive at is in line with Ingham (2005), in
that the degree and intensity of contact with the neighboring languages leads
to differences among Anatolian Arabic dialects. The more easterly varieties, e.g.
the Kozluk-Sason—-Musg group, appear to be the most innovative, and the dialect
group(s) most influenced by the language contact, whereas the Mardin group
appears to be the most conservative (see Akkus 2017; Jastrow 2011a for further
discussion).

3.3.1 Copula

One of the most distinctive features of Anatolian Arabic is the existence of the
copula in nominal sentences, based on the independent pronouns. This copula
is realized as an enclitic suffix in most Anatolian dialects. Although researchers
seem to differ with respect to the degree of the influence, they converge on the
view that it is a matter of language contact, and that at least the development

147



Faruk Akkus

and the proliferation of the obligatory copula is under the influence of the neigh-
boring languages — Turkish, Kurdish, Zazaki and Aramaic — which all have cop-
ulas in nonverbal clauses (see Lahdo 2009; Grigore 2007b; Palva 2011; Talay 2007;
Jastrow 2011a; Akkus 2016; 2017; Akkus & Benmamoun 2018, for more discussion
and illustrations).

Although the copula forms themselves are not imported, the way they are used
in Anatolian Arabic is exactly the same as it is in Kurdish, Turkish and Turoyo
(Aramaic), which have copula in the present tense. The copula is placed after the
predicate (examples from Grigore 2007b).

(12) a. Kurdish

bav-é min sivan-e
father-£z ross.1sG shepherd-cop.3sG
‘My father is a shepherd.

b. Turkish
baba-m coban-dir
father-ross.1sG shepherd-3sc
‘My father is a shepherd.

c. Turoyo
bab-i ratyo-yo
father-poss.1sG herder-3sG
‘My father is a herder.

Some examples from Anatolian Arabic are illustrated in (13).12

(13) a. Kinderib Arabic (Jastrow 1978: 131)

malih-we
beautiful-3sc.m
‘He is beautiful’

b. Sason Arabic
rahw-in nen
sick-pL  3pPL
‘They are sick’

It should be noted that the copula is not necessarily realized as an enclitic in some dialects. For
instance, in the dialect of Siirt (Jastrow 2011a) the copula precedes the predicate. Moreover, the
copula is identical to the personal pronoun in Siirt, whereas other Anatolian varieties use the
shortened version of the pronoun in the 3sG and 3pr. See Akkus (2016) for some discussion.
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c. Daragézii Arabic (Jastrow 1973: 40)
na bas-na
1sG good-1sG
Tam good.

In negative sentences as well, the same order of morphemes is attested. The neg-
ative morpheme (and the copula if there is one) follows the predicate in the neigh-
boring languages, as the sentences in (14) show.

(14) a. Turkish
hasta degil-ler
sick NEG.cor-3pL
‘They are not sick’

b. Kurdish
kemal xwendekar nin-e
Kemal student NEG-COP.35G
‘Kemal is not a student.

c. Zazaki
cinya niwag ni-yo
child sick NEG-cor.3sG
‘The child is not sick’

The same order is found in Sason Arabic, in that the NEG+cop follows the predi-
13
cate.

(15) Sason Arabic
nihane me-nnen
here NEG-cor.3pPL

“They are not here’!*

Given that the copula is almost unknown in other Arabic speaking areas (but see
Blanc 1964; also Lucas & Céplé, this volume; Walter, this volume), it is safe to as-
sume that the development of a full morphological paradigm for the copula along
with its syntactic function is at least facilitated by contact with the neighboring
languages.

BThis is not the most common order in Anatolian Arabic varieties, however. For more discussion,
see Jastrow (2011a) and Akkus (2016; 2017).

In Sason Arabic, the 3pL personal pronoun can be innen or iyen. A shortened version of this
pronoun is used both in affirmative, as in (13b) and negative, as in (15), non-verbal clauses.
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3.3.2 Light verb construction

Light verb constructions are another domain where the influence of contact is
clearly manifested. In surrounding languages, particularly Turkish, Kurdish and
Zazaki, a light verb construction consists of a nominal part followed by the light
verb, which is usually ‘to do’ or ‘to be’, e.g. Kurdish paci kirin (lit. ‘kiss do’) ‘to
kiss’, Turkish motive etmek (lit. ‘motivation do’) ‘to motivate’.

There are a relatively large number of compound verbs constructed with Ara-
bic sawa — ysawi ‘to do’ and a nominal borrowed from Turkish or Kurdish, as
illustrated in (16). In the majority of the cases, the construction is a complete
calque of its Turkish or Kurdish counterparts (see e.g. Versteegh 1997; Lahdo
2009; Grigore 2007b; Talay 2007; Jastrow 2011a; Akkus 2016; 2017; Akkus & Ben-
mamoun 2018 and Bituni 2016 for more examples).

(16) a. Azoh/Mardin Arabic (Talay 2007: 184)
sawa brindar ‘to injure’, cf. Kurdish brindar kirin
sawa gamertiye ‘to act generously’, cf. Kurdish camérti kirin
sawa yot ‘to mow’, cf. Kurdish cot kirin
b. Tillo Arabic (Lahdo 2009: 202)
sawa yardam ‘to help’, cf. Turkish yardim etmek
ysawaw dawam ‘they continue ..., cf. Turkish devam etmek
nsayy qahwalta “we have breakfast’, cf. Turkish kahvalt: etmek

In Sason Arabic, the default order in this construction has reversed, in that in
most cases the nominal is followed by the light verb. Thus, Sason manifests head-
final order, undoubtedly due to contact with Turkish and Kurdish. Similarly, the
nominal part of the construction can be borrowed from Turkish as in (17), includ-
ing instances of reborrowing of an originally Arabic word, (17b), or Kurdish as
in (18). In fact, the nominal part might also be Arabic, as in (19).

(17)  Sason Arabic (Turkish borrowing)
a. gazan sawa b. iSaret sawa
win  do.PRF.35G.M sign do.PRF.35G.M
‘to win’ ‘to sign’
(18) Sason Arabic (Kurdish borrowing)
ser  asi
watch do.1MPF.1sG-do
‘Twatch ...
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(19) Sason Arabic

a. gerre/has sawa
noise/sound do.PRF.35G.M

‘to make noise/sound’

b. Soylela tosi, amal si!
talk NEG do.1MPF.2sG.M work do.IMP.2SG.M
‘Don’t talk, do work!’

c. hugum sinna
attack do.prr.1PL
‘We attacked.

Anatolian Arabic usually resorts to the same periphrastic construction when bor-
rowing verbs from Turkish; it creates a complex predicate, rather than adapting
a foreign verb directly to Arabic verbal morphology, a borrowing strategy seen
also in the other languages in the region, such as Kurdish, Zazaki. In many cases,
the complex predicate comprises of sawa + the Turkish verbal form of the indef-
inite past (i.e. mis-verb), rather than the bare form of the verb, as illustrated in
(20).

(20) Anatolian Arabic (Talay 2007: 184)
sawa gacanma$ ‘to manage’, cf. Turkish gecinmis
baslamas sawa ‘to begin’, cf. Turkish baslamis

Despite the widespread use of this process for loanwords, some borrowed ver-
bal forms have been totally assimilated to the Arabic verbal system; the majority
of these verbs are formed according to verbal measures (stems) II or III, as can
be seen in example (21).

(21) Azoh (examples from Talay 2007)

Stem Il  qappat — iqappat ‘to close’ cf. Tr. kapatmak
Stem Il  qayyad - iqayyad ‘to register’ cf. Tr. kayit etmek
Stem IIl  dayan — idayan ‘to be patient, to bear up’  cf. Tr. dayanmak
Stem III  telan - itelon ‘to rob’ cf. Kr. talan kirin

3.3.3 Marking of (in)definiteness

In Classical Arabic and in modern varieties spoken in the Arab world, the indef-
inite noun phrase is unmarked or is preceded by an independent indefinite par-
ticle, whereas an NP becomes definite by prefixing the definite article al-/al-/I-
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etc. (Brustad 2000). However, Kozluk-Sason-Mus group dialects have adopted
the reverse pattern (see also Uzbekistan Arabic; Jastrow 2005), which is found
in the neighboring languages Turkish and Kurdish. That is, the definite NP is
left unmarked, and the enclitic -ma is used to mark the indefiniteness of an NP
(Talay 2007; Akkus 2016; 2017; Akin et al. 2017; Akkus & Benmamoun 2018), as
illustrated in (22).

(22) Sason Arabic mara ‘the woman’ > mara-ma ‘a woman’
bayt ‘the house’ > bayt-ma ‘a house’

The parallel constructions in Kurdish and Turkish are illustrated in (23) and (24)
respectively.

(23) Kurdish
deri ‘the door’ > deri-yek ‘a door’

(24) Turkish
kadin ‘the woman’ > bir kadin ‘a woman’ (Turkish)

3.3.4 Periphrastic causative

Sason Arabic resorts to periphrastic causative constructions rather than the root
and pattern strategy found in other non-peripheral Arabic varieties. In this re-
spect it is on a par with Kurdish, which uses the light verb bidin ‘to give’ to form
the causative, as in (25).

(25) Adiyaman Kurmanji Kurdish (Atlamaz 2012: 62)
mi1 piskilet do cekir-in-e
OBL.1sG bicycle give.PTCP repair.PTCP-GER-OBL
Thad the bicycle repaired.” (Lit: ‘T gave the bicycle to repairing.’)

Sason Arabic exhibits the same pattern for causative and applicative formation,
as shown in (26), which is most likely as a result of extensive contact with Kurd-
ish.®

5Sason Arabic also has another periphrastic construction that is formed with the verb sa ‘to
do/make’, which may embed a finite clause (i.a) or a verbal-noun phrase (i.b).

(i) Sason Arabic (adapted from Taylan 2017: 221)

a. dohtor moasa ali ku isi fiy-u (le  yaddel)
doctor to  Ali cop.35G.M make.IMPF.35G.M in-3sG.M (COMP make.IMPF.35G.M)
sipor
sports

‘“The doctor is making Ali do sports’
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(26) Sason Arabic (Taylan 2017: 221)
omm-a mosa fatma i  adad-u addil
mother-oBL.3sG.F to  Fatma food give.PRF.35G.F-35G.M make

‘Her mother made Fatma cook (Lit: Her mother gave food making to
Fatma).

3.4 Lexicon

Anatolian Arabic dialects have borrowed single words and whole phrases or ex-
pressions mainly from (Ottoman and Modern) Turkish and Kurdish. The influ-
ence of these two languages on the Arabic lexicon is enormous. Aramaic words
also survive in Anatolian Arabic to a lesser degree. A few illustrations are given
in (27).16

(27)  bos ‘much’, cf. Kurdish bos
bosqa ‘different’, cf. Turkish baska
ruvi ‘fox’, cf. Kurdish ravi
hi¢ ‘none, whatsoever’, cf. Turkish hi¢
sapor ‘sport’, cf. Turkish spor
magzun, mazgun (in Sason) ‘sickle’, cf. Syriac magzuna; Turoyo magzino

As Jastrow (2011a: 95) mentions, while more Turkish borrowings are found in
bigger cities such as Mardin, Diyarbakir or Siirt, Kurdish borrowings constitute
a bigger part of the lexicon of rural dialects. Anatolian Arabic dialects which
have preserved the emphatics, pharyngeals or interdentals adapt borrowings into
their phonology. For instance, Turkish halbuki ‘however’ is borrowed as halbuki.
In most cases, the velar k is turned into the uvular g, e.g. cagmagq ‘lighter’, cf.
Turkish ¢akmak. Also, Kurdish feminine nouns (and even some Turkish nouns)
are suffixed with the Arabic feminine morpheme -e/-q, e.g. ture ‘shoulder’ (cf.
Kurdish tir).

There are several function words that are copied from Turkish into Arabic,
e.g. Turkish ama ‘but’ is realized as hama in Sason, and as ama in Tillo Arabic.

b. aya sa hazd hasis
headman make.PRF.35G.M Cut.INF grass

‘The village headman had the grass cut.

Although the origin of these constructions is not clear, they do not appear to be contact-
induced.

6See Vocke & Waldner (1982: xxxix-li) for detailed statistics on Kurdish/Turkish/Aramaic loan-
words. See also Lahdo (2009: 207-223) for a comprehensive glossary of Turkish and Kurdish
loanwords in Tillo Arabic, most of which are found in other Anatolian Arabic varieties as well.
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The conjunction ¢iinkii ‘because’ from Turkish is attested in many Anatolian
varieties, with the same function. Lahdo (2009: 179) notes that it expresses causal
clauses in Tillo, as in (28), and Bituni (2016: 213) reports the same role for Siirt.
Jastrow (1981: 278) and Grigore (2007a: 261) also confirm its existence in Halanze
and Mardin, respectively.

(28) Tillo Arabic (Lahdo 2009: 179)
ma fYataw-ni azan c¢unki gitu al-anqara
NEG give.PRF.3PL-1SG permission because come.PRF.1sG to-Ankara

‘They did not give me permission because I had come to Ankara.

Prochazka (2005) notes that particles such as bile < bile ‘even’, or zatan < zaten
‘already’ in the Adana region are also borrowed from Turkish (see also Isaksson
2005).

4 Conclusion

This chapter has dealt with contact-induced changes in the Anatolian Arabic
dialects. We have seen that Anatolian Arabic has been primarily in contact with
Turkish, Kurdish and Aramaic, and the influence of these neighboring languages
on Anatolian Arabic is evident. We have surveyed some contact-induced changes
at the phonological, morphological, syntactic and lexical level.

Mardin and Siirt dialects have been covered much more comprehensively than
other dialects in the literature. It is desirable to have more comprehensive investi-
gations carried out for the dialects around the Bitlis, iliMug and Diyarbakir areas.
This research has the potential to fill the gaps in our current state of knowledge
about these dialects.

Similarly, in terms of the linguistic features investigated, phonological and
morphological properties (along with lexicon) have received more attention in
the literature, whereas syntax, in particular, has been understudied. This situ-
ation, however, might change once we are at a point where we have enough
recordings and transcriptions to investigate syntactic properties of the dialects.
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Further Reading

» Jastrow (1978) is a seminal work, which provided the classification for Ana-
tolian Arabic varieties.

» Jastrow (2011a) is a concise, yet comprehensive encyclopedia entry on charac-
teristic features of Anatolian Arabic.

» Talay (2011) is a good source for an overview of Arabic dialects in the Meso-
potamian region.
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Abbreviations

1,2,3  1st, 2nd, 3rd person Kr. Kurdish

I, IT etc. 1st, 2nd etc. verbal derivation LINK linker
ABEsS  abessive M masculine
AGT agentive NEG negation
coMp  complementizer OA Old Arabic
COP copula OBL oblique
DEF definite article PL plural

ELA elative degree POSS possessive
EZ ezafe PRF perfect (suffix conjugation)
F feminine PTCP participle
GER gerund SG singular
IMPF imperfect (prefix conjugation)  Tr. Turkish
INF infinitive
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Chapter 7

Cypriot Maronite Arabic

Mary Ann Walter
Middle East Technical University, Northern Cyprus Campus

Cypriot Maronite Arabic is a severely endangered variety that has been in intensive
language contact with Greek for approximately a millennium. It presents an inter-
esting case of a language with extensive contact effects which are largely limited
to the phonological domain.

1 Current state and historical development of Cypriot
Maronite Arabic

Cypriot Maronite Arabic (CyA) is a minority language spoken by a small com-
munity on the island of Cyprus. Although essentially moribund, it is currently
the focus of preservation and revitalization efforts.

1.1 Historical development of Cypriot Maronite Arabic

The time of arrival of this community of Arabic speakers to Cyprus is unknown.
The island was occupied by an Arab garrison subsequent to Mufawiya’s inva-
sion of 649 CE, but the garrison was then removed and, presumably, the Arabic
speakers left as well. More likely, a permanent presence dates back to the popula-
tion movements of the ninth and tenth centuries during disruptions to Byzantine
rule.! Subsequent waves of Arab emigration to Cyprus are documented during
the early crusading period. Such movements also quite likely took place during
Lusignan (French crusader) rule in Cyprus (1192-1489), for some portion of which
the Anatolian city of Adana, where Arabic is still widely spoken (see Prochéazka,

!See §2 for a discussion of where the CyA-speaking community originated from and the dia-
lectological affiliation of this variety of Arabic.

Manfredi (eds.), Arabic and contact-induced change, 159-174. Berlin: Language Science
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this volume), was also held by Lusignan rulers. Speakers of not only Arabic but
a locally distinct version of Arabic in Cyprus are mentioned by Arab historians
beginning in the thirteenth century, thereby providing a terminus ad quem to its
dialectal development (Borg 2004).

As fellow communicants in the Catholic church, the Maronite community was
granted certain privileges of independent worship during the Lusignan period,
which were later lost during Venetian (1489-1571) and Ottoman rule (1571-1878),
at which time some retaliation occurred on the part of the Orthodox community
(Gulle 2016). After the Ottoman conquest of Cyprus in 1571, the Maronite com-
munity was at first placed under the administration of the Orthodox bishop, but
regained religious autonomy shortly thereafter.

The number of Maronite villages underwent a steady decline during the Otto-
man period, from over thirty to only five at the time of British occupation of the
island in 1878 (Baider & Kariolemou 2015; though it is unclear if this is associated
with any actual population decline). The remaining five villages are all located in
the northwestern area of the island. However, as of the twentieth century at least,
only one of them was home to speakers of CyA, the others having linguistically
assimilated to Cypriot Greek entirely. The CyA-speaking village is Kormakiti(s)
(also known as Kormacit and Korugam in CyA and in Turkish, respectively).

Both the Cypriot liberation struggle of the 1950s against the British, and the
years after independence was attained in 1960, saw increased communal con-
flict between the Turkish and Greek communities on the island. This period wit-
nessed increasing separation of communities, as Turkish Cypriots withdrew into
ethnic enclaves, and culminated in the 1974 conflict between Greece-sponsored
coup plotters, military forces of Turkey, and local Cypriots on various sides, the
result of which was a de facto division of the island between the Republic of
Cyprus-controlled territory in the south, which was majority Greek Orthodox
and Greek-speaking, and the Muslim and Turkish-speaking northern part of the
island. This northern area subsequently declared independence, but remains un-
recognized by any other country except the Republic of Turkey to this day.

It is important to note that the relative geographical separation between Greek
Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots dates only from this recent period, as refugees
sought safety within their own communities. This entailed a radical change in the
social circumstances of CyA speakers, who moved to the capital city of Nicosia
essentially en masse. Thus, they went from living in a Maronite village in which
community life could be conducted in CyA, to being a tiny percentage of a large
urban population. Not only that, but the pre-1974 population surrounding the
CyA-speaking Maronite village of Kormakiti was composed of Greek speakers,
whereas the current local population around the village is comprised of Turkish

160



7 Cypriot Maronite Arabic

speakers (many of whom also know Greek, but no longer use it as a language of
public life).

Since 1974 the permanent population of the village of Kormakiti has amounted
to at most a couple of hundred residents, with the rest of the Maronite commu-
nity residing primarily in the capital city Nicosia. The Maronite community has
occupied a special place in Cypriot society, as for three decades they alone had
the ability to freely cross the UN-monitored “Green Line” (buffer zone) dividing
the island. Thus connections with the village have been maintained throughout
this period, and weekend visits are common. Since 2003 the line has been cross-
able for all Cypriots.

1.2 Current situation of Cypriot Maronite Arabic

The Cypriot Maronite community currently numbers roughly 5,000 individuals.
However, only approximately one thousand are CyA speakers (estimates range
from 900 to perhaps 1300; Council of Europe 2017).

All CyA speakers are bilingual in Cypriot Greek, with Greek as their dominant
language, and currently living in a heavily Greek-dominant urban area. There are
currently no fluent native speakers under the age of thirty. Due to these factors,
the CyA language was designated as severely endangered by UNESCO in 2002.

However, the accession of the Republic of Cyprus to the European Union in
2004 has led to an influx of both institutional and financial support for CyA. In its
2004 initial report on its implementation of the European Charter for Regional or
Minority Languages (ECRML), which it ratified in 2002, the Republic of Cyprus
declared Armenian as such a language in Cyprus. Although CyA was explicitly
excluded as being “only” a dialect and therefore in no need of protection, this
formulation was not accepted by ECRML, and CyA was thenceforth officially
recognized as a minority language of Cyprus as well. Since 2008 Maronites have
been officially recognized as a separate community within Cyprus, and are no
longer required to identify themselves as Greek Cypriots (or Turkish Cypriots)
on government documents.

The change in designation of the Cypriot Maronites as a linguistic as well as
religious minority community led to associated changes in the linguistic rights
legally accorded to them. After decades of waiting, one state school in Nicosia
is now designated as Maronite and offers optional after-school classes in CyA
for its approximately 100 Maronite students, the majority of whom have now
joined the classes. Adults may also study CyA now at the new community cen-
ter. Funding was also made available for a one-to-two week summer language
immersion camp for Maronite youth in Kormakiti village, attendance at which

161



Mary Ann Walter

has risen to approximately 100. For the first time, training seminars for teach-
ers have also been organized, concomitantly with codification efforts towards a
written version of CyA. Sporadic writing in CyA has been carried out using the
Greek alphabet. (See the community websites in the Further reading section at
the end of this chapter).

Outside the government, there is also an NGO Hki fi Sanna (‘speak in our lan-
guage’) with the goal of promoting CyA use. Usage remains community- and
home-based, as Standard Greek (and English) is the language of written and
broadcast media. The Cyprus Center of the Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO)
has undertaken a project entitled The protection and revival of Cypriot Maronite
Arabic. The scope of the project included a variety of community activities, as
well as meetings with Sami (Norway) community members for sharing revital-
ization strategies, described in the resulting publication (PRIO 2009). Finally, a
project at the University of Cyprus titled The creation of an archive of oral tra-
dition for Cypriot Maronite Arabic is currently underway under the supervision
of Dr. Marilena Karyolemou, though with no web presence or published deliv-
erables to date. There is thus some reason for optimism regarding the future of
CyA.

2 Contact languages

CyA has undergone intensive language contact with Cypriot Greek for the en-
tirety of its presence in Cyprus, which may extend to a millennium (see §1.1). This
contact has intensified since the removal of the population from the traditionally
Maronite and CyA-speaking village of Kormakiti to the capital city, Nicosia.

This move has also resulted in a concomitantly larger social role for Stan-
dard Greek. Cyprus is a diglossic society in which Cypriot Greek coexists with
Standard Greek, the language of education and formal domains.? In moving to
Nicosia, the children of the community also began attending schools with Greek
Cypriot children, rather than their own village schools. Only in the last few years
has a primary school been designated specifically for Maronite children. Most
of them still attend other schools, and the Maronite school is in any case also
(Standard-)Greek-medium and follows the same national curriculum (with the
addition of optional after-school weekly CyA language classes).

ZSome in fact refer to triglossia, encompassing Standard Greek, koinéized Cypriot Greek, and
various other local varieties, with the island-wide koine taking a mesolectal position (Arvaniti
2010).
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Therefore, the influence of Greek has increased radically through contact with
Greek classmates and neighbors, as well as intermarriages with Greek Cypriots
and Maronites from other, non-CyA speaking villages. Such situations are com-
mon due to the small size of the Maronite community, and typically CyA is not
used in these households.

In comparison, contact with Turkish has been limited. Although remaining
residents of Kormakiti are now surrounded by Turkish speakers, the village re-
mains quite set apart socially, to the extent that all water supplies are trucked in
rather than plumbing systems being shared. In Borg’s (1985) texts, speakers do
mention using Turkish with some speakers employed as farm workers, however.
Contact with Turkish speakers in Nicosia is, of course, rare.

Cyprus is “double-diglossic”: the same situation as with Cypriot and Standard
Greek holds also with respect to Cypriot and Standard Turkish. To the extent that
contact with Turkish does occur, it is with Cypriot Turkish rather than Standard
Turkish, unlike Greek, where both varieties are prominent in the lives of CyA
speakers.

There is next to no contact with other varieties of Arabic. The Maronite clergy
in Cyprus often come from Lebanon, and some intermarriage occurred in the
more distant past between the Cypriot and Lebanese Maronite communities, but
this no longer occurs. Roth (2004) refers to the “double minoritization” of CyA
speakers with respect to both the Cypriot context and the wider Arabophone
context — in both, their speech variety is considered deviant and unintelligible.

While early research on CyA identifies it as a Levantine variety of Arabic
(Tsiapera 1969), Borg (1985; 2004) argues strongly for an Anatolian origin with
significant Aramaic substrate influence. Because the Aramaic influence, if any,
must have occurred in the pre-Cyprus period, contact with Aramaic will not be
considered further here, despite its putative influence. A substantial discussion
can be found in Borg (2004).

Another Semitic language, Syriac, is the liturgical language of the Maronite
community. However, no instruction is available in Syriac in Cyprus, so its use
is limited to rote recitation during (very sparsely attended) church services, at
which transliterations and Greek translations are also provided.

English is the third official language of the Republic of Cyprus (along with
Greek and Turkish) and is widely spoken. Instruction in English begins in pri-
mary school in the national curriculum, and private English-medium schools
are also widespread. However, contact with English postdates contact with Greek
and Turkish (beginning only after 1878 and intensifying in the twentieth century)
and appears to have had no effects on CyA language structures.
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The French school in Nicosia is traditionally a popular choice for Maronite
families, so that competence in French has also been common in the community
— a shared characteristic with Lebanese Maronite society. However, like English,
this appears not to have influenced CyA grammar in any significant way.

Remaining minority languages of Cyprus include Armenian and a variety of
Romani locally called Kurbetca/Gurbet¢a. The reports of ECRML specify that
there has been no contact requested or arranged between the Armenian and
Maronite community institutions, however. The small size of the communities
(each less than 1% of the population) no doubt also reduces the chances of contact.
As for Kurbetca, it is unclear whether or not it is still actually spoken on the
island. Members of this community are Turkish-speaking and interact little if at
all with the Maronite community.

Finally, the most common immigrant language after English is Russian, which
occupies an increasingly prominent place in the linguistic landscape of Cyprus.
There are now several Russian-medium schools on the island. However, these
are primarily located outside the capital, and its recent appearance means that it
also has not influenced CyA.

Therefore, the next section will focus on contact effects from Greek on CyA.

3 Contact-induced changes

According to Borg, the doyen of CyA studies, “linguistic acculturation to Greek
in [CyA] is fairly extensive...and involves transfer of allophonic rules, function
words, and virtually unrestricted borrowing of content words in the context of
codeswitching” as well as “a significant degree of calquing on Greek idioms”
(2004: 64). This occurs to such an extent that he describes CyA as “Greek in
transparent Arabic garb”, although “the degree of hellenization...tends to be con-
cealed...the inflectional pattern of [CyA] having largely resisted significant in-
trusion of Greek morphological elements” (2004: 65).

In the remainder of this section, we will examine examples of such Greek influ-
ence, particularly in the phonological domain. At the same time, the remarkable
persistence of CyA language patterns in the face of intensive contact, especially
in the morphological domain, will be discussed.

3.1 Phonology

CyA phonology has been heavily restructured in comparison with other vari-
eties of Arabic, resulting in what Roth (2004: 55) calls “total convergence” of the
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phonological system with Cypriot Greek. Similarly, Gulle (2016: 47) refers to the
“complete adoption of Greek phonology”

Like other varieties of Arabic in intense contact with non-Semitic languages,
CyA has lost the series of so-called emphatic, guttural or pharyngealized con-
sonants. The obstruents have merged with their non-emphatic counterparts, and
the pharyngeal fricative h has merged with the original glottal fricative h, which
in turn is now pronounced as a velar fricative [x] under the influence of Greek,
as in the examples in Table 1.3

Table 1: Reflexes of emphatic and guttural consonants in CyA

CyA  Arabic Gloss

taraf  taraf  ‘end’
txin tahin  ‘flour’
pakar bagar  ‘cattle’
axsen ahsan  ‘better’

The sole survivals among the Arabic consonants that have no counterparts in
Greek are the interdental consonants and the pharyngeal glide // (see example
5b below). It is interesting that the pharyngeal glide, perhaps the most typologi-
cally unusual, remains as a sort of iconic survivor of the Arabic phonemic inven-
tory. The retention of this phoneme, alongside the loss of so many others, implies
that the radical changes to the consonant inventory of CyA, though clearly linked
to Greek influence, cannot be wholly attributed to imposition in the sense of Van
Coetsem (1988; 2000) — or at least, is evidence of significant resistance to such
imposition. In any case, imposition would presumably be due to late learners of
CyA, and it is doubtful that CyA was ever acquired in this way by speakers from
outside the community.

As for the vowels, the Arabic vowel length contrast has also been lost, un-
stressed (formerly) short vowels deleted, and mid vowels have joined the inven-
tory, resulting in a five-vowel inventory matching that of Greek, as illustrated in
Table 2.

This unsurprising result also occurred in other contact varieties such as Mal-
tese and Andalusi Arabic, although may have evolved without the influence of
contact, as in some Levantine varieties.

SExamples are taken from Borg’s (2004) glossary except where noted otherwise. CyA forms
are given in his orthography. “Arabic” forms are the presumed etymological source forms,
typically shared by Standard Arabic as well as other varieties.
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Table 2: Illustration of the innovative vowel system of CyA

CyA Arabic  CyA Gloss

ipn ibn ‘son’
umm  umm ‘mother’
tarp darb ‘road’

klep kilab ‘dogs’
yaxtop yaktub  ‘he writes’
ten yadayn ‘hands.nu’

Phonotactically speaking, CyA remains more permissive than Cypriot Greek,
in that it “allows a wider range of final consonants and is alone [relative to
Cypriot Greek] in allowing final clusters” (Newton 1964: 51).

The effect of (Cypriot) Greek has not been limited to the phonemic inventory.
CyA also conforms in the realm of alternations. Like Cypriot Greek, CyA has
absolute neutralization of voicing in stop consonants, as illustrated in Table 3.

Table 3: Voicing neutralization in CyA stop consonants

CyA  Arabic Gloss

sipel  sabal  ‘stubble’
fates  fadas  ‘lentils’
pakar bagar  ‘cattle’

It also has the same palatalization and spirantization rules (with the latter ap-
plying to the first member of consonant clusters), as well as epenthesis of transi-

tional occlusives in clusters (Tsiapera 1969; Borg 1985; Roth 2004), as illustrated
in Table 4.

Table 4: Greek-derived phonological processes in CyA

CyA  Arabic Gloss Phonological process

kilp  kalb ‘dog’ Palatalization
xtuft  katabt ‘Twrote’ Spirantization
pkyut buyut  ‘houses’ Consonant epenthesis
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As with changes in the phoneme inventory, these additions to the phonological
rules of CyA imply considerable L2 pronunciation effects of Cypriot Greek, even
though it was presumably typically acquired later in life than CyA, a puzzling
apparent contradiction.

3.2 Morphology

According to Newton (1964: 43), “words of Arabic [...] origin retain the full mor-
phological apparatus of Arabic while those of Cypriot-Greek [...] origin appear
exactly as they do in the mouths of monolingual speakers of the Greek dialect””
He goes on to state that “the exceptions to the rule that the morphemes of any
one word are either exclusively [Cypriot Greek] or exclusively [Arabic] in ori-
gin would seem to be few,” and that Greek verbs “are conjugated exactly as they
are when they occur in [Greek]” Example sentences that he provides contain
multiple code-switches between Arabic and Greek-origin words, as in (1), where

Greek words are highlighted in bold.

(1) CyA Newton 1964: 49
paxsop na enicaso xamse kamares
intend.IMPF.1SG SBJV rent.PRS.1SG five ~ room.PL

‘T intend to rent five rooms.

Newton (1964: 50) concludes that neither source “would be in a position to
claim an undisputed majority [of words/morphemes].” Gulle (2016) also discusses
examples of “loss of systemic integration” morphologically, with respect to noun
plurals, meaning that Greek-origin nouns are used with Greek affixal morphol-
ogy rather than being integrated into the CyA morphological system. The exam-
ple in (2) illustrates the use of Greek-origin nouns with Greek plural morphology
intact (in bold) in a CyA matrix sentence.

(2) CyA Borg 1985: 183, 193
allik  p-petrokop-i n-tammet l-ispiridk-ya ta
DEM.PL DEF-stonecutter-PL PASS-end.PRF.35G.F DEF-match-PL cOMP
kan-yiselu fayy-es
PROG.PsT-light.IMPF.3PL dynamite.hole-pL
‘While those stonecutters were igniting sticks of dynamite, the matches
got used up.

On the whole, the picture is of a language somewhat similar to Maltese (see
Lucas & Cépld, this volume), in that we have two morphological systems oper-
ating in parallel, depending on the etymological origin of the root (Romance or
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Arabic, in the case of Maltese; Greek or Arabic, in the case of CyA). Alternatively,
we could say that speech in CyA is replete with code-switching, and the use of
such Greek forms says nothing about the system of CyA itself.

The main exception to morphological non-interaction between CyA and Greek
is the use of the Greek diminutive suffix -ui (feminine -ua) with native CyA words,
noted by all three of the major authors on CyA (Borg, Tsiapera, and Newton). For
example, this suffix is used with Arabic nouns such as xmara ‘female donkey’ and
pint ‘girl’, yielding xmarua ‘small donkey’ and pindua ‘girl’ (Newton 1964: 43—
44). Tsiapera (1964) additionally notes the borrowing of two adjectival suffixes,
-edin (which makes nouns into adjectives) and nominal masculine singular -o.

Relatedly, Gulle (2016) observes that CyA lacks marking for directive and loca-
tive, unlike other Arabic varieties but like spoken Greek. Accusative case mark-
ing is used in spoken Greek for this purpose, but due to the lack of overt case
marking in CyA, such constructions are unmarked entirely.

(3) CyA Gulle 2016: 44

a. k-kafene b. fi-1-lixkali
DEF-cafe in-DEF-field
‘(in) the cafe’ ‘in the field’

Occasional use of Arabic fi ‘in, as in other varieties and example (3b), was at-
tributed by some CyA speakers of Gulle’s acquaintance to the influence of Levan-
tine Arabic. For at least one speaker, the usage of locative/directional fi appeared
to be influenced by calquing from Standard Greek.

However, Borg (2004: 3) notes similar usage in Old Arabic and Hebrew, such
that Greek is not necessarily the source of this pattern. Gulle (2016: 47) concludes
that “the tense—aspect-modality (TAM) system [of CyA] is surprisingly almost
completely intact”, adding only the exception of the use of the Greek modal verb
prepi in necessitative constructions.

Finally, the occasional borrowing of the Greek plural morpheme is observed.
However, this is sporadic, and a quantitative investigation of pluralization based
on Borg’s (2004) glossary (Walter 2017) reveals that native non-suffixal plurals
are still used for over half of all pluralizable nouns, at percentages even higher
than those posited for other Arabic varieties. Greek plurals were given for only
8 of the 251 nouns.

Therefore, although the typically-Arabic use of non-concatenative plural mor-
phology is indeed subject to some degree of suffixal regularization (17% of cases)
and somewhat more restricted in terms of the variety of plural forms in CyA, the
effect of Greek plural forms has been negligible.
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Plural formation, perhaps the most distinctive and cross-linguistically idiosyn-
cratic morphological characteristic of CyA, thus appears remarkably robust in
the face of contact. This echoes the retention of the pharyngeal glide in the
phonological domain.

On the whole, as Borg (1994: 57) states, “the external impact on the native
morphological patterns of [CyA] is slight”

3.3 Syntax

According to Roth (2004: 70), “syntax is a linguistic domain particularly perme-
able to interference from Greek” (author’s translation). By this she means that
function words are doubled with loans from Greek, in particular with relative
clause markers and more complex constructions, as well as the use of Greek
and Arabic-origin negation markers in combination. The example in (4) demon-
strates the CyA use of the native ma negation morpheme concurrently with
Greek me...me. In this case, phonetic similarity may have aided the adoption
of me.

(4) a. CyA Borg 1985: 149
ma-piSrap me pira me mpit
NEG-drink.IMPF.1SG NEG beer NEG wine
‘T don’t drink either beer or wine’

b. Cypriot Greek
em-pinno me piran me krasin
PROG-drink.PRS.1SG NEG beer.Acc NEG wine.AccC

‘T don’t drink either beer or wine.

It is unclear, however, whether all or most of this is simply code-switching and
whether it should be termed syntactic rather than lexical influence.

A syntactic change which does not involve code-switching or lexical borrow-
ing is the development of a predicative copula (lacking in the present tense in
most varieties of Arabic) from Arabic pronouns, discussed by both Roth (2004)
and Borg (1985), and illustrated in (5).

(5) CyA Borg 1985: 134

a. l-iknise e maftux-a b. p-pkyara enne mafak
DEF-church 3sG.F open-F DEF-well.pL 3L deep.PL
‘The church is open’ ‘The wells are deep.’

In example (5a), the copula corresponds to the third-person feminine pronoun
‘she’ (also e, < hiya). Likewise, the copula enne in (5b) corresponds to the third-
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person plural pronoun ‘they’ (also enne, < hunna). The development of this cop-
ula presumably replicates the obligatory present-tense copula found in Greek.
See Lucas & Céplo (this volume) for a similar phenomenon in Maltese.

Finally, both Roth (2004) and Newton (1964) document variable placement of
adjectives, according to both Arabic and Greek norms, as illustrated in (6).

(6) a. CyA Roth 2004: 72
m-mor-a li-z%ar
DEF-child-PL DEF-small.PL
‘small children’

b. Lebanese Arabic Newton 1964: 48
I-bet I-ikbir
DEF-house DEF-big
‘the big house’

c. CyA Newton 1964: 47
li-kbir payt
DEF-big house
‘the big house’

d. Cypriot GreekNewton 1964: 48
to mealo spitin
DEF big  house
‘the big house’

However, Borg (2004) notes that so-called “peripheral” varieties of colloquial
Arabic have been said to employ freer word order than others, so the variation
in noun-adjective ordering may be an independent internal development (or al-
ternatively, perhaps peripheral varieties are by nature more subject to contact,
which leads to this pattern of variation).

In summary, syntax, like morphology, shows relatively little influence of lan-
guage contact, especially in contrast to the phonological system. As word order
is already relatively flexible in both CyA and Cypriot Greek (e.g. with respect to
subject—verb ordering; Newton 1964: 48-49), this is perhaps to be expected.

3.4 Lexicon

According to Newton (1964), of the 630 common lexical items which he elicited,
38% were Greek in origin. However, he goes on to say that the percentage is lower
in running speech, in which typically the most common (and therefore native
Arabic origin) vocabulary was used. Newton raises the possibility (1964: 51) that
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CyA consists of “Arabic plus a large number of Cypriot [Greek] phrases thrown
in whenever [a speaker’s] Arabic fails him or the fancy takes him” Tsiapera
(1964: 124) concurs, stating that “any speaker of [CyA] has a minimum of about
thirty per cent of Greek lexical items in his speech which are not assimilated into
the phonological and morphological system of his native language” She identi-
fies the semantic fields of government and politics, numerical systems includ-
ing weights and measures, and adverbial particles as particularly dominated by
words of Greek origin.

This percentage contrasts with the relatively small number of Greek-origin
items appearing in Borg’s (2004) glossary. However, the difference in elicitation
contexts must be kept in mind — Newton’s work occurring in the Cypriot con-
text and himself being competent in Greek, versus Borg’s work occurring partly
overseas and himself an Arabist rather than a scholar of Greek.

Roth (2004) refers to the drastic reduction of the lexicon, and estimates that it
includes at most 1300 items. Borg’s (2004) glossary contains roughly 2000 entries
(corresponding to 720 lexical consonantal roots), which he considers to be a “sub-
stantial portion” (though not all) of the “depleted” Arabic-origin CyA lexicon.

Gulle (2016: 45) notes suppletion in the paradigm of the verb ‘to come’, with
imperative forms borrowed from Greek. The consonantal root of the verb ‘to
come’, in CyA as elsewhere in Arabic, is vZy, as seen in the form Za ‘he came’.
However, CyA imperative forms of this verb (ela, eli, elu, in masculine singular,
feminine singular, and plural forms, respectively) are clearly based on Greek ela,
elate (singular and plural, respectively). This particular case seems to reflect a
pan-Balkan spread of this item, as ela/elate are also used in Bulgarian (personal
knowledge).

In summary, universal bilingualism and Greek dominance among CyA speak-
ers results in widespread use of code-switched Greek vocabulary and associated
morphology, with marginal lexical suppletion. However, there is very little loan
material integrated into the CyA grammatical system.

As a final note, Hadjidemetriou’s (2009) doctoral dissertation examines lan-
guage contact between CyA and Cypriot Greek (as well as Armenian and Cypriot
Greek), in the opposite direction, to identify any effects of CyA on Cypriot Greek.
Unsurprisingly, however, given the current dominance of Cypriot Greek for these
speakers, no such effects were found, in any of the above domains.

4 Conclusion

CyA appears to present a counterexample to Van Coetsem’s notion of the sta-
bility gradient, which claims that phonology (and syntax) are more stable than
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other domains (the lexicon). It is clear that for CyA, phonology has been the least
stable domain. The observed phonological convergence to Greek is of the type
that suggests pervasive effects of L2 pronunciation (except for the retention of
the pharyngeal glide). Yet it is difficult to imagine any sociolinguistic scenario
in which CyA was taken up in any significant numbers by Greek speakers from
outside the community, and the typical acquisition scenario (when CyA was still
acquired by children) has been use of CyA as a home language, and Greek as
a school language, thereby generating sequential (though eventually probably
Greek-dominant) bilinguals. The historical record is unfortunately lacking any
relevant information that could shed light on the situation.

The most urgent issue for future research on CyA is undoubtedly the need
for additional documentation efforts. In particular, naturalistic texts and audio
recordings are a desideratum. It is to be hoped that the documentation and revi-
talization efforts currently underway will remedy this situation.

Further reading

» Tsiapera’s (1969) work is the only one so far to consider CyA in its totality as
a spoken language, although not at great length, and it drew subsequent crit-
icism of the author’s lack of background knowledge of the Arabic language.
This monograph does, however, have the additional advantage of a publication
date very close in time to the radical change in the sociolinguistic circum-
stances of CyA speakers due to ethnic tensions in the island, culminating in
their near-unanimous relocation from traditionally Maronite villages to the
capital city Nicosia.

» Borg’s (1985) foundational work on morphophonology is still the most exten-
sive resource on CyA grammar. He takes a historical perspective on changes
from earlier Arabic to contemporary CyA, both contact-driven and otherwise,
and also includes substantial textual material in CyA at the end. These texts
are currently the only published ones available.

» The follow-up volume by Borg (2004) includes a substantial introductory es-
say situating CyA within the range of Arabic dialects and elucidating the in-
fluences of the main contact language, Cypriot Greek. The lexical entries are
enriched by comparisons with dialectal forms from other varieties of Arabic,
as well as Greek, Aramaic, and other contact languages where relevant.

» The most up-to-date and reliable information regarding CyA and its speakers,
including documentation, preservation and revival efforts, may be found in
the Council of Europe (2017) report.
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» The following two community websites contain information on CyA institu-
tions and activities in both Greek and English, including contact information,
historical background, archived copies of the monthly (Greek-language) com-
munity newsletter, and so on.

« http://www.maronitesofcyprus.com (in both Greek and English)

« http://kormakitis.net/portal/ (in Greek)
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Chapter 8

Nigerian Arabic

Jonathan Owens
University of Bayreuth

Nigerian Arabic displays an interesting interplay of maintenance of inherited struc-
tures along with striking contact-induced innovations in a number of domains.
This chapter summarizes the various domains where contact-based change has
occurred, concentrating on those less studied not only in Arabic linguistics, but
in linguistics in general, namely idiomatic structure and an expanded functional-
ization of demonstratives. Methodologically, comparative corpora are employed to
demonstrate the degree of contact-based influence.

1 Historical and linguistic background

Nigerian Arabic (NA) is spoken by perhaps — there are no reliable demographic
figures from the last 50 years — 500,000 speakers. These are found mainly in
northeast Nigeria in the state of Borno where their homeland is concentrated
along the Cameroon-Chad border as far south as Banki, spreading westwards to-
wards Gubio, and south of Maiduguri towards Damboa. Mirroring a larger trend
in Nigerian demographics, the past 40 years have seen a considerable degree of
rural-urban migration. This has seen, above all, the development of large Arab
communities in cities in Borno - the capital Maiduguri has at least 50,000 alone’
— though they are now found throughout cities in Nigeria.

Arabs in Nigeria are traditionally cattle nomads, part of what the anthropolo-
gist Ulrich Braukdmper (1994) has called the “Baggara belt”, named after the Arab

!A report in the 1970s by an urban planning company, the Max Lock Group (1976), estimated

that 10% of the then estimated population of 200,000 Maidugurians were Arabs. Today the
population of Maiduguri is not less than one million and may be considerably larger, which
proportionally would estimate an Arab population in Maiduguri alone of at least 100,000. Of
course, if one included the refugee camps today, the number would be much higher.
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tribe in the western Sudan (Kordofan, Darfur; see Manfredi 2010) whose culture
and dialect are very similar to those of the Nigerian Arabs. Until the very recent
Bokko Haram tragedy, besides nomadism, Arabs practiced subsistence farming.
As of the writing of this chapter, nearly all rural Nigerian Arabs have been forced
to flee their home villages and cattle camps, and are living mainly in refugee
camps in northeast Nigeria and neighboring countries.

Arabs first came to the Lake Chad area — whether territorial Nigeria is at this
point undetermined - in the late fourteenth century. They were part of what
initially was a slow migration out of Upper Egypt towards the northern Sudan
beginning in the early thirteenth century, which gained momentum after the
fall of the northern Nubian kingdom of Nobadia (or Maris) in the fourteenth
century. All in all, NA exhibits a series of significant isoglosses which link it
to Upper Egypt, via Sudanese Arabic, even if it displays interesting “archaisms”
linking it to regions far removed from Africa (Owens 2013). Its immediate con-
geners are found in what I have termed Western Sudanic Arabic (WSA; Owens
1994a,b), stretching between northeast Nigeria in the west and Kordofan in the
east (Manfredi 2010). When properties of NA are contrasted with other varieties
of Arabic, it is implicitly understood that these do not necessarily include other
WSA varieties. Much more empirical work is necessary in this regard, but, to
give one example, many of the extended functions of the NA demonstrative de-
scribed in §3.3.2 below are also found in Kordofanian Arabic (Manfredi 2014).
Moreover, where thoughout the Sudanic region as a whole any given isogloss
lies is also an open question, as is the issue of the degree to which the contact-
induced changes suggested here represent broad areal phenomena. As my own in
many cases detailed data derives from NA, I limit most observations to this area.
NA itself divides into two dialect areas, a western and an eastern one that I have
also termed Bagirmi Arabic, since it is spoken by Arabs in the Bagirmi-speaking
region.

In Borno, Arabs are probably the largest minority ethnic group, though still
a minority. The entire area bordering Lake Chad, both to the east and to the
west, is dominated by Kanuri-speaking peoples (Kanembu in Chad). This was a
domination which the Arabs already met in their first migrations into the region,
both a political and a linguistic domination. As will be seen, this has left dramatic
influences in some domains of NA, while leaving others untouched.

While until about 1970 Kanuri was the dominant co-territorial language, Arabs
in the Lake Chad area have been in close contact with other languages and
ethnic groups as well, for instance Fulfulde, Kotoko (just south of Lake Chad) and
Bagirmi (south of Ndjammena in Chad). Furthermore, Kanuri established itself
in Borno in an area already populated by speakers of Chadic languages, so it as
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well was probably influenced by some of the co-territorial languages Arabs met.
Since 1970, Hausa has become the dominant lingua franca in all urban areas in
northeastern Nigeria (indeed throughout the north of the country). In a sample of
58 Maiduguri speakers for instance (Owens 1998; Owens 2000: 324), 50 professed
knowing Hausa, and 46 Kanuri. In the only study of its type, Brof3 (2007) shows
that urban Maiduguri Nigerian Arabs have a high degree of accuracy for a num-
ber of complex variables in Hausa, while, using a similar sample, in one of the
few interactional studies available, Owens (2002) also documents a high multi-
lingual proficiency between Arabic and Hausa, and for some speakers, English.
How such micro-studies can be interpreted against the over 400 years of NA
contact with area languages remains a question for the future. Rural areas have
not yet experienced such a high penetration of Hausa. In a second, rural sample
consisting of 48 individuals, only sixteen self-reported knowing Hausa versus
forty Kanuri. Note that as of the 1990s, there were still a considerable number
of monolingual Arabic speakers, particularly in the area along the Cameroonian
border which among Nigerian Arabs is known as the Kala-Balge region.

While Standard Arabic (Classical Arabic) has always been a variety known
among a small educated elite in Borno (of all ethnic backgrounds), along with
Hausa it has gained considerable momentum in recent years. Whereas tradition-
ally Classical Arabic, as a part of Koranic memorization, has always been a part
of Arabs’ linguistic repertoire, it is only since about 1990 that the teaching of
Standard Arabic as a school subject has spread oral fluency in this variety.

To this point, conditions have been described which, on paper at least, would
favor influence via borrowing under RL-agentivity (in the terminology of Van
Coetsem 1988; 2000). Nigerian Arabs as a linguistic minority tend to be bilingual,
and, it may be assumed, have had a history of bilingualism in Kanuri and locally
other languages going back to their first migrations into the region. Equally, how-
ever, Nigerian Arabic society has itself integrated other ethnic groups creating
conditions of shift to Arabic. According to Braukdmper’s (1994) thesis, the very
basis of Nigerian Arab nomadism is cattle nomadism based on a Fulani model.
This is said to have arisen around the mid-seventeenth century as Arabs coming
from the east met Fulani moving west. Today there is very little Fulfulde spo-
ken in Borno or Chad, so it may be surmised that the result of the Fulani-Arab
contact was language shift in favor of Arabic. Furthermore, slavery was a well-
established institution which incorporated speakers from other ethnic groups
(see recording TV57b-Mule-Hawa in Owens & Hassan 2011, as an instance of
a slave descendant). Intermarriage is another mechanism by which L1 speakers
would switch to Arabic. In contemporary Nigeria, intermarriage in fact tends to
favor Arab women marrying outside their group, rather than marriage into Arab
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society, though there is no cultural proscription of the practice, and such prac-
tices tend, inter alia, to be influenced by the relative prestige and power of the
groups involved. Today Arabs are dominated politically by the Kanuri, though
there are eras, for example the period of Kanemi in the mid-nineteenth century,
or the rule of Rabeh at the beginning of the twentieth, when Arabs were more
dominant and perhaps had greater access to marriage from outside groups. I will
return to these summaries in §4.

The data for this chapter comes from long years of working on Arabic in the
Lake Chad region. More concretely, a large oral corpus of about 400,000 words
(Owens & Hassan 2011) forms the basis of much of the research, and this corpus
will be referred to in a number of places in the chapter. When a form is said to be
rare, frequent, etc., these evaluations are made relative to what can be found in
the corpus. All examples come from this corpus. The source of the recording in
the data bank is indicated by the number in brackets at the end of the example.

2 Contact and historical linguistics

Language contact is an integral part of historical linguistics. In the case of Ara-
bic, the history of Arabic has different interpretations, so it is relevant here to
very briefly reiterate my own views (Owens 2006). All varieties of contemporary
Arabic derive from a reconstructed ancestor or ancestors. Whether singular or
plural is a crucial matter, but one answered legitimately only within historical
linguistic methodology (see e.g. Retsd 2013, who appears to favour the plural).
As is usually accepted (perhaps not by some working within grammaticalization
theory, e.g. Heine & Kuteva 2011), historical linguistics operates at the juncture
of inheritance and contact, and examines change due to internal developments
and change due to contact. In the case of Arabic, contact extends well into the
pre-Islamic era (Owens 2013; 2016a; forthcoming).

Furthermore, it operates at the level of the speech community, and Arabic
has and had many speech communities, each with its own linguistic history. The
history of speech communities is not co-terminous with political history, usually
not with the history of individual countries, or even with cultural entities such as
a nomadic lifestyle. It follows that Arabic linguistic history is quite complicated,
its large population being the product of and reflecting many individual social
entities.

Any individual contemporary Arabic speech community therefore lies at the
end of many influences. Interpreting whether and when a particular change
occurred due to contact is anything but straightforward, as I will discuss very
briefly in the following phonological issue.
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Ostensibly NA shows the loss of *0:
(1) *0>t, *0awr > tor ‘bull’
or in the eastern area:
(2) *0 > s, *Oawr > sor ‘bull’

There is no space to go into the detailed historical linguistic arguments here,
but it would be incorrect to assert that these changes, quite plausibly originally
due to contact, took place in the territorial NA or WSA region. This can be seen
inter alia in the fact that all of Egyptian Arabic (EA) and all of the Sudanic region
including the WSA area has (1). Whenever the shift occurred, it was well before
Arabs came to the Sudanic region, let alone Nigeria. The changes in (1) and, I
would argue, (2) as well, are part of the historical linguistics of ancestral Sudanic
Arabic, but the changes themselves are antecedent to Arabic in the Sudanic re-
gion and therefore are not treated here.

3 Contact-induced changes

3.1 Phonology

Excluding cases like (1-2) on methodological grounds, other than marginal ef-
fects due to borrowing, discussed briefly in §3.2, there are no significant instances
of contact-induced phonological change limited only to NA. Two changes con-
fined to all or part of the WSA region can be suspected, however.

Throughout Nigeria, Cameroon, and most of Chadian Arabic, *h/T have de-
pharyngealized.

(3) *h/S > h/?
hilim ‘dream’ > hilim
gafad ‘stay, sit’ > ga?ad

As a set, the change is attested only in this region. Moreover, the area it is
attested in begins by and large in the region where Arabic fades into minority
status.

A second candidate for a local WSA innovation is the reflex of *t, which is a
voiced, emphatic implosive /d/. The implosive /d/ is also found in Fulfulde, as
well as other possible contact languages such as Bagirmi, which, as noted above,
are one source of shifters to Arabic. Manfredi (2010: 44; and personal communi-
cation) notes that /d/ is an allophonic variant in Kordofanian Baggara Arabic.
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The status of one phoneme, /¢/, is still open. It is fairly frequent (about 100
entries out of about 8,500 (excluding proper names) in a dictionary currently in
preparation begin with /¢/). In a minority of cases an Arabic origin is certain
or likely, e.g. ¢al ‘come’ (eastern variant) < *tal and perhaps catt ‘all’, < *3atta
‘various’, with [§ + t] > /¢/ recalling some Gulf dialects i¢uf ‘you see’. /¢/ is never
a reflex of *k. However, most instances of /¢/ are still unaccounted for (e.g cu
‘very red’, ¢aqab ‘wade through’).

All in all then, there has not been a great deal of fundamental phonological
change due to contact. Note that NA maintains all inherited emphatics, and prob-
ably inherited its phonemically contrastive emphatic /m/, /r/ and perhaps its /1/
as well.

3.2 Loanwords

Despite its long period as a minority language in the Lake Chad region, NA has
only a modest number of loanwords (see Owens 2000 for a much more detailed
treatment of all aspects of loanwords in the classical sense). In a token count
based on about 500,000 words, only about 3% of all words were loans. On a
type basis the percentage rises considerably, though still is far from overwhelm-
ing. Table 1 presents loanword provenance data from the dictionary currently in
progress.

Table 1: Loanwords in NA, types, N = 1263

Language Types
English 509
Hausa 255
Kanuri 252
Standard Arabic 212
French 21
Fulfulde 12
Kotoko 2

The figures in Table 1 are probably a slight underestimation, as there are about
sixty words, like bazingir ‘soldier of Rabeh’ which clearly are not of Arabic origin
but whose precise origin has not been found.
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There are many interesting issues in understanding the loanwords, a few of
which I mention very cursorily here. The semantic domains differ from source
to source. Standard Arabic, for instance, has mainly learned words. Kanuri cov-
ers a fairly wide spectrum, and strikingly includes a large number of discourse
markers and conjunctions, on a token basis. dugé ‘then, so’ (< dug6) for instance
has something in the range of 630 occurrences and yo, y0, iyo ‘so, okay, aha’ has
938. In Owens (2000: 303), discourse particles and conjunctions are shown to
make up no less than 23.3% of all loanword tokens in the sample. It is noticeable
that although a few Hausa discourse marker tokens (to ‘right, okay, so’) do occur,
there are hardly twenty in all, this being indicative of the much shorter time span
Hausa has been in large-scale contact with NA as compared to Kanuri.

The question of origin has two aspects, one the ultimate origin, the other how
it got into NA. bel ‘belt’ is ultimately of English origin, but the same word is also
found in Hausa (bel) and in Kanuri (bél). Given that both of these languages are
dominant ones, it is likely that bel entered NA from one of these, not directly from
English. The statistics above are the ultimate origin. The medial origin (travel
words) is much harder to trace. Using the corpus, it is possible to discern likely
paths. For instance, NA sana?a ~ sapa ‘trade, occupation, profession’ is cognate
with both Standard Arabic sinafa ‘art, occupation, craft’ and Hausa sana?a ‘trade,
craft, profession’. Considering the distribution of sapa among speakers who have
no knowledge of Standard Arabic, it is likely that the word reached NA via Hausa.

Non-Arabic phonology will often be maintained in the loanword. However, as
can be discerned from loanwords of higher frequency, usually there is variation
between retention of the source phoneme and adaptation. For instance ‘police’
comes in two forms, polis and folis (Owens 2000: 278). The [p] variant occurs
in 19 tokens distributed among eight speakers, the [f] in 18 tokens among six
speakers. Inspection of the statistics shows only a tendential bias towards [f]
among women and villagers. Both variants appear therefore to be widespread.
Note in this case that variation between [p] and [f] is also endemic to Kanuri, so
it is likely here that the variation itself was borrowed.

3.3 Syntax

There are three strong candidates for contact-induced change in the syntactic
domain: word order, ideophones and an expansion and realignment of demon-
stratives.
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3.3.1 Word order and ideophones

NA has only two pre-noun modifiers, golit ‘each’, kunni ‘each’.

(4) golit 71d nulummu
each holiday gather.1mpF.1pL

‘We would gather at each festival’

Otherwise NA is head-N-initial, which means that ¢&att ‘all’ and kam ‘how
many’ are post-N, while demonstratives only have a post-N position (as in EA).

(5) numsu be “?fahuwat-na Catt-ina
go.IMPF.1PL with sisters-1pL  all-1pL
‘We go with our sisters, all of us’

(6) tagib dahab kam
bring.1MPF.25G.M gold how.much
‘How much gold do you bring?’

The post-nominal-only demonstrative would have been inherited from EA.
¢att ‘all’ mirrors the post-nominal alternative for kull, both taking a pronoun
cross-referencing the head noun. Therefore, strictly speaking, the only innova-
tion is the post-nominal position of kam ‘how many’, and an argument could be
made that internal analogies lead NA towards a more consistent head-first noun-
phrase order. By the same token, Kanuri is also consistently head-first order in
the NP, so it could be that contact with Kanuri accelerated an inherited trend.

The numeral phrase has undergone considerable re-structuring. From ‘twenty’
upwards, the order is decade—ones.

(7) talatin haw wahid
thirty and one
‘thirty one’

Though inherited teens do occur, the usual structure is ten—ones.

(8) “Tasara haw wahid
ten and one

< b
eleven

This order mirrors that of Kanuri (Hutchison 1981: 203), and indeed that of
most languages in the immediate Lake Chad area. Uzbekistan Arabic has the
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same numeral order and structure as NA, and in these cases independent contact
events are likely the reason for the shift from an inherited structure.

A new syntactic category (for Arabic), that of ideophones, is described in detail
in Owens & Hassan (2004) (see tul in (11b) below). To date in the dictionary of
NA in progress there are 342 ideophones, about 4% of the lemma total.

3.3.2 Demonstratives

Formally, NA demonstratives reproduce their inherited forms, and therefore are
virtually identical to paradigms found in various Egyptian dialects, except that,
in consonance with NA morphology, feminine plural has a distinct form, which
most Egyptian dialects have neutralized (see Table 2).

Table 2: NA demonstratives

Near Far

Singular Plural Singular Plural

Masculine da dol dak dolak
Feminine di del dik delak

As with all Arabic demonstratives, NA demonstratives are used both as modi-
fiers and pronominally. The traditional, inherited functions are entity referential
(al-bét da ‘this house’), and propositional anaphoric (?asan da ‘because of this’,
where ‘this’ references an introduced proposition).

Additionally, however, the demonstratives occur in several contexts which
either are not attested at all, or are attested only on an extremely infrequent
basis in other Arabic dialects. I summarize these here.

1. Marking the end of dependent clauses, whether relative, conditional or adver-
bial.

Usually da is the default form in this function, though in the case of relative
clauses the demonstratives often agrees with the head noun.

(9) Conditional clause

[kan gul balkallam kalam-hum  da] ma
[if say.PrF.1sG speak.IMPF.1sG language-3PL.M DEM.SG.M] NEG
bukin

possible

‘If I said I speak their language, it is not possible.
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2.

184

(10) Relative clause
balkallam le-om be l-luqqa
speak.IMPF.1sG to-3PL.M with DEF-language
l-biyarifa-ha di
REL-Kknow.IMPF.3PL.M-35G.F DEM.SG.F
‘I speak to them in the language which they know.

Text referential, cataphoric.

da is used cataphorically to foreshadow a propositional expansion. In (11) the
speaker is asked how he farms. Instead of answering directly, he introduces
his answer with the cataphoric use of da, which is then expanded upon in the
following independent proposition.

(11) a. kef tiherit
how farm.IMPF.25G.M

‘How do you farm?’

b. baharit da, al-hirata l-wad-e tul di
farm.1MPF.1SG DEM.SG.M DEF-farming DEF-one-F only DEM.SG.F
d-duhun
DEF-millet

‘How I farm? The one type of farming is only millet.

. Deictics.

A number of deictic words, mainly adverbs, are marked by demonstratives,
in this case nearly always da. The deictics include hassa ‘now’, dugut ‘now’,
wakit ~ waqit ‘now’, tawwa ‘previously, formerly’, hine/hinén ‘here’, awwal
‘first, before’, gabul ‘previously, before, ba?ad ‘afterwards’, alom/alyom ‘to-
day’, bukura ‘day after tomorrow’, amis ‘yesterday’, albare ‘yesterday evening’,
ambakir ‘tomorrow’, mannasabad ‘in the morning’, gadi ‘there’, hinak ‘there’,
hagira ‘(a place) away from here’, bilhén ‘much’.

(12) hagira da ma masét
away DEM.SG.M NEG goO.PRF.1SG
‘Tdidn’t go away anywhere’

(13) albare da as-sararik dahalo
yesterday DEM.SG.M DEF-thieves enter.PRF.3PL.M

‘Yesterday evening thieves broke in’
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4. Demonstratives mark pronouns, in this case often agreeing with the pronoun
in terms of number and gender, and other demonstratives, where usually da

occurs.
(14) a. inti di gibi le-i §-suqal da
2SG.F DEM.SG.F bring.IMP.SG.F t0-OBL.1SG DEF-thing DEM.SG.M
‘You there bring me the watchamacallit.
b. ?ard gaydam dola da kula ?arab

land Geidam DEM.PL.M DEM.SG.M also Arab
‘In the land around Geidam and the like are also Arabs.

Basic attributes of these expanded functions can be given in cursory manner.

Concerning frequency, the occurrence of demonstratives in these functions
on a token basis is high. For instance, there are 887 tokens of gadi ‘there’ in the
corpus, of which 108 or 12% are marked by da. The highest percentages of demon-
stratives in these functions occur with dependent clauses and the 3sG pronouns
hu ‘he’ and hi ‘she’. For hu, nearly 25% of all tokens occur with da (586/2407
24.3%). As far as the four innovative functions summarized above are concerned,
a sample of 1318 tokens of da gathered from an arbitrary selection of 45 texts in
the corpus reveals the data presented in Table 3. While the inherited referential
functions constitute the largest single class, they make up only 53% of the total.
The remaining 47% are functionally innovative.

Table 3: Functions of da in NA

Function Percentage of total
Inherited functions 53.4%
Entity referential 42.3%
Proposition-anaphoric 11.1%
Innovative functions 46.7%
Cataphoric-propositional 7.2%
Dependent clause 18.7%
Adverbs/deictic 12%
Pronouns, demonstratives 8.8%

The syntactic, pragmatic and semantic nuances of using or not using the dem-
onstratives in these innovative contexts have yet to be worked out. The two
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examples in (15) and (16) illustrate different ways the innovative functions are
integrated with other elements of the grammar.

Syntactically, for instance, based on the sample described above, da marks the
end of about 30% of all conditional clauses. When it does not occur, its final clause
boundary marking position commutes with an alternative pragmatically-marked
element, such as the discourse marker kula ‘even’. (No tokens of *kula da closing
a conditional clause occur in the corpus).

(15) kan qayyart-a kula
if change.PRF.25G.M-35G.M DM

‘Even if you changed it.

Pragmatically there are many instances where da has a focusing function, as in
the following, where a mixed linguistic region ‘here’ is contrasted with another
‘there’, which is linguistically homogeneous.

(16) nas gadé  gadé  kulahinén katirinfi [qadi da] nafar-na
people different different bm here many Exs there DEM.SG.M type-1pL
nafara wahid
type one
‘Here there are a lot of different (types) but [over there] there is just our
one ethnic group’

The functions outlined in Table 3 are therefore both of high frequency and are
systematically embedded in the syntax and pragmatics.

It should be intuitively clear that the functions in examples (9-16) are innova-
tive in their systematicity relative to other varieties of Arabic. To show this in
detail it would, however, be necessary to look at large-scale corpora of other Ara-
bic dialects. This can very briefly be done with EA, which, as noted above, is an
ancestral homeland of NA. The EA corpus is from LDC Callhome (Canavan et al.
1997), Nakano (1982), Behnstedt & Woidich (1987), and Woidich & Drop (2007),
comprising about 417,000 words. It is thus of comparable size to the NA corpus. In
this corpus there do occasionally occur collocations of pronoun + demonstrative
in the same contexts as illustrated in (14), in particular as in (17).

(17) hiwwa da lli mawgnd fandi-na
3sG.M DEM.SG.M REL present at-1pL

‘That is what we have’
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It clearly, however, has a different functionality from NA pronoun + demon-
strative. In EA the construction consistently is anaphoric to a previous proposi-
tion or situation, as in (17), where it introduces a previously-established topic to
a following descriptive qualification. In 11 of the 58 tokens in the EA corpus it
is followed by a relative clause, as in (17). Most tellingly, there are 2,677 huwwa
(~ hu, hii, hiwwa, hiiwa) tokens, of which only 58, or 2% are followed by da (~ dah,
dih, deh, di). This compares to the nearly 25% hu + da tokens in NA noted above.
Moreover, in the NA sample, no tokens of hu da are followed by a relative clause.
In this same statistical vein, the total number of singular proximal demonstra-
tives in NA amounts to 16,774 tokens (14,591 da, 2,183 di). In the EA corpus there
are only 8,239 (4,996 da, 3,243 di). Given that the corpora sizes are comparable
(EA in fact a little larger), the demonstratives in NA are vastly over-proportional.
This preponderance is due to da. Clearly there is a case to be answered: what
accounts for the vastly higher frequency of the 3sG.m demonstrative in NA? Re-
call, in answering this question, that behind the simple statistical comparison is
a fundamental historical one as well. Ancestral NA came from ancestral EA. The
initial populations, it needs to be assumed, had a demonstrative system like that
of EA, and the majority of NA demonstrative tokens (see Table 3) still reflect
this system. A blunt historical linguistic question is what caused the vast shift in
frequencies.

From these initial, basic observations, it does not appear that the greatly ex-
panded functionality of the demonstrative in NA can be explained by an in-
creasing grammaticalization of the demonstrative.? This follows from two obser-
vations. First, the expanded functions of the demonstrative in Table 3 are, with
the exception of the boundary-marking of dependent clauses (10), not those asso-
ciated with the grammaticalization of demonstratives (e.g. the 17 trajectories of
demonstratives in Diessel 1999). Secondly, NA and EA split over 400 years ago.
One of the branches, represented by NA, underwent the considerable changes
outlined here, whereas the other branch, EA, probably did not change at all (i.e.
sentences such as (17) were probably present in EA in 1200, and before).® There is
thus no natural or inherent tendency for demonstratives to expand as in Table 3.
It can thus be safely assumed that the expanded functionality of the NA demon-
strative was due to contact.

I do not at all agree with Heine & Kuteva (2011) and Leddy-Cecere (this volume) that changes
due to contact can be assimilated to a type of grammaticalization process, so the following
contact-based account is independent of grammaticalization. Grammaticalization, in Meillet’s
original sense, pertained only to internally-motivated changes.

*Cf. Damascus, which has an identical construction to that of EA. There are parallels also in
Classical Arabic, so this type of construction is probably proto-Arabic. If so, it only heightens
the degree to which NA has innovated away from an original, stable structure.
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In fact, there is a good deal of prima facie evidence supporting this supposition.
However, as is so frequently the case when one suspects pattern (metatypical)-
type contact influence which is probably centuries old, support for the position
will be indexical. Moreover, in the current case one is most probably dealing
with a large-scale areal phenomenon in the Lake Chad area (and perhaps beyond)
which encompasses well over a hundred languages. In this summary chapter it
will therefore have to suffice to rather peremptorily indicate that throughout the
region there is a referential marker, sometimes a demonstrative, sometimes an
article-like element, sometimes an element with both demonstrative and article-
like properties, which consistently has the distribution of (9-16). Some languages
have a better fit than others, and, of course, they will differ in detail in their
language-internal functionality. A basic pattern is illustrated in (18) with Kanuri
(Hutchison 1981: 47, 207, 218, 234, 241, 270), and summary references are made
for Bagirmi, Wandala and Fali. So far as is known, Fali and Wandala had no
significant contact with NA or its WSA relatives.

The Kanuri determinative -da has the following functions.

(18) Kanuri (Nilo-Saharan/Saharan)
Anaphoric entity reference

a. obligatorily ends RC and optionally many adverbial clauses; = (9), (10)
b. pronoun focus; = (14)
c. marks adverbs; = (12), (13)

The only Kanuri structure missing from the list appears to be the propositional
cataphoricity illustrated in (11).

Wandala (Frajzyngier 2012: 507-34, 603) has two morphemes: -na which is
broadly glossed as a determiner and -w ‘that’. -na, besides marking entity refer-
ence, obligatorily marks the ends of a relative clause, and optionally a conditional
(=9, 10); it occurs as an obligatory element in certain time/place adverbs (=12, 13);
it is part of the previous mention marker nan-na; nan itself is said to originally
be a third person singular pronoun, so there is a structural parallel to hu + da. -w
functions as a topic marker that marks pronouns (=14).

In Fali (Adamawa; Niger-Congo) the demonstratives gi/go also obligatorily
mark the end of relative and conditional clauses (=9, 10), subject focus (=14), and
occur with some adverbs (=12, 13).

In Bagirmi a “determiner particle” -na is a constitutive part of the demon-
strative enna < et-na ‘this’, and -na alone obligatorily marks the end of relative
clauses, and can emphasize pronouns, adverbs and entire sentences (Stevenson
1969: 40, 51, 54).
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Areal features typically are not sensitive to language family, and this appears
to be the case in this brief exemplification. Kanuri and Bagirmi are Nilo-Saharan,
Wandala is Chadic, Fali is Niger-Congo, and Arabic is Semitic. Only Wandala and
Arabic are very distantly related genetically. Nonetheless, in all of the languages
there is a deictic-referential marker (demonstrative, determiner, demonstrative—
determiner) which, besides a classic deictic or anaphoric function, surfaces in
an extended range of identical (cf. marking boundary of dependent clause) or
similar (pronouns, adverbs)* functions. These extended functions are precisely
those which distinguish NA from other varieties of Arabic. The case for contact
follows from two directions: in certain (not all) respects, NA deviates markedly
from a putative ancestral source shared with EA, and where it does, its deviation
corresponds broadly to analogous categories in co-territorial languages.

3.4 Semantics

The innovative distribution of the NA demonstratives is striking for the degree
to which it appears to have raised the overall demonstrative token count, relative
to EA. Discerning its presence in a text, however, is a straightforward matter. A
much subtler, but no less pervasive instance of contact-based change pertains
to idiomaticity. Like the demonstrative, this has a semantic and a formal aspect.
Semantically, meanings emerge which are, for Arabic, unique, as in the following,.

(19) a. ras al-bét
head pEr-house
‘roof’
b. nadim ras-a
person head-3sG.M
‘an independent person, person of his own means’
(20) a. tallafo galb-i
spoil. PRF.3PL.M heart-1sG
‘They angered me’
b. galb-a helu
heart-3sG.M sweet
‘He is happy.

*The comparativist is limited to the extant reference grammars. These are in many instances
excellent. Still, I suspect that they understate the flexibility of distribution of elements such as
the deictic marker discussed here. Mea culpa, in Owens (1993: 88, 221, 235) the extended func-
tions of the demonstrative described in this chapter for NA were treated in disparate sections,
with no overall focus.
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Formally the idioms are distinctive (as Arabic collocations) in bringing to-
gether lexemes which in other dialects would hardly co-occur, like [tallaf + galb]
or [galb + helu]. The idiomatic meanings of the keywords (e.g. tallaf, galb) are,
in usage terms, often the typical usage for a given lexeme. In the NA corpus, for
instance, of 101 tokens of galb ‘heart’ all of them, 100%, are idiomatic. There is
no reference to a physical heart. Similarly, ras is 80% idiomatic (247/308 tokens;
Ritt-Benmimoun et al. 2017: 53). Thus, while idiomaticity has been consistently
ignored as a theoretical issue in historical linguistics in general and in Arabic in
particular, on a usage basis it is an integral aspect of understanding the lexical
texture of the language.

Here as well NA is strikingly different from EA, as again can be determined
from corpora-based comparison. In general, though both NA and EA share id-
iomatic keywords (galb/Zalb and ras are frequent in both, for instance), their
meanings and their collocational environments hardly overlap. For instance, in
the EA corpus there are 110 tokens of galb/7alb ‘heart’, of which 102 or 93% are
idiomatic. This percentage closely parallels that of NA idiomatic galb. The typi-
cal EA collocate of idiomatic 7alb, however, is very different. The most frequent
meaning is ‘center of X’, 7alb il-bahr ‘middle of the sea’. This meaning is entirely
lacking in NA, and consequently collocates like !galb al-bahar (! = collocation-
ally/semantically odd) are also lacking.

How different NA idiomaticity (meaning and collocational environment) is
from EA was shown recently in Ritt-Benmimoun et al. (2017). There a three-way
comparison was conducted between EA, southern Tunisian Arabic and NA, look-
ing at three idiomatic keywords frequent in all three dialects: ras, galb ‘heart’,
and fen ‘eye’. EA and southern Tunisian, though separated by a longer period of
time (ca. 1035—present) than EA-NA (ca. 1300—present), showed a much higher
identity of idiomatic structure than EA-NA (or NA-southern Tunisian). Both EA
(21a) and Tunisian Arabic (21b), for instance, maintain the same lexemes, same
structure, same idiomaticity in a highly specific meaning.

(21) a. Egyptian Arabic
hatt ras-u fi t-turab
put.prF.35G.M head-3sG.M in DEF-ground
‘He humiliated him.

b. Tunisian Arabic

hatt-l-a ras-a fi t-trab
put.PRF.35G.M-to-3sG.M head-3sG.M in DEF-ground
‘He humiliated him.
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These are nonsensical, or literal collocations in NA.

The comparison between EA and southern Tunisian Arabic serves as a similar
baseline to comparing the overall demonstrative frequencies between EA and
NA. The same question occurs. Why is NA different?

In this case the answer is even clearer than with the demonstrative. Essentially,
NA has calqued its idiomatic structure (meaning and collocation) from Kanuri.
The Kanuri of (19a) and (20b), for instance, are as in (22).

(22) a. kola fato-be
head house-GeN

‘roof’

b. kam kela-nza-ye
person head-35G.M-GEN

< . . bl
an independent person, person of his own means

A ‘roof’ in both languages is the ‘head of a house’, an independent person is
a ‘person of his head’, and so on, for something in the range of 70-80% of all the
approximately 340 idioms studied (see Owens 1996; 2014; 2015; 2016b for details).

In summary, a large part of NA lexical structure is, as it were, not Arabic, but
rather, as termed in Owens (1998), part of the Lake Chad idiomatic area. This
identity, however, exists only at a semantic and collocational level. In their basic
meaning, and their phonology, morphology and syntax, even in the context of
idioms (Owens & Dodsworth 2017), the constituent lexemes ras, bet, tallaf, galb
etc. in NA are indistinguishable from any variety of Arabic at all.

There doubtless remains a good deal more systematic, contact-based corre-
spondence between NA and languages of the Lake Chad area to be explored.
The influence on NA is significant.

4 Conclusion

According to the historico-demographic background to NA, this variety did and
does live with co-territorial languages, particularly Kanuri, today increasingly
with Hausa, and in the past, Fulfulde and other smaller languages. NA bilin-
gualism should, presumably, manifest itself in borrowing. Equally, NA speech
communities have incorporated speakers of other languages into its fabric. The
expectation here is that NA would be influenced via shift (imposition) from other
languages.

In the domains summarized here, it is hard to discern a clear correlation be-
tween linguistic outcome and type of contact. There has been some phonological
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change, which in Van Coetsem’s (1988; 2000) model is suggestive of change via
shift (imposition), but the influence is limited to the features discussed in §3.1.
What I believe is more striking than the contact-induced phonological change
is the maintenance of inherited structures. NA still maintains a robust series
of emphatics, has a non-reductive syllable structure reminiscent of, inter alia,
Tihama varieties, has classic distinguishing syllable structure attributes such as
the gahawa syndrome (ahamar ‘red’) and the bukura syndrome (bi-giri ‘he runs’),
to mention but a few. If the changes in (9-16) are due to imposition, it is equally
clear that the “imposers” otherwise learned/learn a very normal Arabic.

Classic borrowing is moderate. The fact that discourse markers and conjunc-
tions are token-wise frequent suggests that speakers were/are conversant in both
Kanuri and Arabic. This does not, however, indicate whether these loans arose
through imposers or borrowers. Moreover, to complicate matters even more, as-
suming Kanuri to have been the widespread lingua franca in the past, it would
not need to have been native Kanuri speakers who imposed the Kanuri into
Arabic. Speakers of Fulfulde, Kotoko, Malgwa or other languages would have
been involved as well. As shown in Owens & Hassan (2010), discourse markers
are prevalent in code-switching, which here would be conducted by Arabs code-
switching between Arabic and Kanuri. From this scenario the discourse markers
entered as borrowed elements.

The interpretation of demonstratives and idiomatic structure is equally am-
biguous. The easiest development to envisage is L2 Arabic speakers imposing
their L1 Kanuri, Fulfulde etc. usage onto their L2 Arabic. What makes this inter-
pretation attractive is that it explains why in both cases such a massive importa-
tion of non-Arabic structure came into Arabic. As the name implies, these speak-
ers could simply have imposed their own semantics and collocational alignment
onto Arabic. Equally, however, it is not impossible that L1 Arabic speakers, fully
bilingual in Kanuri and/or other languages simply shifted their Arabic usage to
accommodate to their L2. Full fluency implies knowing idiomatic structure and
the use of demonstratives, which the Arab borrowers could eventually incorpo-
rate into their own Arabic.

The only obvious common denominator to these musings is that the speakers
would have been highly fluent in their respective L2s, whether L2 Arabic speak-
ers shifting to Arabic or L1 Arabic speakers fluent in Kanuri or other languages
borrowing from their L2. The issue is only partly who the L1 and L2 speakers are.
It is equally how well the populations knew/know Arabic/other languages, and
how the high level of fluency produces the results shown.
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Adding to the interpretive problem is that neither of the domains, idiomati-
city or the expansion of demonstratives as it occurred in NA, have a comparative
basis. Idiomaticity in the recent western linguistic tradition has been all but en-
tirely subordinated to metaphor theory (Lakoff & Johnson 1999; see Haser 2005
for one critical perspective). It has received very little principled historical inter-
pretation, and what work has been done (e.g. Sweetser 1990) tends to follow a
Lakoffian paradigm and to be confined to European languages and to societies
quite different from that of Nigerian Arabs. As far as demonstratives go, the lit-
tle work that has been done on the languages co-territorial with NA (e.g. Kramer
2014: 141 on Fali), assume a grammaticalization of demonstrative usage ab novo
via grammaticalization processes. Assuming such a perspective for the develop-
ment of NA gives the lie to this simple assumption for the following reason. It
would need to explain why the grammaticalization process did not take place in
EA or other Arabic varieties, but did in NA, which is spoken in an area where
the co-territorial languages, historically antecedent to Arabic, have the structures
which NA acquired. If change via contact is the only plausible explanation for
NA, it equally needs to be entertained for any language in the Lake Chad region.

Given so many open variables, it might be interesting to approach the issue
from the opposite perspective, namely, what parts of language were not influ-
enced by contact. Most of phonology was not, morphology hardly at all, syntax
to a degree, basic vocabulary little.’ This minimally implies that if the contact
changes were due to shift, the shifters in other domains (those where they did
not impose idiomaticity or demonstrative usage) acquired a native-like compe-
tence in Arabic. In this respect it might be easier to envisage L1 Arabic borrowers
maintaining these structures, and borrowing idiomaticity/demonstrative usage
via their L2.

At the end of the day I think the range of questions evoked far surpasses the
ability of currently-formulated linguistic theories of contact or language change,
whether based on sociolinguistic or on cognitive perspectives (Lucas 2015: 523)
to provide profound insight into how the obvious, and in some cases pervasive
influence on NA via contact came about. It would be more fruitful to turn the
question around and ask how rich databases such as exist for NA, EA and some
other Arabic dialects inform the overall issue of change via contact.

5 A Swadesh 100-word list gives something in the range of 79-83% cognacy with other varieties
of Arabic.
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Abbreviations

1, 2,3 1st, 2nd, 3rd person N noun

DEF  definite article NA Nigerian Arabic

DEM  demonstrative NEG  negative

DM discourse marker NP noun phrase

EA Egyptian Arabic OBL  oblique

EXS existential PL plural

F feminine PRF perfect (suffix conjugation)
GEN  genitive REL  relative

MPF  imperfect (prefix conjugation) sG singular

M masculine WSA  Western Sudanic Arabic
N number
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Chapter 9
Maghrebi Arabic

Adam Benkato
University of California, Berkeley

This chapter gives an overview of contact-induced changes in the Maghrebi dialect
group in North Africa. It includes both a general summary of relevant research on
the topic and a selection of case studies which exemplify contact-induced changes
in the areas of phonology, morphology, syntax, and lexicon.

1 The Maghrebi Arabic varieties

In Arabic dialectology, MAGHREBI is generally considered to be one of the main
dialect groups of Arabic, denoting the dialects spoken in a region stretching from
the Nile delta to Africa’s Atlantic coast — in other words, the dialects of Maur-
itania, Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, Libya, parts of western Egypt, and Malta. The
main isogloss distinguishing Maghrebi dialects from non-Maghrebi dialects is
the first person of the imperfect, as shown in Table 1 (cf. Lucas & Cépld, this

volume).!

Table 1: First-person imperfect ‘write’ in Maghrebi and non-Maghrebi

Arabic
Non-Maghrebi Maghrebi
Classical Arabic Baghdad Arabic Casablanca Arabic Maltese
Singular aktub aktib naktab nikteb
Plural naktub niktib nkatbu niktbu

!More about the exact distribution of this isogloss can be found in Behnstedt (2016).
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This Maghrebi group of dialects is in turn traditionally held to consist of two
subtypes: those spoken by sedentary populations in the old urban centers of
North Africa, and those spoken by nomadic populations. The former of these,
usually referred to as “pre-Hilali” (better: “first-layer”) would have originated
with the earliest Arab communities established across North Africa (~7th-8th
centuries CE) up to the Iberian Peninsula. The latter of these, usually referred to
as “Hilali” (better: “second-layer”), is held to have originated with the westward
migration of a large group of Bedouin tribes (~11th century CE) out of the Arabian
Peninsula and into North Africa via Egypt. Their distribution is roughly as fol-
lows.2 First-layer dialects exist in cities such as Tunis, Kairouan, Mahdia, Sousse,
Sfax (Tunisia), Jijel, Algiers, Cherchell, Tlemcen (Algeria), Tangier, Tetuan, south-
ern Rif villages, Rabat, Fez, Taza, so-called “northern” dialects (Morocco), Maltese,
and formerly Andalusi and Sicilian dialects; most Judeo-Arabic dialects formerly
spoken in parts of North Africa are also part of this group. Second-layer dia-
lects are spoken by populations of nearly all other regions, from western Egypt,
through all urban and rural parts of Libya, to the remaining urban and rural parts
of Algeria and Morocco. Though some differences between these two subtypes
are clear (such as [q, 7, k] vs. [g] for *q), there have probably been varying levels of
interdialectal mixture and contact since the eleventh century CE. In many cases,
first-layer varieties of urban centers have been influenced by neighboring second-
layer ones, leading to new dialects formed on the basis of inter-dialectal contact.
It is important to note that North Africa is becoming increasingly urbanized and
so not only is the traditional sedentary/nomadic distinction anachronistic (if it
was ever completely accurate), but also that intensifying dialect contact accom-
panying urbanization means that new ways of thinking about Maghrebi dialects
are necessary. It is also possible to speak of the recent but ongoing koinéization
of multiple local varieties into supralocal or even roughly national varieties—
thus one can speak, in a general way, of “Libyan Arabic” or “Moroccan Arabic”.
This chapter will not deal with contact between mutually intelligible varieties of
a language although this is equally important for the understanding of both the
history and present of Maghrebi dialects.?

*More will not be said about the subgroups of Maghrebi dialects that have been proposed. For
more details about the features and distribution of Maghrebi dialects see Pereira (2011); for
more detail on the complex distribution of varieties in Morocco see Heath (2002).

*The emergence of new Maghrebi varieties resulting from migration and mixture is discussed
in Pereira (2007) and Gibson (2002), for example. The oft-cited distinction between urban and
nomadic dialects is also problematized by the existence of the so-called rural or village dialects
(though this is also a problematic ecolinguistic term), on which see Mion (2015). Dialect contact
outside of the Maghreb is discussed by Cotter (this volume).
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2 Languages in contact

Contact between Arabic and other languages in North Africa began in the late
seventh century CE, when Arab armies began to spread westward through North
Africa, reaching the Iberian Peninsula by the early eighth century CE and found-
ing or occupying settlements along the way. Their dialects would have come
into contact with the languages spoken in coastal regions at that time, includ-
ing varieties of Berber and Late Latin, and possibly even late forms of Punic and
Greek. The numbers of Arabic speakers moving into North Africa at the time of
initial conquests were likely to have been quite small.* By the time of the migra-
tion of Bedouin groups beginning in the eleventh century, it is doubtful that lan-
guages other than Berber and Arabic survived in the Maghreb. The Arabization
of coastal hinterlands and the Sahara increased in pace after the eleventh cen-
tury. Berber varieties continue to be spoken natively by millions in Morocco and
Algeria, and by smaller communities in Libya, Tunisia, Mauritania, and Egypt.
Any changes in an Arabic variety due to Berber are almost certainly the result
of Berber speakers adopting Arabic rather than Arabic speakers adopting Berber
— the sociolinguistic situation in North Africa is such that L1 Arabic speakers
rarely acquire Berber.

Beginning in the sixteenth century, most of North Africa came under the
control of the Ottoman Empire and thus into contact with varieties of Turk-
ish, although the effect of Turkish is essentially limited to cultural borrowings
(see §3.4). The sociolinguistic conditions in which Turkish was spoken in North
Africa are poorly understood.

The advent of colonialism imposed different European languages on the re-
gion, most prominently French (in Mauritania, Morocco, Algeria, and Tunisia),
Italian (in Libya), and Spanish (in Morocco). Romance words in dialects outside of
Morocco may also derive from forms of Spanish (via Andalusi refugees to North
Africa in the 16th-17th centuries) or from the Mediterranean Lingua Franca.’

The effects on Maghrebi Arabic of contact with Chadic (e.g. Hausa) or Nilo-
Saharan (e.g. Songhay, Tebu) languages is largely unstudied since in most cases
data from the relevant Arabic varieties is lacking. Yet some borrowings from
these languages can be found in Arabic and Berber varieties throughout the re-
gion (Souag 2013).° Lastly, Hebrew loans are present in most Jewish Arabic dia-
lects of North Africa (Yoda 2013), though unfortunately these dialects hardly exist
anymore.

“See Heath (this volume) for discussion of Late Latin influence in Moroccan Arabic dialects.
*On the Lingua Franca see Nolan (this volume).
®See also Souag (2016) for an overview of contact in the Sahara region not limited to Arabic.
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To restate these facts in Van Coetsem’s (1988; 2000) terms, there are two major
contact situations at work in Maghrebi Arabic in general, though the specifics
will of course differ from variety to variety. The first is change in Arabic driven
by source-language (Berber) dominant speakers; this transfer type is IMPOSITION.
The second is change in Arabic driven by recipient-language (Arabic) dominant
speakers where the source language is a European colonial language; this trans-
fer type is called BORROWING.” So far, “dominance” describes linguistic domin-
ance, that is, the fact that a speaker is more proficient in one of the languages
involved in the contact situation. However, social dominance, referring to the
social and political status of a language (Van Coetsem 1988: 13), is also important,
especially in North Africa.

3 Contact-induced changes in Maghrebi dialects

3.1 Phonology

Changes in Maghrebi Arabic phonology due to contact with Berber are difficult
to prove. There are several cases, for example, where historical changes in Arabic
phonology may be argued to be the result of contact with Berber or the result
of internal developments. These include the change of *g to /z/ in many vari-
eties, or the emergence of phonemic /z/ (Souag 2016). Another example, the pro-
nunciation /t/ in some first-layer varieties where most Arabic varieties have /g/,
has also been explained as a result of Berber influence, or as unclear direction-
ality (Kossmann 2013a: 187), while Al-Jallad (2015) argues that it is actually an
archaism within Arabic.

The merger in Arabic of the vowels *a and *i (and even *u) to a single phoneme
/a/ in some, especially first-layer, varieties, is often attributed to Berber influence,
as many Berber varieties have only a single short vowel phoneme /a/. However
Kossmann (2013a: 171-174) points out that Berber also merged older *4 and *5 to
a single phoneme /a/ and that it cannot be proven that the reduction happened in
Berber before it happened in Arabic. Hence, again the directionality of influence
is difficult to show.

Related to this development is also that many Maghrebi varieties disallow
vowels in light syllables (often described as the deletion of short vowels in open
syllables), such that *katab ‘he wrote’ > Tripoli ktab or *kitab ‘book’ > Algerian
ktab.® Meanwhile, second-layer varieties often do allow vowels in light syllables

" Another good illustration of the two transfer types in the Van Coetsemian framework can be
found in Winford (2005: 378-381).

8Since the short vowels merge to schwa in many Moroccan and Algerian varieties, vowel length
is no longer contrastive and it is common to transcribe e.g. ktab rather than ktab.
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(e.g. Benghazi kitab ‘he wrote’, Douz m'sé ‘he went’). While proto-Berber and
some modern varieties allow vowels in light syllables, most Berber varieties of
Algeria and Morocco do not. This is another example of a similar development
wherein the directionality of influence is unclear (see Souag 2017: 62-65 for fur-
ther discussion).

In the Arabic variety of Ghomara, northwest Morocco, *d and *t are spiran-
tized to // and /0/ initially (*d only), postvocalically and finally (Naciri-Azzouz
2016): e.g. madal ‘she died’ (*matat), warf ‘inheritance’ (although etymologi-
cally *warf, dialects of the wider Jbala region of Morocco have no interdent-
als so *wart), daba ‘now’ (*daba), hadma ‘work’ (*hidma), wahad ‘one’ (*wahid).
Naciri-Azzouz points out that the distribution of spirantization is the same as in
Ghomara Berber, a variety spoken by groups in the same region.’

New phonemes have been borrowed into Maghrebi varieties through contact
with European languages: for example, /p/ and nasalized vowels in more recent
French loans in Tunisian Arabic, or /v, ¢, g/ in Italian loans in Libyan Arabic

(grigu ‘gray’ < grigio).

3.2 Morphology

In the realm of morphology, changes in Arabic varieties due to contact vary de-
pending on whether the relationship between Arabic and the contact language
is substratal, adstratal, or superstratal.

Morphological influence from Berber on the Arabic varieties of the northern
Maghreb is not overly common.! In some places where Berber—Arabic bilingual-
ism is or was more common, contact has led to the borrowing of Berber nouns
into Arabic together with their morphology, a phenomenon known as “parallel
system borrowing”.!! In Hassaniyya, for example, many nouns have been trans-
ferred together with their gender and number marking.!? In the dialect of Jijel,
Berber singular nouns are transferred together with their prefixes (awtul ‘hare’,
cf. Kabyle awtil); plurals are then formed in a way which resembles Berber but is

The Berber variety of Ghomara exhibits an extreme amount of influence from dialectal Arabic,
see Mourigh (2015). Kossmann (2013a: 431) writes that given the existence of parallel morpho-
logical systems for virtually all grammatical categories (nominal, adjectival, pronominal and
verbal morphology) and a high loanword count (more than 30% of basic lexicon is Arabic) it
would be possible to call Ghomara Berber a mixed language.

“Documentation of the varieties where such influence would be more expected, such as Arabic-
speaking towns in the otherwise Berber-speaking Nafusa Mountains in Libya, is lacking.

"For a closer look at parallel system borrowing in the context of Arabic and Berber contact, see
Kossmann (2010), mostly discussing the borrowing of Arabic paradigms into Berber.

2See Taine-Cheikh (this volume).
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not identical (Jijel asraf, asarfon ‘bush(es)’, cf. Kabyle Berber asraf; isarfan); more-
over, the prefix a- is also used with nouns of Arabic origin (afhad ‘thigh’, Arabic
*fahad) (Marcais 1956: 302-318).

In Algeria and Morocco the circumfix ta-...-t, which occurs on feminine nouns
in Berber, can derive abstract nouns (e.g. Jijel takaburt ‘boasting’, tawahhunt ‘hav-
ing labor pains’) and in Moroccan Arabic fa-...-t is the regular way of forming
nouns of professions and traits (e.g. tanazzart ‘carpentry’) (Kossmann 2013b).

The verbal morphology of Arabic dialects is much less affected by Berber,
though Hassaniyya again provides an interesting example. It has a causative pre-
fix sd- used with both inherited Arabic verbs and borrowed Berber verbs, and
most likely to be borrowed from Berber causative forms in s-/s- (Taine-Cheikh
2008).

Turkish influence on morphology is restricted to the suffix -gi/-Zi (< -ci) used
to indicate professions and borrowed widely into Arabic dialects in general. In
Tunisia, its use has been extended to derive adjectives of quality from nouns
(sukkarzi ‘drunkard’) and has also even been added to borrowed French nouns
(bankazi ‘banker’ < French banque). As Manfredi (2018: 410) points out, the pro-
ductivity of this borrowed derivational morpheme constitutes one example of
how recipient-language agentivity can introduce morphological innovations via
borrowing.

French (and other Romance) verbs are also routinely borrowed into Maghrebi
varieties. Talmoudi (1986) discusses their integration into different forms of the
verbal system of Tunisian Arabic, e.g. mannak ‘to be absent’ < French manquer
(1986: 81-82) or (t)rana ‘to train’ < French entrainer (1986: 21-24).

3.3 Syntax

Syntax is often the least documented aspect of the grammar of Maghrebi Arabic
varieties and research on contact-induced changes in syntax is still in its infancy.
Much attention has been devoted recently to explaining the rise of bipartite ne-
gation in Arabic and Berber; in varieties of both languages the word for ‘thing’
(Arabic Say?, Berber *kira) has been grammaticalized postverbally in a marker
of negation:

(1) Arabic (Benghazi) (2) Berber (Tarifit)
ma-$ift-ha-§ wa t-zriy sa
NEG-see.PRF.1SG-3SG.F-NEG NEG 3SG.F-S€e.PRF.1SG NEG
‘T didn’t see her’. ‘I didn’t see her’.
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Although some accounts give no attention to Berber, while others attribute
the Arabic development solely to Berber, the development in both languages
in the same contexts is probably not a coincidence, though there is no current
consensus on the direction of transfer — see Lucas (this volume) for discussion.!®
However, it must be noted that not all Berber varieties have double negation (e.g.
Tashelhiyt ur nniy ak ‘T didn’t tell you” where the only negator is ur).

In another area, recent work on the variety of Tunis has yielded interesting
conclusions: while possessives with French nouns are overwhemingly analytic
(I-prononciation mtef-ha ‘her pronunciation’) and those with Arabic nouns are
almost as overwhelmingly synthetic (nutq-u ‘his pronunciation’), the frequent
occurence of French loan nouns may be triggering an increase in the overall fre-
quency of analytical possessives over syntactic ones, including those with Arabic
nouns (Sayahi 2015).

The remainder of this section will discuss one particularly interesting case:
the first-layer dialect of Jijel, a city in eastern Algeria. At the time of its descrip-
tion (Margais 1956), it showed little influence from second-layer varieties, but
displayed wide-ranging influence from Berber in multiple domains. In a recent
article, Kossmann (2014) has demonstrated how a Berber marker of non-verbal
predication was adopted into the Arabic dialect of Jijel as a focus marker. Here I
will briefly summarize Kossmann’s arguments with a few examples. In the Jijel
dialect, as described by Margais and reanalyzed by Kossmann, a morpheme d oc-
curs in the following syntactic contexts (examples (3-7) are all from Kossmann
2014: 129-131, who retranscribes from Margais’ texts): before non-verbal predi-
cates (3), in clefts with a noun/pronoun in the cleft (4), in secondary predication
with a specific noun (5), as a marker of subject (or object) focus (6), and in left-
moved focalizations (7).

(3) Ilila d-al-vid
DEF-night D-DEF-feast
‘“Tonight is the feast.
(4) d-hum adds sraw-sh gbsl-ma nazdad
D-3PL.M REL buy.PRF.3PL.M-35G.M before-comp be.born.1MpF.1sG

‘It is them who bought it before I was born’

BSee Lucas (2007; 2010; 2018) and Souag (2018) for further discussion of the grammaticaliza-
tion of ‘thing’ for indefinite quantification and polar question marking in Arabic and Berber.
Kossmann (2013a: 324-334) surveys the situation in the Berber languages. See Lafkioui (2013)
for an overview of negation in especially Moroccan Arabic, as well as discussion of a variety
of Moroccan Arabic which features the discontinuous morpheme ma- ... -bi, where the latter
part has been borrowed from Tarifit.
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(5) ra-na  ngottfu-¢ d st-traf
PRST-1PL cut.IMPF.1PL-SG D DEF-pieces

‘We will cut you (into) pieces.

(6) tkossrot d l-idura
break.PRF.3SG.F D DEF-bowl
‘The bowl has broken’

(7) qalu d ar-rbit dohlat

say.PRF.3PL D DEF-spring enter.PRF.3SG.F

‘They say spring has come’

Although previous analyses attempted to explain d within Arabic, Kossmann
notes that an Arabic-internal derivation of d is impossible. However, Kabyle, the
Berber language neighboring the Jijel area has an element d (realized [0] due
to spirantization in Kabyle) which is used in (pro)nominal predicates (8), cleft
constructions (9), and secondary predication when non-verbal (10). Examples (8-
10) are all Kabyle Berber, taken from Kossmann (2014: 135-136). This element d is
attested in Berber more widely, too, and is likely reconstructible to older stages
of the language.

(8) d-yalli-m
D-daughter-2sG.F
‘Is it your daughter?’

(9) d-ay-on i d-tonna abrid amanzu
D-this-DEICT REL hither-say.3sG.F road first

“This is what she said the first time.

(10) ad nogTsl imannn-ay d-insbgiwenn  rabbi
moD make.1pL self GEN-1PL D-guests GEN lord
‘We shall pretend to be beggars (lit. guests of God).

Thus Berber d is the best candidate for the origin of Jijel Arabic d, though its
usage in (Kabyle) Berber (where it is primarily a marker of syntactic organiza-
tion) differs from that of Jijel Arabic (where it is mainly a marker of information
structure). In a simplified scenario with a Berber variety as source language and
Jijel Arabic as recipient, d would likely have been imposed into Jijel Arabic with
its exact Berber functions. As Kossmann notes, though, speech communities are
full of variation and language contact is a “negotiation between the frequency
of non-native speech and the prestige of the native way of speaking” (Kossmann
2014: 138). Kossmann thus proposes a scenario in which larger groups of Berber
speakers switched to a variety of Jijel Arabic and began imposing their own d; the

204



9 Maghrebi Arabic

native Jijel Arabic speakers, fewer in number, began adopting d but understood
it differently and interpreted it as a focus marker, introducing it into new con-
texts; eventually the variety of Jijel Arabic with d in all these functions became
nativized. Per Kossmann (2014: 138-139), two processes would have taken place:
the transfer of a source-language feature by speakers dominant in the source lan-
guage (Berber), followed by the borrowing of this feature by speakers dominant
in the recipient language (Arabic), and its eventual regularization in that variety.
Jijel Arabic is an excellent example of what may happen when large numbers of
Berber speakers switch to Arabic.

3.4 Lexicon

Much work on contact and Maghrebi Arabic has focused on loanwords, the most
salient effects of borrowing, with secondary attention to their phonological or
morphological adaptation. The concept of social dominance has particular rele-
vance for borrowing: in the North African context, the colonial languages, and es-
pecially French, have high social status for both Arabic and Berber native speak-
ers. One also must modify the idea of linguistic dominance to include those who
acquire two languages natively (2L1 speakers; see Lucas 2015: 525), definitely the
case for certain speakers of Berber and Arabic in North Africa.

Unsurprisingly, we see firstly that the majority of words borrowed into Ara-
bic varieties are nouns, and secondly that the lexical domains into which these
borrowings fall are often restricted. Social dominance seems to play a role in the
nature of the nouns borrowed.

Berber loans are found in most Maghrebi Arabic varieties, though their num-
ber ranges from only a handful of words in the east to many more in the west
(cf. §3.2 above). Almost all Maghrebi varieties have borrowed the words Z(i)rana
‘frog’ and fakrina ‘turtle’, while in some oases Berber influence in agricultural
terminology can be seen. Again, the documentation of the relevant varieties is
often insufficient.

Several studies on contact between Maghrebi Arabic varieties and European
languages exist. For French in Morocco, Heath (1989) argues that code-switching
and borrowing are essentially the same in a bilingual community which has
established borrowing routines.!* For French in Tunisia, Talmoudi (1986) ana-
lyzes the phonological and morphological adaptation of French verbs into Arabic.

Van Coetsem (1988: 87) notes that for bilingual speakers who have a balance in linguistic domin-
ance between the two languages, the separation between the two transfer types (borrowing
and imposition) will be weaker. Hence, either of the two dominant languages can serve as
the recipient language in code-switching behavior. Winford (2005, esp. 394-396), expanding
on Van Coetsem’s framework, points out that code-switching is inherently linked to the bor-
rowing transfer type. In the Maghreb, this scenario is possible for Berber—Arabic bilinguals
as well as for some French-Arabic bilinguals. See Ziamari (2008) for an insightful and more
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Sayahi (2014: 127-151) gives a broader view of lexical borrowing in diglossic or
bilingual communities, focusing on French in Tunisia and Spanish in Morocco.
Vicente (2005) studies Arabic-Spanish code-switching in Ceuta, a Spanish en-
clave in northern Morocco. Italian in Tunisia is studied briefly by Cifoletti (1994).
Studies of contact with Turkish are limited to discussion of lexical borrowing:
on Morocco see Prochazka (2012); on Algeria, see Ben Cheneb (1922), to be read
with the review by G. S. Colin (Colin 1999: 21-30).

The remainder of this section will consider the influence of Turkish and Italian
on Libyan Arabic (henceforth LA), a hitherto under-researched topic. Uniquely in
the Maghreb region there is at present no superstratum language spoken widely
by Arabic speakers in Libya, while there are also fewer Berber speakers than in
Algeria or Morocco. As far as documented varieties of LA (Tripoli and Benghazi)
go, contact situations are historical and not active.

There seems to be an impression among dialectologists that LA varieties have
the largest number of Turkish loans, though there is not a published basis for this.
Prochazka (2005: 191) suggests that the number of (Ottoman) Turkish loans in a
given Arabic dialect is proportional to the length and intensity of Ottoman rule.
By this criterion Libya should have quite a few, as the regions now constituting
Libya were under control of the Ottoman Empire from 1551 to 1911, but Prochazka
estimates that the dialect would show 200 to 500 surviving loans, fewer than in
other dialects. Another important factor is likely to be that Libya’s population
was very small during the period of Ottoman rule so that the long-term presence
of even a few thousand Turkish speakers could have had a significant effect. How-
ever, I cannot yet offer a statistical analysis of Turkish words in LA."> It is clear so
far, though, that the effects of Turkish on LA can mainly be seen in the lexicon
and, in my data, almost entirely in nouns. In terms of their semantic domains,
Prochazka (2005: 192) points out that the majority of Turkish loans in Arabic dia-
lects in general fall into three categories, roughly described as: private life; law,
government, social classes; and army, war. By far the majority of surviving loans
would belong to the first of these classes (such as $isma ‘tap’ < ¢esme, dizdan ‘wal-
let’ < ciizdan), or the second (such as fayraman ‘order’ < ferman, hafda ‘week’ <
hafte) while I suspect that words from the third class are increasingly rarer. Out-
side of these, only a few words other than nouns seem to be present, such as

recent analysis of Moroccan Arabic in contact with French using a “matrix language frame”
analysis.

5The only study dedicated to Turkish loans in LA is Tiirkmen (1988), who lists 90 words. How-
ever, the basis for his wordlist seems unclear and several items are either spurious or incorrect
(e.g. there is no word kabak ‘pumpkin’ in Benghazi Arabic but there is bkaywa ‘pumpkin’,
identified by Souag (2013) as a loan from Hausa). Turkish words in LA cited here are from the
Benghazi variety, author’s data.
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dugri ‘straight ahead’ and balki ‘maybe’. The length of time since Turkish was
last actively spoken in Libya no doubt means that the number of Turkish loans
actively used by speakers has been decreasing.

LA is unique among Maghrebi varieties in having had Italian as the main Eu-
ropean contact language. Italian had a presence in what is now Libya from the
1800s, but this was mainly limited to the Tripolitanian Jewish community and
wealthy merchant families. The Italian colonization of Libya officially began in
1911; though the majority of the region was not brought under Italian control un-
til the early 1930s, large numbers of Italian colonists had begun to settle in Libya
in the 1920s. From that period until 1970, when the remaining Italian citizens were
expelled from the country, Italians made up 15% or more of the population and
the language was in widespread use. From the 1970s on, Italian was scarcely used
in Libya, and the teaching of foreign languages was banned in 1984, not to return
again until 2005.1° Many of the postwar generation spoke (and still speak) Ital-
ian, though they rarely use it anymore, but few Libyans of younger generations
do. The 1920s to the 1970s can thus be regarded as the main period of contact
between LA and Italian.” However, the concentration of Italians differed from
region to region and thus may have influenced local varieties differently. The pri-
mary study devoted to analyzing Italian loans in LA is that of Abdu (1988) who,
focusing on the variety of Tripoli, draws up a list of nearly 700 items (a few are
misidentified), of which about 50% were recognized by a majority of those sur-
veyed. Some 93% of these are nouns and the remainder are practically all derived
from nouns or adjectives, such as bwono ‘well done!” < buono ‘good’ or faryaz
‘to go out of order’ < Italian fuori uso.!® Abdu’s study (1988: 248-268) groups
Italian loans into some 22 semantic categories, the vast majority of which relate
to material culture. Examples of these from the Benghazi variety are byambu
‘lead’” < piombo, bosko ‘200’ < bosco ‘wood’, furkayta ‘fork’ < forchetta, marsabidi
‘sidewalk’ < marciapiede (author’s data).

As D’Anna (2018) points out, the adaptation of Italian words to LA phonology
varies: new phonemes, particularly [v] and [¢], sometimes occur but are some-
times adapted to the dialects’ pre-existing phonologies, an indication of “sub-
sidiary phonological borrowing” (Van Coetsem 1988: 98). Of course, the mainte-
nance of new phonemes often depends on speakers continuing to have access

For more information on the return of Italian instruction to Libya, see D’Anna (2018).

The Italian words in Yoda’s (2005) study of Tripoli Judeo-Arabic need to be seen slightly differ-
ently than Italian words in non-Jewish dialects, owing to a different history of contact between
the Tripolitanian Jewish community and Italy.

8See Abdu (1988: 271) and D’Anna (2018). Some denominal verbs are cited by Abdu, but more
extensive data might reveal several more in use: for example in the variety of Benghazi, I
identified furan ‘to brake (intransitive)’ < frayno ‘brake’ < Italian freno, not listed by Abdu.
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to the source language; as this is no longer the case in Libya, Italian borrow-
ings in LA are traversing a different trajectory than French borrowings in other
Maghrebi varieties, where only the oldest borrowings have been phonologically
integrated.

The overwhelming majority of surviving Turkish and Italian loans in LA are
nouns, widely acknowledged to be the most easily-borrowed word class due to
their being the least disruptive of the recipient language’s argument structure
(Myers-Scotton 2002), though a few verbs derived dialect-internally do exist. Fur-
thermore, almost all the nouns are cultural borrowings — “lexical content-words
that denote an object or concept hitherto unfamiliar to the receiving society, ter-
minology related to institutions that are the property of the neighboring [or col-
onizing] culture, and so on” (Matras 2011: 210). Cultural borrowings are to be
differentiated from core borrowings, the latter being words that more or less du-
plicate already existing words and which originate in a bilingual code-switching
context. These facts lead us to conclude that Turkish and Italian borrowings in
Libyan varieties would be from (1) to (2) on the borrowing scale proposed by
Thomason & Kaufman (1988: 78—83). While (1) of the scale involves lexical bor-
rowing of non-basic vocabulary only, (2) includes some function words as well
as new phones appearing in those loanwords. Colonial language contact situa-
tions are typically ones of recipient-language agentivity, as the number of in-
digenous people learning the colonial language is many times more than the
number of colonizers learning indigenous languages. Without a longer period
of sustained bilingualism or language education motivated by continued contact
with the metropole, Italian has affected LA to a much smaller degree than French
has Libya’s Maghrebi neighbours.

4 Conclusion

The general parameters of the Maghrebi linguistic landscape and contact situa-
tions are relatively well understood. However, more documentation of Maghrebi
varieties is needed, and more specifically, of those where contact situations — es-
pecially with Berber — may have existed. Additionally, further research into the
sociolinguistic factors affecting bilingualism in Berber and Arabic, or regarding
the intersection of diglossia with bilingualism, will no doubt add to our knowl-
edge of the parameters of contact-induced change more generally. Finally, inter-
dialectal contact as well as the gradual rise of national or at least supra-local
varieties certainly merits continuing attention.
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Further reading

» Kossmann (2013a) is the most extensive study so far of Berber—Arabic contact,
written from a Berberological point of view but important for Arabists.

» Sayahi (2014) studies the intersection of dialects, Standard Arabic, French and
Spanish in Tunisia and Morocco.

» Souag (2016) summarizes contact in the Saharan region among Arabic, Berber,
Hausa, Songhay, Chadic, etc.

» Ziamari (2008) is the most up-to-date work discussing code-switching and
borrowing strategies between Moroccan Arabic and French.
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Abbreviations

1, 2,3 1st, 2nd, 3rd person M masculine

coMP complementizer MoD  modal

DEF  definite NEG  negative

DEICT deictic PL plural

F feminine pRF  perfect (suffix conjugation)
GEN  genitive PRST  presentative

iMPF  imperfect (prefix conjugation) REL relative

LA Libyan Arabic SG singular
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Chapter 10

Moroccan Arabic

Jeftfrey Heath
University of Michigan

Morocco, even if the disputed Western Sahara is excluded, is rivaled only by Yemen
in its variety of Arabic dialects. Latin/Romance sub- and ad-strata have played
crucial roles in this, especially 1. when Arabized Berbers first encountered Romans;
2. during the Muslim and Jewish expulsions from Iberia beginning in 1492; and 3.
during the colonial and post-colonial periods.

1 History and current state

1.1 History

Moroccan Arabic (MA) initially took shape when Arab-led troops, probably Ara-
bized Berbers from the central Maghreb who spoke a contact variety of Arabic,
settled precariously in a triangle of Roman cities/towns consisting of Tangier,
Salé, and Volubilis, starting around 698 AD. Mid-seventh-century tombstones
from Volubilis, inscribed in Latin, confirm that Roman Christians were present,
though in small numbers, when the Arabs arrived. Shortly thereafter, in 710-
711, an Arab-led army from Morocco began the conquest of southern Spain, a
richer and more secure prize that drew away most of the Arab elite. In Morocco,
turnover of the few Arabs and of their Arabized Berber troops was high; they
were massacred or put to flight in the Kharijite revolt of 740. The eighth and
ninth centuries had perfect conditions for the development of a home-grown
Arabic in the Roman triangle in Morocco, and in the emerging Andalus, with a
strong Latinate substratum.

The first true Arab city, Fes, was not founded until approximately 798, a cen-
tury after the first occupation of Morocco, and its population did not bulk up un-
til immigration from Andalus and the central Maghreb began around 817. With
a cosmopolitan population, and located outside of the old Roman triangle, its
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Andalusi and non-Andalusi quarters may have maintained their respective dia-
lects for a long time. The remainder of Morocco was occupied by Berber tribes
until much later.

During the eleventh century, the Arabian Bedouin often called Banu Hilal
entered the central Maghreb in large numbers (cf. Benkato, this volume). They
partially bedouinized the Arabic dialects in Tunisia and Algeria, producing hy-
brid varieties that combined pre- and post-Hilalian features. They also gradually
pushed their way south and west across the Sahara, bringing their distinctively
Bedouin Arabic, known as Hassaniyya, into the southern Maghreb, including
some oases of southern Morocco proper and the entire Western Sahara. Mean-
while, hybridized Algerian dialects, also reflecting a Berber substratum, were
spreading into western Morocco, taking root in new farming villages in the cen-
tral plains around Fes, and in the younger cities such as Meknes and Marrakesh
(Heath 2002).

In 1492, the Catholic Kings abruptly expelled Spanish Jews from Spain, fol-
lowed by expulsions through 1614 of Muslims from Spain and Portugal (see also
Vicente, this volume). Jewish deportees, whose predominant home language was
Judeo-Spanish, flooded into the Jewish quarters (mellahs) of Moroccan cities,
constituting a new Jewish elite. Muslim deportees, variably speaking Arabic or
Romance, arrived in several waves and were more easily assimilated. The Jewish
presence in Morocco was strong until 1951, when most Jews left for Israel and
other destinations.

Moroccan ports participated in growing Mediterranean and Atlantic maritime
activity, associated linguistically with Lingua Franca (cf. Nolan, this volume) and
various Romance languages along with Turkish, in the seventeenth and eigh-
teenth centuries. European precolonial penetration into coastal Morocco in the
late nineteenth century later expanded during the French and much smaller Span-
ish protectorates which lasted from 1912 to 1956. Exposure to French increased
dramatically in this period.

Also of linguistic relevance is the fact that the Moroccan-Algerian border has
been virtually closed for decades, due mainly to political disputes. This has par-
tially sealed off Morocco from the central Maghreb and allowed a specifically
Moroccan koiné to flourish.

1.2 Current situation

Of the 33 million Moroccans recorded in a 2014 census, nearly all are fluent L1 or
(among the Berber-speaking minority) L2 speakers of some form of MA. More-
over, except in the thinly populated Western Sahara, the once-robust dialectal
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variation within MA has now been greatly compressed. The MA that one is likely
to hear in cafés in Rabat, Fes, Meknes, Marrakesh, Oujda, and even Tangier is the
Moroccan koiné, a hybridized variety mixing pre- and post-Hilalian features and
showing heavy Berber influence in prosody and vocalism.

Many Berber dialects, commonly (but inaccurately) classified into three lan-
guages (Tarifiyt, Tamazight, and Tashelhiyt), are still widely spoken in the moun-
tain ranges and in the Souss valley along the Atlantic coast near Agadir. How-
ever, these Berber languages are full of Arabic loans, and they are slowly losing
ground to Arabic in all of the cities and large towns.

2 Contact languages

2.1 General

This chapter focuses on contact between MA and European languages. Punic
(Phoenecian) had probably died out locally before the Arab conquest, and Greek
was a non-factor in spite of nominal Byzantine suzerainty after the fall of the
Roman empire. Berber—Arabic contact is covered elsewhere (see Souag, this vol-
ume and Benkato, this volume). Diglossic borrowing from literary Arabic would
take us far afield; on this, see Sayahi (2014) and Heath (1989).

The hallmark of abrupt language shift is powerful substratal influence in pho-
nology and prosody. Some calquing of grammatical constructions may occur, but
this can be difficult to tease apart from morphosyntactic simplification. There
may be little or no carryover of core vocabulary and of concrete grammatical
morphemes. The profile of language shift contrasts with that of adstratal bor-
rowing during prolonged bilingualism, whose manifestations are mainly lexical,
and whose complexities involve the morphological and semantic nativization of
foreign-source inflected forms (cf. Manfredi, this volume).

2.2 Late Latin

The best-kept secret about MA is that, unlike the case elsewhere in the Maghreb,
its oldest forms originated by language shift (probably rapid) from Late Latin (LL)
to a contact Arabic spoken by Berber troops.

There are no written records of colloquial LL of the relevant period, either in
North Africa or in Europe, but we can surmise that the LL spoken in the Roman
triangle was intermediate between Classical Latin and early Medieval Romance,
e.g. Medieval Spanish. This implies either five or possibly seven vowel qualities,
phonemic stress, no vowel length, and probably some affricates ¢ [{f] and g [dz].
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2.3 Medieval Judeo-Spanish

The major injection of Medieval Spanish into the Moroccan heartland was the
arrival of expelled Spanish Jews in 1492. They joined existing Jewish communi-
ties in the large cities, but a cultural divide between the newcomers (megorashim)
and incumbents (toshavim) quickly emerged. We know from rabbinical responsa
that Judeo-Spanish was still spoken in the central cities for two centuries af-
ter 1492 (Chetrit 1985). In far northern Morocco, a form of Arabic- and Hebrew-
influenced Judeo-Spanish called Hakitia or Haketia remained in vernacular use
until the early twentieth century (Benoliel 1977), after which it merged with Mod-
ern Spanish.

2.4 Modern French and Spanish

Spanish and to some extent Portuguese and Catalan remained contact influences
chiefly in ports through the late nineteenth century, when direct Spanish in-
volvement in northern Morocco became more significant. Iberian loanwords fig-
ure prominently in the early twentieth-century maritime vocabulary provided
by Brunot (1920). During the Protectorates, French became a major language of
education and administration in most of Morocco, especially in the west-to-east
Casablanca-Rabat-Fes—Meknes—Taza corridor, while Spanish consolidated its
position in the far north. French loanwords during the early Protectorate are in
Brunot (1949). MA-French and MA-Spanish bilingualism has increased in the
postcolonial period due to media and mass education. English influence is in-
creasing, mainly through tourism, science education, and finance.

3 Contact-induced changes in MA

3.1 Phonology

MA dialects — archaic Pre-Hilalian, hybridized Post-Hilalian, and in the far south
the unhybridized Hassaniyya — differ sharply in vocalic systems, reflecting their
different histories (Heath 2018).

Classical Arabic (CA) had short {i a ii} versus long {i a u}, diphthongs {ay dw},
no syncope, and no phonemic stress.

Of the three main types of MA, Hassaniyya is closest to CA. It has short vowels
limited to closed syllables: {5 d} with 2 < {*1 *ti}, in some dialects (e.g. Mali) also
some cases of . It distinguishes long {i a @} from diphthongs {d@y aw}, and has
no phonemic stress, but unlike CA it does allow syncope of short vowels (cf.
Taine-Cheikh 1988). Hassaniyya shows limited effects of language contact in the
phonology of Berber loanwords (cf. Taine-Cheikh 1997).
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By contrast, the koiné and some other hybrids reduce all three short vowels
to just one short vowel o with various allophones, contrasting with full vowels
{i a u}. The hybrid dialects monophthongize {*iy *aw} to merge with {i u}. The
rounding of original short *i often survives next to a velar/uvular consonant,
even after syncope (which is productive), suggesting an ongoing feature transfer
that, if and when fully implemented, would result in underlying labiovelars {k" g*
q" hY y"} next to a (which becomes phonetic [t5]) or before a consonant. Again
there is no phonemic stress. This is a Berber-like system, reflecting deep long-
term substratal/adstratal contact.

A more archaic Berber-like system, still preserving at least the opposition
of short *I ~ "4 versus "0 and likely at least some diphthongs, was brought to
Morocco by the early Arabized Berber troops. There it was overlaid on an LL sub-
stratum that had five to seven vowel qualities, phonemic stress, no syncope, and
no vowel length. The resulting Pre-Hilalian MA has: three regular vowels {i a u}, a
subset of which (the original short vowels) syncopate in weak metrical positions;
phonemic stress; and a schwa vowel 2 confined to posttonic final closed syllables.
The leveling of vowel length distinctions, and the re-splitting of the previously
merged i ~ *a into i and a based on consonantal environment, were disruptive
to the morphology (see §3.2). Both the leveling, and the new phonemic stress,
were shared with speakers of early Andalusi Arabic, which had a similar LL sub-
stratum and whose first invaders came from Morocco. This points to an original
dialect area in the eighth and ninth centuries, including coastal Andalus and at
least the Tangier-Salé axis in Morocco (after Volubilis was abandoned in favor
of Fes), differing significantly from even Pre-Hilalian central Maghrebi dialects,
which likely never had major LL substratal effects.

The differences among MA dialect types can be illustrated by forms of ‘big’
(Table 1). The suggested proto-forms are close to CA but show some adjustments
to short *i and *. Acute accent marks stress in Pre-Hilalian. Observe especially
that the two homophonous Pre-Hilalian kbir forms behave differently when a
vowel-initial suffix is added. The morphological consequences of length merger
in Pre-Hilalian are considered below. Emphatic /r/ is phonemically distinct from
plain /r/ in all varieties.

Later adstratal borrowings from Spanish and French, as well as from CA, pre-
dictably required adjustments to MA phonology. The most disruptive changes
affected French borrowings into MA (our data are best for the hybrid koiné). The
rich array of French vowel qualities had to be squeezed into three MA qualities.
French {i ii e ¢} merge as MA i. French {u 0 o ce} merge as MA u. French a becomes
MA a. This compression has had considerable morphological consequences (see
§3.2 below).
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Table 1: The word-family ‘big’ in MA dialect types

Gloss Proto Pre-Hilalian Hybrid Hassaniyya
‘big’ (sc.m)  *kabir kbir kbir kbir

‘big’ (SG.F) *kabir-a  kbir-a kbir-a  kbir-a

‘he got big’  *kabir kbir kbar kbar

‘she got big>  *kabir-at  kibr-at kbr-at  kabr-at
‘bigger’ *akbar kbar kbor (a)kbar
‘big (pL)’ *kubar kbar-in k¥bar kbar

The main contribution of Romance to MA consonantism is the affricate ¢ [tf].
In the current koiné, this is present as a phoneme (if at all) in the loanword I¢¢ina ~
Itsina ‘orange (fruit)’ < Spanish la China, as brought out in the diminutive which
breaks up the ¢¢ cluster, hence I¢i¢in ~ ItiSin and further variants (Heath 1999).
Archaic northern dialects have more examples of ¢, and these dialects pronounce
geminated £ as affricate § [dz].

3.2 Morphology

Direct borrowing of bound function morphemes is rare in MA as in other lan-
guages. A notorious exception is ta-...-t in abstract nouns of profession, from the
Berber feminine singular, likely extrapolated from specific Berber borrowings
like ta-saffar-t ‘thief’.

Another glaring exception is the set of D-possessives: d (archaic di) before
nouns, dyal- (Pre-Hilalian dydl-) primarily before pronominal suffixes (e.g. dyal-
i ‘mine’, dyal-u ‘his’). The obvious etymology (Latin dé > LL *de or unstressed *di)
presents no phonological or semantic difficulties, but it was rejected by a century
of Maghrebi Arabists, who favored various far-fetched Arabic-internal etymolo-
gies. However, an LL source is also indicated by its dialectal distribution: Pre-
Hilalian MA, regional colloquial Andalusi Arabic, and certain coastal enclaves
in Algeria that were likely settled by Andalusi merchants. The mysterious pre-
pronominal variant dydl- was generalized from LL *di él(I)u ‘its; his’ and LL *di
él(1)a ‘hers’, which are near-exact matches to the still extant Pre-Hilalian dyal-u
‘his’ and dyal-a ‘hers’. The motivation for this admittedly unusual morphemic
borrowing was the need for a new possessive morpheme as Arabic dialects grad-
ually abandoned the compound-like CA “construct” possessive (Heath 2015). The
fact that possessive morphemes are not immune from borrowing is also shown
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by possessed forms of certain kin terms, with a Berber nasal suffix, before nomi-
nal possessors in hybrid dialects, as in (koiné) bba-yn hamid ‘Hamid’s father’, cf.
bba ‘father’.

Verbs as well as nouns are readily borrowed from Romance languages into MA.
This raises the question of which Romance inflected form is borrowed, and what
value it is assigned to within the MA aspectual system, which groups 1st/2nd per-
sons versus 3rd person subject splits in the perfect of some verb types. Most Span-
ish verb borrowings look like Spanish infinitives, e.g. frinar ‘to brake’ (< frenar),
but more likely reflect a cluster of forms based on this stem shape in Spanish it-
self. In addition to the infinitive, this set also includes future frenar-é, conditional
frenar-ia, and forms with d instead of r, namely participle frenado and imperative
plural frenad. Consonant-final borrowed verbs like frinar behave like native MA
quadriliteral verbs, and have identical perfect and imperfect forms.

By contrast, French verbs are regularly borrowed as weak (i.e. vowel-final)
verbs, with imperfect and 1st/2nd perfect i, versus 3rd-person perfect a. An ex-
ample is ‘declare’: imperfect -diklari matching perfect 1st/2nd diklari-, versus 3rd
diklara(-). The likely crosslinguistic bridge is the conspicuous cluster of French
forms ending in orthographic -er (infinitive), -ez (2pL subject), -ais/-ait/-aient (im-
perfect), and -é(e)(s) (participle). All of these are phonetic [e] or [¢] and therefore
merge as MA i, interpretable in MA as the imperfect and 1st/2nd perfect of weak
verbs. The marked 3rd-person perfect with final a is then easily formed by anal-
ogy (cf. Lucas & Cépl®, this volume: §4.2 for a parallel development in Maltese).

The merger of vowel length in Pre-Hilalian MA set off a chain reaction of
morphophonological restructurings, most notably in the verbal system. The CA
three-way vocalic opposition of hollow verbs, e.g. for ‘to be’ imperfect kun-, pre-
consonantal perfect kiin-, and prevocalic (or word-final) perfect kan-, is largely
preserved in hybrid and Post-Hilalian dialects. By contrast, in Pre-Hilalian MA,
after the momentous vowel-length merger, the hollow paradigm was reorganized
into a binary opposition of kin (imperfect and 1st/2nd perfect) versus kdan (3rd
perfect). This paradigmatic reorganization, which makes no sense semantically
and is apparently unique to Pre-Hilalian MA, then spread analogically to other
verb types, including strong triliterals that have three consonants and no long
vowels, e.g. ‘enter’: imperfect -thul matching 1st/2nd perfect thul-, but 3rd perfect
thal.

3.3 Syntax

Before reaching Morocco, spoken Arabic had prepositions, possessum—possessor,
and DEF-N-ADJ order within NPs, preverbal negation (cf. Lucas, this volume)
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and complementizers, a perfect/imperfect split in verbs, and pronominal-subject
agreement on verbs (expressed, in part, by suffixes). Romance languages like
Spanish, and presumably eighth-century LL, were already close to this profile,
so opportunities for syntactic influence were limited. Some minor French com-
plementizers are common in educated MA, as in au lieu d’igulu... ‘instead of them
saying’, from French au lieu de ‘instead of” plus MA igulu ‘they say’.

3.4 Lexicon

While the LL substratum had a profound effect on early MA phonology and
morphophonemics, and also left behind a morphemic souvenir in the form of
D-possessives, not a single basic LL lexical item can be shown to have been pre-
served in any archaic MA dialect. The most promising candidate for such a re-
tention is dialectal MA gbtal and variants ‘elbow’. The likely etymon is LL *cubit-
ellu (later LL “kubtellu), diminutive of Latin cubitu(s) ‘elbow’, cf. Modern Span-
ish codillo. The other possibility, less straightforward semantically, is a reflex of
the related adjective, Latin cubitale, cf. Modern Spanish codal. In Morocco, gbtal
‘elbow’ survives in several Judeo-Arabic dialects. For Muslims, it was recorded
in an unspecified location in the unpublished fichier of colonial-period linguist
Georges Colin (Iraqui Sinaceur 1993: 1525; de Prémare 1998: 224), and by me in the
1980s in archaic varieties of the Fes—Sefrou area. gbtal is completely unknown
to the great majority of Moroccan Muslims. Preservation of b shows that gbtal
is not a recent borrowing from any form based on Modern Spanish codo. The b
was still present in (very) Old Spanish cobdo, its diminutive cobdillo, and cobdal.
“Cubtill” ‘elbow’ is recorded for late Andalusi Arabic (Corriente 1997: 412; Dozy
1967: 302). The geographic and communal distribution of gbtal, especially among
Muslims, suggests that it was introduced into Morocco by late Medieval Jewish
refugees.

There are, however, hundreds of well-established Spanish loanwords, espe-
cially in northern Morocco. There, Spanish is ubiquitous in schools and broad-
cast media, Spanish tourists are common, and many Moroccans serve as day-
laborers in Spanish enclaves Ceuta and Melilla. While Spanish got a precolonial
head-start, French has long since overtaken it in the rest of Morocco. Of spe-
cial interest are cases where an original Spanish borrowing was later gallicized,
sometimes only in part. Examples are MA antiris ‘(monetary) interest’, a hybrid
of Spanish interés and French intérét, and MA grabata ‘necktie’ from Spanish
corbata and French cravate. Nonsynonymous mergers also occur, as with garsun,
attested both as ‘waiter’ (French gar¢on) and ‘underpants’ (Spanish calzén). ‘To
sign’ is now usually -sini/sina or -sini/sina (< French signer), but an obsolescent
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Judeo-Arabic variant sipar with (pseudo-)Spanish infinitival ending is attested.
Since the Spanish synonym is the unrelated firmar, MA sinar must have been
formed by applying a borrowing routine “add -ar to the stem” to French stems,
probably early in the colonial period when still-abundant Spanish borrowings
were being replaced or hybridized under the influence of the newly dominant
French.

The process is now coming full circle, as English influence expands. The weak
verb alternation of final a/i is productive for verbs borrowed from French, as
noted above (cf. again the close parallels in Maltese; Lucas & Cépld, this vol-
ume: §4.2). A borrowing routine “add final a/i to the stem” extrapolated from
French/MA pairs, is now extended to English, where it has no basis in English
inflectional paradigms. Examples are the comical ka-y-spiki mzyan ‘he speaks
(English) well’, and junkie slang like tt-stuna ‘he got stoned’ (participle m-stuni
‘stoned’).

And then there are the many playful translinguistic inventions, concocted
among groups of men sitting in cafés, sipping mint tea or smoking... whatever.
Nearly all such inventions are ephemeral, but a few have caught on (Heath 1987).
Consider the fairly common koiné noun hwadri ‘pal, buddy’. Unbeknownst to
those who now use it, it must have arisen via two successive transformations.
First, Spanish padre and madre were playfully combined with the CCaCCi tem-
plate for denominal occupational derivatives, as though derived from MA bba ~
bu ‘father’ and MA mm(¥)- ‘mother’. Templatic CCa... is realized as Cwa... when
based on a CV... input, as in swabni ‘seller of soap’ (< sabun). Combining CCaCCi
with padre and madre produces the slang terms (attested but rare) pwadri and
mwadri. The final and most ingenious step was to combine the sub-template
Cwadr-i, emergent from these ‘father/mother’ forms, to ha- ~ hu- ‘brother’, out-
putting hAwadri, which then acquires the same ‘buddy’ sense as American English
bro.

4 Conclusion and prospects

The broad outlines of historical language contact in Morocco are becoming rea-
sonably clear. The most urgent need is for more material and analysis of Mor-
occan Judeo-Arabic (MJA), in forms accessible to international audiences. Ideally
we would want to tease apart the original LL influence on Pre-Hilalian MJA, as
preserved by the toshavim, from the medieval Judeo-Spanish brought to Morocco
in 1492 by the megorashim.

Significant Moroccan Arab and Berber expat communities exist in France, the
Netherlands, Belgium, Germany, Switzerland, and Spain. These vacanciers return
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to Morocco in large numbers during summer vacations and on Muslim holy days.
There are opportunities to study them both in Europe (Nortier 1990) and in their
interactions with other Moroccans.

Another promising topic for investigation is a semi-pidginized form of MA
used by monolingual maids in large cities as a kind of foreigner talk to their
expat French employers.

Further reading

> Heath (1989) is a study of lexical and phrasal borrowing/code-switching from
European languages and from Standard Arabic in Moroccan Arabic.

» Nortier (1990) examines language contact phenomena among Moroccans in
the Netherlands.

» Sayahi (2014) is a regional study of Arabic sociolinguistics and language con-
tact from Spain through Morocco to Tunisia.
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Chapter 11

Andalusi Arabic

Angeles Vicente
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This chapter covers an ancient contact language situation: Andalusi Arabic with
two other languages — the Romance varieties spoken by the local population, and
the Berber varieties brought by different Berber speakers arriving in al-Andalus
during its existence. The situation of bilingualism whereby the Romance language
was sociolinguistically dominant for most of the population over the course of
several centuries resulted in numerous contact-induced changes in all areas of
grammar. In addition, interaction between Arabic-speaking and Berber-speaking
populations constituted a second locus of language contact with consequences for
Andalusi Arabic.

1 Historical development of Andalusi Arabic

A dialect of the Western Neo-Arabic type, Andalusi Arabic is currently a dead
language. It was spoken from the eighth to the seventeenth century in a changing
territory following historical vicissitudes.

Arabic arrived in the Iberian Peninsula in the eighth century with Arabic-
speaking tribes coming from different zones at various stages.! According to his-
torical sources, the number of Muslims initially arriving was small, most of them
probably partially Arabized Berber-speakers from North Africa.? Over time, the
society of al-Andalus (the name given to the territory in the Iberian Peninsula

"Historians have long argued for the ethnic variety of the Arabs who invaded the Iberian Pen-
insula, particularly referring to the presence of Syrian and Yemeni tribes. See Terés Sadaba
(1957), Al-Wasif (1990) and Guichard (1995).

Historians agree that it is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to establish what the level of
Arabization of this population was. According to Manzano Moreno (1990: 399), it seems that
linguistic Arabization was not widespread among Andalusi Berbers at least during the eighth
century.

(eds.), Arabic and contact-induced change, 225-244. Berlin: Language Science Press.
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under different Muslim-Arab systems of rule for eight centuries) would event-
ually come to use a distinctive variety of Maghrebi Arabic known as Andalusi
Arabic.? This variety evolved through dialectal levelling and changes resulting
from contact with other languages present in the zone, and had become a reason-
ably unified variety by the tenth century. The political success of the Umayyad
dynasty and the establishment of their caliphate in the year 929 CE may have
contributed to language levelling, though dialect variation continued to exist in
the form of diatopical variants from various regions; scholars thus refer to the
existence of an Andalusi “dialect bundle” (e.g. Corriente 1977: 6; 1992a: 446). For
instance, the Granadian variety seems to have been more conservative than dia-
lects spoken in other regions.* The regional Andalusi variety spoken in Valencia
was the last to disappear with the expulsion of the moriscos (Muslims forced to
convert to Christianity) in the seventeenth century (Barcel6 & Labarta 2009: 117).

Even though Andalusi Arabic was a vernacular variety, the few extant sources
are always written, and therefore reflect a higher register than that of the lan-
guage used for daily communication. In fact, hardly any material reflecting the
everyday dialectal level is available, since most of the sources consist of texts
written in Middle Arabic (i.e. a written form intermediate between Classical and
spoken dialectal Arabic; see Lentin 2011). Furthermore, complications arise due
to the use of Arabic script to record dialect variants.’

Consequently, a comprehensive view of all the periods and places where this
language was spoken is lacking. For instance, sources are scarce regarding the
use of the language in the eighth and ninth centuries. As Wasserstein (1991: 3)
puts it: “A linguistic map of Islamic Spain for any period between the middle of
the eighth century and the middle of the thirteenth century would be extremely
difficult to draw”

Nevertheless, written documents in Andalusi Arabic are available from the
tenth century until the expulsion of the moriscos in the seventeenth century. The
oldest documented and preserved Andalusi text is an early form of zagal poetry
dating from 913 CE, illustrated in (1).°

*Andalusi Arabic features the only common discriminating trait of Maghrebi varieties, that
is, the n- and n-...-u desinences for the first person singular and plural of the imperfect (cf.
Benkato, this volume).

*According to Corriente (1998a: 56), this is because Granada was relatively isolated from the
Andalusi mainstream, and played a secondary political role, at least initially. An example that
Corriente gives of this conservatism is the retention of strong imala (raising of originally low
front vowels) found in Granadian Arabic, since this feature was eliminated or reduced in other
Andalusi varieties with written attestation.

’An overview of sources for the description of Andalusi Arabic can be found in Corriente et al.
(2015: xxiii-xxiv).
®It consists of a verse by one of the supporters of YUmar ibn Hafstn, insulting the caliph Abd
ar-Rahman IIL It appears in the historical chronicle al-Mugtabis V, by Ibn Hayyan.

226



11 Andalusi Arabic

(1) Tenth-century Andalusi Arabic (Corriente et al. 2015: 237).”

a. laban umm-u fi fimm-u
milk mother-3s6.M in mouth-3sG.m

‘His mother’s milk is in his mouth’
b. rds ban hafsin fi hukm-u
head Ban Hafstin in power-3sG.m

‘Ban Hafsin’s head is at his disposal’

The latest attestations of this language consist of private documents written
by moriscos from Valencia from the seventeenth century, in which interesting
instances of Romance dialectalisms and influence of Catalan, the Romance lan-
guage spoken in the region, Aragonese and Castilian can be observed (Barceld
& Labarta 2009: 119).

Andalusi Arabic continued to be spoken in the Iberian Peninsula after the end
of al-Andalus as a Muslim-Arab state in 1492 CE, as some of the Arabic-speaking
population remained in certain regions up until the seventeenth century, when
the last moriscos were expelled. This language was therefore taken by the migrant
population to various places in North Africa in different periods from the Middle
Ages up to the Modern Era.®

Initially a second language (L2) for most of the population, after a two-century
gestation process (from around the time of the conquest in 711 until the beginning
of the caliphate in 929), Andalusi Arabic gradually became the first language (L1)
of the majority of the population, overtaking the Romance dialect spoken by the
original local population. The main reason for this was the growing social pres-
tige attached to Arabic in an Islamic society, in contrast to the lower social status
of Andalusi Romance, which became the local L2 and eventually disappeared.’

Andalusi Arabic became the dominant language (regardless of religion) thanks
to the political and social situation of al-Andalus. Furthermore, the advent of an
Arabic-speaking population from the east, especially in the Umayyad caliphate
(929-1031), played a major role in the expansion of Arabization. According to
some scholars such as Fierro Bello (2001) and Corriente (2008: 104), al-Andalus
became a society largely monolingual in Andalusi Arabic around the eleventh

” Acute accents on vowels in transcription of Andalusi Arabic represent stress rather than vowel
length. See §3.1.1 for further details.

8This is the reason why Andalusi Arabic has played a very important role in the formation of
Moroccan Arabic (cf. Vicente 2010; Heath, this volume).

’Mixed marriages between Muslims and Christian women constituted a significant factor in
the propagation of Andalusi Arabic amongst Christians until it also became their L1 (Guichard
1989: 82-83; 1995: 456—457; Chalmeta 2003).
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century, though communities using other languages did exist, especially in rural
areas (see §2.1 for more details).

The vernacular Arabic variety spoken in al-Andalus even reached the status of
a literary language, appropriating part of the domain of Classical Arabic through
proverbs and a number of stanza-based poetic forms (including some haragat
and the azgal). Andalusi Arabic poetry reached the circles of the court and the
palaces of Taifa kings. Such social and cultural prestige reveals the extent to
which Andalusi Arabic had become the dominant language in this society, and it
is for this reason that it is the best-documented vernacular Arabic variety of all
those spoken in the Middle Ages.

Andalusi Arabic does not conform neatly to either the Bedouin or the pre-
Hilali sedentary type of dialect in the classification usually applied nowdays to
Maghrebi Arabic dialects (cf. Benkato, this volume). It shares features of both
types of dialects. For instance, in the phonological system, the three interdental
phonemes are the same as those in Old Arabic, as is the case in Bedouin-type
Maghrebi dialects;'® however, /q/ is realized using the voiceless variant [q] as in
sedentary-type dialects, rather than the voiced variant [g], as in Bedouin-type
dialects.!!

According to Corriente (1992b: 34), the number of speakers of Andalusi Arabic
was at its largest between the eleventh century — a time when the Andalusi koiné
reached maturity — and the twelfth century.

2 Contact languages

Andalusi Arabic developed in the Iberian Peninsula through the interaction of
various different Arabic dialects along with two contact languages.!? This situ-

Tn sedentary-type Maghrebi dialects these are typically pronounced as occlusives. The data do
show that the occlusive pronunciation of interdentals was known in Andalusi Arabic, though
it was considered vulgar and was repressed (Corriente et al. 2015: 29).

UThat said, /q/ may have been realized as a voiced [g] in some registers, regions or periods in
Andalusi Arabic (see Corriente et al. 2015: 64).

“Besides Eastern Neo-Arabic varieties brought by invaders in the eighth century, from which
Andalusi Arabic emerged, this language continued to evolve in interaction with Maghrebi
dialects, particularly with Moroccan Arabic. Owing to this, it is possible to find intra-Arabic
contact-induced language change, for instance in the Andalusi variety of Granada. Some in-
stances of transfer from Moroccan are the verbs $af ‘to see’ and gab ‘to bring’, and the second
element in the negative ma $af $i ‘he did not see’ (cf. Corriente 1998a: 57). For example, the
particle las or lis (a variant of las with imala) was the most frequently used negation particle
in Andalusi Arabic, while the ma... §i construction was generally exceptional in older sources,
though not in the work of a$-Sustari, a Granadian author, due to his travels to North Africa,
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ation spanned a long period of time, resulting in a significant amount of trans-
fer. This has been analysed by various authors (e.g. Ferrando 1995; 1997; Vicente
2006), and particularly by Corriente (e.g. Corriente 1981; 1992b; 2000; 2002).

The languages with which Andalusi Arabic was in contact were the Romance
varieties spoken by the Andalusi population and the Berber varieties brought by
different Berber speakers arriving in al-Andalus during its existence.

2.1 Andalusi Romance

Andalusi Romance is a dialect bundle originating in the Romance varieties that
were spoken in the Iberian Peninsula when the Islamic invasion occurred in 711,13
and which underwent a particular evolution through interaction with Arabic.
This Ibero-Romance dialect was the L1 of a large proportion of Andalusi soci-
ety regardless of their religion. It is also the oldest documented variety of Ibero-
Romance: according to Corriente, the language of the haragat (see below) reflects
the Romance dialect bundle used in al-Andalus between the ninth and eleventh
centuries (Corriente 1995; 1997a; 2000).

The language is not well known: only a few written sources are available, trans-
mitted by copyists who may have had limited knowledge of the language. These
sources are written both in Arabic and Latin scripts.

Sources in Arabic script consist of bilingual dictionaries and botanical, agro-
nomical and medical glossaries. These evidence a limited number of Andalusi
Romance loanwords in Andalusi Arabic, constituting less than 5% of the lexicon
according to Corriente (1992b: 142).

Another source in Arabic script are haragat, the final refrains of each stanza
of the muwassahat, one of the two types of Andalusi strophic poetry. A few of
these refrains were partially written in Andalusi Romance.!* In addition to these
haragat, loanwords of Andalusi Romance origin were also transmitted in the
zagal poems of Ibn Quzman.

Latin-script sources also exist, in toponymy, for instance, as well as in loan-
words from Andalusi Romance in more northerly Romance dialects, though the
data these contribute need to be treated with caution, since adaptation to other

according to Corriente et al. (2015: 212-215). In addition, Classical Arabic had an influence, es-
pecially on the lexicon. The migration of the Bedouin population into North Africa, however,
did not have an influence on the evolution of Andalusi Arabic.

BThese varieties in turn descended from Iberian Vulgar Latin, with substrate influence from
pre-Romance Iberian languages and Visigoth lexical borrowings.

“Up to 68 haragat in Andalusi Romance have been found (42 in Arabic script and 26 in Hebrew
script) with one or more words in this language (Corriente 1997a: 268-323), all of them dating
from the tenth—eleventh centuries (Corriente 1997a: 343).
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Romance dialects blurs features of the source language, making them of limited
use from a linguistic point of view.

Andalusi Romance has been analysed by Corriente (1995; 2000; 2012); who
has compiled lists of lexical borrowings from Andalusi Romance into Andalusi
Arabic in botanical glossaries and in haragat poetry.

In the first centuries of the history of al-Andalus, Andalusi Romance was
the L1 used by the majority of Andalusi society, even by some Muslims, such
as the muwalladin (converted Muslims), who would learn Arabic as their L2
for self-promotion in society. In time, however, as an Arabic variety became
the dominant language, diastratic differences become noticeable. Thus, Andalusi
Romance was the L1 used by the rural population and lower classes, whereas
the urban Andalusi population underwent more rapid Arabization due to in-
creased exposure to Arabic through mosques, schools, trade, pilgrimages, and
so on. Thus, the inhabitants of cities and, above all, leading members of society
always had Andalusi Arabic as their L1.

No concrete evidence exists as to when monolingualism in Andalusi Arabic
became established. The most commonly accepted date for the disappearance
of Romance as a common means of communication in al-Andalus is the late
twelfth century, under Almoravid rule. This period saw migrations north out of
al-Andalus of the Christian Mozarabs, although most of these were in fact Arabic
speakers, as instances of lexical borrowings from Andalusi Arabic in Romance
languages from the north reveal. Corriente (1997b; 1992b: 443; 2005) suggests that
bilingualism no longer existed by the thirteenth century, and that in the eleventh
and twelfth centuries it was merely vestigial. In contrast, Galmés de Fuentes and
Menéndez Pidal have defended the existence of bilingualism in Andalusi society
up until the thirteenth century (Galmés de Fuentes 1994: 81-88; Menéndez Pidal
& de Fuentes 2001).

2.2 Berber

The arrival of a Berber-speaking population in al-Andalus occurred in the eighth
and thirteenth centuries, first as auxiliary troops and later as conquerors, though
many of them may have already become Arabic-speaking and used an early form
of North African Arabic as L2 or even as L1 in the case of those arriving later.
Modern historiography (e.g. Manzano Moreno 1990; Guichard 1995; Chalmeta
2003) reveals that a significant number of Berbers played a major role in the
conquest of al-Andalus, a population which grew larger with the later arrival of

BSWhile some Romance-speaking communities may indeed have lasted up until the thirteenth
century, note that this circumstance does not imply the existence of a wider bilingual Andalusi
society.
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the Almoravid and Almohad dynasties in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries.
Interaction between Arabic-speaking and Berber-speaking populations on both
sides of the Strait of Gibraltar facilitated lasting language contact.

The role of Berber in the language development of al-Andalus has not been
analysed in depth, however. This is due to data being scarce regarding not only
the state of Berber varieties at the time, but also their impact on Andalusi Ara-
bic and the speed of their disappearance from the language scene in the Iberian
Peninsula. No sources exist written directly in Berber, plus interpretation issues
arise due to the transmission of Berber loanwords in Arabic or Latin script, as
the phonological systems of these languages do not fully coincide.

Berber varieties had no social prestige in al-Andalus, and were associated with
lower registers, a fact which had obvious effects on the direction of transfers in
contact-induced changes. According to scholars such as Chalmeta (2003: 160) and
Guichard (1995) the reason behind this could be the Berbers’ social organization,
who tended to settle in rural zones.

As a result of all of the above, plus the fact that the number of local Romance
speakers was much higher, there is far less transfer into Andalusi Arabic from
Berber than there is from Romance.

These transfers basically consist of lexical borrowings, which are mainly to be
found in Arabic-script botanical glossaries, and have been analysed by various
authors, including: Ferrando (1997),16 Corriente (1981; 1998b; 2002) and Corriente
et al. (2017; 2020).

3 Contact-induced changes in Andalusi Arabic

3.1 Contact with Andalusi Romance

A special feature of the linguistic history of al-Andalus is that, within a few cen-
turies, a situation of bilingualism, whereby the Romance language was the L1 for
most of the population while Andalusi Arabic was L2, was reversed, eventually
leading to a third phase of monolingualism using only Andalusi Arabic.
Transfers from Romance to Andalusi Arabic probably took place during the
first of the bilingualism phases, a situation which, according to Corriente (2005;
2008), must have lasted two hundred years, from the eighth to the tenth century.
It is difficult to diagnose what type of transfer took place in such an ancient
contact situation. When the agents of change used Romance (the source lan-
guage; SL) as L1 and Andalusi Arabic (the recipient language; RL) as L2, the type

1©This work includes a previously unpublished analysis conducted by G. S. Colin.
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of change was imposition, according to the framework of Van Coetsem (1988;
2000). As we have seen, however, this situation would evolve, and the agents of
change would come to have Andalusi Arabic (the RL) as their L1 and Romance
(the SL) as their L2, meaning that transfer in this situation would be classified as
borrowing in Van Coetsem’s framework.

However, in cases such as this where the precise sociolinguistic situation at a
given time is impossible to judge, it is difficult to establish whether the agents
of change had two Li1s or one L1 and one L2. Thus, the possibility exists that
the contact-induced language changes taking place are a convergence type of
transfer (in the terms of Lucas 2015).

3.1.1 Phonology

One contact-induced language change from Romance concerned the prosodic
rhythm of Andalusi Arabic. The quantitative rhythm of Old Arabic was replaced
by the intense stress system of early Romance languages in the Iberian Pen-
insula.”” Thus, while all Old Arabic and Neo-Arabic varieties feature a prosodic
rhythm that distinguishes long and short syllables, Andalusi Arabic is the only
variety where this quantitative rhythm was replaced by a system where there is
no phonemic vowel length (Corriente 1977; 1992a; Corriente et al. 2015: 75-78).

In this case, the agents of change were presumably L1 speakers of Andalusi
Romance, making the transfer a case of imposition on the L2, Andalusi Arabic.

The altered use of the matres lectionis in the Arabic script constitutes graph-
emic evidence of this change in prosodic rhythm. Thus, in Andalusi sources, the
graphemes which traditionally mark the Old Arabic long vowels are sometimes
used to mark etymologically short vowels, to indicate that these are stressed. For
instance: _-ui. muqds = /muqass/ ‘pair of scissors’ (OA miqass), < jj.vj usquf =
/usquf/ ‘bishop’ (OA usquf), >s43 qunfid = /qunfid/ ‘hedgehog’ (OA qunfud).

Moreover, historically long vowels that were not stressed are often represented
without the regular matres lectionis, for instance: o\ 5 firan = /firan/ ‘mice’, o fam
= /Tam/ ‘year’.

Another instance is the very name al-Andalus, pronounced by its inhabitants
as /alandalus/, a fact known due to the matres lectionis for /G/ which appears
in the final syllable, indicating that this syllable is stressed: _.J.Y\ al-andalis =
/alandalus/.

In addition, lexical borrowings from Andalusi Arabic currently found in Ibero-
Romance languages also attest to this change of prosodic rhythm. For instance,
the Spanish word andaluz (stressed on the last syllable) can only originate in

7A change which had taken place in Latin about one thousand years earlier. This language
evolved from a quantitative stress system to an intense stress system in some of its daughter
languages. The same process took place later in Andalusi Arabic.
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the Andalusi word /alandalus/, while the Spanish word azahar ‘orange blossom’
(also stressed on the last syllable) comes from the Andalusi word /azzahar/, rather
than directly from Old Arabic zahr ‘flower’.

The use of matres lectionis in this way was by no means systematic, since less
cultivated scribes inserted or suppressed them arbitrarily; a fact which could be
interpreted as indicative of an incipient evolution towards the loss of the phono-
logical value of stress in Andalusi prosody (Corriente et al. 2015: 76, fn. 213), a
phenomenon that today characterizes Moroccan Arabic, perhaps the last step of
this evolution in Maghrebi Arabic dialects.

In some cases, a graphic gemination of the following consonant instead of the
grapheme of the vocal quantity is an alternative means of indicating a stressed
vowel, for instance: _iiinl usquff = /usquf/ ‘bishop’, 1az Oigga = /Oiga/ ‘trust’,
(Corriente et al. 2015: 77).

Andalusi Arabic also features the appearance of three marginal phonemes /p/,
/g/ and /¢/ as transferred from Andalusi Romance, which, however, may not
have existed in some Andalusi sub-dialects. Bearing in mind that these phonemes
were incorporated through loanwords (Corriente 1978), we can assume that the
agents of change had Andalusi Arabic as L1 and that therefore this is a borrowing
type of transfer. Examples include: ¢ipp ‘trap’, ¢igdla ‘cicada’, ¢irniya ‘blackbird’
(Corriente et al. 2015: 57). As these phonemes exist even in late toponymy it may
be concluded that they were part of the Andalusi phonological system.

Another example of a contact-induced phonological change was the partial
loss of contrastive velarization in some phonemes. As velarization does not ex-
ist in Romance languages, we can assume that this was a case of phonological
imposition by L1 Romance speakers on their L2 Andalusi Arabic.

The effects of this change are visible, for instance, in the frequent interchange-
ability of /s/ and /s/. Recurrent permutations between both realizations exist and
pseudo-corrections are also in evidence. For example: /sur, sur/ ‘wall’, /naqus,
naqus/ ‘bell’, /qaswa, qaswa/ ‘cruelty’. This is not, however, a very common fea-
ture and took place only in the early stages of the Arabization process (Corriente
et al. 2015: 82).

The spirantization of occlusives is another example of contact-induced phono-
logical change in Andalusi Arabic, due to imposition from Andalusi Romance.
According to Romanists, this phenomenon was commonly found in Romance
languages since the Latin period.'®

8The spirantization of the occlusives is also a feature of some Arabic varieties spoken in
Morocco, especially, though not exclusively, in the north (Sanchez & Vicente 2012: 235-236).
In this case, the agents of change were Arabic-Berber bilingual speakers who imposed the
phonology of their L1 Berber on their L2 Arabic. This may have also happened in Andalusi
society, though data to corroborate it is insufficient.
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For instance, spirantization of /d/ > [0] can be observed. Authors of Andalusi
Arabic would write {3) (0) rather than {s) (d) for both *d and *0 because they
considered both sounds to be allophones of /d/, particularly in postvocalic po-
sition.”” The realization of the /d/ phoneme clearly changed through contact
with Andalusi Romance. This is a widespread feature noted in various authors,
regions, ages and social groups. For instance: s> /gadwal/ ‘creek’ < gadwal,
Jui~ /hafid/ ‘nephew’ < hafid, i~Ji /al-hadd/ ‘Sunday’ < al-hadd, . /s13i/ ‘my
lord’ < sidi. This phenomenon seems to have been more common in lower and
middle registers of Andalusi.

Another example is the spirantized allophone of /b/, [B], which could con-
stitute a borrowing from Romance or Zenati Berber. This may be confirmed by
the use of <f) to represent /b/ (as in (s, ;4.3 gasfiira < kuzbara ‘coriander’, zs fis <
bas/bis ‘in order to’), or by confusion between both phonemes: baysara/faysara
‘a dish of cooked beans’ (Corriente et al. 2015: 19).

3.1.2 Morphology

A noteworthy contact-induced morphological change concerns the elimination
of a gender distinction in the second person singular of both pronouns and verbs,
as in taqtul ‘you kill’, tikassar ‘you break’, tahtaram ‘you respect’, tahrig ‘you
throw’ (Corriente et al. 2015: 154-155).

The addition of Romance suffixes to Arabic words to produce hybrid terms
was another example of morphological transfer. These suffixes are numerous. For
instance, the augmentative suffix -un, as in gurriun ‘big jar’ < garra ‘jar’, raqadin
‘sleepyhead’ < raqid ‘asleep’, and the agentive suffix -ayr, as in gawabayr ‘cheeky’
< gawab ‘answer’ (cf. Corriente 1992b: 126-131; Corriente et al. 2015: 230-231).

3.1.3 Syntax

Changes in gender agreement also arguably result from contact-induced change:
fayn ‘eye’, Sams ‘sun’, and ndr ‘fire’ are generally feminine in Arabic but were
occasionally treated as masculine in Andalusi Arabic, as their translation equiv-
alents are in Romance. Likewise, md ‘water’ and dwd ‘medicine’ are masculine
in Arabic but were sometimes considered feminine in Andalusi Arabic, again
on a Romance model (Corriente et al. 2015: 232). This was presumably a case of
imposition, where the agents of change were L2 speakers of Andalusi Arabic.
There are cases of concordless determination constructions in qualifying syn-
tagms following the Romance construction, for instance: alfagd 6ani ‘the sec-
ond contract’ instead of more typical al-faqd a6-0ani (Corriente et al. 2015: 186).

YThis spirantization is also realized in other positions, however.
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These examples come from texts written by bilingual Mozarabs from Toledo;
since they were either dominant in Andalusi Arabic or had both Andalusi Arabic
and Andalusi Romance as L1s, this change must have been either an instance of
borrowing or of convergence.

There are instances of a construction using the analytic genitive with the pre-
position min ‘of” as well as innovative uses of li ‘for’. These are found particularly
in late texts with strong influence from Andalusi Romance (cf. Corriente 2012). As
in the previous case, we are dealing here with agents of change who are either
dominant in Andalusi Arabic and thus borrowing from Andalusi Romance, or
this is an instance of convergence brought about by speakers of both languages
as Lls.

(2) Late Andalusi Arabic (Corriente et al. 2015: 233-234)
a. mudda min fam-ayn
period from year-Du
‘a two-year period’
b. min fam
from year
‘one year old’
c. nahrug li wild-1
go_out.IMPF.1sG to father-oBL.1sG
‘Tlook like my father’

The examples in (2) are clearly calqued on Romance expressions: un periodo
de dos arios, de un afio and salgo a mi padre, respectively.
3.1.4 Lexicon

Lexical borrowings from Romance in Andalusi Arabic constitute less than 5%,
according to Corriente (1992b: 142).2°

2The number of lexical borrowings from Andalusi Arabic into Romance languages spoken in
Spain is larger. According to Corriente (2005), its number is close to two thousand, not counting
the lexical derivations and place names included by other authors, who have put the number
at four thousand or even five thousand. Many of the terms in question are nowadays obsolete
(Corriente 2005: 203, fn. 59). We must not forget that these languages had a different social
status during the period of bilingualism, a major element in contact-induced language changes.
In such situations, less prestigious languages always receive a larger number of transfers (cf.
Corriente et al. 2019).
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The most common semantic fields are botanical terms of species endemic to
the Iberian Peninsula, as in uliya ‘olive’, amindal ‘almond’, blatur ‘water lily’,
bulmus ‘elm tree’, and zoological terms, as in burrays ‘lamb’, pohéta ‘whiting’,
butrah ‘mule’, tabara$ ‘capers’. For more examples, see Corriente et al. (2017).
Other semantic fields are parts of the body, as in imliq ‘navel’ and mugga ‘breast’,
family relations, as in Suqru ‘father-in-law’, Subrin ‘nephew’, and household items
and technicalities of various professions, as in Suqur ‘axe’ and Sayra ‘basket’,
(Corriente et al. 2015: 224).

Some words even adapted to the pattern of broken plural in Andalusi Arabic,
for instance $(u)nyur ‘sir’, pl. Sananir, though most used the regular plural suffix
-at.

3.2 Contact with Berber

As with the Arabic-Romance contact situation, lack of information regarding
the sociolinguistic status of Berber speakers in al-Andalus in the relevant period
makes it difficult to classify the relevant changes according to the types of agen-
tivity involved. That said, since we have no reason to think that significant num-
bers of native Arabic speakers would have acquired Berber languages as L2s, the
changes described here seem most likely to be the result of imposition by L1
Berber speakers.

3.2.1 Phonology

Available data is always from written sources and it is therefore hard to be certain
about the existence of contact-induced phonological changes.

The realization of *k as [h] has been considered a Zenati Berber influence
(Corriente 1981: 7). For instance: ahfar ‘more’, ahtubar ‘October’ (Corriente et al.
2015: 61).

The replacement of /1/ with /r/, as in Tarifit Berber, could be another instance of
transfer from Berber. Thus, the following spellings in documents written in Latin
script could be instances of possible assimilation-induced allophones: Huarag,
Hurad, Uarat < walad ‘boy’. The late source where these spellings are found, doc-
uments written by Valencian moriscos in the second half of the sixteenth century
(Labarta 1987), suggests that this change could have been introduced through con-
tact with the last Berber immigration waves into al-Andalus (thirteenth century).
However, this trait may not have been generalized in the speech of the wider
community, and could merely represent idiolectal variation or even misspelling.
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3.2.2 Lexicon

While contact-induced changes in Andalusi Arabic from Berber were initially
considered very scarce, more comprehensive analyses of the sources have re-
vealed that changes may not have been so insignificant.?! In fact, the list com-
piled by Corriente in 1981 contained 15 Berber loanwords in Andalusi Arabic
(1981: 28-29), the list in his dictionary of 1997 listed 62 (Corriente 1997b: 590),
and the compilation made by Ferrando the same year included 82, of which 39
corresponded to an unpublished study by G. S. Colin and 43 were compiled from
proposals made by various other scholars (Ferrando 1997: 133). The most recent
list contains 115 Berber loanwords (Corriente et al. 2017: 1432-1433).

As Ferrando (1997: 140) points out, these borrowings appear mostly in earlier
sources, and their number decreases considerably in later sources. This fact could
be put down to the social and cultural prestige Andalusi Arabic achieved in later
centuries, even contributing to social cohesion and, therefore, linguistic cohesion.
Most lexical transfers must have taken place in the early centuries of the exis-
tence of al-Andalus, prior to the arrival of new Berber speakers, the Almoravids
and the Almohads. For obvious geographical reasons it is quite likely that the
Berber-speaking Muslims (already Arabized) who reached the Iberian Peninsula
with the first Muslim troops came from an area in modern northwestern Morocco,
the region known as Jbala. Ghomara and Senhaja are the vernacular Berber vari-
eties from this region. These non-Zenati varieties are different from those spoken
in the Rif (Kossmann 2017). It is therefore probable that Ghomara and Senhaja
Berber were the sources of a good deal of these borrowings, though any attempt
at classifying them is hindered by the lack of detailed phonetic or morphological
data.

Semantically, most of these lexical borrowings correspond to phytonyms and
zoological terms, socio-political symbols and names of weapons, clothing, food,
and household goods. The number of Berber loanwords that were regularly used
by the Andalusi population is not easily determined, as many are names of plants
that probably only occurred in Berber botanical treatises.

The following are some examples from Corriente et al. (2017
clover’ < azrud/azrud, attifu ‘take him’ < aftof ‘take’, awurmi ‘garden street’ <

):22 azarud ‘sweet

2'For instance, linguistic analyses of some sources, such as the botanical glossaries written in
al-Andalus, have yielded a large number of Berber loans in Andalusi Arabic (cf. al-I8bili 2004;
2007; Corriente 2012).

2The Berber origin of some of the lexical borrowings from these lists is only probable, not
certain. Due to the characteristics of the sources, written in Arabic or Romance by possibly
non-Berber-speaking scribes, the available information sometimes does not allow us to go
beyond mere working hypotheses. It is also difficult to decide which Berber variety they belong
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awurmi/iwurmi, aylal ‘snails’ < aylal, tamayra ‘banquet’ < tamayra ‘wedding
party’, zuyzal (with agglutination of the preposition s- ‘with’) ‘half-pike (Berber
weapon)’ < ugzal, taqra ‘terrine’ < tagra ‘wooden dish to make couscous’, aqrun
‘pancakes cut into squares and eaten with honey’ < ayrum ‘bread’.?®

Some of these loans present a chronological problem. The problematic items
are those which have an ungeminated /$/ or /q/, phonemes that were transferred
to the Berber varieties through contact with Arabic.?* These would appear, there-
fore, to be later loans that arrived with the Berber already Arabized or through
Moroccan Arabic, for instance: isir < isSir ‘boy’, finnis ‘mule’ < afannis ‘snub-
nosed’,> barqgi < abargi ‘slap’.2°

Some of these loans do not appear in modern dictionaries of Berber varieties,
such as aryis ‘barberry’ < aryis,?’ adigal ‘watermelon’ < adigal, maqagqiin ‘stal-
lion’ < amaka.?®

In some cases we have loans that come from Vulgar Latin to Andalusi Arabic
via Berber, for instance: fullus ‘chicken’ < afallus (Berber) < pullus (Vulgar Latin),
baqya ‘large clay dish’ < tabaqit/0abaqqis6 (Tarifit) ‘great dish of superior qual-
ity’?? < bacchia (Vulgar Latin) ‘goblet, water jug’, hirkasa ‘rustic leather shoe’ <
arkasan (Kabyle) or arkas, aharkus (Tarifit) perhaps < calcéus (Vulgar Latin), tirfas
‘truffles’ < tarfas (Berber) < tuferas (Vulgar Latin), zabzin ‘low-quality couscous’
< zabazin (Berber, with agglutination of the preposition s- ‘with’) < pisellum (Vul-
gar Latin, diminutive of pisum ‘pea’).3? These transfers are very likely to have

to: Tarifit, Tagbaylit and Tashelhiyt have all been found. Note also that all Arabic items in
this section are rendered as transliterations of their Arabic-script orthography, rather than
transcriptions of their (assumed) phonology.

#This item exists in Tagbaylit with the meaning ‘unleavened cooked pasta cookie’ (Dallet 1982).
The ending -um becomes -un due to a metanalysis that associates it with the Romance suffix
-on, which is highly productive in Andalusi Romance.

24T thank Maarten Kossmann for this and other valuable comments on the section of this work
dealing with contact between Andalusi Arabic and Berber varieties.

»n Moroccan Arabic fonnis/fannis (de Prémare 1998: 167).

2 According to de Prémare (1993: 5), the Moroccan Arabic word abaraq ‘slap’ is also a loanword
of Berber origin.

?’The Berber origin of this item has nevertheless been affirmed by Colin and Ferrando, based on
the data provided by Ibn al-Baytar (Ferrando 1997: 110-111). It is documented in Moroccan Ara-
bic, aryis ‘barberry’ (de Prémare 1995: 151), and in Spanish it has become alargue and alguese,
and in Portuguese largis (Corriente et al. 2020). A fall into disuse in the SL is perhaps the reason
for its absence from the current dictionaries.

%The last two lexical borrowings are documented in the Andalusi source kitabu fumdati t-tabib,
by Abu I-Hayr al-?I8bili (2004; 2007), a botanist of the eleventh century. However, their Berber
origin is quite doubtful for M. Kossmann (personal communication).

¥See Ibafiez (1949: 272) whose transcription is zabeqqixz.

%The word exists in Moroccan Arabic as abazin (de Prémare 1993: 5), and in Kabyle Berber as
tabazint (augmentative of abazin).
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first taken place in North Africa (the northern part of present-day Morocco),
since we know that some variety of Vulgar Latin was in contact there with the
Berber variety of the region before the arrival of Muslim troops (cf. Heath, this
volume). The Berber-speaking Andalusians would have then later transferred
these items to Andalusi Arabic.!

Some of these lexical borrowings have certain characteristics that demonstrate
greater integration than others in Andalusi Arabic:

1. Morphophonemic adaptations.

a)

Phonemic adaptation to Arabic (although this may simply be a prob-
lem of orthography, since the Arabic script lacks a means of repre-
senting the Berber phonemes /g/ and /z/). /g/ is represented as <k,
(@) or {g): akzal/aqzal ‘pike (characteristic weapon of the Berbers)’
< agzal;*® adiqal ‘watermelon’ < adigal; argan ‘argan tree’ < argan,
qillid ‘Berber prince’ < agallid, while /z/ is represented as (z): zawzana
‘mutism’ < azizun, lazaz ‘werewolf’ < azzaz.

Elimination of typically Berber morphemes: e.g., the loss of prefix a-
of masculine nouns: bazin ‘a dish of couscous, meat and vegetables’
< abazin, dad abyad ‘white chameleon’ < addad, mizwar ‘manager,
commander’ < amazwaru first’, finnis ‘mule’ < afannis ‘snub-nosed’,
mazad ‘Quranic school’ < amzad. Likewise the loss of prefix and suf-
fix t-...-t of feminine nouns: zaynaz ‘brooch, buckle’ < tisaynast (Ta-
rifit),33 muziira ‘horse braid’ < tamzurt (Tarifit and Kabyle), saryant
‘root of the orpine plant’ < tasaryint, as well as elimination of prefix
t-, as in abya ‘wild bramble’ < tabya .

2. Another process for the integration of lexical borrowing involves fitting
Berber words to Arabic patterns, as in zawzana ‘mutism’ (with the Arabic
pattern CawCaCa) < azizun, harkama ‘tripe stew’ (with the Arabic pattern
CaCCaCa) < urkimen, hirkasa ‘rustic leather shoe’ (with the Arabic pattern
CiCCaCa) < arkasan (Kabyle) or arkas, aharkus (Tarifit).

3'A number of these Berber loans have then gone on to reach the Romance languages through
Andalusi Arabic. The most recent list includes forty of these borrowings in Romance languages
(Corriente et al. 2019).

32 Andalusi Arabic seems to have had a diminutive form of this item: tagzalt (modern dictionaries
give the diminutive tagazzalt ‘small stick’; Taifi 1991). This could then be the source of Castilian
tragacete and Portuguese tragazeite ‘dart’ (Corriente et al. 2020).

%3This is a noun of instrument derived from the verb ynas ‘to tie with a brooch’. Corriente derives
it from asagnas ‘needle’, see (Corriente et al. 2020), but the phoneme /y/ makes the first option
more likely (M. Kossmann, personal communication).
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4 Conclusion

Andalusi Arabic developed in the Iberian Peninsula through intra-Arabic level-
ing and contact with two other language types: Romance and Berber. This situa-
tion spanned a long period of time and resulted in a good deal of contact-induced
change.

Initially the L2 of most of the population, after a two-century gestation pro-
cess, Andalusi Arabic gradually became the dominant language, overtaking the
Romance dialect spoken by the local population. The main reason was the grow-
ing social prestige attached to Arabic in an Islamic society, in contrast to the
lower social status of Andalusi Romance, which first became an L2, before the
bilingual situation eventually disappeared. This contact situation resulted in a
number of contact-induced changes in all areas of grammar, but it is often dif-
ficult to diagnose what type of transfer took place in such an ancient contact
situation.

Concerning Berber varieties, modern historiography reveals that the interac-
tion between Arabic-speaking and Berber-speaking populations on both sides of
the Strait of Gibraltar facilitated lasting language contact. The role of Berber in
the language development of al-Andalus, however, has not yet been analysed in
depth. The nature of the available data is such that lexical borrowings are the
only transfers that have been well described at present.

Future research would be particularly desirable with regard to contact-induced
changes in Andalusi Arabic due to the presence of Berber varieties in the Iberian
Peninsula. This should involve collaboration between scholars of Berber and of
Arabic.

Further reading

» Corriente (1997a) provides a linguistic analysis of Andalusian strophic poetry.

» Corriente (2005) offers valuable information concerning the impact of Andalusi
Arabic on Ibero-Romance.

» Corriente et al. (2015) is the most up-to-date book-length description of Andalusi
Arabic grammar. It contains a section dealing with transfer from Romance and
Berber.

» Ferrando (1997) offers an etymological description of some Berber loanwords
in Andalusi Arabic.

> Vicente (2010) details the Andalusi influence on the dialects of northern Morocco.
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Abbreviations

1,2,3 1st, 2nd, 3rd person OA Old Arabic

DU dual OBL  oblique

iMPF  imperfect (prefix conjugation) RL recipient language
L1 first language SG singular

L2 second language SL source language
M masculine
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Chapter 12

Hassaniyya Arabic

Catherine Taine-Cheikh
CNRS, LACITO

The area where Hassaniyya is spoken, located on the outskirts of the Arab world, is
contiguous with those of several languages that do not belong to the Afro-Asiatic
phylum. However, the greatest influence on the evolution of Hassaniyya has been
its contact with Berber and Classical Arabic. Loanwords from those languages are
distinguished by specific features that have enriched and developed the phonolog-
ical and morphological system of Hassaniyya. In other respects, Hassaniyya and
Zenaga are currently in a state of either parallel evolution or reciprocal exchanges.

1 Current state and historical development

1.1 Historical development of Hassaniyya

The arrival in Morocco of the Bani Mafqil, travelling companions of the Bani
Hilal and Bani Sulaym, is dated to the thirteenth century. However, the gradual
shift to the territories further south of one of their branches - that of the Bani
Hassan, the origin of the name given to the dialect described here — began closer
to the start of the subsequent century.

At that time, the Sahel region of West Africa was inhabited by different commu-
nities: on the one hand there were the “white” nomadic Berber-speaking tribes,
on the other hand, the sedentary “black” communities.

Over the course of the following centuries, particularly during the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries, the sphere of Zenaga Berber gradually diminished, un-
til it ceased to exist in the 1950s, other than in a few tribes in the southwest of
Mauritania. At the same time, Hassaniyya Arabic became the language of the no-
mads of the west Saharan group, maintaining a remarkable unity (Taine-Cheikh
2016; 2018a). There is virtually no direct documentation of the region’s linguistic

Manfredi (eds.), Arabic and contact-induced change, 245-263. Berlin: Language Sci-
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history during these centuries. This absence of information itself suggests a very
gradual transformation and an extended period of bilingualism.

Despite the lack of documentation of the transfer phenomenon, it seems highly
likely that bilinguals played a very important role in the changes described in this
chapter.

1.2 Current situation of Hassaniyya

The presence of significant Hassaniyya-speaking communities is recognized in
six countries. With the exception of Senegal and especially of Niger, the regions
occupied by these communities, more or less adjacent, are situated primarily in
Mauritania, in the north, northeast and east of the country.

The greatest number of Hassaniyya speakers (approximately 2.8 out of a total
of four million) are found in Mauritania, where they constitute the majority of
the population (approximately 75%). The Hassaniyya language tends to fulfil the
role of the lingua franca without, however, having genuine official recognition
beyond, or even equal to, that which it has acquired (often recently) in neigh-
bouring countries.

2 Contact languages

2.1 Contact with other Arabic varieties

The Islamization of the Hassaniyya-speaking population took place at an early
date, and Hassaniyya has therefore had lengthy exposure to Classical Arabic.
For many centuries this contact remained superficial, however, except among
the Marabout tribes, where proficiency in literary Arabic was quite widespread
and in some cases almost total. The teaching of Islamic sciences in other places
reached quite exceptional levels in certain mhadar (a type of traditional desert
university).! In the post-colonial era, the choice of Arabic as official language, and
the widespread Arabization of education, media and services, greatly increased
the Hassaniyya-speaking population’s contact with literary Arabic (including in
its Modern Standard form), though perfect fluency was not achieved, even among
the young and educated populations.

Excluding the limited influence of the Egyptian and Lebanese-Syrian dialects
used by the media, the Arabic dialects with which Hassaniyya comes into contact

"These may be referred to as universities both in terms of the standard of teaching and the
length of students’ studies. They were, however, small-scale, local affairs, located either in
nomadic encampments or in ancient caravan cities.
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most often today are those of the neighbouring countries (southern Moroccan
and southern Algerian). Most recently Moroccan koiné Arabic has established a
presence in the Western Sahara, since the region came under the administration
of Morocco.

2.2 Contact with Berber languages

Hassaniyya has always been in contact with Berber languages. Currently, speak-
ers of Hassaniyya are primarily in contact with Tashelhiyt (southern Morocco),
Tuareg (Malian Sahara and the Timbuktu region) and Zenaga (southwest Maur-
itania). In these areas, some speakers are bilingual in Hassaniyya and Berber.

In Mauritania, where Zenaga previously occupied a much larger area, Berber
clearly appears as a substrate.

2.3 Contact with languages of the Sahel

Contacts between Hassaniyya speakers and the languages spoken in the Sahel
have varied across regions and over time, but have left few clearly discernible
traces on Hassaniyya.

The contact with Soninke is ancient (cf. the toponym Chinguetti < Soninke
si-n-gédé ‘horse well’), but the effects are hardly noticeable outside of the old
cities of Mauritania. The contact with Songhay is both very old and still ongoing,
but is limited to the eastern part of the region in which Hassaniyya is spoken
(especially the region of Timbuktu).

The influence of Wolof, albeit marginal, has always been more substantial
in southwestern Mauritania, especially among the Awlad Ban'tg of the Rosso
region. It peaked in the years 1950-70, in connection with the immigration to
Senegal of many Moors (e.g. gord”’igen ‘homosexual’, lit. ‘man-woman’). In Maur-
itania, the influence of Wolof can still be heard in some areas of urban crafts (e.g.
mechanics, electricity), but it is primarily a vehicle for borrowing from French.

Although Pulaar speakers constitute the second-largest linguistic community
of Mauritania, there is very limited contact between Hassaniyya and Pulaar, with
the exception of a few bilingual groups (especially among the Harratins) in the
Senegal River valley.

Certain communities (particularly among the Fulani) were traditionally known
for their perfect mastery of Hassaniyya. As a result of migration into major cities
and the aggressive Arabization policy led by the authorities, Hassaniyya has
gained ground among all the non-Arabic speakers of Mauritania (especially in
the big cities and among younger people), but this has come at the cost of a
sometimes very negative attitude towards the language.

247



Catherine Taine-Cheikh

2.4 Contact with Indo-European Languages

Exposure to French has prevailed in all the countries of the region, the only ex-
ception being the Western Sahara, which, from the end of the nineteenth century
until 1975, was under Spanish occupation.

In Mauritania the French occupation came relatively late and was relatively
insignificant. However, the influence of the colonizers’ language continued well
after the country proclaimed its independence in 1960. That said, French has
tended to regress since the end of the twentieth century (especially with the rise
of Standard Arabic, e.g. minastr has been replaced by wazir ‘minister’), whilst
exposure to English has become somewhat more significant, at least in the better
educated sections of the population.

3 Contact-induced changes in Hassaniyya

3.1 Phonology
3.1.1 Consonants
3.1.1.1 The consonant /d/

As in other Bedouin dialects, /9/ is the normal equivalent of the {_») of Classical
Arabic (e.g. 9mar ‘to have an empty stomach’ (CA damira) and Jhak ‘to laugh
(CA dahika). Nonetheless, /d/ is found in a number of lexemes in Hassaniyya.

The form [d] sometimes occurs as a phonetic realization of /d/ simply due to
contact with an emphatic consonant (compare sdam ‘to upset” and sadma ‘an-
noyance’, CA vsdm). However, /d/ generally appears in the lexemes borrowed
from Standard Arabic, either in all words of a root, or in a subset of them, for
example: stahdar ‘to be in agony’ and hadari “urbanite’ but hdar ‘to be present’
and mah’Jra ‘Quranic school’. The opposition /d/ vs. /§/ can therefore distin-
guish a classical meaning from a dialectal meaning: compare stahdar to stahdar
‘to remember’.

/d/ is common in the vocabulary of the literate. The less educated speakers
sometimes replace /d/ with /9/ (as in qadi for qadi ‘judge’), but the stop realization
is stable in many lexemes, including in loanwords not related to religion, such as
dfv ‘weak’.

The presence of the same phoneme /d/ in Berber might have facilitated the
preservation of its counterpart in Standard Arabic loans, even though in Zenaga
/d/ is often fricative (intervocalically). Moreover, the /d/ of Berber is normally
devoiced in word-final position in Hassaniyya, just as in other Maghrebi dialects,
for example: sayvat ‘to say goodbye’, from Berber vfd ‘to send’.
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3.1.1.2 The consonant /z/

/z/ is one of the two emphatic phonemes of proto-Berber. This emphatic sibilant
sound regularly passes from the source language to the recipient language when
Berber words are used in Hassaniyya. For example: azz ~ azz ‘wild pearl millet’
(Zenaga 1zi).

However, /z/ is also present in lexemes of a different origin. Among Hassan-
iyya roots also attested in Classical Arabic, *z often becomes /z/ in the environ-
ment of /r/ (e.g. raz ‘to try’, CA raza; razza ‘lightning’, CA rizz; zabra ‘anvil’, CA
zubra). Sometimes /z/ appears in lexemes with a pejorative connotation, e.g. zrat
‘fart; lie’ (CA darata), zagg ‘make droppings (birds)’ (CA zaqq).

3.1.1.3 The consonant /q/

The normal equivalent of the (s) of Classical Arabic is the velar stop /g/, as in
other Bedouin dialects (e.g. bagra ‘cow’, CA baqara). However, /q/ is in no way
rare.

First of all, /q/ appears, like /d/, in a number of words borrowed from Classi-
cal Arabic by the literate: fag’d ‘religious marriage contract’; vassaq ‘to pervert’.
The opposition /g/ vs. /q/ can therefore produce two families of words, such as
qibla “Qibla, direction of Mecca’ and gabla ‘one of the cardinal directions (south,
southwest or west, depending on the region)’. It can also create a distinction be-
tween the concrete meaning (with /g/) and the abstract meaning (with /q/): 6gal
‘become heavy’, fgal ‘become painful’.

Next, /g/ is present in several lexemes of non-Arabic origin, such as bsaq ‘silo’,
mzawraq ‘very diluted (of tea)’, (in southwest Mauritania) sarqalla ‘Soninke peo-
ple’, (in Néma) sasundaga ‘circumcision ceremony’, (in Walata) ragansak ‘deco-
rative pattern’, asanqas ‘pipe plunger’, sayqad ‘shouting in public’, and (in the
southeast) Sayga ‘to move sideways’. These lexemes, often rare and very local in
use, seem to be borrowed mostly from the languages of the Sahel region.

Finally, /q/ is the outcome of *y in cases of gemination, (/yy/ > [qq]): compare
raqqad ‘to make porridge’ to ryida ‘a variety of porridge’ (CA rayida). This cor-
relation, attested in Zenaga and more generally in Berber, can be attributed to
the substrate.

Insofar as the contrast between /y/ and /q/ is poorly established in Berber, the
substrate could also explain the tendency, sometimes observed in the southwest,
to velarize non-classical instances of /q/ (or at least instances not identified as

*T am currently unable to specify the origin of these terms except that bsaq (attested in Zenaga)
could be of Wolof origin.
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classical): hence yandir ‘candle’ for gandir < CA gandil - this is despite the fact
that the shift /y/ > /?/ is very common in Zenaga. However, the influence of
Berber does not explain the systematic shift of /y/ to /q/ throughout the east-
ern part of the Hassaniyya region (including Mali): thus eastern glab ‘defeat’ for
southwestern ylab (CA yalaba).?

3.1.1.4 Glottal stop

The glottal stop is one of the phonemes of Zenaga (its presence in the language
is in fact a feature that is unique among Berber varieties), however it is not found
in Hassaniyya, with the exception of words borrowed from Standard Arabic, e.g.
t?abbad ‘to live religiously’, danaZa ‘baseness’ and taZhir ‘postponement’. Very
rarely the glottal stop is also maintained when it occurs at the end of a word as
in barra? ‘to declare innocent’.

3.1.1.5 Palatalized consonants

There are three palatalized consonants: two dental (/t'/ and /d*/) and a nasal
/n¥/. Unlike the phonemes discussed above, these are very rare in Hassaniyya,
especially /nY/.

The palatalized consonants are also attested in certain neighbouring languages
of the Sahel, as well as in Zenaga (but these are not phonemes of Common
Berber). They are rather infrequent in the Zenaga lexicon, occurring especially in
syntagmatic contexts (-d+y-, -n+y-) and in morphological derivation (formation
of the passive by affixation of a geminate /t7/).

In Hassaniyya, the palatalized consonants mostly appear in words borrowed
from Zenaga or languages of the Sahel. Interestingly, certain loanwords from
Zenaga are ultimately of Arabic origin and constitute examples of phonological
integration, as in t’faya, a given name and, in the plural, the name of a tribe
< Zenaga at’faya ‘marabout’ < CA al-faqih, and hurud” ‘leave (from Quranic
school)’ < Zenaga hurud” < CA hurug ‘exit’.

One should also note the palatization of /t/ in certain lexemes from particular
semantic domains (such as the two verbs related to fighting #’bal ‘to hit hard’ and
kawt’am ‘boxer’). This may suggest the choice of a palatalized consonant for its
expressive value (and would then be a marginal case of phonosymbolism).

The regular passage from /y/ to /q/ is a typical Bedouin trait, related to the voiced realization
(/g/) of *q. It occurs especially in southern Algeria, in various dialects of the Chad-Sudanese
area, and in some Eastern dialects (Cantineau 1960: 72).
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3.1.1.6 Labial and labiovelar consonants

The labiovelar consonants /m¥, b¥, f¥, v*/ or /m, b, f, v/) are common in Hassan-
iyya, as they are in Zenaga. In both cases, they often come in tandem with a
realization [u] of the phoneme /o/.

This phenomenon may have originally arisen in Zenaga, since the Hassan-
iyya of Mali (where it was most likely in contact with other languages) exhibits
greater preservation of a [u] vowel sound and, at the same time, less pronounced
labiovelarization of consonants.

The Hassaniyya of Mali also has a voiceless use of the phoneme /f/, where the
Hassaniyya of Mauritania is characterized by the use of /v/ in its place (Heath
2004; an observation that my own studies have confirmed). This phonetic trait
does not come directly from Zenaga (in which /v/ exists but is very rare). How-
ever, it could be connected with the preference for voiced phonemes in Berber
generally and in Zenaga in particular.

3.1.2 Syllabic structures

In Hassaniyya, Arabic-derived syllabic structures do not contain short vowels in
word-internal open syllables, with the exception of particular cases such as pas-
sive participles in mu- (mudagdag ‘broken’) and certain nouns of action (hasy >
hasi ‘filling’). However, loanwords from literary Arabic and other languages (no-
tably Berber and French) display short vowels quite systematically in this con-
text: abadan ‘never’ and hazin ‘sad’ (from Standard Arabic); tamat ‘gum’ (from
Zenaga ta?mad); tamata ‘tomato’. In fact, it may be noted that, unlike the ma-
jority of Berber varieties (particularly in the north), Zenaga has a relatively sub-
stantial number of lexical items with short vowels (including 2) in open syllables:
karaQ ‘three’, tuduma?n ‘a few drops of rain’ awayan ‘languages’, agadih ‘neck-
lace made from plants’.*

Furthermore, a long vowel a occurs word-finally in loaned nouns which in
Standard Arabic end with -a7: vida/viday ‘ransom’. In other cases, underlyingly
long word-final vowels are only pronounced long when non-final in a genitive
construct.

“It is precisely for this reason that, regarding the loss of the short vowels in open syllables,
I deem the hypothesis of a parallel evolution of syllabic structures in Maghrebi Arabic and
Berber to be more convincing than the frequently held alternative hypothesis of a one-way
influence of the Berber substrate on the Arabic adstrate.
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3.2 Morphology
3.2.1 Nominal morphology
3.2.1.1 Standard forms

Nouns and adjectives borrowed from Standard Arabic may often be identified
by the presence of: a) open syllables with short vowels, e.g. vadalat ‘rest of a
meal’, yadab ‘anger’, vasad ‘alteration’, htimal ‘possibility’, b) short vowels /i/
(less frequently /u/) in a closed syllable: mihrab ‘mihrab’, muharrir ‘inspector;
editor’.

Some syllables are only attested in loanwords, such as the nominal pattern
CVCC, where the pronunciation of the double coda necessitates the insertion of
a supporting vowel, in which case the dialect takes on the form CCVC: compare
faq’d ‘religious marriage’ with fgal ‘wisdom’.

The most characteristic loanword pattern, however, is that of tahrir ‘libera-
tion; verification (of an account)’. In Hassaniyya the equivalent of the pattern
taCCiC is toCCaC. For the root vhrr, this provides a verbal noun for other mean-
ings of the verb harrar: tahrar ‘whipping of wool (to untangle it); adding flour to
make dumplings’. As for the form taCaCCuC, the /u/ is sometimes lengthened:
tahammul ‘obligation’, but tavakkir ‘contemplation’.

3.2.1.2 Berber affixes

Nouns borrowed from Berber are characterized by the frequent presence of the
vowels /a, &, 1, 1, u, @/. These are of varying lengths, except that in a word-final
closed syllable they are always long and stressed. Since these vowels appear in all
types of syllables — open and closed — this results in much more varied syllabic
patterns than in nouns of Arabic origin.

These loans are also characterized by the presence of affixes which, in the
source language, are markers of gender and/or number: the prefix a/a- or i/i- for
the masculine, to which the prefix ¢- is also added for the feminine or, more fre-
quently (especially in the singular), a circumfix t-...-t. Compare iggiw ~ iggiw
‘griot’ with the feminine form tiggiwit ~ tiggiwit. A suffix in -(2)n character-
izes the plurals of these loanwords which, moreover, differ from the singulars
in terms of their vocalic form: iggawan ~ iggawan ‘griots’, feminine tiggawatan
~ tiggawatan. The presence of these affixes generally precludes the presence of
the definite article.

Though these affixes pass from the source language to the target language
along with the stems, the syllabic and vocalic patterns of such loans are often par-
ticular to Hassaniyya: compare Hassaniyya arsan, plural irSyin ~ irSiwan ‘shallow
pit’ with Zenaga a?ras, plural a?rassan (see Taine-Cheikh 1997a).
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Hassaniyya speakers whose mother tongue is Zenaga have most likely played
arole in the transfer of these affixes and their affixation to nouns of all origins (in-
cluding those of Arabic origin: a possible example being tastivra ‘large decorated
leather bag for travelling’, cf. savar ‘to travel’). The forms that these speakers use
can also be different from those used by other Hassaniyya speakers — especially
if the latter have not been in contact with Berber speakers for a long time.

It is not proven that Berber speakers are the only ones to have created and
imposed these forms which are more Berberized than authentically Berber. How-
ever, it may be noted that the gender of nouns borrowed from Berber is generally
well preserved in Hassaniyya, even for the feminine nouns losing their final -z,
other than in special cases such as the collective taysat ‘thorny tree (Balanites
aegyptiaca)’ with a final -t (< Zenaga taysaD for taysadt).’ In fact, this indicates
a deep penetration of the meaning of these affixes and of Berber morphology in
general (up to and including the incompatibility of these affixes with the definite
article).

The borrowing of the formants an- ‘he of” and tan- ‘she of’ (quasi-equivalents
of the Arabic-derived bi- and um(m)-) is fairly widespread, in particular in the
formation of proper nouns. It is also mostly in toponyms and anthroponyms
that the diminutive form with prefix ay- and suffix -t is found, e.g. the toponym
Agjoujt (< ay-zo7z-t ‘small ditch’).

3.2.2 Verbal Morphology
3.2.2.1 The derivation of sa-

The existence of verb forms with the prefix sa- is one of the unique characteris-
tics of Hassaniyya (Cohen 1963; Taine-Cheikh 2003). There is nothing, however,
to indicate that the prefix is an ancient Semitic feature that Hassaniyya has pre-
served since its earliest days. Instead, the regular correspondences between the
three series of derived verb forms (causative—factitive vs. reflexive vs. passive)
and the specialization of the morpheme t as a specific marker of reflexivity un-
derlie the creation of causative-factitives with sa-. Neologisms with sa- gener-
ally appear when forms with the prefix sta- have a particular meaning: staslaf
‘to get worse (an injury)’ — saslaf ‘to worsen (injury)’; stabrak ‘to seek blessings’
— sabrak ‘to give a blessing’; stagwa ‘to behave as a griot’ — sagwa ‘to make some-
one a griot’; stagbal ‘to head towards the Qibla’ — sagbal ‘to turn an animal for
slaughter in the direction of the Qibla’.

*In Zenaga, non-intervocalic geminates are distinguished not by length, but rather by tension,
and it is this that is indicated by the use of uppercase for the final D.

253



Catherine Taine-Cheikh

Furthermore, the influence of Berber has certainly played a role, since the pre-
fix s(a)- (or one of its variants) very regularly forms the causative—factitive struc-
ture in this branch of the Afro-Asiatic language family.

In Zenaga, the most frequent realization of this prefix is with a palato-alveolar
shibilant, but a sibilant realization also occurs, particularly with roots of Arabic
origin. For example: Hass. sadab (variant of ddab) — Zen. yassi?dab ‘to train an
animal (with a saddle)’ < CA v72db (cf. 7addaba ‘educate, carefully bring up’);
Hass. sasla — Zen. yassaslah ‘to let a hide soak to give it a consistency similar to
a placenta’ and Hass. stasla — Zen. staslah ‘start to lose fur (of hides left to soak)’
< CA Vsly (cf. sala ‘placenta’).

Parallel to these examples where the Berber forms (at least those with the pre-
fix st(a)-) are most likely themselves borrowed, we also find patterns with sa-/Sa-
which are incontestably of Berber origin: compare Hassaniyya niyyar ‘to have a
good sense of direction’, sanyar ‘to show the way’, stanyar ‘to know well how
to orient oneself’ and Tuareg ener ‘to guide’, sener ‘to make guide’. Typically,
however, when Hassaniyya borrows causative forms from Berber, it usually in-
tegrates the Berber prefix as part of the Hassaniyya root, making it the first radi-
cal of a quadriliteral root, e.g. Hass. sadba — Tuareg sidou ‘to make s.o. leave in the
afternoon’ and Hass. ssadba (< tsadba) — Tuareg adou ‘to leave in the afternoon’.

The parallelism between Arabic and Berber is not necessarily respected in all
cases, but the forms with initial s-/s- are usually causative or factitive in both
cases. The only exception concerns certain Zenaga verbal forms which have be-
come irregular upon contact with Hassaniyya: thus yassadbah ‘to leave in the
afternoon’ or yisnar ‘to orient oneself’ (a variant of yinar), of which the original
causative value is now carried by a form with a double prefix (2+5): yaZasnar ‘to
guide’.

3.2.2.2 The Derivation of u-

The existence of a passive verbal prefix u- for quadrilateral verbs and derived
forms constitutes another unique feature of Hassaniyya. For example: udagdag,
passive of dagdag ‘to break’; utabbab, passive of tabbab ‘to train (an animal)’;
udaya, passive of daya ‘to cheat (in a game)’.

The development of passives with u- was most likely influenced by Classical
Arabic, since here the passives of all verbal measures feature /u/ in the first syl-
lable in both the perfect and the imperfect, e.g. fufila, yuffalu; fuffila, yufaffalu;
and fuafila, yufafalu, the respective passives of fafala, faffala and fafala.

However, influence from Berber cannot be excluded here since, in Zenaga, the
formation of passives with the prefix T” is directly parallel to those of the passives
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with u- in Hassaniyya. Moreover, this prefix is #(t)u- or t(t)w- in other Berber
varieties (especially those of Morocco) and this could also have had an influence
on the emergence of the prefix u-.

3.3 Syntax
3.3.1 Hassaniyya—Zenaga parallelisms

Hassaniyya and Zenaga have numerous common features, and this is especially
true in the realm of syntax. In general, the reason for these common traits is that
they both belong to the Afro-Asiatic family and remain conservative in various
respects; for example, in their lack of a discontinuous negative construction.

There are, however, also features of several varieties of both languages doc-
umented in Mauritania that represent parallel innovations. Thus, correspond-
ing to the diminutive forms particular to Zenaga, we have in Hassaniyya muta-
tis mutandis a remarkably similar extension to verbs of the diminutive pattern
with infix -ay-, e.g. mayllas, diminutive of mallas ‘to smooth over’ (Taine-Cheikh
2008a: 123-124).

In the case of aspectual-temporal forms, there are frequent parallels, such
as Hassaniyya ma tla and Zenaga war yisSiy ‘no longer’, Hassaniyya ma-zal
and Zenaga yassiy ‘still’, Hassaniyya tamm and Zenaga yuktay ‘to continue to’,
Hassaniyya fgab and Zenaga yaggara ‘to end up doing’. One of the most notable
parallel innovations, however, concerns the future morpheme: Hassaniyya lahi
(invariable participle of an otherwise obsolete verb, but compare Iltha ‘to pass
one’s time’) and Zenaga yanhaya (a conjugated verb also meaning ‘to busy one-
self with something’, in addition to its future function). In both cases we have
forms related to Classical Arabic laha ‘to amuse oneself’, with the Zenaga form
apparently being a borrowing. It seems, therefore, that this borrowing preceded
the lahi of Hassaniyya and likely then influenced its adoption as a future tense
marker. Note also that in the Arabic dialect of the Jews of Algiers, latiis a durative
present tense marker (Cohen 1924: 221; Taine-Cheikh 2004: 224; Taine-Cheikh
2008a: 126-127; Taine-Cheikh 2009: 99).

Hassaniyya and Zenaga also display common features with regard to com-
plex phrases. For example, concerning completives, Zenaga differs from other
Berber languages in its highly developed usage of ad ~ ad, and in particular in the
grammaticalized usage of this demonstrative as a quotative particle after verbs of
speaking and thinking (Taine-Cheikh 2010a). This may have had an influence on
the usage of the conjunctions an(n)- and fan- (the two forms tend to be confused)
in the same function in Hassaniyya.
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Finally, regarding the variable appearance of a resumptive pronoun in Hassan-
iyya object relative clauses, if influence from Berber (where a resumptive pro-
noun is always absent) has played any role here, it has simply been to reinforce
a construction already attested in the earliest Arabic, whereby the resumptive
pronoun is absent if the antecedent is definite, as in (1).

(1) nradd tli-kum or-rwaye 1lli radd-@ tli-ya
telLIMPF.1SG on-2PL  DEF-story REL tell PRF.35G.M-® on-OBL.1SG
muhammad
Mohammed

‘Tam going to tell you the story that Mohammed told me’

3.3.2 Regional influence of Maghrebi Arabic

The Hassaniyya spoken in the south of Morocco is rather heavily influenced by
other Arabic varieties spoken in the region. Even among those who conserve
virtually all the characteristic features of Hassaniyya (preservation of interdent-
als, synthetic genitive construction, absence of the pre-verbal particle ka- or ta-,
absence of discontinuous negation, absence of the indefinite article), particular
features of the Moroccan Arabic koiné appear either occasionally or regularly
among certain speakers. The most common such features are perhaps the gen-
itive particle dyal (Taine-Cheikh 1997b: 98) and the preverbal particle ka (Aguadé
1998: 211, §37; 213, §42).

In the Hassaniyya of Mali, usage of a genitive particle remains marginal, al-
though Heath (2004: 162) highlights a few uses of genitive (n)taf in his texts.

3.4 Lexicon
3.4.1 Confirmed loanwords
3.4.1.1 Loanwords from Standard Arabic

Verbs loaned from Standard Arabic are as common as nominal and adjectival
loans. Whatever their category, loans are often distinctive in some way (whether
because of their syllabic structure, the presence of particular phonemes or their
morphological template), since the lexeme usually (though not always) has the
same form in both the recipient language and the source language. Examples of
loans without any distinctive features are barrar ‘to justify’ and dahbi ‘golden’.
A certain number of Standard Arabic verbs with the infix -t- or the prefix sta-
are borrowed, but these verbal patterns can be found elsewhere in Hassaniyya.
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Certain lexical fields exhibit a particularly high degree of loans from Standard
Arabic: anything connected with Islamic studies or abstract concepts (religion,
rights, morality, feelings, etc.) and, more recently, politics, media and modern
material culture. These regularly retain the meaning (or one of the meanings) of
the source-language item.

3.4.1.2 Loanwords from Berber

There are many lexical items that are probable loans from Berber, with a number
of certain cases among them.

Here we may point to several non-Arabic-origin verbs with cognates across
a wide range of Berber languages, such as krat ‘to scrape off’ (Zenaga yugrad);
Saydad ‘to make a lactating camel adopt an orphaned calf from another mother’
(Zenaga yassugad ‘to breastfeed’, yuddad ‘to suckle’); santa ‘to begin’ (Zenaga
yassanta ‘to begin’, Tuareg ent ‘to be started, to begin’); gaymar ‘to hunt from a
distance’ (Berber gmoar ‘to hunt’).

Other verbs are derived from nouns loaned from Berber. Hence, yawba ‘to
restrain a camel, put it in an ayaba’ (Tuareg ayaba ‘jaws’). Sometimes there is
both a verb and an adjective stemming from a loaned root, as in gaylal ‘to have
the tail cut’ and agilal ‘having a cut tail’ (Tuareg gilel and agilal).

Some loaned Hassaniyya nouns are found with the same root (or an equiva-
lent root) in Berber languages other than Zenaga. For example: agays ‘male bus-
tard’ (Tuareg gayas); askar ‘partridge’ (Kabyle tasekkurt in the feminine form);
tayffarat ‘fetlock (camel)’ (Zenaga ti?ffart, Tuareg téffart); azayor ‘wooden mat
ceiling between beams’ (Zenaga azayri ‘lintel, beam (of a well)’, Tuareg azgar ‘to
cross’, dzagar ‘crossbeam’); talawmayat ‘dew’ (Zenaga tayamut, Tuareg talamut);
(n)turza ‘Calotropis procera’ (Zenaga turZah, Tuareg tarza).

Most of the loanwords cited above are attested in Zenaga (sometimes in a more
innovative form than is found in other Berber varieties, such as yaggiyay ‘to have
a cut tail’ where /y/ < *I). However, there are numerous cases where a correspond-
ing Berber item is attested only in Zenaga. In such cases it is difficult to precisely
identify the source language, even if the phonology and/or morphology seems
to indicate a non-Arabic origin.

Loanwords from Berber seem to be particularly common in the lexicon of
fauna, flora, and diseases, as well as in the field of traditional material culture
(objects, culinary traditions, farming practices, etc.; Taine-Cheikh 2010b; 2014).
Unlike the form of the loans, which is often quite divergent from that of the
source items, their semantics tends to remain largely unchanged. However, there
are some exceptions, notably when the verbs have a general meaning in Berber
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(cf. above ‘to breastfeed’ vs. ‘to make a lactating camel adopt an orphaned calf
from another mother’).

3.4.1.3 Loanwords from Sahel languages

Rather few Hassaniyya lexical items seem to be borrowed directly from African
languages, and the origin of those that are is rarely known precisely. We may
note, however, in addition to gad” ‘dried fish’ (< Wolof) and d”angra ‘warehouse’
(< Soninke), a few terms which appear to be borrowed from Pulaar: t*ahli ‘roof
on pillars’ and kiri ‘boundary between two fields’.

In some regions we find a concentration of loans in particular domains in re-
lation to specific contact languages. For example, in the ancient town of Tichitt,
we find borrowings from Azer and Soninke (Jacques-Meunié 1961; Monteil 1939;
Diagana 2013): ka ‘house’ (Azer ka(ny), Soninke ka) in ka n laqqe ‘entrance of the
house’; killen ‘path’ (Azer kille, Soninke killé); kunyu ~ kenyen ‘cooking’ (Azer
knu ~ kenyu, Soninke kinn).

A significant list of loanwords from Songhay has been compiled by Heath
(2004) in Mali, including e.g.: sawsab (< sosom ~ sosob) ‘pound (millet) in mortar
to remove bran from grains’; daydi ~ dayday (< deydey) ‘daily grocery purchase’;
akaray (< kaarey) ‘crocodile’; sari (< seri) ‘millet porridge’. Only sari has been
recorded elsewhere in Mauritania (in the eastern town of Walata). On the other
hand, all authors who have done field work on the Hassaniyya of Mali (partic-
ularly in the region of Timbuktu and the Azawad), have noted loanwords from
Songhay. This is true also of Clauzel (1960) who, as well as a number of Berber
loanwords, gives a small list of Songhay-derived items used in the salt mine of
Tawdenni, such as titi ‘cylinder of saliferous clay used as a seat by the miners’ (<
tita) and tYar ‘adze’ (< ’ara).

3.4.1.4 Loanwords from Indo-European languages

The use of loanwords from European languages tends to vary over time. Thus, a
large proportion of the French loanwords borrowed during the colonial period
have more recently gone out of use, such as bartmala or qortmal ‘wallet’ (< porte-
monnaie), dabbi$ ‘telegram’ (< dépéche ‘dispatch’) or sarwas ‘to be very close to
the colonizers’ (< service ‘service’). This is true not only of items referring to obso-
lete concepts (such as the currency terms suvaya ‘sou’ or ftan/vavtan ‘cent’, likely
< fifteen), but also of those referring to still-current concepts which are, however,
now referred to with a term drawn from Standard Arabic (e.g. minastr ‘minister’,
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replaced by wazir). This does not, however, eliminate the permanence of some
old loanwords such as wata ‘car’ (< voiture) or marsa ‘market’ (< marché).®

Although not unique to Hassaniyya, the frequency of the emphatic phonemes
(especially /s/ and /t/) in loans from European languages is notable. Consider, in
addition to the treatment of service, porte-monnaie and marché as noted above,
that of batrun ‘boss’ (< patron), which gives rise to tbatran ‘to be(come) a boss’
tawn ‘ton’ (< tonne).

3.4.2 More complex cases
3.4.2.1 Wanderworter

Various Arabic lexical items derive from Latin, Armenian, Turkish, Persian, and
so on. In the case of, for example, the names of calendar months, or of items
such as trousers (sarwal), these terms are not borrowed directly from the source
language by Hassaniyya and are found elsewhere (e.g. balbiiza ‘eyeball’ < Latin
bulbus, attested throughout the Maghreb). The history of such items will not be
dealt with here. We can, however, mention the case of some well-attested terms
in Hassaniyya that appear to have been borrowed from sub-Saharan Africa.

One such is maru ‘rice’, which seems to come from Soninke (mdaaro), although
it is also attested in Wolof (maalo) and Zenaga (marih). Another term, which is
just as emblematic, is mburu ‘bread’, whose origin has variously been attributed
to Wolof, Azer, Mandigo, and even English bread.

To these very everyday terms, we may also add mutri ‘pearl millet’ and makka
‘maize’, which have the same form both in Hassaniyya and in Zenaga. The first
is a loanword from Pulaar (muutiri). The second is attested in many languages
and seems to have come from the placename Mecca.

As for garta ‘peanut’, lalo ~ lalu ‘pounded baobab leaves that serve as a con-
diment’ (synonym of taqya in the southwest of Mauritania) and kaddu ‘spoon’,
these appear to be used just as frequently in Pulaar as they are in Wolof.

3.4.2.2 Berberized items

Despite the absence of any Berber affixes in the loanwords listed in §3.4.2.1, only
kaddu ‘spoon’ is regularly used with the definite article. In this regard, these
loanwords act like words borrowed from Berber, or more generally, those with
Berber affixes.

®Ould Mohamed Baba (2003) gives an extensive list of loanwords from French and offers a
classification by semantic field.
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It is, in fact, difficult to prove that a noun with this kind of affix is definitely of
Berber origin, since we find nouns of various origins with Berber affixes. Some
of them are loanwords from the languages of the sedentary people of the val-
ley, such as adabay ‘village of former sedentary slaves (hratin)’ (< Soninke débé
‘village’); iggiw ~ iggiw ‘griot’ (Zenaga iggiwi, borrowed from Wolof geewel or
from Pulaar gawlo). Others are borrowed from French: agaraz ‘garage’; tom-
biskit ‘biscuit’. Even terms of Arabic origin are Berberized, as is likely the case
with tasuvra ‘large decorated leather bag for travelling’ (cf. savar ‘to travel’) or
tazozmit ‘asthma’ (cf. CA zagma ‘shortness of breath when giving birth’).

3.4.2.3 Reborrowings

Instances of back and forth between two languages — primarily Hassaniyya and
Zenaga — seem to be the reason for another type of mixed form, illustrated pre-
viously in §3.2.2.1 by the Zenaga verbs yassadbah ‘to leave in the afternoon’ and
yisnar ‘to orient oneself’.

Hassaniyya saynan ‘to mix gum with water to make ink’ provides another
example, where this time the points of departure and arrival seem to be from
the Arabic side. In fact, this loanword is a borrowing of Zenaga yassuynan ‘to
thicken (ink) by adding gum’, a verb formed from assayan ‘gum’. This noun in
turn appears to be an adaptation of the Arabic samya ‘ink’.

In the case of sla ‘placenta’, there is a double round-trip between the two lan-
guages, this time without metathesis: after a passage from Arabic to Zenaga (>
as(s)la), there is return to Hassaniyya with the causative verb sasla ‘to soak a
hide’, and a second loan into Zenaga with the reflexive form (ya)stasla ‘to start
to lose fur (of soaked hides)’.

3.4.2.4 Calques

Calques are undoubtedly common, but they are particularly frequent in locutions
such as raggat az-Zall ‘susceptibility’ and biu-damfa ‘rinderpest’ (literally ‘thin-
ness of skin’ and ‘the one with a tear’). These are exact calques of their Zenaga
equivalents tassaddi-n ayim and an-andi (Taine-Cheikh 2008a).

3.4.2.5 Individual variation

Receptivity to loanwords differs from one individual to another. This is natural
when we are dealing with bilingual speakers and this probably explains the spe-
cial features of the Hassaniyya of the Awlad Ban”ag (often bilingual speakers of
Hassaniyya and Wolof) or the Hassaniyya of Mali (where Arabic speakers often
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speak Songhay and sometimes Tamasheq). However, it also depends on the indi-
viduals in question in terms of what we might call their “loyalty” to the language,
whether the language is under pressure from Moroccan Arabic koiné in Morocco
(Taine-Cheikh 1997b; Heath 2002; Paciotti 2017), or whether it is imposed as a
lingua franca in Mauritania (Dia 2007).

4 Conclusion

The principal domain affected by contact in Hassaniyya is that of the lexicon
(though an assessment in percentage terms is not at present possible). However,
the integration of loanwords — in particular those from Standard Arabic and
Berber — has resulted in a significant enrichment of the phonological system and
of the inventory of nominal patterns. The effects of contact on the verbal mor-
phology and syntax of the dialect are more indirect. The major developments
in Hassaniyya seem most likely to instead be a product of internal evolution. In
certain cases, Zenaga has probably had an influence; in others, we rather witness
instances of parallel evolution.

In future, by studying the vehicular Hassaniyya of Mauritania and of the bor-
der regions (southern Morocco, southern Algeria, Senegal, Niger, and so on) we
will perhaps discover new developments as a result of contacts triggered by the
political and societal changes of the twenty-first century.

Further reading

Links between Hassaniyya and other languages are particularly complex at the
level of semantics and lexicon. On these topics, beyond the available Hassaniyya
and Zenaga dictionaries (Heath 2004; Taine-Cheikh 1988-1998; 2008b), readers
may consult the available studies of specific fields (Monteil 1952; Taine-Cheikh
2013) or particular templates (Taine-Cheikh 2018b).

Abbreviations

1, 2,3 1st, 2nd, 3rd person OBL oblique
CA Classical Arabic PL plural

DEF definite REL relativizer
Hass. THassaniyya SG singular
IMPF  imperfect Zen. Zenaga

M masculine
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This chapter presents an overview of the most prominent contact-induced develop-
ments in the history of Maltese, a language which is genetically a variety of Arabic,
but which has undergone significant changes, largely as a result of lengthy contact
with Sicilian, Italian, and English. We first address the precise affiliation of Maltese
and the nature of the historical and ongoing contact situations, before detailing
relevant developments in the realms of phonology, inflectional and derivational
morphology, syntax, and lexicon.

1 Maltese and Arabic

From a historical point of view, Maltese is a variety of spoken Arabic, albeit one
that has undergone far-reaching changes as a result of sustained and intensive
contact with Italo-Romance varieties, and more recently also with English. This
is a fact about which there is no controversy among contemporary linguists. It
should be noted, however, that a mix of social, cultural, historical, political, and
indeed linguistic factors has led to a situation in which many Maltese people
today view their language as Semitic, but not a type of Arabic. Since we are
concerned here only with the historical perspective, we will not dwell on the
vexed question of whether or not contemporary Maltese should be classified as
an “Arabic dialect”.! Suffice it to say that the idea, first popularized by de Soldanis

"Note that Maltese itself has a number of different dialects, one of which - that of the major
towns, and the variety used in media, literature and administration - is referred to as Standard
Maltese. Except where specified, this chapter deals exclusively with the standard variety of
Maltese.

fano Manfredi (eds.), Arabic and contact-induced change, 265-302. Berlin: Language
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(1750) and Vassalli (1791), that Maltese is a variety of Phoenician or Punic, has
been shown since at least since Gesenius (1810) and de Sacy (1829) to be entirely
without merit.

Since the Phoenicians and then the Carthaginians occupied Malta for much
of the first millennium BCE, followed by Roman and Byzantine occupation for
much of the first millennium CE, it would seem prima facie likely that elements
of the languages of these occupiers would survive into contemporary Maltese.
Brincat (1995) shows, however, based on the account of al-Himyari, that Malta
was to all intents and purposes uninhabited in the period between its conquest
by the Arabs in 870 CE and the first concerted efforts at colonization by Arabic-
speaking Muslims in 1048-1049 CE. It is for this reason that the Semitic compo-
nent of Maltese phonology, morphology, syntax and lexicon is Arabic and Arabic
only (see also Grech 1961).

As for the provenance of the Arabic component of contemporary Maltese,
there is no doubt that the most important source is a variety of Maghrebi (West-
ern) Arabic. This is evident from grammatical features such as: the pan-Maghrebi
extension to the singular of the first-person n- prefix of the imperfect verbal
paradigm (see Table 1); the loss of a gender distinction in the second person sin-
gular, in pronouns and both perfect and imperfect verbs, as in urban Tunisian
Arabic varieties (Gibson 2011); variable rearticulation of the definite article on
postnominal adjectives in definite noun phrases, as in (1) (cf. Gatt 2018), found
also in Casablanca Arabic (Harrell 2004: 205); and the -il suffix of the numerals
‘eleven’ to ‘nineteen’ in determiner use, as in (2), which also occurs in the Arabic
dialects of Casablanca (Caubet 2011) and Tlemcen (Taine-Cheikh 2011).2

Table 1: First-person imperfect ‘write’ in Eastern and Western Arabic

Eastern Western

Classical Arabic Baghdad Arabic Casablanca Arabic Maltese

Singular  7aktub aktib naktab nikteb
Plural naktub niktib nkatbu niktbu
(1) il-kelb (I-)abjad (2) it-tnax-il appostlu
DEF-dog (DEF)-white DEF-twelve-DEP apostle
‘the white dog’ ‘the twelve apostles’

?Unless otherwise specified, all numbered examples present data from Maltese. All Maltese
examples in this chapter are rendered using Standard Maltese orthography.
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Narrowing matters down further, Zammit’s (2014) study of lexicon shared be-
tween Maltese and the Arabic dialect of Sfax offers yet more support (see also
Vanhove 1998) for the geographically unsurprising conclusion that Maltese is
more closely related to the traditional (so-called pre-Hilalian; see Benkato, this
volume) urban Tunisian dialects than to any other extant Arabic variety. This
is not to suggest, however, that the Arabic component of Maltese resembles
these dialects in all respects. Borg (1996) lists a number of areas in which Mal-
tese accords more closely with Levantine Arabic dialects than with those of the
Maghreb. But the social and political history of Malta after the end of direct Arab
rule in 1127 CE is such that most or all of these similarities should be understood
as the failure of Maltese to participate in innovations that later spread through
the mainland Maghrebi varieties, and not as evidence of influence of Eastern
Arabic on the formation of Maltese.

2 Contact with Italo-Romance and English

2.1 Italo-Romance

A comprehensive history of immigration to Malta in the medieval period is yet
to be written (if indeed such a history is possible at all, given the apparently
scarce documentary evidence). It is therefore impossible to give precise details
of the sociolinguistic conditions under which the Arabic variety spoken in Malta
came into contact with varieties of Italo-Romance in the course of the second
millennium. We can, however, sketch the broad outlines of this process, and make
some reasonable inferences.

The Arabic-speaking settlers who colonized Malta in 1048-1049 CE can be
assumed to have come from either Sicily or southern Italy or both (Brincat 1995:
22), but in any case it seems likely that at least some of these came speaking
a variety of Sicilian in addition to Arabic. Even after Malta was brought under
Norman control in 1127 CE by Roger II of Sicily, and went on to be part of the
Kingdom of Sicily, there does not seem to have been a large-scale immigration of
non-Arabic speakers to Malta at any point, a fact which is of course consistent
with the survival of the Maltese language until today. Unsurprisingly from a
geographical and political perspective, what immigration there was appears to
have come overwhelmingly from Sicily and southern Italy, with lesser numbers
coming also from Spain (Ballou 1893: 134, 289; Blouet 1967: 43-46; Fiorini 1986;
Goodwin 2002: 26-32).

Comprising mostly soldiers, craftsmen and churchmen of various types, it
would appear that this immigration was disproportionately male. In addition to
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families in which the only language spoken was Maltese, there must, therefore,
have been significant numbers of families in medieval Malta in which the father
spoke only Sicilian natively and the mother spoke only Maltese natively, with
communication necessarily involving second-language speech by one or both
parents. Children of such families would therefore have been exposed minimally
to native and non-native Maltese speech and native Sicilian speech.

From the perspective of Van Coetsem’s (1988; 2000) framework for under-
standing contact-induced change, therefore, it seems highly likely that trans-
fer from Sicilian to Maltese occurred both through imposition under source-
language agentivity (by L1 Sicilian speakers) and borrowing under recipient-
language agentivity (by L1 Maltese speakers).

There is no doubt that, alongside Sicilian, (Tuscan) Italian had an important
place in Maltese life over many centuries, starting at the latest in 1530, when
it became the official language of government under the regime of the Knights
of Malta. But as Comrie & Spagnol (2016: 316) point out, Italian did not gain a
foothold at the expense of Sicilian among bilingual Maltese until the later eigh-
teenth century, and given its social function as a vehicle for government, educa-
tion and high culture, rather than the native language of a significant proportion
of ordinary Maltese, it is reasonable to say that transfer from Italian will have
been mediated predominantly by borrowing under recipient-language agentiv-

ity.

2.2 English

Starting in 1800, when Malta became a protectorate of the British Empire, En-
glish gradually began to supplant Italian as the language of government, educa-
tion and high culture, being joined in that role by the Maltese language itself
only in the last few decades. English is now widely spoken in Malta: according
to 2011 census data (National Statistics Office 2014: 149), 94.6% of the population
of Malta reported speaking Maltese “well” or “average[ly]”, while 82.1% reported
the same for English. English is a native language for only a very small percent-
age of Maltese residents, however: Sciriha & Vassallo (2006) put the figure at
2%. As with Italian, then, transfer from English to Maltese will overwhelmingly
have occurred through borrowing under recipient-language agentivity. With the
Maltese variety of English, the reverse is true of course: here the transfer from
English to Maltese will have been almost exclusively imposition under source-
language agentivity by native speakers of Maltese, resulting in such hallmark
features of Maltese English as word-final obstruent devoicing (cf. §3.1.1.2 below),
and the use of but in clause-final position (Lucas 2015: 527).
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Given that transfer from English was and is restricted to borrowing in Van
Coetsem’s sense, while the more extensive and long-lasting contact with Sicilian
will have involved both borrowing and imposition, it is not surprising that a
picture will emerge in the following sections whereby Italo-Romance dominates
as a source of contact-induced changes across all linguistic domains, with English
playing a much more modest role, largely restricted to lexicon and associated
inflectional morphology.

3 Contact-induced changes

3.1 Phonology
3.1.1 Consonants
3.1.1.1 Additions to the native phonemic inventory

One of the most salient — and uncontroversially contact-induced - innovations
in Maltese phonology is the addition of at least five (arguably seven) consonant
phonemes.? This came about through the transfer (presumably borrowing) of
Italo-Romance and English lexical items without subsequent adaptation to the
original native inventory (compare, e.g., Maltese pulizija with unadapted initial
[p] and Cairene Arabic bulis ‘police’). The five uncontroversial additions are /p/,
/vl, 1/, Y/ and /g/ (orthographically: <p), (v), <2y, <¢) and {g); see Table 2), as
in evaporazzjoni ‘evaporation’ and grané ‘crab’. One can also make a case for an
innovative borrowed phoneme /dz/. There are no minimal pairs demonstrating
a phonemic distinction between /dz/ and /ts/ (and both are represented by (z) in
the orthography), but Borg & Azzopardi-Alexander (1997: 301) point out that /dz/
occurs in environments not requiring a voiced obstruent, as in gazzetta /ge' dz:ete/
‘newspaper’. More marginal is /3/, which Mifsud (2011) and Borg & Azzopardi-
Alexander (1997: 303) point out can be found in recent loanwords from English,
such as televixin ‘television’ and bex ‘beige’, though whether all speakers voice
the (x) in these items is uncertain.

Proto-Semitic *g, represented as <) in Arabic script, and usually rendered [&]
when Standard Arabic is spoken, is reflected as /dz/ (orthographic <g)) in Mal-
tese. This appears to be a retention of the original Maghrebi realization of this
phoneme, other Maghrebi varieties having in general deaffricated it to /3/ (cf.
Heath 2002: 136). Unlike some other Maghrebi varieties, however, the Maltese re-
flex of <) does not become /g/ before sibilants (cp. Maltese gewz vs. Casablanca

3For useful overviews of the phonology of Maltese, see Borg (1997) and Cohen (1966; 1970).
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Table 2: Inventory of consonants. Symbols are Maltese orthography.

E .
& K = g
7 S 3 F 9 g
~ A 2 T o~ [
N < ¢ & & 3
Plosive ) t k q
b d g
Affricate z ¢
Fricative f s X h
\4 Z
Nasal m n
Trill r
Lateral 1
Approximant w j

giiz ‘walnuts’).* Similarly, Proto-Semitic *q (on which more below), is never re-
flected as /g/ (orthographic {g)) in Maltese (cf. Vanhove 1998: 99), meaning that
the presence of /g/ in the Maltese phonemic inventory is certainly due to its
occurence in numerous lexical borrowings. The majority of these are from Italo-
Romance (e.g. gwerra ‘war’), but some are from Berber (e.g. gendus ‘calf’ < Berber
agenduz; Nait-Zerrad 2002: 827), suggesting that /g/ as an independent phoneme
has been present in Maltese since the earliest days of Arabic speech on the Mal-
tese islands.’

3.1.1.2 Losses, mergers and shifts

Alongside these additions, the Maltese consonant phoneme inventory has also
witnessed a number of losses and mergers. Clearly it is not possible to establish
with certainty whether or not these changes were due to contact, but various con-
siderations make it reasonable to assume that contact at least accelerated these
changes. For example, the inherited emphatic (pharyngealized/uvularized) con-
sonants — *s, "t and *¢ — have all merged with their non-emphatic counterparts,

*An exception is gzira ‘island’ < Arabic gazira, perhaps to be explained by direct contiguity
with the sibilant.

SThere are also some sporadic examples of /g/ < *k in Arabic roots, e.g. gideb ‘to lie’. See Cohen
(1966: 14-15) for further details.
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as in shab /she:b/ ‘clouds’ < sahab, and also ‘companions’ < 7ashab. Note in this
connection that among other Arabic varieties, it is only a handful of those most
strongly affected by contact (such as pidgins and creoles, as well as Cypriot Ma-
ronite Arabic; see Avram, this volume; Walter, this volume) that have merged the
emphatic consonants in this way. This suggests that non-native acquisition of
Maltese by Italo-Romance speakers precipitated this change (i.e. that it involves
source-language agentivity in Van Coetsem’s 1988; 2000 terms).

In addition to the loss of the emphatic consonants, Maltese has undergone
significant losses and mergers among the velar and laryngeal phonemes.

Perhaps most saliently, an earlier version of what is today Standard Maltese
merged and then lost the voiced uvular/velar fricative *y and the voiced pharyn-
geal fricative *f. In Maltese’s rather etymologizing orthography, these historic
phonemes are given the digraph symbol {gh). In general, this symbol either has
no phonetic correlate, as in ghajn /em/ ‘eye, spring’ and ghong /on?/ ‘neck’, or
otherwise corresponds to the lengthening of a vowel in morphological patterns
where the vowel would ordinarily be short, as in the stem I CaCeC verb ghamel
/emel/ ‘to do’. That the two original phonemes first merged and were then lost
in Standard Maltese can be inferred from the behaviour of {gh) + <h) sequences.
These are realised as /h:/ in roots where {gh) reflects *¥ (e.g. semagh-ha /se meh:e/
hear.PRF.35G.M-35G.F, ‘he heard it’ < samaf ‘to hear’), where other Arabic vari-
eties behave similarly (cf. Woidich 2006: 18), but also, unlike other Arabic vari-
eties, in roots where (gh) reflects *y (e.g. ferragh-ha /ferrehre/ pour.prF.35G.M-
3sG.F, ‘he poured it out’ < farray ‘to empty’). This merger and subsequent loss
did not take place in all varieties of Maltese. To this day, there are apparently
speakers of dialectal Maltese whose speech preserves both *y as a velar fricative,
and *¥ as a pharyngeal fricative (Klimiuk 2018). The fact that the merger and loss
of these two phonemes is more advanced in the standard language of the major
conurbations and less so in the dialects of more isolated villages suggests that
contact-induced change played an important role here, with non-native speak-
ers of Maltese presumably being the principal agents of change.

Arguably the most interesting set of mergers and losses concerns the voiceless
fricatives, which represent a case of considerable phonemic reorganization de-
spite relatively little change at the phonetic level. The phonemic changes in this
domain are as follows. First, *h, while maintained in the orthography (as <h)), has
merged with /h/ in codas (e.g. ikrah /1kreh/ “ugly’) and sporadically in onsets (e.g.
nahaq /mehe?/ < nahagq ‘to bray (of donkeys)’), and is otherwise lost altogether
(e.g. hemm /em:/ ‘there’). The Maltese phoneme /h/ thus represents the continu-
ation of the voiceless pharyngeal fricative *h, as well as the partial merger of *h.
Moreover, original *h, the voiceless uvular/velar fricative, has also merged with
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/h/, as in hajt ‘thread’ < hayt, and also ‘wall’ < hayit. Strikingly, however, the sin-
gle Maltese phoneme /h/ exhibits considerable inter- and intra-speaker variation
in its precise realization, such that glottal, pharyngeal, and velar/uvular voice-
less fricative realizations may commonly be heard (Borg & Azzopardi-Alexander
1997: 301), and it is in this sense there has been little phonetic change despite the
considerable phonological reorganization.

Like the loss of the emphatic consonants, the loss or merger of *h (as well as
one or more of the pharyngeal and velar/uvular fricatives) is restricted to a hand-
ful of Arabic varieties that have been very strongly affected by contact (see, e.g.,
Walter, this volume). As such, these changes too are suggestive of imposition by
non-native speakers lacking these sounds in their native phonemic inventory (as
was the case for speakers of the Romance varieties with which Maltese has had
the most intense contact, cf. Loporcaro 2011: 141-142). On the other hand, the
preservation of the glottal and pharyngeal fricatives as allophones of /h/ compli-
cates this picture, such that the role of contact in bringing about these particular
changes must remain uncertain for now.

It is similarly hard to diagnose the causes of the shift of *q to glottal stop (never-
theless written as {q) in Maltese orthography) and the stopping of the interdental
fricatives *0 and *d. In both cases, however, we can at least rule out with confi-
dence any suggestion that these are ancient changes that predate the arrival of
Arabic in Malta, or are historically connected to similar realizations in the Arabic
dialects of urban centres in the Maghreb, Egypt, and the Levant. Written records
of earlier Maltese clearly show that a dorsal realization of *q, as well as the inter-
dental fricative realization of *0 and *8, survived until at least the late eighteenth
century (Avram 2012; 2014). It is at least plausible, therefore, that contact with
Italo-Romance played a role in these changes too, but firm evidence on this point
is so far lacking.

Finally, a well-known feature of contemporary Maltese (and Maltese English)
phonology is the devoicing of word-final obstruents, as in hadd [het:] ‘nobody’.
Avram (2017) shows that devoicing gradually diffused across the Maltese lexicon
over the course of about two centuries from the late sixteenth century onwards,
and he makes a strong case that the initial trigger for this development was im-
position by native speakers of Sicilian and Italian, since word-final obstruent de-
voicing has been shown by various studies (e.g. Flege et al. 1995) to be a frequent
feature of the L2 speech of L1 speakers of Romance languages.
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3.1.2 Vowels

Maltese has a much richer vowel phoneme inventory than typical Maghrebi Ara-
bic dialects, with, among the monophthongs, five short-vowel qualities /1, ¢, ®, 9,
o/ (orthographic ¢, e, a, o, u)), and six long-vowel qualities /i, ; &, ®:, o:, u:/ (or-
thographic ¢, ie, e, a, 0, u)), as well as seven distinct diphthongs (with a number
of different orthographies — see Borg & Azzopardi-Alexander 1997: 299 for de-
tails): /1w, €1, €w, ®1, o, o1, 0v5/. Compare this with the three-vowel-quality system
of Tunis Arabic, which also lacks diphthongs (Gibson 2011).

Since the Italo-Romance languages have vowel systems of a similar richness to
Maltese, one might assume that this proliferation of vowel phonemes is a straight-
forward case of transfer. This is, in general, not the case, however. The majority
of new phonemic distinctions are at least partially the result of the loss of em-
phatic consonants and of *,® which led to the phonemicization of vowel qualities
that were previously merely allophonic. Note also that the innovative lax close
front long vowel /r:/ is apparently an entirely internal development - the out-
come of an extreme raising of the front allophone of *a (so-called imala), as in
ktieb /ktrb/ ‘book’ < kitab.

Following Krier (1976: 21-22), we can nevertheless point to three innovations
in this domain which do seem to be the direct result of lexical borrowing from
Italo-Romance.

Krier (1976: 21) points out first of all that, of the five short vowels, only four /1,
€, ®, o/ appear in all positions in Arabic-derived lexicon. In contrast, /5/ occurs
only in final position in unstressed syllables in this portion of the lexicon, with
the single exception of kull ‘all’. Were it not for the (extensive) Italo-Romance
component of the Maltese lexicon, therefore, we can say that the distinction be-
tween [0] and [¢] would remain allophonic, as it is in Tunis Arabic. As it is, the
two sounds should probably be considered phonemically distinct in Maltese. Al-
though minimal pairs are hard to find, possible examples include punt ‘point’ vs.
pont ‘bridge’ and lotto ‘lottery’ vs. luttu ‘mourning’.’

Among the long vowels, the presence of /e:/ and /o:/ phonemes in Maltese is
also largely attributable Italo-Romance loans containing these sounds. Although
/&/ and /6/ do occur in certain Tunisian Arabic varieties (Gibson 2011; Herin
& Zammit 2017), these are the result of historical monophthongization of the
original *ay and *aw diphthongs. The Maltese reflexes of these sounds remain
diphthongs, as in sejf /seif/ ‘sword’ and lewn /lesn/ ‘colour’. Other than in cases
of compensatory lengthening in items where the consonants represented by (gh)

These latter changes are themselves, however, arguably contact-induced - see §3.1.1.2.
"Our thanks to Michael Spagnol for suggesting these examples.
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and <h) have been lost (see §3.1.1.2), /e:/ and /2:/ only occur in the non-Arabic
component of the Maltese lexicon, as in zero /zexxd/ ‘zero’ and froga /fro:dge/
‘omelette’.

To these three contact-induced monophthongal innovations we can add one
new contact-induced diphthong: /o1/. Mifsud (2011) points out that this occurs
only in non-Arabic lexical items (e.g. vojt /vort/ ‘empty space’) in Standard Mal-
tese.

In summary, then, the majority of innovative vowel phonemes in Maltese are
not the direct result of transfer, but the three new monophthongal phonemes
whose emergence is (at least partially) contact-induced, combine to create a near-
symmetrical system in which all five short vowel phonemes have a long counter-
part.

3.1.3 Intonation

Despite pioneering work by Alexandra Vella (e.g. Vella 1994; 2003; 2009; Grice
et al. 2019), the study of intonation in Maltese, as in most non-Indo-European
languages, remains in its infancy (cf. Hellmuth, this volume). Impressionistically
speaking, the tunes that can be heard in Maltese (and Maltese English) speech
are highly distinctive, and often quite unlike those of the Mediterranean Arabic
dialects. Several studies have demonstrated that intonation patterns are highly
susceptible to transfer in language contact situations, especially through impo-
sition by source-language-dominant speakers (see the studies of Spanish into-
nation by O’Rourke 2005; Gabriel & Kireva 2014). Interestingly, however, this
appears to be less true for the tunes associated with polar interrogatives, at least
in the varieties of Spanish described by the aforementioned authors, presumably
because of the importance of intonation in establishing interrogative force in
the absence of syntactic cues in this language. What data we have on this issue
for Maltese fits rather neatly into this larger picture. According to Vella (2003),
the intonational patterns of Maltese late-focus declaratives on the one hand, and
wh-interrogatives on the other, pattern with Palermo Sicilian and Tuscan Italian
respectively, while that of Maltese polar interrogatives more closely resembles
counterparts in Arabic dialects.

It seems safe to assume that imposition by native speakers of Italo-Romance
varieties is the primary cause of the similarities in intonation between Maltese
and Italo-Romance, but borrowing by Maltese-dominant bilinguals should not
be ruled out as an additional factor.
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3.2 Morphology
3.2.1 Nouns and adjectives
3.2.1.1 Inflection

It has been shown (e.g. Gardani 2012; Seifart 2017) that plural affixes are, with case
affixes, the most widely transferred inflectional morphemes. Maltese conforms
neatly to the general crosslinguistic picture: it has acquired plural morphemes
from Sicilian and English and little in the way of other inflectional morphology
(but see §3.2.2).8

In addition to a rich array of stem-altering (so-called “broken”) plural patterns,
most of which also serve as the plurals of at least some items of Italo-Romance or,
more rarely, English origin (see Spagnol 2011 for details), Maltese has six plural
suffixes: -in, -a, -iet, -ijiet, -i, and -s.2 Of these, -in, and -iet are straightforward
retentions from Arabic (nevertheless extended to numerous non-Arabic items),
-i and -s are straightforward cases of indirect affix borrowing (in the sense of
Seifart 2015), and -a, and -ijiet arguably involve a subtle interplay of internal and
externally-caused developments.

The most recently borrowed plural suffix is the English-derived -s. This occurs
exclusively with bases borrowed from English, and may be considered only par-
tially integrated into monolingual Maltese (to the extent that such a thing exists;
see §2.2), in that it often alternates optionally with -ijiet in items such as kejk
‘cake’ (pl. kejkijiet ~ kejks). There are, however, a number of reasonably frequent
items (e.g. frizer ‘freezer’) which appear never to take a plural suffix other than
-S.

The Sicilian-derived suffix -i can mark the plural of a far higher proportion of
Maltese nouns than can -s, and is demonstrably better integrated into the Maltese
inflectional system. In addition to marking the plural of Sicilian-derived nouns
which also take -i, e.g. xkupa ‘broom’ < Sicilian scupa (pl. scupi), fiakk ‘weak’ <
Sicilian fiaccu (pl. fiacchi), it has also been extended to: Italian-derived nouns,
including those with a plural in -e in Italian, e.g. statwa ‘statue’ < Italian statua
(pL statue); nouns from other Romance languages, e.g. pitrava ‘beetroot’ < French
betterave with @-plural (orthographic -s); English-derived nouns, e.g. jard ‘yard
(unit of distance)’); and even a few Arabic-derived nouns, e.g. saff ‘layer’ < saff
‘row’, samm ‘very hard’ < Zasamm ‘deaf, hard’.

80ne should note also, however, the appearance in a couple of items of a singulative suffix -u,
apparently borrowed from Sicilian. Borg (1994: 57) cites wizz-u ‘geese-SING’, dud-u ‘worms-
SING’, and ful-u ‘beans-sING’.

There are also one or two examples of zero plurals, e.g. martri ‘martyr(s)

5
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Arabic and Sicilian coincidentally have an identical less frequently used plu-
ral (or collective) suffix -a, as in Arabic marra ‘passers-by’ (singular marr) and
Sicilian libbra ‘books’ (singular libbru). A plural suffix of this form also occurs
in Maltese, with nouns of both Arabic and Italo-Romance origin (e.g. kittieba
‘writers’ < Arabic kattab; nutara ‘notaries’ < Italian notaro). Evidence that this
is perceived and treated as a single morpheme rather than two homophonous
items comes from the fact that the restriction of this suffix to groups of people
in Arabic applies also to the Italo-Romance part of the Maltese lexicon (Mifsud
2011).

A curious feature of Maltese plural morphology from a comparative Arabic
perspective is the very frequent suffix -ijiet (-jiet after certain vowel-final stems),
as in postijiet ‘places’ (singular post) and ommijiet ‘mothers’ (singular omm).
While clearly based on the Arabic-derived suffix -iet (< Arabic -at, with char-
acteristic Maltese imala), the provenance of the initial -ij- is not obvious. Mifsud
(2011) plausibly suggests that -ijiet as a whole is “derived from the plural of verbal
nouns with a weak final radical, like tigrijiet ‘races’, tiswijiet ‘repairs’”, but Geary
(2017) makes a strong case that the large influx into Maltese of Italo-Romance
nouns whose singulars ended in -i (e.g. affari ‘affair, matter’ < Sicilian affari
or Italian affare) was instrumental in the emergence of this morpheme. On this
account Maltese speakers originally pluralized such words with -iet, with glide-
insertion an automatic phonological consequence of the juncture of a vowel-final
stem and a vowel-initial suffix. Later, according to Geary, the whole string -ijiet
was reanalysed as constituting the marker of plurality, and this new plural suffix
was extended to consonant-final stems, including Arabic-derived items of basic
vocabulary such as omm ‘mother’ and art ‘land’.1°

3.2.1.2 Derivation

Maltese displays a rich array of derivational suffixes borrowed (presumably ini-
tially as part of polymorphemic lexical items) from Italo-Romance. A definitive
list of these has not been provided to date, but Saade (2019) offers a detailed typo-
logy of such items, of which we present a simplified version here, drawing also

Geary’s contact-induced scenario for the emergence of this suffix may not be the whole story,
however. Evidence on this point comes from Arabic loanwords in Siwa Berber. Souag (2013:
74) lists a number of examples of Arabic-origin nouns whose plural is formed by adding a
suffix -iyyat (e.g. shilfa ‘turtle’, pl. shilfiyyat), despite the fact that both Classical Arabic and
present-day Egyptian Arabic lack plurals of this type. Siwa Berber must therefore have bor-
rowed these items and their pluralization strategy from some early form of (eastern) Maghrebi
Arabic, suggesting that the presence in Maltese of the -ijiet suffix is, at least to some extent, an
Arabic-internal development that predates the large-scale borrowing of Italo-Romance nouns
into Maltese.
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on examples from Brincat & Mifsud (2015), and focusing just on the nominal,
adjectival and adverbial domains (see §3.2.2.2 for borrowed participial morphol-
ogy).

First of all, there are at least twenty suffixes, such as the nominalizer -zzjoni,
which, though relatively frequent, only occur in items clearly borrowed whole-
sale from Italo-Romance (e.g. dikjarazzjoni ‘declaration’ < Italian dichiarazione)
or in coinages which, in a process that is relatively common in Maltese, represent
borrowings from English that are adapted to fit the phonology and morphol-
ogy of Romance-influenced Maltese, as in esplojtazzjoni ‘exploitation’ (cf. Gatt
& Fabri 2018). Given this restriction, there must be some doubt as to whether
one can regard the suffixes themselves as borrowed, or only the polymorphemic
items in which they occur.

Secondly, there are a number of borrowed suffixes which are sufficiently well
integrated that they can attach to Arabic-derived bases. Examples include:

-ata, e.g. xemxata ‘sunstroke’ (xemx ‘sun’)
-ezza, e.g. mqarebezza ‘naughtiness’ (mgareb ‘naughty’)
-un (< Sicilian -uni, Italian -one), e.g. Amarun ‘great fool’ (hmar ‘donkey’)

Finally, there is at least one borrowed suffix: -tura, which forms single-instance
verbal nouns. The integration of this morpheme can be seen from the fact that it
attaches to productively to English bases, as in ¢ekkjatura ‘an instance of check-
ing’ or weldjatura “an instance of welding’.

3.2.2 Verbs
3.2.2.1 Loaned verbs

Maltese has borrowed a large number of verbs from Sicilian and Italian, and more
recently a smaller number from English. The chief interest in these borrowings
lies in the way in which they have been integrated into the Maltese inflectional
and derivational verbal paradigms. An in-depth study of this phenomenon was
provided by Mifsud (1995), who distinguished the following four types of loaned
verbs:

Type A: Full integration into Semitic Maltese sound verbs

Type B: Full integration into Semitic Maltese weak-final verbs
Type C: Undigested Romance stems with a weak-final conjugation
Type D: Undigested English stems
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Mifsud (1995: 58) points out that most (perhaps all) Type A verbs are so-called
“second generation” loans, whereby a nominal or adjectival form has been bor-
rowed, a root extracted from it, and a verb formed on this root, as in pitter ‘to
paint’ — a denominal derivation from pittur ‘painter’, borrowed from Sicilian
pitturi (and supported by Italian pittore). Such items do not, therefore, represent
genuine cases of transfer of verbs, and are reminiscent of similar coinages in
other Arabic varieties (e.g. fabrak ‘to fabricate’). In Arabic as in Maltese, such
items are overwhelmingly restricted to the denominal verbal stems II and V of
triliteral roots and I and II of quadriteral roots (CVCCVC and tCVCCVC).

In contrast to Type A, Mifsud’s Types B and C are genuine cases of loaned
verbs. Mifsud (1995: 110-116) shows that the imperative (rather than the homo-
phonous 3sG present, or any other verb forms) was the most likely base form
of the Romance models on which the Maltese loaned verbs were created.!! In
both Italian and Sicilian all verbs in the imperative end in either -i or -a. As it
happens, Maltese weak-final verbs (in which the final radical element is a vowel
rather than a consonant) also all end in either /1/ or /e/ in the imperfect and im-
perative singular, depending on which of the two weak-final conjugation classes
they fall into. This coincidence resulted in borrowed Romance verbs being inte-
grated into one of the these two weak-final classes, as in kanta ‘he sang’, jkanta
‘he sings’ (< Sicilian/Italian imperative canta); and serva ‘he served’, jservi ‘he
serves’ (< Sicilian/Italian imperative servi).

The difference between verbs of Types B and C is that the former are analysed
as having root-and-pattern morphology, with a triliteral or quadriliteral root,
whereas Type C are borrowed as a concatenative stem without a root. This can
be seen from the fact that Type B verbs can give rise to new verbs with the same
root in other verbal stems, as in kompla ‘to continue’, tkompla ‘to be continued’
(< Sicilian cumpliri ‘to finish’), whereas Type C verbs cannot.

Another difference between Types B and C is that no Type C verb begins with
a single (ungeminated) consonant, whereas most Type B verbs do. In fact, apart
from certain well-defined exceptions (see Mifsud 1995: 152), all Type C verbs be-
gin with a geminate consonant, as in ffolla ‘to crowd’ < Italian affollare. What
exactly was the combination of historical factors that gave rise to this synchronic
state of affairs is a complex matter (see Mifsud 1995: 158-168 for discussion), but
the key point to note is that at least some of the instances of initial gemination
in Type C verbs are apparently not attributable to phonological properties of the
source item (e.g. pprova ‘to try’ < Italian provare). It seems that speakers of Mal-
tese came to feel that all loan verbs must have an initial geminate consonant,
whether or not this was actually true of the item being borrowed.

This parallels the situation in Arabic-based pidgins and creoles, for which Versteegh (2014)
shows that verbs generally appear to derive from imperatives in the lexifier varieties.
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This state of affairs manifests itself rather spectacularly in more recent borrow-
ings from English (Type D verbs), in which initial consonants are duly geminated
(despite this never being the case in the English source items), but which also
fall into the conjugation class of weak-final verbs, as in ddawnlowdja ‘to down-
load’. What underlies this treatment of loans from English seems to be a type
of reanalysis, which we can sketch as follows. In the initial stage, verbs with-
out roots (not necessarily identifiable to speakers as loans from Italo-Romance)
are analysed as falling into the weak-final conjugation class because they have
a stem-final vowel. But since all verbs without roots (at this pre-English stage)
have a stem-final vowel, it is possible to view the lack of a root, not the presence
of a stem-final vowel, as the reason that loan verbs obligatorily fall into the weak-
final conjugation class; and it seems that speakers indeed made this reanalysis.
In a parallel development, initial consonant gemination also came to be seen an
obligatory feature of the class of verbs lacking a root. As a result of these devel-
opments, when a verb is borrowed from English, because it lacks a root its initial
consonant is geminated and it is conjugated as a weak-final verb, regardless of

whether it has a stem-final vowel.!2

3.2.2.2 Participles

Unsurprisingly, one of the additional ways in which Type A verbs differ from the
remaining three classes of loaned verbs is the formation of passive participles: in
Type A verbs, passive participles are formed in accordance with the Semitic pat-
tern for the respective derived stem, e.g. pejjep ‘to smoke’ (stem II, from Italian
pipa ‘pipe’) produces mpejjep ‘smoked’ (Mifsud 1995: 70). In contrast, some Type
B verbs allow for the formation of a passive participle using Romance suffixes
(Mifsud 1995: 127-133), and this is the sole option for Type C and even Type D
verbs: for Type C verbs, the choice of the actual suffix depends on the original
form of the verb and, in some cases, the path of transfer (see below). For Type D
verbs borrowed from English, the suffix -at is the only productive way to form
a passive participle (e.g. inxurjat ‘insured’) with spellut ‘spelled’ as the only ex-
ception (Mifsud 1995: 248).

And finally, there are two distinct classes of Type B and C verbs which can
each derive two passive participles. In the first class, one participle is derived
from the weak (regular) form root and the other derived from the strong one, e.g.

2In addition, virtually all Type D verbs insert a palatal glide between the borrowed stem and
the added weak-final vowel, as in pparkja ‘to park’. Similarly to the initial gemination and
weak-final inflection of Type D verbs, this glide insertion must be the result of analogical
extension from numerous glide-final borrowed Romance verbs, e.g. rdoppja ‘to double’ < Italian
raddoppiare. See Mifsud (1995: 225-236) for a detailed discussion.

279



Christopher Lucas & Slavomir Céplo

konfondut ‘confused’ vs. konfuz (Mifsud 1995: 134). In the second class, one par-
ticiple is derived using the Sicilian suffix -ut, the other using the Italian-derived
suffix -it, e.g. preferut ‘preferred’ vs. preferit (Mifsud 1995: 230). The reason for
these doublets is largely sociolinguistic: the variability of the first class echoes
a similar situation in Italian dialects (Mifsud 1995: 134); that of the second class
reflects a situation whereby the loaned verb effectively has two sources, spoken
Sicilian and Standard (Tuscan) Italian.

3.3 Syntax
3.3.1 Phrase syntax
3.3.1.1 Word order

The expansion of Maltese lexicon with items borrowed from Sicilian and Italian
had a profound effect on the syntax of Maltese. The primary example of this is
word order within the noun phrase, involving the order of adjectives and their
heads. In Arabic, adjectives (with the exception of comparatives, superlatives
and a number of specific cases) follow their heads. This is largely true of Italian
adjectives as well, with the exception of a small subclass some grammars term
“specificational adjectives” (e.g. Maiden & Robustelli 2007: 55-56), such as stesso
‘same’ and certo ‘certain’, which precede their head. Such adjectives borrowed
into Maltese retained their syntactic properties, as with the pre-nominal certu (<
Sicilian certu) in (3).

(3) [BCv3: it-torca.8685]
Kien bniedem ta’ c¢erta  personalita.
be.PRF.35G.M person GEN certain.F personality

‘He was a person with a certain personality.

In Italian, specificational adjectives to a large extent overlap with a class of
adjectives that perform double duty as quantifiers (or perhaps determiners) and
vary their position according to their respective roles: Adj—N for quantifiers, N—
Adj for adjectives. One could argue that it is in the former function that they were
borrowed into Maltese and thus should be considered quantifiers or determiners
rather than adjectives, especially in light of the fact that they are (for the most
part) in complementary distribution with the definite article, as determiners and
quantifiers are. Determiners and quantifiers in Maltese precede their heads (as
with the definite article il-, kull ‘all’, xi ‘some’ etc.).

There are three arguments against such an account: first of all, borrowed pre-
nominal specificational adjectives actually fall into two classes, where members

280



13 Maltese

of the first, such as ¢ertu ‘certain’, diversi ‘diverse’ (< Italian diverso) or varju
‘various’ (< Sicilian varju), do not (for the most part) allow the definite article.
In contrast, words in the second class such as stess ‘same’ (< Italian stesso) or
uniku ‘unique’ (< Sicilian uniku) predominantly co-occur with the definite article
when pre-nominal. The same, incidentally, is true of the etymologically Arabic
pre-nominal quantifier ebda ‘no, none’.

Secondly, there are morphological considerations: pre-nominal specificational
adjectives of both types mark gender and/or number (varju for the first, uniku
for the second) like Maltese adjectives do; Maltese determiners and quantifiers
do not inflect for either gender or number.3

The final argument against considering borrowed pre-nominal specificational
adjectives as being borrowed into the slot for determiners involves ordinal nu-
merals. In Italian, these also fall into the subclass of prenominal specificational
adjectives (Maiden & Robustelli 2007: 55) and thus precede their head. The same
is invariably true of Maltese ordinal numerals, as with ewwel in (4).

(4) [BCv3: l-orizzont.64586]
wara l-ewwel sena
after DEF-first year

‘after the first year’

In North African Arabic, ordinal numerals can either precede or follow their
heads, but when they precede them, they never take the definite article, even
when the noun phrase is semantically definite (see e.g. Ritt-Benmimoun 2014:
284 for Tunisian Arabic). In contrast, Maltese never allows its ordinal numerals
to follow their heads, and the definite article is obligatory.

All these arguments, including the comparison with related Arabic varieties,
suggest that the pre-nominal position of some adjectives and ordinal numerals
in Maltese is due to transfer under recipient-language agentivity from Italian.

3.3.1.2 The analytical passive

As with adjectives (§3.3.1.1), lexical borrowings from Italo-Romance have also had
a significant impact on the syntax of Maltese verbs. One of the most conspicuous
consequences of this development involves the passive voice: as Romance-origin
verbs cannot generally form one of the passive derived verbal stems (but see
§3.2.2.1), they brought with them their Romance syntax and thus a new type of
passive construction arose in Maltese — the analytical passive.

3With the exception of the very specific category of demonstrative pronouns where gender and
number are marked not by affixes, but rather a form of suppletion.
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In Maltese, there are two types of analytical passive construction contain-
ing a passive participle: the so-called “dynamic passive” (Vanhove 1993: 321-
324; Borg & Azzopardi-Alexander 1997: 214), which combines passive participles
with the passive auxiliary gie ‘to come’; and the so-called “stative passive” (Borg
& Azzopardi-Alexander 1997: 214, Vanhove 1993: 318-320), which has the same
structure as copular clauses (see §3.3.2.3), the only difference being that stative
passive constructions can feature an agentive NP introduced by the preposition
minn ‘from’ (see Cépld 2018: 104-107 for a detailed analysis).

The stative passive can be viewed as an extension of the structurally identical
construction which is sporadically attested already in Classical Arabic (Ullmann
1989: 76—84), but becomes quite prominent in Christian Arabic documents at least
as early as tenth century, where, incidentally, it gained prominence under influ-
ence from Aramaic and Greek (Blau 1967: 424).

The dynamic passive (5), on the other hand, is a straightforward calque on
either Italian or Sicilian, where a construction featuring a verb semantically equi-
valent to gie ‘to come’ — venire in Italian — combines with a past participle (see
also Manfredi, this volume).

(5) [MUDTv1: 30_01P05]
Kif diga  ghedt, gie pprezentat il-kuntratt.
as already say.PRF.1SG come.PRF.35G.M present.PTCP.PASS DEF-contract
‘As I already said, the contract was presented.

While the dynamic passive must have originally functioned to fill a hole in the
verbal system of Maltese by providing a way to passivize Romance verbs, it has
meanwhile spread to include native verbs as well, as with ta ‘to give’ (< Vfty) in
(6).

(6) [BCv3: inewsmalta-ott.29.2013.1257-11045]
It-taghrif gie moghti mill-Ministru
DEF-information come.PRF.35G.M give.PTCP.PASS from.DEF-minister
Konrad Mizzi.
Konrad Mizzi.

‘The information was given by Minister Konrad Mizzi’

3.3.1.3 Modality

Another clear-cut example of grammatical calquing comes from the domain of
modality and involves the pseudoverb ghand-. In Maltese, its primary function
is that of a possessive (7), as is the case with its cognates find-/fand- in many
Arabic varieties.
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(7) [MUDTVL: 22_02J03]
M’ ghandi xejn  kontri-hom.
NEG have.1sG nothing against-3pL

‘T have nothing against them’

In addition to this, however, the Maltese ghand- has also taken on a function
as a deontic modal of weak obligation ‘should, ought’ taking verbal complement,
as in (8).14
(8) [MUDTvI: 22_02]03]

Nagbel li ghandhom jivvutaw aktar nies.
agree.IMPF.1sG coMP have.3PL  vote.IMPF.3PL more people.

‘T agree that more people should vote’

The use of ghand- in this kind of modal function appears to be unique to Mal-
tese; not even Cypriot Maronite Arabic with its many parallels to Maltese (on
which see below) exhibits the same behavior for its cognate fint- (Borg 2004:
346) and uses a different verb, salah/pkyislah (Borg 2004: 323), as the default de-
ontic modal. The Maltese development must therefore be another calque, since
the basic possessive verb of Sicilian, aviri, also doubles as a deontic modal, as in

9).

(9) Sicilian (Piccitto 1977: 340)
Cci r aiu a-ddiri  a-tto patri.
DAT.35G.M OBJ.35G.M have.PRES.1SG to-say.INF DAT-2sG.M father

‘Thave to say it to your father’

3.3.2 Sentence syntax
3.3.2.1 Differential object marking

Differential object marking (DOM) is a phenomenon whereby direct objects are
marked according to some combination of the semantic and pragmatic proper-
ties of the object in question. In Spanish, for example, objects denoting humans
(and equivalent entities) are marked by the particle a, originally a directional
preposition. DOM is a phenomenon attested cross-linguistically (see Khan 1984
for Semitic languages), including in varieties of Arabic such as Levantine, Iraqi
(Coghill 2014 and references therein), and Andalusi (University of Zaragoza 2013:
108).

“ghand- is the only Maltese pseudoverb (and verb) which exhibits a three-way distinction be-
tween present (ghand-), past (kell-) and future/habitual (ikoll-) forms; all can occur in the modal
function.
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DOM is a well-documented feature of Maltese morphosyntax and largely con-
forms to the Spanish prototype: in general, both pronominal and nominal direct
objects denoting entities high in the “animacy hierarchy” (Borg & Azzopardi-
Alexander 1997: 55) take the object marker [il (10), which also does double duty
as the indirect object marker for all objects. Inanimate direct objects do not take
lil (11).

(10) [BCv3: ilgensillum.2011-Mejju-22.8230]
Min jara lili jara lil Missier-i.
who see.IMPF.35G.M OBJ.1sg see.IMPF.35G.M 0OBJ father-oBL.1sG
‘Who looks at me, looks at my Father’

(11) [BCv3: l-emigrant]
Min jara orrizzonti godda u min bahh.
who see.IMPF.35G.M horizon.pL new.pL and who void.

< . : 3
Some see new hOI'lZOl’lS, some see a void.

Dohla (2016) examines DOM in Maltese in some detail and arrives at the con-
clusion that while there is “a certain predisposition for object marking in gen-
eral within pan-Arabic grammar” (2016: 169), Maltese DOM cannot be ascribed
to purely internal developments within Arabic. A striking feature of the Ara-
bic varieties that exhibit DOM is that they were all in prolonged contact with
other languages: Aramaic for Levantine and Iraqi Arabic (and, by extension, for
Cypriot Maronite Arabic, cf. Borg 2004: 412), Romance for Andalusi Arabic and
Maltese. In the case of Maltese, the Romance variety in question is Sicilian, where
the object marker a performs the same double duty as the Maltese lil, and DOM
in both languages shows a number of remarkable similarities: in both Sicilian
and Maltese, DOM is primarily triggered “by humanness along with definite-
ness/referentiality” (Iemmolo 2010: 257, in reference to Sicilian), it is obligatory
with personal pronouns, but optional with plural “kinship terms and human com-
mon nouns” and disallowed with “(in)animate and indefinite non-specific nouns”
(Iemmolo 2010: 257, again in reference to Sicilian), as exemplified by the non-
specific Maltese nies ‘people’ in (12).

(12) [BCv3: l-orizzont.41390]
Min irid jara nies jghixu hekk?
who want.IMPF.35G.M see.IMPF.35G.M people live.1MPF.3PL.M thus
‘Who wants to see people live like that?’

In Maltese DOM, then, we have an instance of what Manfredi (this volume)
labels “calquing of polyfunctionality of grammatical items inducing syntactic
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change”: Maltese acquired a rule of DOM as a result of the indirect object marker
lil inheriting the dual function of its Sicilian equivalent a. It is clear that this is a
contact-induced change. But since with this and the similar changes discussed be-
low there is no transfer of lexical matter, it seems impossible at present to judge
whether they are the result of borrowing or imposition, or whether they were
actuated by speakers for whom neither the source language nor the recipient
language were dominant, in the process that Lucas (2015) calls “convergence”.

3.3.2.2 Clitic doubling (proper)

The existence of various reduplicative phenomena associated with direct and in-
direct clitic pronouns in Maltese has been noted at least since Sutcliffe (1936: 179),
who identifies what classical tradition refers to as nominativus pendens. This ana-
lysis has been elaborated on by Fabri (1993), Borg & Azzopardi-Alexander (1997)
and Fabri & Borg (2002), primarily in the context of pragmatically determined
constituent order variation, especially topicalization. Building on these works
and the analysis of Maltese clitics by Camilleri (2011), Cépld (2014) notes that
in addition to these phenomena, which in one way or another entail disloca-
tion, there exists in Maltese another related phenomenon, where lexical objects
and clitic pronouns co-occur, but without the dislocation of the lexical object.
This phenomenon, termed Clitic Doubling Proper to distinguish it from similar
constructions (see Krapova & Cinque 2008 for a detailed analysis), involves the
co-occurrence of a lexical object and the clitic with the object in situ, which in
Maltese is after the verb (see Céplo 2018). Maltese Clitic Doubling Proper occurs
with both direct (13) and indirect objects (14).

(13) [BCv3: l-orizzont.36758]
Ftit nies jafu-ha l-istorja ~ marbuta ma’
few people know.IMPF.3PL.M-35G.F DEF-history connected.sG.F with
dan il-progett tant sabih.
DEM.SG.M DEF-project such beautiful
‘Few people know the history connected with such a beautiful project’
(14) [BCv3: 20020313_714d_par]
Hekk qed nghidu-lhom lii dawn in-nies f’ pajjiz-na.
thus PROG say.IMPF.1PL-DAT.3PL DAT DEM.PL DEF-people in country-1pL
“This is what we say to these people in our country’

Unlike various types of dislocation with resumptive clitic pronouns which are
quite common in European languages (see e.g. de Cat 2010), Clitic Doubling
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Proper is a much rarer phenomenon; in Europe, it is largely confined to the
Balkan Sprachbund (Friedman 2008) and some Romance languages outside of
the Balkans, like Spanish (Zagona 2002: 7) and varieties of Italian (Russi 2008:
231-233). The phenomenon is also attested in Semitic languages (Khan 1984), in-
cluding Arabic, where it was studied in detail by Souag (2017). Comparing Clitic
Doubling Proper in various varieties of Arabic including Maltese, Souag (2017:
57) notes parallels between Maltese and some varieties of Algerian Arabic, es-
pecially in regard to the doubling of indirect objects. Ultimately, however, he
arrives at the conclusion that Maltese Clitic Doubling Proper “has little in com-
mon with any other Arabic variety examined, but closely resembles that found in
Sicilian” (Souag 2017: 60). This suggests that here too we have a contact-induced
change, this time of the sort that Manfredi (this volume) labels “narrow syntactic
calquing”, that is, without any accompanying calque of lexical items.

3.3.2.3 Copular constructions

In Maltese, there are four types of copular clauses (Borg & Azzopardi-Alexander
1997: 53):°

Type 1: No copula

Type 2: The verb kien as the copula

Type 3: Personal pronoun as the copula

Type 4: Present participle gieghed as the copula

Type 1describes what traditional grammars of Semitic languages refer to as nom-
inal sentences; copular clauses with an explicit verbal copula (kien) then fall into
Type 2. Types 3 and 4, while not without parallel in other varieties Arabic,® fea-
ture much more prominently in Maltese. This is especially true of Type 3 copular
clauses, which involve the use of a personal pronoun as the copula (15).

(15) [BCv3: 2010 Immanuel Mifsud - Fl-Isem tal-Missier (U tal-Iben)]
Din hi omm-ok.
this.F 3sG.F mother-2sG

“This is your mother.

In addition to these, Borg (1987-1988) and Borg & Spagnol (2015) also describe the copular
function of the verb jinsab ‘to be found’. This being a finite verb, both Borg & Azzopardi-
Alexander (1997: 53) and Cépld (2018: 99-104) exclude this type of clause, as well as similar
ones, such as those featuring the verb sar ‘to become’, from the category of copular clauses.

16See the analysis of Type 4 copulas in Camilleri & Sadler (2019).
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Similar copular constructions to that illustrated in (15) have been described for
several Maghrebi varieties (cf. Vanhove 1993: 355), but Maltese stands apart in
terms of the frequency with which Type 3 constructions occur: in MUDTv1, for
example, 110 non-negative copular clauses are of Type 1; 181 are Type 3. In this,
Maltese Type 3 copular clauses are comparable to equivalent copular construc-
tions in Anatolian Arabic (see Lahdo 2009: 172-173 for Tillo Arabic and the
references therein, as well as Akkus, this volume), Andalusi Arabic (University
of Zaragoza 2013: 105), and especially Cypriot Maronite Arabic (Borg 1985: 135;
Walter, this volume), where they are but one piece of evidence linking Cypriot
Maronite Arabic to galtu dialects (Borg 2004: 31). The conclusion to be drawn
here is the same as for DOM and Clitic Doubling Proper above: it is no coinci-
dence that these copular constructions are in wide use and the copular construc-
tion of choice especially in varieties of Arabic which have been under contact
influence from languages with a mandatory copula — Turkish for Anatolian Ara-
bic, Spanish for Andalusi Arabic, Greek for Cypriot Maronite Arabic, and Italian
for Maltese. Whether the origin of such constructions can be traced to a feature in
(one of) these dialects’ Old Arabic ancestors, or whether they came about through
parallel development, contact undoubtedly triggered the widespread adoption of
such constructions in these varieties of Arabic.

3.4 Lexicon
3.4.1 Major sources

That Maltese contains large numbers of loanwords from Romance and English
is a fact immediately obvious to even the most casual observer. Over the years,
there have been a number of attempts to quantify the influence of other lan-
guages on Maltese by providing a classification of lexemes by their origin. The
earliest, Fenech (1978: 216—217), compiled such statistics for journalistic Maltese,
but also provided a comparison to literary and spoken Maltese (albeit using a
very small data sample). Brincat analyzed the etymological composition of en-
tries in Aquilina’s dictionary, first examining the origin of 34,968 out of all 39,149
headwords (Brincat 1996: 115) and then applying the same analysis to the entire
list (Brincat 2011: 407); Mifsud & Borg (1997) did the same with the vocabulary
contained in an introductory textbook of Maltese as a foreign language. In 2006,
Bovingdon & Dalli (2006) analyzed the etymology of lexical items in a 1000-word
sample obtained from a corpus of Maltese and, most recently, Comrie & Spagnol
(2016: 318) did the same on a list of 1500 “lexical meanings” within the framework
of the Loanwords in the world’s languages project (Haspelmath & Tadmor 2009).
Figure 1 summarizes all these findings.
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Origin

. Semitic

. Romance
English
Other

Figure 1: A summary of previous studies of the composition of the Mal-
tese lexicon

The primary explanation for the sharp differences between these analyses is
methodology: while Fenech (1978) analyzes entire texts and thus counts tokens,
Brincat (1996) (including its updated version in Brincat 2011) and Bovingdon &
Dalli (2006) analyze lists of unique words, i.e. types. The later is also true of
Mifsud & Borg (1997) and Comrie & Spagnol (2016), except where Brincat (1996)
uses dictionary data and Bovingdon & Dalli (2006) corpus data, Mifsud & Borg
(1997) employ a list of lexical items with high frequency of use in daily commu-
nication and Comrie & Spagnol (2016) base their analysis on a list compiled for
the purposes of cross-linguistic comparison. The high ratio of words of Semitic
origin in token-based analyses is thus due to the prevalence of function words,
which are overwhelmingly Arabic. The type-based analyses then provide a some-
what more accurate picture of the lexicon as a whole, even though they are not
without their problems. Chief among these is the issue of what exactly counts
as type, especially with regard to productive derivational affixes, e.g. whether all
the words with the prefix anti- count as distinct types or not.

In addition to general analyses, both Bovingdon & Dalli (2006) and Comrie
& Spagnol (2016) also provide breakdowns for individual parts of speech. Un-
fortunately, these analyses are not comparable, as each has a different focus:
Bovingdon & Dali (2006: 71) are interested in the composition of each etymo-
logical stock by word class (Table 3).
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Table 3: Source language component of Maltese by word class
(Bovingdon & Dalli 2006: 71).

Origin Function words V  Adj N Adv Prn

Semitic 3% 70% 2% 21% 2% 2%
Romance 0% 38% 11% 48% 3% 0%
English 0% 29% 8% 63% 0% 0%

In contrast, Comrie & Spagnol (2016: 328) focus on the composition of individ-
ual word classes by their origin (Table 4).!7

Table 4: Word class composition by source language (Comrie & Spag-
nol 2016: 328)

Word class Arabic Romance English Misc.
Function words ~ 84.7% 6.2% 0% 9.1%
Verbs 75.3% 14.1% 1.3%  9.2%
Adjectives 65.2% 28.5% 0.3% 6.0%
Nouns 44.7% 39.6% 72%  8.6%

Comrie & Spagnol (2016) also provide a breakdown of their data by semantic
field, permitting a comparison of the domains in which Romance versus English
loans are more or less prominent. A number of generalizations can be made here
(see Table 5 for a summary), though ultimately they all follow naturally from the
fact that contact with English was more recent, and less intensive, than contact
with Sicilian and Italian.

Unsurprisingly, English is best represented in the category of items relating to
the modern world, but even here Romance dominates. Examples include English-
derived televixin ‘television” and Italian-derived kafé ‘coffee’.

The domain of animals divides rather neatly as follows. Common animals (es-
pecially land animals) of the Mediterranean area are largely Arabic-derived (e.g.

"The details of Comrie & Spagnol’s (2016) methodology mean that loans in their dataset come
from Romance and English but not from any other languages. The category we label “Misc”
in Tables 4 and 5 encompasses those meanings in the Loanwords in the world’s languages 1500-
item set which have no corresponding single-word Maltese lexical item, and those where the
etymology is at present unknown, or where the item in question is an innovative Maltese-
internal coinage.
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Table 5: Composition of semantic fields by source language (Comrie &
Spagnol 2016: 327)

Semantic field Arabic Romance English Misc.
Modern world 3.0% 65.3% 22.8%  9.0%
Animals 47.8% 29.1% 13.9%  9.1%
Clothing and grooming 38.7% 47.2% 10.4%  3.8%
Warfare and hunting 28.8% 65.0% 25% 3.8%
Law 36.0% 50.0% 0.0% 14.0%
Social and political relations ~ 48.4% 48.4% 0.0% 3.2%

fenek ‘rabbit’ < Maghrebi Arabic fanak ‘fennec fox’), while well-known non-
indigenous animals are largely Romance-derived (e.g. ljunfant ‘elephant’ < Si-
cilian liufanti, the additional /n/ perhaps the result of influence from ljun ‘lion’).
More exotic animals, if there is a corresponding Maltese item at all, derive from
English (e.g. tapir ‘tapir’). Clothing and grooming presents a similar picture,
with Arabic-derived suf ‘wool’, Sicilian-derived ngwanta ‘glove’, and English-
derived fer ‘fur’, as does warfare and hunting, with Arabic-derived sejf ‘sword’,
Sicilian-derived xkubetta ‘gun’, and English-derived senter ‘shotgun’ (< centre-
breech-loading shotgun).

The total lack of English loans in the domains of law and social and political re-
lations, at least in Comrie and Spagnol’s sample, is remarkable, given the extent
to which the English language dominated public life in Malta in the twentieth
century. A generalization that underlies this finding is that while English influ-
ence is strongest in the spheres of commerce, consumerism and, especially in the
twenty-first century, popular culture (e.g. vawcer ‘voucher’, ¢éettja ‘to chat’),'®
at least as far as Maltese lexicon is concerned, it has not supplanted Italian in the
domains of high culture and the affairs of state (e.g. gvern ‘government’ < Italian
governo, poezija ‘poem’ < Italian poesia).

8Until at least 1991, when the Maltese government opened up television broadcasting rights to
more than just the single state broadcaster TVM, Italian television stations, whose broadcasts
from Sicily could be received in Malta, were very widely watched, and there was consequently
considerable Italian influence on Maltese popular culture (Sammut 2007). This influence has
waned considerably at the expense of English and American culture since the advent of broad-
cast pluralism in Malta, and especially with the rise of cable television and online video stream-
ing.
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3.4.2 Minor sources

Considering its location and the nature of population movements in the Medi-
terranean, it is hardly surprising that the Maltese lexicon also contains borrow-
ings from languages other than Sicilian, Italian and English. The most obvious
of these are borrowings from other Romance languages. First among them, as in
other European languages, stands Latin, which provided a large chunk of Maltese
scientific and technical vocabulary, whether as terminology (e.g. ego, rektum or
sukkursu ‘underground water’), biological nomenclature (fagu ‘European beech,
Fagus sylvatica’, mirla ‘brown wrasse, Labrus merula’) or set phrases and expres-
sions (ex cathedra, ibidem). Curiously for a Catholic country, Latin is the source of
very little religious vocabulary in Maltese; in this area, Maltese continues to rely
almost exclusively on words of Arabic origin. Those Latin words related to reli-
gious matters employed in modern Maltese therefore typically refer to minutiae
of Catholic Church rituals and procedures, such as ekseat ‘a bishop’s permission
for a priest to leave the diocese’ (< exeat) or indult ‘a Pope’s authorization to per-
form an act otherwise not allowed by canon law’. Of the few Latin terms related
to religion still in common use, nobis stands out as a rather curious lexical item:
in Maltese, it is used as a (post-nominal) modifier indicating intensity or size, as
in tkaxkira nobis ‘a sound thrashing’ or tindifa nobis ‘a thorough cleaning’.
Before the Order of Saint John gained control of Malta, the islands were for
more than two centuries a part (whether officially or not) of the Crown of Aragon.
As such, one would expect that speakers of Maltese during that era found them-
selves exposed the languages of the Crown like Catalan, Spanish and Occitan,
and that this was then reflected in the Maltese lexicon. In truth, however, there
are only a few Maltese words that can clearly be traced to Ibero-Romance. Biosca
& Castellanos (2017) identify a number of lexical items with Catalan or Occitan
origins, but note that many of them can also be found in Sicilian, which in most
cases can be clearly determined as the origin of the loan. On the other hand,
there are Maltese words of obviously Romance origin whose current shape can-
not be easily explained by any of the processes by which Sicilian or Italian words
were made to conform to Maltese phonology, and where the Catalan or Occitan
origin postulated by Biosca & Castellanos (2017) may offer a better explanation
than that of “local formation” resorted to by previous works. These may include:
boxxla ‘compass’ < Catalan buixola vs. Italian bussola; frixa ‘pancreas’ < Catalan
freixura ‘entrails’ and even the very frequent zgur ‘certain’, which, due to its
phonology, especially the /g/ (see §3.1.1.1), points to an origin in Catalan segur or
Spanish seguro, rather than to its (Tuscan) Italian or Sicilian cognates, which both
feature a /k/ in its place. These and other lexical items, onomastics (see Biosca &
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Castellanos 2017: 46), and even usage (such as the ubiquitous Maltese swear word
l-ostja, literally ‘the host, sacramental bread’, which is very atypical for Italian or
Sicilian, but has a counterpart in the Spanish la hostia) suggest some influence
of Ibero-Romance on Maltese which is yet to be thoroughly researched.

The much shorter French occupation of the Maltese islands left very little lin-
guistic trace, and so it is internationalisms in the semantic field of culture (bonton
‘high society’, etikett ‘etiquette’), fashion (manikin ‘manequin’) and the culinary
arts (fundan ‘fondant’, ragu ‘ragout’) where French borrowings in Maltese can
be found. The few notable exceptions include berga (< auberge), the term used
for the residences of langues (chapters) of the Order of Saint John. The most
prominent of these palaces, Berga ta’ Kastilja, now houses the office of the Prime
Minister of Malta, for which the term Berga is often used metonymically. The
other two Maltese words of French origin still in frequent daily use both happen
to be connected to transportation: xufier (< chauffeur) ‘driver’ and xarabank (<
char a bancs) ‘bus’. The latter is particularly interesting due to its pronunciation
/ferebenk/, which indicates that it was borrowed directly from French and not
from English (which would give /[erebenk/, as well as for its connection to the
French-speaking Maghreb, where the same word was in use; this indicates the
possibility that it was brought from there by Maltese expatriates.

In addition to Romance languages, post-classical Greek, with its ubiquitous
presence all across the Mediterranean (including the neighboring Sicily), could
not help but leave a trace on Maltese vocabulary, small though it is. Aquilina
(1976: 23) gives Lapsi ‘Feast of Ascension’ (< analipsi) as the solitary example of
a Maltese religious term not inherited from Christian Arabic or borrowed from
Romance languages. The other two examples of Greek loanwords involve a com-
pletely different sphere. The first is hamallu ‘lewd, vulgar person’, from Greek
xamalis (Dimitrakou 1958: 7781). This word may ultimately be traceable to Arabic
(through Turkish), as is evident from its other meaning in Greek, namely ‘porter’
(< hammal). However, the meaning in which it appears in Maltese is unique to the
Greek word, indicating that it was borrowed into Maltese from Greek. The other
such term is vroma ‘complete failure, fiasco’ which is quite straightforwardly
traceable to the Greek vroma ‘dirt, filth’ (Dimitrakou 1958: 1506, 1516).

With regard to the debates on the origin and history of Maltese, borrowings
from other Afro-Asiatic languages have long been at the centre of attention of
Maltese etymological research. Berber is perhaps the most notorious example
here, with a number of items cited as having Berber origins by Colin (1957) and
Aquilina (1976: 25-39). Aquilina’s list is an expansion of Colin’s and thus both
feature the same conspicuous items, which for the most part involve zoology,
such as fekruna ‘tortoise’ (< fekrun; Nait-Zerrad 2002: 553) and gendus ‘bull’ (<

292



13 Maltese

agenduz; Nait-Zerrad 2002: 827). Additionally, Aquilina postulates a Berber ori-
gin for a number of lexical items where this seems questionable. In some cases the
items in question are obviously Arabic loanwords in Berber (as with bilhaqq ‘by
the way’, quite transparently from Arabic b-il-haqq ‘in truth’). In other cases sub-
sequent research has argued against a Berber origin. For example, while Aquilina
identifies zenbil ‘a large carrying basket’ as having a Berber origin, Borg (2004:
261) notes that it can also be found in the Arabic dialect of Aleppo and Arbil,
and traces its ultimate origin to Akkadian through Aramaic. A large group of
similarities between Maltese and Berber identified by Aquilina involve “Berber
nursery language”, containing items like Berber papa ‘bread’ and Maltese pappa,
Berber ppspps or ppssi “urine’ and Maltese pixxa, and Berber kakka/qaqah and
Maltese kakka (both having to do with defecation). These forms are actually at-
tested cross-linguistically (Ferguson 1964) at least as far north as Slovak (On-
drackova 2010) and cannot thus be considered loans from Berber. Nevertheless,
the fact that there is a Berber lexical component in Maltese is well established,
and Souag (2018) has shown that it may be larger than previously thought (e.g.
his case for the Berber etymology of the frequent adjective ¢kejken ‘small’).

Finally, in addition to Berber, Maltese also contains a small number of words
that can be reasonably traced back to Aramaic. Along with obsolescent lexical
items such as zenbil given above or andar ‘threshing floor’ (Behnstedt 2005: 116—
117), this small list includes the frequent verb xandara ‘to broadcast, to spread
(news)’, otherwise unattested in any other variety of Arabic (Borg 1996: 46). This
verb is presumably derived from the common Aramaic root vsdr ‘to dispatch,
send’ with cognates in Mandaic (Drower & Mactch 1963: 450), Jewish Babylon-
ian Aramaic (JBA; Sokoloff 2002: 1112-1113) and Christian Neo-Aramaic (Khan
2008: 1179). The insertion of [n] reflects the dissimilation of the geminated [dd]
into [nd] (Lipiniski 1997: 175-176); the same phenomenon involving the original
geminated [bb] can also account for zenbil (cf. JBA zabbila; Sokoloff 2002: 397).
These borrowings could on the one hand strengthen the case for a Levantine sub-
strate in (if not origin of) Maltese, as Borg (1996) insists; on the other hand, some
of them can also be found in other North African varieties (Behnstedt 2005).

4 Conclusion

This chapter has reviewed the extensive changes that have taken place in Maltese
as a result of contact with Sicilian, Tuscan Italian, English, and other languages.
The changes due to contact with Italo-Romance languages are so striking, espe-
cially but by no means only with respect to lexicon, that it is almost misleading
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to speak of these contacts having changed “Maltese”. Rather it might be argued
that it was a Maghrebi Arabic dialect like any other that was subjected to these
changes, and that Maltese, the distinct language that its speakers now feel it to
be, was what emerged only once these changes were complete. The result is a
language in which typically Semitic and typically Indo-European elements exist
side-by-side at all linguistic levels.

The elements of contemporary Standard Maltese that are the result of contact,
summarized in this chapter, are now relatively well understood. But the language
has naturally also evolved in numerous ways that owe little or nothing to the ef-
fects of contact with other languages. With a few notable exceptions (e.g. Borg
1978; Vanhove 1993), these changes have received far less attention. A desidera-
tum for future historical linguistic work on Maltese is therefore to redress this
imbalance.

Concerning contact-induced change specifically, future research could fruit-
fully include comparative work on the differential effects of contact on standard
versus dialectal Maltese. And to the extent that it is possible, the field would
benefit greatly from a detailed history of the sociolinguistic effects of language
contact in Malta in the early modern period.

Further reading

» Krier (1976) is a short monograph on the influence of Italo-Romance on Maltese
phonology, morphology, syntax, and lexicon.

» Mifsud (1995) gives an in-depth description of Maltese loaned verbs.

» Comrie & Spagnol (2016) examine lexical borrowing in Maltese in the context
of loanword typology crosslinguistically.

» Drewes (1994) and Stolz (2003) explore the question of whether Maltese is
properly labeled a “mixed language”.
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Abbreviations

1,2,3 1st, 2nd, 3rd person L1, L2 1st, 2nd language

Adj adjective M masculine

Adv  adverb MUDTvl Maltese Universal

BCE  before Common Era Dependencies Treebank v1
BCv3 Bulbulistan corpus maltivd N noun

CE Common Era NEG negative (particle)

comMP complementizer NP noun phrase

paT  dative OBJ object

DEF definite article OBL oblique

DEM  demonstrative PASS passive

DEP dependent form PL plural

DOM differential object marking PRF perfect (suffix conjugation)
F feminine Prn pronoun

JBA  Jewish Babylonian Aramaic ~ PROG progressive

GEN  genitive PTCP participle

IMPF  imperfect (prefix conjugation) sG singular

INF infinitive SING singulative

PRG  pragmatic marker \% verb

Primary sources

Maltese examples above are primarily cited from the general corpus of Maltese
bulbulistan corpus malti v3 (accessible at www.bulbul.sk/bonito2, login: guest,
password: Ghilm3), as well as from the Maltese Universal Dependencies Treebank
v1 (accessible at www.bulbul.sk/annis-gui-3.4.4/), both described as to their com-
position and annotation in Céplé (2018). Each citation is accompanied by an ab-
breviation identifying the source (BCv3 and MUDTv1, respectively), as well as
the specific document where it can be found.
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Chapter 14

Arabic in the diaspora

Luca D’Anna

Universita degli Studi di Napoli “L’Orientale”

This paper offers an overview of contact-induced change in diasporic Arabic. It pro-
vides a socio-historical description of the Arab diaspora, followed by a sociolinguis-
tic profile of Arabic-speaking diasporic communities. Language change is analyzed
at the phonological, morphological, syntactic and lexical level, distinguishing be-
tween contact-induced change and internal developments caused by reduced input
and weakened monitoring. In the course of the description, parallels are drawn be-
tween diasporic Arabic and other contemporary or extinct contact varieties, such
as Arabic-based pidgins and Andalusi Arabic.

1 Current state and historical development

The terms ARABIC IN THE DIASPORA and ARABIC AS A MINORITY LANGUAGE have
been used to designate two distinct linguistic entities, namely Arabic Sprach-
inseln outside the Arabic-speaking world and Arabic in contemporary migration
settings. The two situations correspond to the two major social processes that
give rise to language contact: conquest and migration. In the former case, speak-
ers of Arabic were isolated from the central area in which the Arabic language is
spoken, exposed to a different dominant language, and consequently underwent
a slow process of language erosion (and eventually shift) usually spanning across
several generations. This situation often gives rise to long periods of relatively
stable bilingualism, where contact-induced change is more noticeable (Sankoff
2001: 641). In migration contexts, on the contrary, language shift occurs at a faster
pace, sometimes within the lifespan of the first generation and usually no later
than the third (Canagarajah 2008: 151).

This chapter analyzes contact-induced change in migration contexts. Arab mi-
gration to the West started in the late nineteenth century, with the first wave of
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migrants who left Greater Syria to settle in the United States and Latin America.
The first migrants were mostly Christian unskilled workers, followed by more
educated Lebanese, Palestinians, Yemenis and Iraqis after World War II. During
the 1950s and 1960s, more migrants continued to settle in the US, while the unsta-
ble political situations in Palestine, Lebanon and Iraq resulted in a fourth wave in
the 1970s and 1980s (Rouchdy 1992a: 17-18). Because of the events that took place
during the last two decades and that resulted in a further destabilization of the
entire Middle East, immigration toward the US has never stopped, even though
recent American policies have considerably reduced the intake of refugees and
immigrants. In 2016, however, 84,995 refugees were resettled in the US, with two
Arabic-speaking countries (Syria and Iraq) featuring among the top five states
that make 70% of the total intake.!

Large-scale migration to western Europe from Arabic-speaking countries be-
gan in the wake of the decolonization process during the 1960s and mainly in-
volved speakers from North Africa (Morocco, Algeria and Tunisia). Following a
common trend in labor migration, men arrived first, followed by their wives and
children. In 1995, a total of 1,110,545 Moroccans, 655,576 Algerians and 279,813
Tunisians lived in Europe, mostly in France, the Netherlands, Belgium, Germany
and Italy (Boumans & de Ruiter 2002: 259-260). The socioeconomic profile of the
first immigrants mainly consisted of unskilled laborers, usually with low educa-
tion rates. After six decades from the first wave of immigration, however, most
communities consist today of a first, second and third generation, while the po-
litical upheaval which started at the end of 2010 resulted in a new wave of young
immigrants. Both old and new immigrants had to face the economic crisis that
hit Europe in the early 1990s and, again, in 2007, with particularly harsh conse-
quences for the immigrant population (Boumans & de Ruiter 2002: 261).

The sociolinguistic profile of Arabic-speaking communities in the diaspora is
quite diverse in different parts of the world and can be analyzed using the ethno-
linguistic vitality framework, according to which status, demographics, and insti-
tutional support shape the vitality of a linguistic minority (Giles et al. 1977; Ehala
2015). Arabic-speaking immigrants do not usually enjoy a particularly high sta-
tus, while the level of institutional support is variable. The first waves of immigra-
tion to the US, for instance, had to face an environment that was generally hostile
to foreign languages. The English-only movement actively worked to impose the
exclusive employment of English in public places, while the immigrants them-
selves committed to learning and using English to integrate into mainstream

'Data come from the US Department of State. https://www.state.gov/j/prm/releases/factsheets/
2017/266365.htm, accessed April 2, 2019.
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American life. Only in the aftermath of 9/11 did American policymakers begin to
re-evaluate the importance of Arabic (and other heritage languages), consider-
ing it a resource for homeland security (Albirini 2016: 319-320). Other countries,
such as the Netherlands, provided higher levels of formal institutional support,
including Arabic in school curricula. These efforts did not achieve the desired
goals, however, mostly because the great linguistic diversity of the Moroccan
community living in the Netherlands cannot be adequately represented in the
teaching curricula. Moroccans in the Netherlands, in fact, speak different Arabic
dialects, alongside three main varieties of Berber, namely Tashelhiyt, Tamazight
and Tarifiyt (Extra & de Ruiter 1994: 160-161). The voluntary home language in-
struction program, however, provides instruction in Modern Standard Arabic,
even though writing skills are only taught starting from third grade (Extra & de
Ruiter 1994: 163-165). This is not, of course, the language students are exposed
to at home, but attempts to introduce Moroccan dialect or Berber are generally
opposed by parents, who value Classical Arabic for its religious and cultural rel-
evance. Similar Home Language Instruction programs are found in most Euro-
pean countries, even though their implementation is sometimes carried out by
local governments (in the Netherlands and Germany), private organizations (in
Spain) or even by the governments of the origin country (in France) (Boumans
& de Ruiter 2002: 264-265). The Italian town of Mazara del Vallo in Sicily repre-
sents an extreme case, since the members of the Tunisian community obtained
from the Tunisian government the opening of a Tunisian school, where a com-
plete Arabic curriculum is offered and Italian is not even taught as a second
language. Until the end of the 1990s, this school, opened in 1981, was the first
choice for Tunisian families, who hoped for a possible return to Tunisia. When
it eventually became clear that this was unlikely to happen, enrollments conse-
quently declined, which means that Arabic teaching is no longer available to the
community in any form (D’Anna 2017a: 73-77). Issues of diglossia and language
diversity thus undermine Home Language Instruction programs, which usually
occupy a marginal position within school curricula.

Given the generally low status of, and insufficient institutional support for,
Arabic-speaking communities in the diaspora, demographic factors are often de-
cisive in determining the ethnolinguistic vitality of the community. While speak-
ers of Arabic are usually scattered in large areas where the dominant language is
prevalently spoken, in some Dutch towns Moroccan youth make up 50% of the
population of certain neighborhoods (Boumans 2004: 50). At the other end of the
continuum, we find closely-knit communities, living in the same neighborhood,
such as in Mazara del Vallo, where Tunisians hailing from the two neighbor-
ing towns of Mahdia and Chebba constitute up to 70% of the population of the
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old town (D’Anna 2017a: 27). All things being equal, given the low status of the
Tunisian community and the mediocre institutional support they receive, it is pri-
marily demographic factors which have resulted in the preservation of Arabic in
this community beyond the threshold of the third generation.?

In the light of what has been said above, and despite some notable exceptions,
Arabic diasporic communities are characterized by relatively rapid processes
of language shift, both in the US (Daher 1992: 29) and in Europe (Boumans &
de Ruiter 2002: 282). This means that the processes of contact-induced change
observed in diasporic communities of Arabic are generally the prelude to lan-
guage loss. The importance of studying language change in migrant languages,
however, also resides in the fact that the same changes usually take place, at a
much slower rate, in the standard spoken in the homeland. Internally motivated
change in diasporic varieties, from this perspective, often represent an acceler-
ated version of language change in the homeland. Contact-induced change, on
the other hand, sometimes suggests parallels with the socially different process
of pidginization (Gonzo & Saltarelli 1983: 194-195). The study of Arabic-speaking
diasporic communities, thus, can help us shed light on the more general evolution
of the language, with regard to both contact-induced and internally-motivated
change.

2 Contact languages

Contact languages for diasporic Arabic-speaking communities include, but are
not restricted to, American (Rouchdy 1992b) and British English (Abu-Haidar
2012), Portuguese in Brazil (Versteegh 2014: 292), French (Boumans & Caubet
2000), Dutch (Boumans 2000; 2004; 2007; Boumans & Caubet 2000; Boumans
& de Ruiter 2002), Spanish (Vicente 2005; 2007) and Italian (D’Anna 2017a; 2018).
Some contact situations are better described than others, as in the case of English,
French and Dutch. At the other end of the continuum, research on the outcome of
contact between Italian and Arabic is extremely recent, and data on Portuguese
are scarce.

In the following sections, we will draw from the sources so far cited to describe
the main phenomena of language change occurring in diasporic Arabic at the
phonological, morphological, syntactic and lexical level, highlighting possible
parallels with comparable changes in other non-diasporic varieties of Arabic.

2Qther factors also played a minor role in the preservation of Arabic in Mazara del Vallo (D’Anna
2017a: 80-81).
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3 Contact-induced changes in diasporic Arabic

Despite the great variety of contact languages, it is possible to individuate a num-
ber of phenomena that predictably occur in diasporic Arabic-speaking communi-
ties. It is not always easy, however, to assess whether an individual phenomenon
is due to contact or whether it is, on the contrary, the result of internal develop-
ment (Romaine 1989: 377). Gonzo & Saltarelli (1977: 177) put the matter as follows:

While it seems clear that some types of changes are due to interference
from the dominant language, and others may be attributable to sociological
and other external pressures, there are some changes which are language-
internal. The latter type is in accordance with a principle of regularization
and code reduction which one might expect when the language is acquired
in a weakly monitored sociolinguistic environment.

The concept of WEAKENED MONITORING, a situation in which a generally ac-
cepted standard and the reinforcement of correct norms are lacking, is an ef-
fective tool of analysis when investigating language change in diasporic com-
munities (Gonzo & Saltarelli 1977; 1983). In a situation of weakened monitoring,
processes of language change that are occurring slowly in other varieties of the
language can be sped up.

In the following sections, interference between languages will be referred to
as TRANSFER, which occurs from the SOURCE LANGUAGE (SL) to the RECIPIENT
LANGUAGE (RL). If the speaker is dominant in the SL, transfer is more specifically
defined as 1mMposITION. If, on the contrary, the speaker is dominant in the RL,
transfer is defined as BORROWING (Van Coetsem 1988; 2000; Lucas 2015). While
the concept of linguistic DOMINANCE will be extensively used in this paper, one fi-
nal caveat concerns the difficulty of individuating the dominant language (which
may actually shift) in second-generation speakers. Lucas identifies a category of
2L1 speakers, who undergo the simultaneous acquisition of two distinct native
languages (Lucas 2015: 525). The linguistic trajectory of most second-generation
speakers, however, usually involves two consecutive stages in which first the
heritage and then the socially dominant language function as the dominant lan-
guage. While the heritage language is almost exclusively spoken at home during
early childhood, in fact, second-generation speakers gradually shift to the so-
cially dominant language when they start school and consequently expand their
social network.
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3.1 Phonology

In the domain of phonology, diasporic varieties of Arabic generally go in the di-
rection of the loss of marked phonemes (Versteegh 2014: 293). It is generally the
emphatic and post-velar phonemes that undergo erosion, though the loss is usu-
ally not systematic, featuring a great deal of inter and intra-individual variation.
In non-diasporic communities, adults, peers and institutions provide corrective
feedback to children during their process of language acquisition, while in im-
migrant communities, due to the weakened monitoring mentioned above, the
chain of intergenerational transmission is less secure. Some phenomena of pho-
netic loss thus have a developmental origin, and are equally common in pidgins
and dying languages (Romaine 1989: 372-373). Consider the following example:

(1) Tunisian Arabic, Mazara del Vallo (D’Anna 2017a: 85)
fala hatr-i farbiu nnoZzom  naSrof aktor waad
on thought-oBL.1sG Arab and can.IMPF.1sG know.IMPF.1SG more one
mia lingua
POSS.1SG.F language
‘Because I'm an Arab and I can know above all my language.

The speaker in sample (1) realizes the voiced pharyngeal fricative /%/, one of the
phonemes that are usually lost, but then fails to realize its voiceless counterpart
/h/ in waad < wahad ‘one’.3 Similar phenomena also occur, as noted above, in
Arabic-based pidgins and creoles, such as Juba Arabic (Manfredi 2017: 17, 21; cf.
Avram, this volume).

In the process of phonological erosion, therefore, contact languages seem to
have a limited impact. If the dominant language does not feature, in its phon-
emic inventory, the phoneme that is being eroded, it fails to reinforce whatever
input young bilingual speakers receive in the other L1 in the contexts of primary
socialization. Reduced input and weakened monitoring, however, play a bigger
role, allowing forms usually observed in the earliest stages of language acqui-
sition by monolingual children to survive and spread. It is relatively common,
for instance, to observe the presence of shortened or reduced forms, such as ge
< lge ‘he found’, hal < nhal ‘bees’, lad < ulad ‘kid’, which sometimes give rise
to phenomena of compensation, such as in ulod > lad > ladda ‘kid’ (Tunisian

*Similar phenomena of phonetic simplification occur in peripheral varieties of Arabic and
Sprachinseln, such as Nigerian Arabic (Owens 1993: 19-20; this volume), Cypriot Maronite
Arabic (Borg 1985; Walter, this volume), Uzbekistan Arabic (Seeger 2013) and Maltese (Borg
& Azzopardi-Alexander 1997: 299; Lucas & Cépls, this volume). The single varieties here men-
tioned vary with regard to the phonological simplification they underwent.
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diasporic Arabic, Mazara del Vallo, Italy; D’Anna 2017a: 85). In diasporic commu-
nities, reduced forms are more easily allowed to survive and spread, occurring in
the speech of teenagers, as in the examples reported here. Once again, the same
phenomenon also occurs in pidgin and dying languages:

In the case of dying and pidgin languages it may be that children have greater
scope to act as norm-makers due to the fact that a great deal of variability exists
among the adult community (Romaine 1989: 372-373).

In conclusion, the phonology of diasporic Arabic does not seem to be heav-
ily influenced by borrowing from contact languages. The combined action of
reduced input and weakened monitoring, on the other hand, is responsible for
the unsystematic loss of marked phonemes and for the survival and spread of
reduced forms.

3.2 Morphology

The complex mixture of concatenative and non-concatenative morphology in the
domain of Arabic plural formation has been one of the main focuses of research in
situations of language contact resulting from migration. Once again, borrowing
from contact languages and independent developments occur side by side.

In Arabic, both concatenative and non-concatenative morphology contribute
to plural formation. Concatenative morphology, which consists in attaching a
suffix to the singular noun, yields the so-called sound plurals, that is, in spo-
ken Arabic, the plural suffixes -in and -at respectively. It has been argued that
sound feminine plural is the default plural form according to the morphological
underspecification hypothesis, even though masculine is the default gender in
all other domains of plural morphology (Albirini & Benmamoun 2014: 855-856).
While sound masculine plural is specified for [+human], in fact, sound feminine
plural has the semantic feature [thuman]. Non-concatenative, or broken, plu-
rals require a higher cognitive load, since they involve the mapping of a vocalic
template onto a consonantal root.* Sound feminine plurals are acquired by chil-
dren by the age of three, while broken plurals involving geminate and defective
roots are not mastered until beyond the age of six (Albirini & Benmamoun 2014:
857-858). After the age of five, however, heritage speakers of Arabic become in-
creasingly exposed to their L2, which encroaches upon their acquisition of bro-
ken plurals. It has thus been convincingly demonstrated that heritage speakers
display a better command of sound plurals and that, in the domain of broken

“The notion of root and pattern, which has long been at the core of the morphology of Ara-
bic, has recently been criticized (Ratcliffe 2013), even though psycholinguistic studies seem to
confirm the existence of the root in the mental lexicon of native speakers (Boudelaa 2013).
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plurals, some are more affected by language erosion than others (Albirini & Ben-
mamoun 2014: 858—859). Across different varieties of diasporic Arabic, therefore,
plural morphology displays both contact phenomena due to borrowing and in-
ternal developments that are akin to what might be called RESTRUCTURING, that
is:

changes that a speaker makes to an L2 that are the result not of imposition
but of interpreting the L2 input in a way that a child acquiring an L1 would
not (Lucas 2015: 525).

Borrowing from the contact languages can take two forms. In rare cases, the
suffix plural morpheme of the contact language is directly borrowed, as in the
examples huli-s ‘sheep-PL’, hmar-s ‘donkeys’ and I-fud-s ‘the horses™® collected
from one Moroccan informant in the Netherlands (Boumans & de Ruiter 2002:
274). Sometimes, however, transfer works in a subtler way, which consists in the
generalization of the sound masculine plural suffix -in,” by analogy with the de-
fault form of the contact language, yielding hul-in ‘sheep-PL’, hmar-in ‘donkeys’,
fewd-in ‘horses’ (Boumans & de Ruiter 2002: 274). A study conducted by Albirini
& Benmamoun (2014: 866—-867) shows that L2 learners of Arabic usually tend to
overgeneralize the sound masculine plural, wrongly perceived as a default form,
while heritage speakers more often resort to the Arabic-specific default, i.e. sound
feminine plural. The cases of borrowing reported above, therefore, represent an
idiosyncratic exception.

On the other hand, the non-optimal circumstances under which Arabic is
learned in diasporic communities often result in overgeneralization processes
that cannot be directly attributed to contact. One of them is, as noted above, the
generalization of the sound feminine plural -at. In the domain of broken plurals,
moreover, not all patterns are equally distributed. The iambic pattern, consist-
ing of a light syllable followed by one with two moras (CVCVVC), is the most
common among Arabic broken plurals (Albirini & Benmamoun 2014: 857). As a
consequence, it is often generalized by heritage speakers of Levantine varieties
(Syrian, Lebanese, Palestinian and Jordanian) living in the US, yielding forms
such as: fallah ‘farmer’, pl. aflah/fulah (target plural fallah-in); Subbak ‘window’,

°In this case, of course, the speaker would not be re-interpreting an L2, but an L1 learned under
reduced input conditions and subject to language erosion.

The target form here is fewd-an, so that also vowel quality is not standard.

"The suffix for masculine plural -in is realized with a short vowel in the diasporic Moroccan
varieties that are being discussed.
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pl. Subuk (target plural Sababik); tabbah ‘cook’, pl. taba?ih (target plural tabbah-
in) (Albirini & Benmamoun 2014: 865).

Borrowing does not involve plural morphemes only, but other classes as well.
In Mazara del Vallo, for instance, young speakers occasionally use the Sicilian
diminutive morpheme -eddru with Arabic names, creating morphological hy-
brids of the kind illustrated in (2):

(2) Tunisian Arabic, Mazara del Vallo (D’Anna 2017a: 107)
Grazie safwani-ceddruu’
thanks Safwan-Dim

‘Thanks little Safwan’

This type of borrowing, quite widespread among young speakers, seems to
replicate another instance of contact-induced change that occurred in an ex-
tinct variety of Arabic. Andalusi Arabic, in fact, borrowed from Romance the
diminutive morpheme -el (e.g. tarabilla ‘mill-clapper’ < tarab+ella ‘little music’),
incidentally etymologically cognate with the Sicilian -eddru (Latin -ellum > Sicil-
ian -eddru/-eddu) (University of Zaragoza 2013: 60). The behavior of the young
Tunisian speakers of Mazara del Vallo, who use these Sicilian diminutives in a
playful mode, might represent the first stage of the same process that resulted in
in the transfer of this morpheme into Andalusi Arabic (D’Anna 2017a: 108).

While plurals represent one of the most common areas of change in diasporic
Arabic, morpheme borrowing is a much rarer phenomenon, which probably oc-
curs in situations of more pronounced bilingualism. The above two examples,
however, provide a representative exemplification of the effect of language con-
tact in the domain of morphology.

3.3 Syntax

Borrowing and restructuring also happen in the domain of syntax. As has been
noted both for Moroccans in the Netherlands (de Ruiter 1989: 99) and Tunisians in
Italy (personal research), second-generation speakers tend to use simpler clauses
than monolingual speakers, namely main or subordinate clauses to which no
other clause is attached, as evident from the following sample:

8The overgeneralization of some broken plural patterns indicates that the root and pattern sys-
tem is still productive in heritage speakers, as opposed, for instance, to speakers of Arabic-
based pidgins and creoles. Recent studies, however, have advanced the hypothesis that the
iambic pattern involves operations below the level of the word, but without necessarily entail-
ing the mapping of a template onto a consonantal root (Albirini et al. 2014: 112).

The utterance appeared as a Facebook post in the timeline of one of my informants and was
transcribed verbatim.
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(3) Tunisian Arabic, Mazara del Vallo (personal research)
m-batd  sl-uloyyad rqad u l-kalosb zadau Il-Zrana
from-after DEF-boy.DIM sleep.PRF.35G.M and DEF-dog also and DEF-frog
harzot mon ol-wahod éh  dabbusa
exit.PRF.35G.F from DEF-one HESIT bottle

‘Then the little boy slept and also the dog and the frog escaped from the
hum bottle’

Accordingly, they also display the effects of language erosion in establishing
long-distance dependencies typical of more complex clauses (Albirini 2016: 305).

Palestinian and Egyptian speakers born in the US have also been found to real-
ize overt pronouns in sentences that opt for the pro-drop strategy in the speech
of monolinguals, which is probably due to the influence of English (Albirini et al.
2014: 283). Preliminary observations on second-generation Tunisians in Italy, in
fact, do not show the same phenomenon. Since Italian is, like Arabic, a pro-drop
language, the use of overt pronouns in American diasporic Arabic can be consid-
ered as a case of syntactic borrowing or convergence (Lucas 2015), depending on
the speakers’ degree of bilingualism.

The syntax of negation is another area in which language erosion triggers
phenomena that seem to be happening, albeit at a slower rate, in non-diasporic
communities. Egyptian speakers in the US, for instance, seem to overgeneralize
the monopartite negatior mis/mus at the expense of the default discontinuous
verbal negator ma...-$:

(4) Egyptian Arabic in the US (Albirini & Benmamoun 2015: 482)
huwwa mi$ rah l-kaftiria
3sG.M NEG go.PRF.35G.M to-cafeteria
‘He didn’t go to the cafeteria.

Example (4) represents a deviation from the standard Cairene dialect spoken
by monolinguals. In Egypt, however, the negative copula mis~mus represents a
pragmatically marked possibility to negate the b- imperfect (Brustad 2000: 302),
while in Cairo it is now the standard negation for future tense (mis ha-..., con-
trasting with ma-ha-...-§ in some areas of Upper Egypt (Brustad 2000: 285). More
generally, therefore, mis~mus is gaining ground at the expense of the discontinu-
ous negation (Brustad 2000: 285), so that what we observe in diasporic Egyptian
Arabic might just be an accelerated instance of the same process.

Another major area of language change, documented in most diasporic lan-
guages, is the erosion of complex agreement systems (Gonzo & Saltarelli 1983:
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192). In diasporic Arabic, heritage speakers show relatively few problems with
subject-verb agreement, but struggle with the subtleties of noun-adjective agree-
ment (Albirini et al. 2013: 8). While subject—verb agreement involves a verbal
paradigm with a relatively large number of cells, it is nevertheless simpler than
noun-adjective agreement, since plural nouns can trigger adjective agreement
in the sound or broken plural or in the feminine singular, depending on factors
involving humanness, individuation, and the morphological shape of both the
noun and the adjective, with marked dialectal variation (D’Anna 2017b: 103-104).
Heritage speakers thus perform significantly better when default agreement in
the masculine singular is required (Albirini et al. 2013: 8), but display evident
signs of language erosion when more complex structures are involved:

(5) Egyptian Arabic in the US (Albirini 2014: 740)
wi-kaman bahibb arih I-Detroit Yasan finda-ha
and-also love.IMPF.IND.1SG go.IMPF.1sG to-Detroit because at-3sG.F
matafim *mumtaz-in
restaurant.pr excellent-pL.M

‘And I also like to go to Detroit because it has excellent restaurants’

In (5), the speaker selects the sound masculine plural, while non-human plu-
ral nouns require either the broken plural or the feminine singular in Egyptian
Arabic. Once again, language change in diasporic Arabic, where the language is
learned under reduced input conditions, tends to replicate processes of language
change that happened or are happening in the Arabic-speaking world. In the
case of agreement, the standardization that the agreement system underwent
in the transition from pre-Classical to Classical Arabic has been convincingly
explained as emerging from the overgeneralization of frequent patterns by L2
learners (Belnap 1999).

Finally, isolated cases show syntactic borrowing or convergence!® at the level
of word order, which is usually preserved in diasporic contexts, as in the example
in (6).

(6) Moroccan Arabic in the Netherlands (Boumans 2001: 105)
u Stat l-u dyal-u l-lhem
and give.PRF.3SG.F t0-35G.M GEN-35G.M DEF-meat
‘And she gave it [i.e. the dog] its meat’

Once again, considering this phenomenon as syntactic borrowing or convergence depends
on the speaker’s language dominance, which is not clear from the source and is not easily
ascertained in second-generation speakers, whose dominant language is often subject to shift.
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This example illustrates an extreme case of word order change, in which the
possessive dyal-u ‘its’ precedes the head. Overgeneralization of permissible (but
sometimes pragmatically marked) word orders, however, occur much more fre-
quently. Egyptian heritage speakers in the US, for instance, use SVO order 77.65%
of the time, vs. 52.64% for Egyptian native speakers (Albirini et al. 2011: 280-281).

In situations of stable bilingualism, such as in some Arabic Sprachinseln, con-
vergence with contact languages can result in permanent alterations to word
order. In Buxari Arabic, for instance, transitive verbs feature a mandatory SOV
word order, with optional resumptive pronoun after the verb. Cleft sentences
such as the following one are quite common in all Arabic dialects:

(7) Egyptian Arabic (Ratcliffe 2005: 145)
il-fustan gibt-u
DEF-dress get.PRF.1SG-35G.M
‘T got the dress’

In Bukhari Arabic, which has long been in contact with SOV languages (such
as Persian and Tajik), this structure became the standard for transitive verbs, so
that the resumptive pronoun can also be dropped, as in the following sample:

(8) Bukhari Arabic (Ratcliffe 2005: 144)
fat toad hada
INDEF stick take.PRF.35G.M
‘He took a stick

3.4 Lexicon

In the domain of lexical borrowing, which has attracted considerable interest
among scholars, the situation of bilingualism in diasporic contexts poses some
methodological issues in the individuation of actual loanwords. The production
of heritage speakers, in fact, is inevitably marked by frequent phenomena of
code-switching, which makes difficult to distinguish between nonce-borrowings
(Poplack 1980) and code-switching. If we define lexical borrowing as “the dia-
chronic process by which languages enhance their vocabulary” (Matras 2009:
106), in fact, it is not clear which language is here enhancing its vocabulary, since
diasporic varieties of Arabic are not discrete varieties and feature the highest de-
gree of internal variability. A possible solution to this impasse consists in look-
ing exclusively at the linguistic properties of the alleged loanword. In this vein,
Adalar & Tagliamonte (1998: 156) have shown that, when foreign-origin nouns ap-
pear in contexts in which they are completely surrounded by the other language,
they are treated like borrowings (in this case, nonce-borrowings) at the phono-
logical, morphological and syntactic level. When, on the contrary, they appear
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in bilingual (or multilingual) utterances, they represent cases of code-switching,
patterning with the language of their etymology. The domain of lexical borrow-
ing in diasporic varieties of Arabic, however, is an area that needs further re-
search.

4 Conclusion

This chapter has offered an overview of the main phenomena of contact-induced
change observed in Arabic diasporic communities, distinguishing them from in-
ternal developments due to reduced input and weakened monitoring. Diasporic
communities rarely feature situations of stable bilingualism, so that language
change usually corresponds to language attrition and is followed by the com-
plete shift to the dominant language. The study of language change in diasporic
communities, however, constitutes an interesting field of investigation, both in
itself and for the insight it can give us into language change in monolingual com-
munities. Change at the phonological, morphological and syntactic level finds
parallels in comparable phenomena that have occurred in the history of Arabic
(such as in the case of agreement) or that are occurring as we speak (such as in
the case of the spread of the negator mis in Egyptian Arabic). Not by chance, sim-
ilar phenomena also occur(red) in the Arabic-based pidgins of East Africa, such
as Juba Arabic. Various scholars, in fact, have maintained that the mechanisms
of change differ in the degree of intensity, but not in their intrinsic nature, from
those operating in less extreme situations of contact (e.g. Miller 2003: 8; Lucas
2015: 528).

On the other hand, the analysis of contact phenomena in diasporic communi-
ties poses some methodological issues with regard to the categories of borrowing,
imposition and convergence (Van Coetsem 1988; 2000). These categories, in fact,
imply the possibility to define clearly the speaker’s dominant language or, at
least, to define him as a stable 2L1 speaker. This is rarely the case with heritage
speakers, whose repertoires follow trajectories in which language dominance
shifts, usually from the heritage language to the socially dominant one. This pro-
cess is usually concomitant with the beginning of school education, but we lack
theoretical and methodological tools to determine with accuracy the speaker’s
position on the trajectory.

Further avenues of research on this topic thus include a more rigorous invest-
igation of emerging and shifting repertoires and the analysis of the complex re-
lation between diasporic languages, pidginization and creolization, which has
already been the object of a number of contributions (e.g. Gonzo & Saltarelli
1983; Romaine 1989).
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Further reading

» Rouchdy (1992b) is the first description of Arabic in the US.

» Rouchdy (2002) analyzes more broadly language contact and conflict, with a
section devoted to Arabic in the diaspora.

» Owens (2000) collects essays on Arabic as a minority language, focusing on
both Spracheninseln and diasporic Arabic, but introducing also historical and
cross-ethnic perspectives.
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Abbreviations

1,2,3 1st, 2nd, 3rd person INDEF indefinite

DEF definite article M masculine

DIM diminutive NEG negative

F feminine OBL oblique

HESIT hesitation PL plural

GEN genitive POSS  possessive pronoun

IMPF  imperfect (prefix conjugation)  PRF perfect (suffix conjugation)
IND indicative SG singular
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Chapter 15

Arabic pidgins and creoles

Andrei Avram

University of Bucharest

The chapter is an overview of eight Arabic-lexifier pidgins and creoles: Turku,
Bongor Arabic, Juba Arabic, Kinubi, Pidgin Madame, Jordanian Pidgin Arabic, Ro-
manian Pidgin Arabic, and Gulf Pidgin Arabic. The examples illustrate a number
of selected features of these varieties. The focus is on two types of transfer, impo-
sition and borrowing, within the framework outlined by Van Coetsem (1988; 2000;
2003) and Winford (2005; 2008).

1 Introduction

This chapter aims to illustrate the emergence of Arabic-lexifier pidgins and cre-
oles for which the contact situation - i.e. socio-historical context, the agents of
change, and the languages involved - is at least relatively well known.

The varieties considered can be classified into two groups, in geographical,
historical and developmental terms: the Sudanic pidgins and creoles, and the
immigrant pidgins in various Arab countries. Geographically, the Sudanic va-
rieties developed in Africa — in present-day South Sudan, Chad, Uganda, and
Kenya. Historically, the varieties derive from a putative common ancestor, a pid-
gin that emerged in southern Sudan, in the first half of the nineteenth century.
Various Turkish-Egyptian military expeditions between 1820 and 1840 opened
southern Sudan for the slave trade. Permanent camps were set up soon after by
slave traders in the White Nile Basin, Bahr el-Ghazal and Equatoria Province, in-
habited by an Arabic-speaking minority and a huge majority of slaves from vari-
ous ethnic and linguistic backgrounds. After 1850, the slave traders’ settlements
were turned into military camps in which a military pidgin emerged, which is
traditionally referred to as “Common Sudanic Pidgin Creole Arabic” (Tosco &
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Manfredi 2013: 253). Two subgroups of Sudanic varieties are recognized: the west-
ern branch, consisting of Turku and Bongor Arabic (in Chad), and the eastern one,
made up of Juba Arabic (in Sudan) and Kinubi (spoken in Uganda and Kenya).

Immigrant pidgins emerged in the eastern part of the Arab World, in Lebanon,
Jordan, Iraq and the countries of the Arab Gulf. Historically, these do not go back
more than 50 years. All these varieties are incipient pidgins.

The contact situations illustrated presuppose: (i) a source language (SL) and
a recipient language (RL); (ii) agents of contact-induced change, who may be
either SL or RL speakers; (iii) a psycholinguistically dominant language, which
is not necessarily a socially dominant language (Van Coetsem 1988; 1995; 2000;
2003; Winford 2005; 2008). A distinction is made between two types of transfer:
imposition and borrowing (Van Coetsem 1988; 2000; 2003). Imposition involves
SL-dominant speakers as agents (SL agentivity), is typical of second-language
(L2) acquisition, and induces changes mostly in phonology and syntax, although
it may also include transfer of lexical items from the dominant SL into the non-
dominant RL (Van Coetsem 1995: 18; Winford 2005: 376). Borrowing normally
involves RL-dominant speakers as agents (RL agentivity), typically targets lexi-
cal items, but may also include transfer of morphological material from a non-
dominant SL into the dominant RL.

In light of their sociolinguistic history, the varieties considered all emerged
under conditions of untutored, short-term L2 acquisition by adults dominant
in their socially subordinate SLs. L2 acquisition, a fortiori with adults, triggers
processes such as imposition via SL agentivity (i.e. substrate influence), simpli-
fication (Trudgill 2011: 40, 101) — also known as restructuring (Lucas 2015: 529)
- as well as language-internal (i.e. non-contact-induced) developments such as
grammatical reanalysis (Winford 2005: 415).

As in Manfredi (2018), the focus of this chapter is on imposition and borrowing.
It does not illustrate restructuring which does not involve any kind of transfer,
but often involves a reduction in complexity (Lucas 2015: 529). In the case of Ara-
bic pidgins and creoles, restructuring is manifest in the domain of morphology,
in, for example, the loss of the Arabic verbal affixes and of the nominal and verbal
derivation strategies (Miller 1993).

The examples are illustrative only of selected contact-induced features of Ara-
bic pidgins and creoles and their number has been kept to a reasonable minimum.
The examples from Arabic and the pidgins and creoles considered appear in a
uniform system of transliteration.

The chapter is organized as follows. §2 and §3 are concerned with Sudanic
pidgins and creoles. §4, on the other hand, deals with Arabic immigrant varieties.
§5 summarizes the findings and introduces issues for further research.
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2 Turku and Bongor Arabic

2.1 Current state and historical development

Turku is an extinct pidgin, formerly spoken in the Chari-Bagirmi region in west-
ern Chad (Muraz 1926). After the abolition of slavery by the Turkish-Egyptian
government in 1879, the Nile Nubian trader Rabeh withdrew with his slave sol-
diers into Chad. From a sociolinguistic point of view, Turku was initially a mili-
tary pidgin. However, it later became one of three trade languages in what was
then French Equatorial Africa, along with Sango and Bangala (Tosco & Owens
1993: 183). Turku was a stable pidgin which does not appear to have creolized
(Tosco & Owens 1993).

Bongor Arabic is spoken in southwestern Chad, in and around the town of
Bongor, the capital of the Mayo-Kebbi Est region, at the border with Cameroon
(Luffin 2013). Given the many structural features it shares with Turku, it is plausi-
ble to assume that Bongor Arabic developed from the former. Sociolinguistically,
Bongor Arabic is a trade pidgin, used by the local Masa and Tupuri populations
with Arabic-speaking traders. It is currently a stable pidgin, but it exhibits fea-
tures indicative of depidginization under the influence of Chadian Arabic (ChA).
No information about the number of speakers is available.

2.2 Contact languages

The lexifier language of Turku and Bongor Arabic is Western Sudanic Arabic.
The substratal input was provided by languages of various genetic affiliations:
Nilo-Saharan - e.g. Bagirmi, Mbay, Ngambay, Sar, Sara (Central Sudanic), Kanuri
(Western Saharan); Afro-Asiatic — Hausa (West Chadic); Niger-Congo - Fulfulde.
In the case of Turku, an additional contributor was the creole language Sango.
Both in Turku and in Bongor Arabic there is also adstratal input from French.
The adstrate of Bongor Arabic additionally includes two languages: Masa (Nilo-
Saharan, Western Chadic) and Tupuri (Niger-Congo).

2.3 Contact-induced changes

2.3.1 Phonology

The substrate languages do not have /h/, which is generally replaced by [k]:
Turku kamsa ‘five’ < ChA hamsa; Bongor Arabic kidma ‘work’ < ChA hidma.
Many of the substrate languages do not have /f/, which is substituted with [p]
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or perhaps [$],! e.g. Turku pfil ‘elephant’ < ChA fil. In French loanwords, the
reflexes of /v/ are either [b] or [w]: Bongor Arabic boté ‘to vote’ < French voter,
wotir ‘car’ < French voiture.

The consonants [pn] and ] occur only in loanwords: Bongor Arabic ngambay
‘Ngambay’ < Ngambay ngambay; Turku ngari ‘manioc’ < Mbay ngari, konpanye
‘company’ < French compagnie; [v] and [3] occur only in phonologically non-
integrated words of French origin: Turku sivil ‘civilian’ < French civil; Bongor
Arabic Zurnalist ‘journalist’ < French journaliste.

Variation affects several consonants. For instance, [f] occurs in variation with
[b] or [p]: Turku fisan ~ bisan ‘because’; Bongor Arabic mafi ~ mapi ‘NEG’ <
ChA ma fi, sofér ~ sopér ‘driver’ < French chauffeur. Most of the substrate lan-
guages do not have /§/, which accounts for [[] ~ [s] variation, in words with
either etymological /s/ or /[/: Turku gasi ~ gasi ‘expensive’ < ChA gasi, biri§ ~
biris ‘mat’ < ChA biris; Bongor Arabic masi ~ masi ‘go’. The usual reflexes of
French /3/, absent from the phonological inventories of the substrate languages,
are [z], [&] and [s] respectively: Turku ginenal ‘general’ < French général, suska
‘until < French jusqu’d; Bongor Arabic ziska ‘when, during’ < French jusqu’a
‘until’.

Finally, vowel length is not distinctive: Turku, Bongor Arabic kalam ‘speech;
speak’ < ChA kalam ‘speech’.

2.3.2 Morphology

On current evidence (Luffin 2013: 180-181), Bongor Arabic exhibits signs of de-
pidginization under the influence of Chadian Arabic. The most striking instance
of this is the use of pronominal suffixes, unique among Arabic-lexifier pidgins
and creoles:

(1) Bongor Arabic (Luffin 2013: 180)
indi gay arifu usum-i
25G IMPF know name-P0ss.1SG
“You know my name.

Also, verbal affixes are sporadically used:

(2) Bongor Arabic (Luffin 2013: 181)

a. anama n-arfa
1SG NEG 1sG-know

‘Tdon’t know’

"Transcribed as <pfy by Muraz (1926: 168).
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b. aninarikib-na  wotirda sawa
1PL  ride.pRF-1PL car PROX together

‘We took the car together’

These cases might be analyzed as borrowing under sui generis RL agentivity,
whereby morphological material from a non-dominant SL is imported into a non-
dominant (second) RL.

2.3.3 Lexicon

A part of the non-Arabic vocabulary of Turku can be traced back to its sub-
strate languages (Avram 2019). Most of the loanwords are from Sara-Bagirmi
languages: adinbang ‘eunuch’ < Bagirmi adim mban ‘servant of the sultan’; gao
‘hunter’ < Sar gaw; ngari ‘manioc’ < Mbay ngari. The second most significant
important contributor is Sango: kay ‘paddle’ < Sango kai, tipoy ‘carrying ham-
mock’ < tip6i. A few words can be traced to Fulfulde and Kanuri: kelkelbangi
‘golden beads’ < Fulfulde kelkel-banja; wélik ‘lightning’ < Kanuri wulak ‘flash of
lightning’. In a number of cases, the exact SL cannot be established: koporo ‘0.10
Francs’ < Fulfulde, Sango, Sara koporo ‘coin’; gurumba ‘hat’ < Hausa gurimba,
Kanuri gurumba. As for Bongor Arabic, its African adstrate languages have con-
tributed only a few loanwords, such as bursdiya ‘Monday’. There are also loan-
words from French. In Turku most of these relate to the military (Tosco & Owens
1993: 262-263), e.g. Turku itenan ‘lieutenant’ < French lieutenant, permison ‘per-
mission’ < French permission. In addition to nouns, French loanwords include
some verbs, such as Bongor Arabic komandé ‘order’ < French commander, and
at least one function word, Turku suska, Bongor Arabic ziska ‘when, during’ <
French jusqu’a “until’.

The substratal influence on Turku can also be seen in a number of compound
calques (Avram 2019; Manfredi, this volume). Some of these are modelled on Sara-
Bagirmi languages: bahr gum ‘rising water’, cf. Ngambay man-kaw, lit. ‘river
goes’; nugra ana asal ‘beehive’, cf. Ngambay bolé-tanji, lit. ‘hole (of) honey’. Other
calques have equivalents in several SLs, such as nugra hager ‘cave’, lit. ‘hole
mountain/stone’, cf. Kanuri kil kau-be lit. ‘cavity mountain-of’, Ngambay bolo-
mbal lit. ‘hole mountain’, Sango diténé lit. ‘hole stone’.
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3 Juba Arabic and Kinubi

3.1 Current state and historical development

Juba Arabic is mainly spoken in South Sudan; there are also diaspora communi-
ties, mostly in Sudan and Egypt. Two main reasons make it difficult to estimate its
number of speakers. Firstly, while Juba Arabic is spoken as a primary language
by 47% of the population of Juba, the capital city of South Sudan, it is also used
as a second or third language by the majority of the population of the country
(Manfredi 2017: 7). Secondly, the long coexistence of Juba Arabic with Sudan-
ese Arabic, its main lexifier language, has led to the emergence of a continuum
ranging from basilectal, through mesolectal, to acrolectal varieties; delimiting
acrolectal Juba Arabic from Arabic is no easy task, particularly in the case of the
large diaspora communities in Khartoum and Cairo.

Juba Arabic emerged as a military pidgin. Sociolinguistically, it is today an
inclusive identity marker for the ethnically and linguistically diverse population
of South Sudan (Tosco & Manfredi 2013: 507). Developmentally, Juba Arabic is a
pidgincreole.?

The Mahdist revolt, which started in 1881, eventually brought about the end
of Turkish-Egyptian control over Equatoria, in southern Sudan. Following an
invasion by Mahdist rebels, the governor fled to Uganda, accompanied by slave
soldiers loyal to the central government. These soldiers subsequently became the
backbone of the British King’s African Rifles. While some of the troops remained
in Uganda, others were moved to Kenya and Tanzania. This led to the dialectal
division between Ugandan and Kenyan Kinubi. Like Juba Arabic, therefore, Ki-
nubi started out as a military pidgin, then underwent stabilization and expansion.
Today, however, Kinubi is the only Arabic-lexifier fully creolized variety, that is,
a native language for its entire speech community.

Kinubi is spoken in Uganda and in Kenya. The number of speakers of Kinubi
is a matter of debate. Ugandan Kinubi was spoken by some 15,000 people, ac-
cording to the 1991 census, and Kenyan Kinubi by an estimated 10,000 in 2005.
However, other estimates put the combined number of speakers at about 50,000.
The largest communities of Kinubi speakers are in Bombo (Uganda), Nairobi (the
Kibera neighbourhood) and Mombasa (Kenya).

2 A pidgincreole is “a former pidgin that has become the main language of a speech community
and/or a mother tongue for some of its speakers” (Bakker 2008: 131).
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3.2 Contact languages

The main lexifier language of Juba Arabic is Sudanese Arabic (SA), with some
input from Egyptian Arabic (EA) and Western Sudanic dialects as well. The sub-
strate is represented by a relatively large number of languages, belonging to
super-phylums, Nilo-Saharan and Niger-Congo. The former includes Eastern
Sudanic languages, such as Bari, Lotuho (Eastern Nilotic), Acholi, Belanda Bor,
Dinka, Jur, Nuer, Pari, Shilluk (Western Nilotic), Didinga (Surmic), and Central
Sudanic languages, such as Avokaya, Baka, Bongo, Ma’di, Moru; the Niger-Congo
super-phylum is represented by, for example, Zande and Mundu. The main sub-
strate language is considered to be Bari, including its dialects Kakwa, Kuku, Po-
julu, and Mundari.3

Given its sociolinguistic history, Kinubi shares much of its substrate with Juba
Arabic. However, the substrate of Ugandan Kinubi additionally includes East-
ern Sudanic languages, such as Alur, Luo (Western Nilotic), and Central Sudanic
languages such as Mamvu, Lendu and Lugbara (Owens 1997: 161; Wellens 2003:
207), spoken in Uganda. Unlike Juba Arabic, Kinubi also exhibits the effects of
the adstratal influence exerted by two Bantu languages, Luganda - particularly
in Ugandan Kinubi — and Swahili - particularly in Kenyan Kinubi. One other
language that should be mentioned is English, official both in Uganda and in
Kenya.

3.3 Contact-induced changes
3.3.1 Phonology

A number of consonants found in Arabic, but absent from the phonological inven-
tories of the substrate languages, are either deleted or substituted. Consider the
reflexes of pharyngeals: hafla ‘feast’ < SA hafla; arabi ‘Arabic’ < SA farabi. The
pharyngealized consonants are replaced by their plain counterparts: towil ‘long’
< SA tawil; dul ‘shadow’ < SA dull; silba ‘hip’ < SA sulba; zilum ‘to anger’ < SA
zulum. The velar fricatives of Arabic are always replaced by velar stops: kabara
‘piece of news’ < SA habar; $6kol ‘work’ < SA Soyol, garib ‘west’ < SA yar(i)b.
As in Juba Arabic, the pharyngeals of Arabic are either replaced or lost in Ki-
nubi (Owens 1985: 10; Wellens 2003: 209-212). The earliest records of Ugandan
Kinubi* are replete with illustrative examples (Avram 2017a): haga ‘thing’ < SA
haga, aram ‘thief’ < SA harami, lib < ‘to play’ < SA lifib. The pharyngealized

3Sometimes considered to be separate languages (Wellens 2003: 207).
*The main ones are: Cook (1905), Jenkins (1909), Meldon (1913), and Owen & Keane (1915).
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consonants are replaced by their plain counterparts, as in these examples from
early Ugandan Kinubi: towil ‘long’ < SA tawil; dulu ‘shadow’ < SA dull, hisiba
‘measles’ < SA hisba; zulm ‘to anger’ < SA zulum. Like Juba Arabic, Kinubi sub-
stitutes velar stops for the Arabic velar fricatives. Consider the following early
Ugandan Kinubi forms: kidima ‘work’ < SA hidma; Sokolo ‘work’ < SA Soyol,
balago ‘commandment’ < SA balay ‘message’. Substratal influence also accounts
for consonant degemination, given that the substrate languages “lack these in all
but a few morphonologically determined contexts” (Owens 1997: 162).

Substratal influence can also be seen in the occurrence of certain consonants.
Consider first /6/ and /d/: Juba Arabic d’éngele ‘liver’ < Bari denggele; Juba Arabic
b’6ngo ‘pumpkin’ < Bongo b’ongo. The other consonants which occur only in
loanwords from the substrate and/or adstrate languages are [p] [v], [{], [n], and
[n]: Kinubi lipa ‘to pay’ < Swahili -lipa; Kinubi camp ‘camp’ < English camp;
Kinubi vita ‘war’ < Swabhili vita; Juba Arabic éam ‘food’ < Acholi, Belanda Bor,
Jur éama, Juba Arabic éayniz < English Chinese, Kinubi éay ‘tea’ < Swabhili chai;
Juba Arabic nyékem, Kinubi nyékem ‘chin’ < Bari nyékem, Kinubi nydnya ‘tomato’
< Swahili nyanya; Juba Arabic yun ‘divinity’ < Bari ngun. The integration of
these phonemes is thus a result of borrowing (under RL agentivity) rather than
of imposition.

The following instances of consonant variation are more common in Juba Ara-
bic (Manfredi 2017: 25-27). The most frequent is [[] ~ [s]: ges ~ ges ‘grass’. Further,
[z] is in variation with [ds] before /o/ and /a/: zowgu ~ gowgu ‘to marry’, zaman
~ gaman ‘time; when’. There is also [p] ~ [f] variation in word-initial position, in-
cluding in loanwords: pogilu ~ fogulu ‘Pojulw’, protestan ~ frotestan ‘protestant’.
Finally, the phoneme /f/ may also be phonetically realized as [p]: nédifu ~ nédipu
‘to clean’. Of these cases of variation, the latter has been specifically attributed
to substratal influence from Bari (Miller 1989; Manfredi 2017). It might be argued,
however, that all these instances of consonant variation reflect the influence of
the substrate languages, regardless of their genetic affiliations. The following do
not have /[/: Acholi, Avokaya, Baka, Bari, Belanda Bor, Bongo, Dinka, Jur, Lotuho,
Ma’di, Moru, Mundu, Nuer, Piri, Shilluk, Zande. Of these, Acholi, Belanda Bor,
Bongo, Dinka, Jur, Nuer, Pari and Shilluk do not have /s/ either. A number of sub-
strate languages do not have /z/: Acholi, Bongo, Belanda Bor, Dinka, Jur, Lotuho,
Nuer, Pari, and Shilluk. All of these, however, have /ds/. Finally, /f/ is not part of
the phonological inventory of Acholi, Bongo, Dinka, Jur, Nuer, Péri, and Shilluk,
which do, however, have /p/. Given the intricacies of the distribution of //, /s/, /z/,
/dg/, /f/, and /p/ across the substrate languages, the types of variation illustrated
are not surprising.
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AsinJuba Arabic, [[] is in variation with [s] in Kinubi (Owens 1985: 237; Owens
1997: 161; Wellens 2003: 38; Luffin 2005: 62; Avram 2017a): early Ugandan Kinubi
Sabaka ~ sabaka ‘net’). Although it is etymological /§/ which is typically subject
to variation, occasionally this also applies to etymological /s/: early Ugandan
Kinubi sikin ~ $ekin ‘knife’ < SA sikkin (Avram 2017a) and modern Kenyan Kinubi
flus ~ flus ‘money’ < SA fulus (Luffin 2005: 63). Note that [§] ~ [s] variation also
extends to loanwords from Swahili (Wellens 2003: 80; Luffin 2005: 63; Avram
2017a): early Ugandan Kinubi $amba ~ samba ‘field’ < Swahili shamba. Like Juba
Arabic, Kinubi exhibits [z] ~ [d;] variation (Owens 1985: 235; Owens 1997: 161;
Wellens 2003: 215; Luffin 2005: 63; Avram 2017a): early Ugandan Kinubi galan ~
zalan ‘angry’ < SA zaflan. However, unlike Juba Arabic, in Kinubi the [z] ~ [d]
variation also occurs before the two front vowels /i/ and /e/: ze ~ ge ‘as’, early
Ugandan Kinubi angil ~ enzil ‘descend’. According to Owens (1997: 161), this “is
due perhaps to Bari substratal influence, since Bari has only j, not z” In fact, as
in the case of Juba Arabic, the same is true of several other substrate languages.
Lastly, there are instances of [1] ~ [r] variation (Wellens 2003: 214; Luffin 2005: 65),
affecting both etymological /1/ and etymological /r/ in Arabic-derived words, e.g.
tale ~ tare ‘go out’, geri ~ geli ‘near’, and in borrowings, e.g. Ugandan Kinubi ¢alo
~ ¢aro ‘village’ < Luganda e-kyalo; Kenyan Kinubi tumbili ~ tumbiri ‘monkey’ <
Swahili tumbili. This variation seems to reflect the influence of Luganda and
Swahili. In the former, [1] and [r] are in complementary distribution, with [r]
occurring after the front vowels /i/ and /e/, and [1] elsewhere (Wellens 2003: 214),
while in the latter [1] and [r] are in free variation (Luffin 2014: 79).

As in the substrate languages, there is no distinction between short and long
vowels: Juba Arabic suddni ‘Sudanese’ < SA sudani, Kinubi kabir ‘big’ < SA kabir.

3.3.2 Morphology

Apart from the Arabic-derived plural suffixes -at and -in, Juba Arabic uses the
plural marker of Bari origin -gin (Nakao 2012: 131; Manfredi 2014a: 58), which is
attached only to loanwords from local languages:

(3) Juba Arabic (Manfredi 2014a: 58)
a. koropo-gin (< Bari koropo)
leaf-pL
‘leaves’
b. beng-gin (< Dinka beng)
chief-pL
‘chiefs’
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c. b’angiri-gin (< Zande b’angiri)
cheek-rL
‘cheeks’

Another phenomenon worth mentioning is the occurrence in the speech of
young urban speakers of hybrid forms, which consist of the Bari relativizer lo-
and a noun either from Arabic or from one of the substrate/adstrate languages

(Nakao 2012: 131). Note, however, that there is a functional overlap between Bari
lo- and Sudanese Arabic abu.

(4) Juba Arabic (Manfredi 2017: 46)

a. lo-beléde (< Bari lo- + SA beled)
REL-country

‘peasant’

b. lo-pémbe (< Bari lo- + Swabhili pombe)
REL-alcohol
‘drunkard’

Given that a relatively large number of Bari-derived words contain lo- (Miller
1989; Manfredi 2017: 46), the examples in (4) confirm the fact that morphological
innovations are typically introduced through lexical borrowings via RL agentiv-
ity, and subsequently become productive in the RL.

Note, finally, that most of the speakers who use the plural marker -gin and the
relativizer lo- are dominant in Juba Arabic. These cases therefore confirm the
fact that RL monolinguals can be agents of borrowing (Van Coetsem 1988: 10).

A small number of Kinubi nouns borrowed from Swabhili exhibit the Bantu
nominal classifiers:

(5) Kinubi (Wellens 2003: 57)

a. mu-zé wa-zé
Ncl-old.man Nc2-old.man
‘old man, old men’

b. mu-zuka wa-zuku
Ncl-grandchild Nc2-grandchild
‘grandchild, grandchildren’

c. m-zungu wa-zungu
Ncl-European Nc2-European

‘European, Europeans’
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3.3.3 Syntax

Bureng Vincent (1986: 77) first noted the similarity between the prototypical pas-
sive construction in Juba Arabic and its Bari counterpart:

(6) Juba Arabic (Bureng Vincent 1986: 77)

a. bagaraayinu ma Wani
cow  see.PsT with Wani
‘The cow has been seen by Wani.
b. Bari (Bureng Vincent 1986: 77)
kitspa metakd Wani
cow PST see with Wani

‘The cow has been seen by Wani.

As can be seen, in both Juba Arabic and Bari the agent is introduced by the
comitative preposition ‘with’. This is a case of lexico-syntactic imposition via
identification of SL and RL lexemes (Manfredi 2018: 415): the Juba Arabic lexical
entry ma is derived from Sudanese Arabic maf, but its semantics reflects the
influence of Bari ks. The same is true of Kenyan Kinubi:

(7) Kinubi (Luffin 2005: 230)
yal-a al akulu ma nas tomsa
child-pL REL eat.psT.PAsS with P crocodile

‘the children who were eaten by a crocodile’

Consider next the syntax of numerals in Kinubi (Wellens 2003: 90; Luffin 2014:
309). Their post-nominal placement is calqued on Swabhili:

(8) Kinubi (Luffin 2014: 309)
wéle kamsa ma bana arba
boy five  with girl.pL four

‘five boys and four girls’
(9) Swahili (Luffin 2014: 309)

miti mia tatu
tree hundred three

‘three hundred trees’

With cardinal numerals, the order is hundred + unit and thousand + unit re-
spectively:
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(10) Kinubi (Luffin 2014: 309)
elf way
thousand one

‘one thousand’
Kinubi thus follows the Swahili model:

(11) Swabhili (Luffin 2014: 309)
elfu moja
thousand one

‘one thousand’

Consider also a case of syntactic change induced by lexical calquing. Juba Ara-
bic (fu)wata ‘ground’ functions as an impersonal subject in weather expressions:

(12) Juba Arabic (Nakao 2012: 141)
(fu)wata sukun
ground hot
‘Tt is hot’

Nakao (2012: 141) shows that this is also the case in Acholi and Ma’di:

(13) Acholi (Nakao 2012: 141)
piiny lyeet
ground warm
‘Tt is warm.

(14) Ma’di (Nakao 2012: 141)
vu aci
ground hot

‘Tt is hot.

In fact, these types of sentences are widespread in Western Nilotic substrate
languages, such as Dinka, Jur, Péri, and Shilluk:

(15) Dinka (Nebel 1979: 202)
piny a-tuc
ground 3sG-warm

Tt is warm.

In both Juba Arabic and Kinubi ras ‘head’ also occurs in the complex preposi-
tion fi ras ‘on’:
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(16) a. Juba Arabic (Nakao 2012: 141)
merisafi fi ras terebéza
beer EXs on head table
‘The beer is on the table’

b. Kinubi (Wellens 2003: 159)
fi ras séder
on head tree

‘on top of the tree’

Nakao (2012: 141) attributes this function of ras to substratal influence from
Acholi and Ma’di:

(17)  Acholi (Nakao 2012: 141)
cib wi-meja
put head-table
‘Put it on the table’

However, other possible sources include Western Nilotic languages such as
Belanda Bor, Jur, Péri and Shilluk:

(18) Jur (Pozzati & Panza 1993: 342)
kedhno wi tarabesa
put 3sc head table

‘Put it on the table’

Moreover, a preposition ‘on’ derived from the noun ‘head’ is also attested in
Bongo (Central Sudanic) and Zande (Niger-Congo):

(19) Bongo (Moi et al. 2014: 39)
ba do mbaa
3sG on car

‘He is on a car’
(20) Zande (De Angelis 2002: 288)

mo mai he ri ngua
25G put 3sG on wood

‘Put it on the wood.

The verb gal/gale/gali ‘say’ is used in Juba Arabic and Ugandan Nubi as a
complementizer, with verba dicendi and verbs of cognition:
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(21) a. Juba Arabic (Miller 2001: 469)
uwo kélem gal uwo bi-ga
3sG speak comp 35G IRR-come
‘He said that he would come.

b. Ugandan Kinubi (Wellens 2003: 204)
umon aruf gal fi difan-a al gi-ga
3pL  know COMP EXS guest-PL REL PROG-COMe

‘They know that there are are guests who are coming.

The use of a verbum dicendi as a complementizer resembles the situation in
Bari,> where adi ‘say’ introduces direct speech (Owens 1997: 163; Miller 2001:
469):

(22) Bari (Miller 2001: 469)
mukungu a-kulya adi nan d’ad’ar kakitak merya-mukanat
sub-chief psT-say comp 1s¢ want worker fifty

‘The sub-chief spoke saying: I want fifty workers’

3.3.4 Lexicon

Since Bari is the main substrate language of Juba Arabic, unsurprisingly it con-
tributes most of its African-derived words: giigu ‘granary’ < Bari gugu; keni
‘co-wife’ < Bari koyini; lonumég ‘hedgehog’ < Bari lonyumong; ténga ‘pinch’ <
Bari tonga. In several cases, the Juba Arabic form can be traced to a specific dia-
lect: d’ondn ‘back of head’ < Pojulu donon; lana ‘wander’ < Mundari lana ‘travel’;
nyéte vs néte ‘black-eyed pea leaf” < Bari nyete vs Kakwa, Pojulu nete. Moreover,
“more Bari lexical items are being borrowed” in Youth Juba Arabic (Nakao 2012:
131): kapaparat ‘butterfly’ < Bari kapoportat; lukulili ‘bat’ < Bari lukululi. Sev-
eral other substrate and adstrate languages have contributed to the lexicon of
Juba Arabic (Nakao 2012; 2015): adingi ‘harp’ < Acholi adunu; b’éngo ‘pump-
kin’ < Bongo b’ongo; bafura ‘cassava’ < Dinka bafora ‘manioc, (sweet) cassava’;
kawu ‘cowpea’ < Ma’di kau; malangi < bottle’ < Bangala/Lingala molangi; kamba
‘belt’ < Swahili kamba; imbiré ‘palm tree’ < Zande mbiré. Some sixty lexical items
found in the earliest records of Ugandan Kinubi can be traced back to various
substrate languages (Avram 2017a): lawoti ‘neighbours’ < Acholi lawoti ‘fellow,
friend’; korufu ‘leaf’ < Bari korofo ~ korapo ‘leaves’; lwar ‘abscess’ < Dinka ludr

*Unsurprisingly, in Juba Arabic “the use of adi as in Bari [is] the most frequent [...] in particular
among speakers of Bari origin” (Miller 2001: 470; author’s translation).
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‘pain of a swelling’; seri ‘fence’ < Lugbara seri ‘plant used for fencing’; mukuta
‘key’ < Pari mukuta.

The influence of Luganda and Swabhili as adstrate languages is already docu-
mented in early Ugandan Kinubi (Avram 2017a): Ugandan Kinubi kibra ~ kibera
‘forest’ < Luganda e-kibira, nyinveza ‘fix’ < Luganda nyweza ‘make firm, hold
firmly’; dirisa ‘window’ < Swahili dirisha; kibanda ‘shed’ < Swahili kibanda ‘small
shed’. The lexicon of modern Ugandan Kinubi is characterized by a large num-
ber of loanwords from Luganda and Swahili (Wellens 2003; Nakao 2012: 133—
134), such as: mé(é)mvu ‘banana’ < Luganda amaemvu ‘bananas’; ntulége ‘zebra’
< Luganda e-ntulege; karibisha ‘welcome’ < Swabhili karibisha ‘welcome’; sanga ~
Sanga ‘be surprised’ < Swahili shangaa. In some cases, these loanwords have re-
placed previously attested compounds consisting of Arabic-derived elements:®
early Ugandan Kinubi madria bitd murhim ‘widow’, lit. ‘wife of the deceased’
vs. modern Ugandan Kinubi mamwdndu ‘widow’ < Luganda nnamuwandu. As
for the lexicon of modern Kenyan Kinubi, it is strongly influenced by Swahili.
Luffin (2004) lists some 170 loanwords from Swahili (out of approximately 1,400
words recorded), from a wide range of domains, for example: barabdra ‘highway’
< Swahili barabara; serikali ‘government’ < Swabhili serikali; tafaiti ‘difference’
< Swabhili tafauti; tiza ‘sell’ < Swahili ku-uza. Swahili has also contributed sev-
eral function words: badaye ‘after’ < Swahili baadaye “afterwards’; ile ‘these’ <
Swahili ile; na ‘and, with’ < Swahili na. Kenyan Kinubi lexical items have occa-
sionally undergone semantic shift or semantic extension under the influence of
the meanings of their Swahili counterparts (Luffin 2014: 315): destur ‘tradition’,
cf. Swahili desturi ‘tradition’; faham ‘to understand, to remember’, cf. Swahili
-fahamu ‘to understand, to remember’.

In some cases, the exact origin of loanwords found in Juba Arabic cannot be
established: bira ‘cat’ < Acholi, Bongo, Dinka, Péri bura, Didinga buura; dana
‘bow’ < Bari, Jur dan, Didinga d’anga, Dinka dhan; pondi ‘cassava leaf’ < Bangala,
Kakwa, Lingala pondu, Pojulu pondu. The same holds for a number of loanwords
attested in early Ugandan Kinubi (Avram 2017a): bongo ‘cloth’ < Acholi, Lendu,
Lugbara, Zande bongo, Bari bongo; godogodo ‘thin from illness’ < Acholi, Avokaya,
Bari, Baka, Lotuho, Moru, Zande godogodo ‘thin, sick(ly)’; mukungu ‘headman’ <
Acholi mukunu, Bari mokongos, Luganda o-mukungu, Lugbara mukungu ‘(sub-)
chief’. This is also true of several Kinubi words attested in more recent sources
(Wellens 2003; Nakao 2012: 133-134): jiju ‘shrew’ < Bari juju, Ma’di juju; kingilo
‘rhinoceros’ < Avokaya kingili, Moru kingile. In some cases, the occurrence of
alternative forms is due to their different SLs: banga ‘debt’ < Bari banja, Lugbara
banja, Luganda e-bbanja vs. banya ‘debt’ < Acholi banya.

%See also Tosco & Manfredi (2013: 509).
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Under the influence of the substrate and adstrate languages, some Arabic-
derived lexical items have undergone semantic extension, thereby becoming po-
lysemous in Juba Arabic (Nakao 2012: 136), e.g. gowi ‘hard; difficult’, cf. Acholi
tek, Bari logo’, Lotuho gol, Ma’di okpo, Swahili kali.

Juba Arabic “compensates its lexical gaps through the lexification of Arabic
morphosyntactic sequences” (Tosco & Manfredi 2013: 509). A case in point are
Juba Arabic compounds, formed via juxtaposition or with their two members
linked by the possessive particle ta (Manfredi 2014b: 308-309). These include
calques after several substrate languages (Nakao 2012: 136), e.g. ida ta fil ‘ele-
phant trunk’, cf. Acholi cin lyec, Bari konin lo tome, Dinka ciin akoon, Jur cin lyec,
Lotuho naam tome, Shilluk bate lyec, lit. ‘arm (of) elephant’. Kinubi also exhibits
a number of calques (Nakao 2012; Avram 2017a; Manfredi, this volume). Some
of these compounds and phrases can be traced to several SLs, as in the follow-
ing early Ugandan Kinubi examples (Avram 2017a): gata kalam ‘decide, judge’,
cf. Acholi naly kop ‘decide, give judgment’, Bongo ad’oci kudo, Jur nol lubo, Pari
nondi lubo, lit. ‘cut word/speech’; Dinka wét tém ‘decide, give the sentence’, lit.
‘word cut’; jua bita ter ‘nest’, cf. Acholi ot winyo, Bari kadi-na-kwen, Belanda
Bor kwot winy, Shilluk wot winyo, Zande dumé ziré, lit. ‘house (of) bird’. Other
calques, presumably more recent ones, reflect the growing influence of Swahili
on Kenyan Kinubi (Luffin 2014: 315): bakan way ‘together’, cf. Swahili pamoja
‘together’, lit. ‘place one’, mara way way ‘seldom’, cf. Swahili mara moja moja
‘seldom’, lit. ‘time one one’.

To conclude, SL agentivity accounts for the small number of loanwords and
calques recorded in the earliest stage (i.e. pidginization) of Juba Arabic and Ki-
nubi. At a later stage (i.e. after nativization), the larger number of loanwords and
calques is a result of borrowing under RL agentivity.

4 Arabic-lexifier pidgins in the Middle East

4.1 Current state and historical development

Several Arabic-lexifier pidgins have emerged in the Middle East. These include
Romanian Pidgin Arabic, Pidgin Madame, Jordanian Pidgin Arabic, and Gulf Pid-
gin Arabic. The first three can be classified as work force pidgins.” Gulf Pidgin
Arabic also started out as work force pidgin (Smart 1990: 83), but it is now an
interethnic contact language (Avram 2014: 13).3

"These are pidgins which “came into being in work situations” (Bakker 1995: 28).
¥That is, one which is “used not just for trade, but also in a wide variety of other domains”
(Bakker 1995: 28).
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Romanian Pidgin Arabic (Avram 2010) was a short-lived pidgin, formerly used
on Romanian well sites in Iraq, in locations in the vicinity of Ammara, Basra, Kut,
Nassiriya, Rashdiya and Rumaila. Romanian Pidgin Arabic emerged after 1974,
when Romanian well sites started operating in Iraq. Romanians typically made
up two thirds of the oil crews, with Arabs making up the final third. The first
Gulf War and the subsequent withdrawal of the Romanian oil rigs put an end to
the use of Romanian Pidgin Arabic.

Immigration of Sri Lankan women to Arabic-speaking countries is reported to
have started in 1976 (Bizri 2010: 16), but the large influx into Lebanon came later,
in the early 1990s. Pidgin Madame is spoken in Lebanon by Sri Lankan female
domestic workers and their Arab employers, mostly in the urban centres of the
country.

Jordanian Pidgin Arabic (Al-Salman 2013) is used in the city of Irbid, in the Ar-
Ramtha district in the north of Jordan, in interactions between Jordanians and
Southeast Asian migrant workers of various linguistic backgrounds. However,
only Jordanian Pidgin Arabic as spoken by Bengalis is documented.

Gulf Pidgin Arabic is a blanket term designating the varieties of pidginized
Arabic used in Saudi Arabia and the countries on the western coast of the Arab
Gulf, i.e. Kuwait, the United Arab Emirates, Oman, Bahrain, and Qatar.

4.2 Contact languages

The main languages involved in the emergence of Romanian Pidgin Arabic are
Romanian, Egyptian Arabic (spoken by immigrant workers), and Iraqi Arabic
(IA). A small minority of the participants in the language-contact situation had
some knowledge of English.

The other pidginized varieties of Arabic in the Middle East share the character-
istic of having various Asian languages as their substrate.” For Pidgin Madame,
the main contact languages are Lebanese Arabic, as the lexifier language, and
Sinhalese. Another language, with a much smaller contribution, is English. In
the case of Jordanian Pidgin Arabic, the contact languages are mainly Jordanian
Arabic (JA) and Bengali. The contribution of English is very limited. As for Gulf
Pidgin Arabic, it emerged in a contact situation of striking complexity. On the
one hand, Arabic, the lexifier language, is represented by several dialects, which
are not all subsumed under what is known as Gulf Arabic (GA), in spite of what
the name of the pidgin suggests. On the other hand, the number of languages
spoken by the immigrant workers is staggering: for instance, in the United Arab

“Bizri (2014: 385) therefore suggests the cover term “Asian Migrant Arabic pidgins”.
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Emirates the 200 nationalities and 150 ethnic groups speak some 150 languages.
Adding to the complexity of the language-contact situation is the fact that these
languages are typologically diverse. Last but not least, English also plays a role
in interethnic communication, particularly in the service sector.

4.3 Contact-induced changes
4.3.1 Phonology

The phonology of all the pidginized varieties of Arabic in the Middle East ex-
hibits the outcomes of SL agentivity, which also accounts for the occurrence of
considerable intra- and inter-speaker variation (Avram 2010: 21-22; Bizri 2014:
393; Avram 2017b: 133).

Consider first Romanian Pidgin Arabic. The following are features character-
istic of speakers with Romanian as their first language (L1). The phrayngeals are
either replaced or deleted: habib ‘friend’ < IA/EA habib; mufta ‘key’ < IA/EA
muftah; saa ‘hour’ < IA/EA safa. Plain consonants are substituted for pharyn-
gealized ones: halas ‘ready’ < IA/EA halas. Both velar fricatives are replaced:
hamsa ‘“five’ < IA/EA hamsa; Sogol ‘work (N)” < IA $uy(u)l. Geminate consonants
are degeminated: sita ‘six’ < IA/EA sitta. There is no distinction between short
and long vowels, either in lexical items of Arabic origin or in those from English:
lazim ‘must’ < IA/EA lazim; slip ‘sleep’ < English sleep. A feature typical of speak-
ers with Iraqi or Egyptian Arabic as L1 is the substitution of /b/ for Romanian
or English /p/ and /v/: bibul ‘people, men’ < English people; gib ‘give, bring’ <
English give.

Consider next several selected features, generally typical of Pidgin Madame,
Jordanian Pidgin Arabic, and Gulf Pidgin Arabic. Pharyngeals are either replaced:
Pidgin Madame hareb ‘war’ < LA hareb; Jordanian Pidgin Arabic bisallih ‘repair’
< JA bisallih ‘repair.impr.3s6.M’; Gulf Pidgin Arabic aksan ‘best’ < GA ahsan, hut
‘put’ < GA hutt ‘put.iMp.2sG.M’; or deleted: Pidgin Madame éki ‘cry’ < LA ohki
‘cry.IMP.2sG.F’; Jordanian Pidgin Arabic arabi ‘Arabic’ < JA farabi; Gulf Pidgin
Arabic araf ‘know’ < GA faraf. The pharyngealized consonants are replaced by
plain counterparts: Pidgin Madame sarep ‘envelope’ < LA zaref'; Jordanian Pidgin
Arabic bandora ‘tomato’ < JA bandora; Gulf Pidgin Arabic halas ‘finish’ < GA
halas; or they are realized as retroflex: Pidgin Madame fawile ‘long’ < LA tawile
‘long.F.sG’. The velar fricatives are replaced by velar stops or, less frequently, by
/h/: Pidgin Madame sokon ‘warm’ < LA suhun ‘warm’, sogol < LA Sayal ‘work’;
Jordanian Pidgin Arabic kamsa ‘five’ < JA hamsa, sukul ‘work (N)’ < JA Suyl, zagir
‘small’ < JA sayir; Gulf Pidgin Arabic kubus ‘bread’ < GA hubz; halas ‘finish’ <
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GA halas; yistokol ‘work’ < GA yistuyul ‘work.IMPF.3sG.M’, Sugl ‘work’ < GA Suyl.
Geminate consonants generally undergo degemination (Neess 2008: 36; Avram
2014: 15): Jordanian Pidgin Arabic sitin ‘sixty’ < JA sittin; Gulf Pidgin Arabic sita
‘six’ < GA sitta.

Moreover, consonants not found in the Lis of the users of Gulf Pidgin Arabic
may also be replaced. For instance, Indonesian, Javanese, Sinhalese and Tagalog
speakers may substitute [p] for /f/: Pidgin Madame palepil ‘falafel’ < LA falefil;
Jordanian Pidgin Arabic pi ‘in’ < JA fi; Gulf Pidgin Arabic napar ‘person’ < GA
nafar; Indonesian and Sinhalese speakers may realize /z/ as [s] or [dz]: Pidgin
Madame esa ‘if’ < LA iza; Gulf Pidgin Arabic sén ~ dgén ‘good’ < GA zen (Bizri
2014: 393; Avram 2017b: 133). Bengali and Sinhalese speakers may replace /§/ with
[s]: Pidgin Madame su ‘what’ < LA $§u; Jordanian Pidgin Arabic su ‘what’ < JA
i.

%5

Finally, although phonetically long vowels do occur, vowel length is not dis-
tinctive, as shown by the occurrence of variation, e.g. Gulf Pidgin Arabic baden
~ baden ‘then’ < GA bafden.

4.3.2 Syntax

There is relatively little that can be attributed to SL agentivity in the syntax of
the Arabic-lexifier pidgins in the Middle East (Almoaily 2013; Al-Salman 2013;
Avram 2014; Bizri 2014; Avram 2017b; Bakir 2017).

Since the substrate of these varieties, with the exception of Romanian Pidgin
Arabic, consists of many SOV languages, e.g. Bengali, Hindi/Urdu, Malayalam,
Punjabi, Persian, Sinhalese, Tamil, this word order is occasionally attested (Av-
ram 2017b: 133-134; Bizri 2014: 403). For instance, direct objects may occur in
pre-verbal position:

(23) a. Pidgin Madame (Bizri 2010: 227)
mister kilot sili
mister underwear take off
‘Mister takes off his underwear’
b. Gulf Pidgin Arabic (Avram 2017b: 133)
ana ¢iko sip
1sG child see

‘I will see my children’

In attributive possession constructions the order of constituents is possessor—
possessee:
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(24) a. Pidgin Madame (Bizri 2010: 198)
kullu mama benet
all  mother girl

‘All mother’s girls.

b. Gulf Pidgin Arabic (Neaess 2008: 87)
ana jawd  badén ysir Jakarta stokol
1sG husband then go Jakarta work

‘Then my husband went to work in Jakarta.
Adjectives generally precedes the nouns they modify:

(25) Pidgin Madame (Bizri 2010: 119)
bir bét
big house
‘A big house.

Similarly, adverbs precede the adjectives they modify:

(26) a. Pidgin Madame (Bizri 2010: 119)
tir god
very good
‘very good’

b. Gulf Pidgin Arabic (Avram 2014: 25)
sem-sem kalam
same speak

‘They speak in the same way.
Occasional instances of postpositions are attested:

(27) a. Pidgin Madame (Bizri 2010: 132)
mister mayik masaré
mister with money

‘Mister has the money.

b. Gulf Pidgin Arabic (Avram 2014: 25)
zamal fok
camel above

‘Above the camel’

Interestingly, Pidgin Madame has a focalized negative copula, derived etymo-
logically from English no:
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(28) Pidgin Madame (Bizri 2010: 133)
mama birat no
mother Beirut NEG.FOC
‘It’s not in Beirut that my mother is’

This resembles the Sinhalese negator nemiyi, which “is used only in focalized
phrases” (Bizri 2010: 69):

(29) Pidgin Madame (Bizri 2010: 69)
bat kave mama nemeyi
rice ate 1SG  NEG.FOC

‘Tt is not I who ate the rice’

4.3.3 Lexicon

Imposition under SL agentivity accounts for the fact that there are few instances
of transfer of lexical items from the various SLs into the non-dominant RL (i.e.
the pidgin).

The lexicon of Romanian Pidgin Arabic includes words of Romanian and En-
glish origin (Avram 2010: 32): mas$ina ‘car’ < Romanian masind, sonda ‘oil rig’ <
Romanian sonda; spik ‘speak, say, tell’ < English speak, tumaé¢ ‘much, many’ <
English too much. Occasionally, non-Arabic words undergo semantic extension
under the influence of phonetically similar Arabic words (Avram 2010: 32): gib
‘give; bring’ < English give, cf. EA gib ‘bring.1mMp.25G.M’.

The lexicon of all the other pidginized varieties of Arabic spoken in the Mid-
dle East includes loanwords from English: Pidgin Madame ambasi ‘embassy’ <
English embassy; go ‘go’ < English go, kam ‘come’ < English come, no gid ‘bad’
< English no good, oké ‘OK’ < English OK; Jordanian Pidgin Arabic bebi ‘child’ <
English baby, finis ‘finish’ < English finish, fisa ‘visa’ < English visa; Gulf Pidgin
Arabic hazband ‘husband’ < English husband, pesent ‘patient’ < English patient.
However, as noted by Smart (1990: 113) concerning Gulf Pidgin Arabic, “it is dif-
ficult to say [...] whether they are a true part of the pidgin” or rather nonce
borrowings.

Given the extreme diversity of the substrate, it is not surprising that only a
few words from the SLs have made it into the lexicon of Gulf Pidgin Arabic
(Avram 2017b: 134-135): aca ‘fine’ < Urdu acha ‘good, very well’, galdi ~ geldi
< Hindi/Urdu jaldi ‘quick’.

Jordanian Pidgin Arabic and Gulf Pidgin Arabic exhibit light-verb construc-
tions which may well be calques on Bengali (noun/adjective + kara ‘make’) and/
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or Hindi/Urdu (noun/adjective + karna ‘make’) and/or Persian — noun/adjective
+ kardan ‘make’): Jordanian Pidgin Arabic sawwi zadid ‘renew’, lit. ‘make new’;
Gulf Pidgin Arabic sawwi sual ‘ask’, lit. ‘make a question’, sawwi zalan “upset’,
lit. ‘make angry’.

5 Conclusion

This chapter has shown that Arabic-lexifier contact languages emerged primar-
ily through imposition under SL agentivity, in line with the typology of contact
languages (Winford 2005: 396; 2008: 128).

The effects of imposition are most obvious in the phonology, syntax and the
syntax-semantics interface, and to a lesser extent in the morphology and the lex-
icon. In the phonology, SL agentivity induces the loss or replacement of certain
phonemes not found in the SLs. However, there are also instances of imposition
in the sense of transfer from the SLs. As seen, for example, in Turku and Bongor
Arabic, some consonants occur only in loanwords from the substrate languages.
The occurrence of such loanwords confirms the fact that imposition under SL
agentivity may include transfer of lexical items into the RL. Borrowing under
RL agentivity has generally played a far less significant role in the development
of Arabic pidgins and creoles. As expected, it mostly involves transfer of lexical
items; these may lead to the borrowing of certain consonant phonemes, as seen
in, for example, Juba Arabic and Kinubi. Finally, borrowing has been shown to
include transfer of morphological material as well.

A notable difference between Juba Arabic and Kinubi on the one hand, and
the Arabic-lexifier pidgins in the Middle East on the other hand, resides in the
relative weight of imposition under SL agentivity and borrowing under RL agen-
tivity. As we have seen, Juba Arabic and Kinubi exhibit the effects of both impo-
sition in their earliest stage (i.e. pidginization), and of borrowing in their latest
stage (i.e. nativization). In contrast, imposition is pervasive in the Arabic-lexifier
pidgins in the Middle East, given that these varieties have not undergone na-
tivization.

There are still a number of issues awaiting resolution. For instance, the identi-
fication of the SLs is rendered difficult by their number and typological diversity.
This difficulty is further compounded by the fact that some substrate languages
are still under-researched. This is particularly the case of the substrate languages
of Juba Arabic and Kinubi. Also, the distinction between substrate and adstrate
languages is blurred (Nakao 2012: 132), particularly when varieties emerge and
develop in situ, as, for example, with Juba Arabic. Further research also needs
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to consider the effects of the existence of a creole continuum in Juba Arabic as
well as of bilingual and monolingual speakers of the language on the relative im-
portance of restructuring, imposition and borrowing. The extent of restructuring
and imposition, for instance, is presumably much greater in basilectal and L2 va-
rieties, as opposed to acrolectal and monolingual varieties of the language. The
same holds for Bongor Arabic, which, as shown, appears to be undergoing de-
pidginization. Last but not least, further investigations are necessary to establish
whether Gulf Pidgin Arabic is evolving towards stabilization, possibly becoming
closer to its lexifier via borrowing of morphological material, or is rather under-
going constant repidginization, essentially via imposition.

Further reading

» Miller (1993), Nakao (2012), and Luffin (2014) illustrate in detail substratal and
adstratal influence on Juba Arabic and Kinubi.

» Avram (2019) analyzes the substratal input in the lexicon of Turku.

» Avram (2017b) and Bakir (2017) discuss the various sources of Gulf Pidgin Ara-
bic.

Abbreviations

1,2,3 1st, 2nd, 3rd person NEG negative

ChA  Chadian Arabic PASS  passive

EA Egyptian Arabic PST past

EXS existential PL plural

roc  focus POSS  possessive

GA Gulf Arabic pRF  perfect (suffix conjugation)
IA Iraqi Arabic PROX proximal

iMPF  imperfect (prefix conjugation) REL relative

JA Jordanian Arabic RL recipient language
L1 first language SA Sudanese Arabic
L2 second language SL source language

N noun SG singular

NC noun class
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In the course of this chapter we will discuss what is known about the effects that
contact with Arabic has had on the Modern South Arabian languages of Oman
and Yemen. Documentation concerning these languages is not abundant, and even
more limited is our knowledge of the history of their interaction with Arabic. By
integrating the existing bibliography with as yet unpublished fieldwork materials,
we will try to provide as complete a picture of the situation as possible, also dis-
cussing the current linguistic and sociolinguistic landscape of Dhofar and eastern
Yemen.

1 History of contact between Arabic and the Modern
South Arabian languages

Much to the frustration of modern scholars of Semitic, the history of the Modern
South Arabian languages (henceforth MSAL) remains largely unknown.! To this
day, no written attestation of these varieties has been discovered, and it seems
safe to assume that they have remained exclusively spoken languages throughout
all of their history. Since European researchers became aware of their existence
in the first half of the nineteenth century (Wellsted 1837), and until very recently,
the MSAL were thought by many to be the descendants of the Old (epigraphic)
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the result of the conjoined efforts of both authors. In particular, Gasparini was responsible for
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South Arabian languages (Rubin 2014: 16). This assumption has been conclusively
disproven by Porkhomovsky’s (1997) article, which also contributed significantly
to the re-shaping of the proposed model for the Semitic family tree. This modi-
fied version of the family tree (which finds further support in the recent works
of Kogan 2015 and Edzard 2017) sets the MSAL apart as an independent branch
of the West Semitic subgroup, one whose origins are therefore of considerable
antiquity. This brings us to the question of when it was that the MSAL (or their
forebears) first came into contact with Arabic. This might have happened at any
time since Arabic-speaking people started to penetrate into southern Arabia, a
process that — as we know from historical records — began in the second half of
the first millennium BCE (Robin 1991; Hoyland 2001: 47-48). Roughly one thou-
sand years later, almost the whole population of central and northern Yemen was
speaking Arabic, and possibly a considerable portion of the southern population
as well (Beeston 1981: 184; Zammit 2011: 295). It is therefore possible that Ara-
bic and the MSAL have been in contact for quite some time, and it seems likely
that the intensity and effects of such contact grew stronger after the advent of
Islam (Lonnet 2011: 247). It is also possible, as some scholars have written, that
the MSAL “represent isolated forms that were never touched by Arabic influence
until the modern period” (Versteegh 2014: 127). Admittedly, evidence to support
either one of these hypotheses is scarce, and at present it is probably safer to
say that our knowledge of the history of contact between Arabic and the MSAL
before the twentieth century is fragmentary at best. This is why studies on the
outcomes of such contact are of particular interest, since they could help to shed
light on parts of that history. This is also why, in the course of this chapter, we
will refrain from addressing the question of how contact with the MSAL affected
the varieties of Arabic spoken in Oman and Yemen, and focus solely on the in-
fluence of Arabic on the MSAL. Although there is plenty of evidence that South
Arabian exerted a powerful influence on the Arabic of the area (see for instance
Retso 2000 and Watson 2018),2 it is often difficult to assess whether this influ-
ence is the result of contact with forms of Old South Arabian or more recent
interaction with the MSAL. Such a discussion, also because of space constraints,
is beyond the scope of the present article.

As far as the interaction between Arabic and the MSAL in the twentieth and
twenty-first centuries is concerned, Morris (2017: 25) provides a good overview
of the multilingual environment in which the MSAL were and are spoken:

2To the point that so-called mixed varieties are reported to exist, whose exact linguistic nature
seems difficult to pinpoint. See Watson et al. (2006) and Watson (2011) for discussion.
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Speakers of [a Modern South Arabian] language always had to deal with
speakers of other MSAL, as well as with speakers of various dialects of Ara-
bic. The Batahirah, for instance, did nearly all their trade with boats from
Sar and other Arabic-speaking ports; they lived and worked with the Arabic-
speaking Janaba, while being in contact with speakers of Harasis and Mahra.
The Harasis interacted with the Arabic speakers surrounding their Jiddat al-
Harasis homeland, traded in the Arabic-speaking markets of the north, and
in the summer months went to work at the northern date harvest. Mehri
speakers lived beside and traded with Arabic-speaking Kathiri tribesmen
in the Nejd region, Sheret speakers in the mountains, and Arabic speak-
ers in the coastal market towns of Dhofar. Sheret speakers interacted with
the Mahra, some of whom settled among them, and with Arabic-speaking
peoples of the coast as well as the desert interior [...] There was marriage
between Arabic-speaking men of the coastal towns and MSAL-speaking
women of the interior, and over time, families of Mehri and Sherst speakers
settled in or near the towns, with the result that even more Arabic speakers
became familiar with these languages. (Morris 2017: 25)

2 Current state of contact between Arabic and the
Modern South Arabian languages

Today, six Modern South Arabian languages exist, spoken by around 200,000 peo-
ple in eastern Yemen (including the island of Soqotra) and western Oman. These
six languages are: Mehri, Hobyot, Harsasi, Bathari, Sheret/Jibbali and Soqotri.
They are all to be regarded as endangered varieties, though the individual de-
gree of endangerment varies remarkably. No exact census concerning the num-
ber of speakers is currently available (Simeone-Senelle 2011: 1075), but we know
that Mehri is the most spoken language, with an estimated 100,000 speakers. It
is followed by Soqotri (about 50,000 speakers), Sheret (25,000), Harstisi (a few
hundred), Hoby®ot (a few hundred) and Bathari (less than 20 speakers). The main
causes of endangerment are reckoned to be shift to Arabic and the disappearance
of traditional local lifestyles. In addition, the current political situation in Yemen
is having effects on the linguistic landscape of the region which are difficult to
document or foresee: the area is currently inaccessible to researchers, and there
is no way to know how the conflict will affect the local communities.
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As far as Oman is concerned, the city of Salalah undoubtedly represents the
major locus of contact between Arabic and the MSAL. The rapid growth the city
has witnessed in recent years, and the improved possibilities of economic de-
velopment that came with it, have led many Sheret speakers from the nearby
mountains to settle in the city or its immediate surroundings, where they now
employ Arabic on a daily basis as a consequence of mass education and media,
neglecting other local languages. This has led to a split, in the speakers’ percep-
tion, between “proper” Sheret, spoken in the mountains, and the “city Sheret” of
Salalah, often regarded as a sort of “broken” variety of the language in which,
among other things, code-switching with Arabic is extremely frequent. Unfortu-
nately, data on this subject are virtually non-existent, given the extreme difficulty
of documenting such an episodic phenomenon (aggravated by speakers’ under-
standable reluctance to having their imperfect language proficiency evaluated
and recorded).

Even outside the urban centers, however, contact with Arabic is on the rise.
Even the most isolated variety, Soqotri, is apparently undergoing rapid change
under the influence of Arabic: the existence of a koinéised variety of Soqotri,
heavily influenced by Arabic, has been recently reported in Hadibo (Morris 2017:
27). This is not to say, of course, that all MSAL are being affected to the same
degree: Watson (2012: 3), for instance, notes how “Mahriyot [the eastern Yemeni
variety of Mehri] [...] exhibits structures unattested in Mehreyyet [Mehri Omani
variety] [...] and shows greater Arabic influence both in terms of the number of
Arabic terms used, and the length and frequency of Arabic phrases within texts.”
However, no MSAL seems at present to be exempt from the effects of contact.

The case of Bathari, which, as we have seen, is the most severely endangered of
all the MSAL, exemplifies well the processes of morphological loss and erosion
that a language undergoes in the final stages of endangerment. Morris (2017)
reports how already in the 1970s Bathari seemed to display many of the signs of
a moribund language. In recent times:

[t]he younger generations showed little interest in their former language;
they were eager to embrace Arabic and to feel themselves part of the wider
Arabic Islamic community; and they were proud to call themselves ‘Tarab’,
with all that word’s overtones of Bedouin ancestry and code of honour.
(Morris 2017: 11)

In the following sections we will discuss several types of contact-induced

changes in the MSAL. Although we will use material taken from all varieties,
Bathari will be in particular focus due to its singular status.
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3 Contact-induced changes in the MSAL

As already noted, in the course of this chapter we will focus solely on the ef-
fects that contact with Arabic has had on the various MSAL. Therefore, Arabic
will always be the source language of all the transfer phenomena considered in
the next pages, while the recipient language will be, depending on the different
examples, one or the other of the six MSAL. Obviously, this poses the question
of who the agents of change are and were in the case of these particular phen-
omena, and what type(s) of transfer are we confronted with (cf. Van Coetsem
1988; 2000; Winford 2005). According to the overview of the MSAL’s sociolin-
guistic status presented above, it should be clear by now that, while the two cases
are extremely common of (a) mono- or multilingual MSAL speakers who acquire
Arabic as an L2 and (b) bilingual MSAL-Arabic speakers, the opposite is not true
(that is, monolingual Arabic speakers who come to acquire one or more MSAL
as L2s later in life). In other words, all the transfer phenomena we will be con-
sidering in the next paragraphs are either instances of borrowing (brought about
by speakers who are dominant in one or more MSAL) or convergence (brought
about by speakers who are native speakers of Arabic and at least one MSAL; see
Lucas 2015 for a definition of convergence).

3.1 Phonology
3.1.1 Phonetic adaptation of loanwords

As illustrated in §3.4, lexical borrowings from Arabic are extremely common in
the MSAL. As Morris (2017: 13) remarks, such loanwords are often altered in order
for them to acquire a “South Arabian flavour”, so to speak. The phenomenon
is not one of simple adaptation dictated by difficulty of articulation, since the
sounds that are replaced are present in the phonological inventory of the MSAL.
In fact, the opposite appears to be true, these sounds normally being replaced
by others which are typical of South Arabian but absent in Arabic. For Bathari,
Morris gives the example of Arabic pharyngealised dental fricative /3/ (IPA [8%])
being replaced by the pharyngealised alveolar lateral fricative /$/ (mostly realised
as IPA [g'f], see §3.1.4), as in ras$ ‘bruise’ (from Janaybi Arabic radd), or Arabic /§/
(IPA [[]) being replaced by /$/, as in men $an-k ‘“for you, for your sake’, in place
of men $an-k, sarray ‘buyer’ for Sarray, or Samal ‘inland, north’ for samal (while
Bathari $emal(i) is normally used to refer to the left hand only).

Lexical borrowing can also be the cause of variation in the realisation of certain
sounds, as is the case with the phonemes /g/ and /y/ (IPA [g] and [j] respectively),
which represent different reflexes of Proto-Semitic *g in different Omani Arabic
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dialects. It is possible to find traces of this variation in those MSAL that are in
contact with more than one variety of Arabic, as is the case with Harsusi: see for
instance fagr and fayr, both meaning ‘dawn’, or the opposition between yann
‘madness’ and genni ‘jinni’, both from the same etymological root (Lonnet 2011:
299).

3.1.2 Affrication of /k/ > [{f]

It can also be the case that some phonetic processes regularly taking place in
the local Arabic varieties but otherwise unknown to MSAL phonology are trans-
ferred to original MSAL vocabulary. This is what happens in Bathari, where
some speakers may show an affricate realisation of the voiceless occlusive [k]
> [tf], which resembles the Janaybi Arabic realisation of the phoneme /k/ (whose
complementary distribution with the voiceless plosive realisation [k] is still un-
clear). For example, some speakers regularly produce /ysnka{/ ‘come.3sG.M.SBJV’
as [jan'fa¥] instead of [jon’kaf].

3.1.3 Stress

The structural similarity of Arabic and the MSAL can sometimes cause stress
patterns which are typical of the former to be applied to the latter, as is the case
with ‘she began’: Soqotri béd7oh, (local) Arabic bada?7at, Soqotri with an Arabic
stress bads?oh (Lonnet 2011: 299).

3.1.4 Realisation of emphatics

This is a topic that has attracted the attention of several scholars since the pub-
lication of Johnstone’s (1975) article on the subject, because of the realisation
of the so-called Semitic “emphatics” as glottalised consonants. Glottalisation is
a secondary articulatory process in which narrowing (creaky voice) or closure
(ejective realisation) of the glottis takes place: the action of the larynx compresses
the air in the vocal tract which, once released, produces a greater amplitude in
the stop burst (Ladefoged & Maddieson 1996: 78).

Lonnet (2011: 299) notes a tendency for speakers of various MSAL to replace
the ejective articulation of certain consonants (especially fricatives, see Ridouane
& Gendrot 2017) with a pharyngealised realisation, typical of Arabic emphat-
ics. Pharyngealisation is a kind of secondary articulation involving a constric-
tion of the pharynx usually realised through tongue-root retraction, resulting
in a backed realisation (Ladefoged & Maddieson 1996: 365). This process is well-
documented across Semitic languages. Naumkin & Porkhomovsky (1981) note for
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Soqotri an ongoing process of transition from a glottalised to a pharyngealised
realisation of emphatics, with only stops being realised as fully glottalised items.
Work by Watson & Bellem (2010; 2011) and Watson & Heselwood (2016) shows the
co-occurrence of pharyngealisation and glottalisation in relation to pre-pausal
phenomena in Santani Arabic, Mahriyot and Mehreyyet (respectively the west-
ernmost Yemeni and Omani varieties of Mehri). Dufour (2016: 22) states that
“le caractere éjectif des phonémes emphatiques ne fait aucun doute, en jibbali
comme en mehri” (“the nature of the emphatic phonemes is undoubtedly eject-
ive, in Jibbali as much as in Mehri”). Finally, in Bathari only /k/ is realised as
a fully ejective consonant [k’]. /t/ and the fricative emphatics, on the the other
hand, are described as mainly pharyngealised (and partially voiced, in the case
of fricatives; Gasparini 2017).

Unfortunately, since there is no thorough phonetic description of any MSAL
that predates the 1970s, it is impossible to ascertain whether these realisations
(which, again, range from fully glottalised to fully pharyngealised) are the result
of the influence of Arabic, or have arisen as the consequence of internal and ty-
pologically predictable developments. It is likely, though, that bilingualism and
constant contact with Arabic have at least favoured this phonetic change. Ev-
idence in support of this view may come from the fact that speakers who are
poorly proficient in Arabic and live in rural and more isolated areas are more
likely to preserve a glottalised realisation of the emphatics (as emerges from di-
rect fieldwork observations).

3.2 Morphology
3.2.1 Nominal morphology

Morphological patterns which are typical of Arabic can enter a language through
borrowing, as is the case with the passive participle pattern for simple verbs,
which is mVCCuC in Arabic and mVCCiC in MSAL. Soqotri mahlok, for instance,
is clearly derived from Arabic mahlig human being’ (lit. ‘created’), while this is
not the case for Harsusi mhalik (Lonnet 2011: 299). Also, in the realm of verbal
derivational morphology, certain phenomena can be introduced into the recip-
ient language through lexical borrowing: this is the case with gemination and
prefixation of - in Harsusi, as in the participle mathaffi ‘barefoot’ (from Omani
Arabic mithaffi; Lonnet 2011).

In general, Arabic loanwords are normally well integrated in MSAL morphol-
ogy, probably because of the high degree of structural similarity that exists be-

3 Authors’ translation.
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tween these languages. One example, reported by Lonnet (2011), is that of bakereét
‘cow’, a fully integrated loan from Arabic used in Harsusi and Western Yemeni
Mehri, which possesses its own plural and diminutive form (bakar and bakarenat,
respectively).

Arabic loans in several MSAL stand out because of their characteristic femi-
nine ending in -V(h) instead of ~(V)t, as in Shehri safah ‘watch’ and torah ‘rev-
olution’ (but consider the more adapted rist ‘trigger’ from Omani Arabic risah;
Lonnet 2011).

It is also worth noting that the Arabic ending -V(h) is replaced by its MSAL
equivalent when the noun is in the construct state, that is, final -t reappears. This
would also happen in Arabic, but the alteration in the quality of the vowel is a
clear signal that the suffix is to be considered an MSAL morpheme. Consider the
following example from Morris’ Bathari recordings:*

(1) Bathari
mYays-it-hom bass mfays-it-hom hawla Yar hamis
sustenance-F.cs-3pL.M only sustenance-F.cs-3pL.M once only turtle
w-sayd $ala mfay$-ah  hawil
and-fish nothing sustenance-F once
‘Their sustenance, only that! Their sustenance was once only turtle and
fish, there was nothing to eat in the past’

The word mfaysah ‘sustenance, food’ is a loanword from Arabic (as the -ah
ending suggests). When suffixed with the possessive 3pL.M pronoun -ham, how-
ever, Bathari -it replaces -ah/-at (note also, in the example, the use of the restric-
tive adverbial particle bass ‘only’, which is a well-integrated loan from dialectal
Arabic and occurs in alternation with Bathari far).

Finally, in Bathari the Arabic definite article (a)l- is occasionally used instead
of the MSAL definite article a-: ba-I-harifet ‘during the rainy season’.

3.2.2 Pronouns

The influence of Arabic can be observed, to an extent, even in the pronominal
system, especially in those MSAL that are more exposed to contact due to the
limited size of their speech communities. Lonnet (2011), for instance, reports how,

*Audio file 20130929 B B02andB04_storyofcatchingturtle recorded, transcribed and kindly
shared with Fabio Gasparini by Miranda Morris. The recording was produced in the context
of Morris’ and Watson’s “Documentation and Ethnolinguistic Analysis of the Modern South
Arabian languages” project, funded by the Leverhulme Trust. More recordings are accessible
at the ELAR archive of SOAS University of London. The transcription has been adapted.
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despite the fact that in the MSAL the first person suffix pronoun is normally an
invariable -i, in Harsusi this can be replaced by -ni after verbs and prepositions (as
is the case with Arabic; see also §3.3 for another interesting example concerning
the marking of pronominal direct objects).

In addition, Bathari relative pronouns (sG: I, li pL: 2lli) are close to their equiv-
alent in Janaybi Arabic (and diverge from the rest of MSAL, where a J- element
can be found). Bathari has also borrowed the reflexive pronoun famr- ‘oneself’
from the Arabic dialect of the Janaba, despite the existence of an original Bathari
term with the same meaning, hanef- (note that both terms must always be fol-
lowed by a suffix personal pronoun). famr- has also been given a plural form in
Bathari, based on MSAL derivational patterns, hafmar- (Morris 2017: 14).

3.2.3 Bathari verbal plural marker -uw

Bathari differs from the rest of the MSAL in that all 2/3pL.M verbal forms are
marked by an -uw suffix, while in the other languages of the group these per-
sons are marked by a -Vm ending and/or by internal vowel change (e.g. Mehri
and Harsusi -ka(u)m for the 2p1L.M and -2(u)m/umlaut for the 3pL.M of the perfec-
tive conjugation; t-...-a(u)m and y/i-...-a(u)m respectively for 2 and 3pL.M of the
imperfective conjugation; Simeone-Senelle 2011: 1093-1094).

The origin of this suffix is uncertain. Its presence might well be connected to
contact with Arabic (neighboring dialects have an -u or -un suffix in the 3rL.M
person of the verb in both the perfective and imperfective conjugation) or to
otherwise unattested stages of development internal to the MSAL verbal system.
In this regard, Rubin (2017: 5) suggests for Mehreyyet the presence of a subjacent
-2-in 2nd/3rd plural masculine verbal suffixes which could therefore be somehow
related to the Bathari -uw marker. However, the optional simultaneous presence
of apophony within the stem of 3pL.M verbal forms (similarly to what happens
elsewhere in the MSAL), together with scarcity of data, prevents any conclusive
assessment of the topic.

3.3 Syntax

At present, the syntax of the various MSAL has not been made the object of de-
tailed investigation. The only scientific work dealing with this topic is Watson’s
(2012) in-depth analysis of Mehri syntax. However, Watson’s thorough descrip-
tion provides only sporadic insights into the issue of language contact (as for
instance the use in Mahriy6t, the eastern Yemeni variety of Mehri, of a swe ~
amma... ya construction to express polycoordination, probably to be regarded as
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the result of Arabic influence; Watson 2012: 298). In general, though, the topic is
left unaddressed in the literature, and more research is needed.

Gasparini’s data on Bathari offer an interesting example of Arabic influence on
MSAL syntax. In Bathari, as in the other MSAL, pronominal direct and indirect
objects may require a particle ¢- to be inserted between them and the verb, de-
pending on the morphological form of the verb itself. Masculine singular impera-
tives, for instance, require the presence of the marker, as shown in the following
example:

(2) Bathari (Gasparini, unpublished data):
zum t-1 t-ih
give.IMP ACC-1SG ACC-35G.M
‘Give it to me.

Example (3), in contrast, shows that the pronominal indirect object -(a)ni is
suffixed directly to the verb as it would be in Arabic (see §3.2.2).

(3) Bathari (Gasparini 2018: 66):
zem-ani Oreh
give.IMP-1SG two.M

‘Give me both (of them).

In other words, the introduction of the Arabic form of the object pronoun has
caused the Bathari object marker to disappear. Note that informants judged the
alternative construction zum t-i Oreh, (with the use of the object marker ¢- and the
1sG object pronoun marker -i) to be acceptable, but this form was not produced
spontaneously.

A peculiarity of the MSAL spoken in Oman is the use of circumstantial quali-
fiers, a type of clausal subordination well attested in Gulf Arabic (Persson 2009).
Bathari regularly introduces predictive and factual conditional clauses asyndeti-
cally by using the structure [sBJ.PRO w-sBJ.PRO]. Consider (4):

(4) Bathari (Gasparini, unpublished data)
hét w-het asbah-k ahayr sahir-e t-ok
25G.M and-2s5G.M wake_up.PRF-25G.M better brand.PTCP-PL.M ACC-25G.M

la w ham asbah-k ahass hama-k? w-marad zéd
NEG and if  wake_up.PRF-25G.M worse hear.PRF-25G.M and-illness huge
1-ok nha sahir-e t-ok skil-e t-ok

to-2sG.M 1L brand.PTCP-PL.M ACC-2SG.M Scar.PTCP-PL.M ACC-2SG.M
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mon a-gab

because_of DEF-infection.

‘In case you wake up feeling better / (we) do not brand you but in case
you wake up feeling worse / do you understand? And you are seriously
ill / we brand you and scar you because of the infection’

The first clause het w-het asbah-k ahayr is an asyndetical circumstantial quali-
fier functioning as a predictive conditional clause. It contrasts with w ham asbah-
k ahass, in which the conjunction ham introduces a counterfactual conditional
clause.

In Omani Mehri conditional clauses are commonly introduced through con-
junction of pronouns (Watson et al. forthcoming: 211). This structure is unat-
tested in Yemeni Mehri:

(5) Mehri (Watson et al. forthcoming: 211)
séh wa-séh t-ham-ah la hib-sa yi-kal-am
35G.F and-3SG.F 35G.F-want.IMPF-35G.M NEG parents-3SG.F 3M-let.IMPF-PL
t-és ta-ghom §-ih la
ACC-3SG.F 35G.F-g0.SBJV with-35G.M NEG
‘If she doesn’t want him, her parents won’t let her go with him’

These uses closely resemble those of Gulf Arabic, where circumstantial quali-
fiers are widely attested to codify predictive and factual conditional and consec-
utive clauses.

3.4 Lexicon

In the case of the MSAL, it can often be difficult to clearly set apart the effects
of Arabisation from those of modernisation and lifestyle changes (which is not
surprising, since the two phenomena are interrelated). According to what the
speakers themselves report,

it was only since the introduction of formal education, and the awareness
of [Modern Standard Arabic] via the media, that Arabic became the second
language for many of the MSAL speakers in Dhofar, and, in the case of
younger speakers, often to the detriment of their proficiency in their MSAL
variety (Davey 2016: 11).

As a consequence, phenomena of borrowing (such as code-switching and loan-
words) are particularly common, especially in those varieties (and in the idiolects
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of individuals) that are more exposed to Arabic. The following is a good example
of code-switching in Bathari (note that the speaker in question tended to employ
Janaybi forms more than other informants):

(6) Bathari (Gasparini, unpublished data)
mét massalim na-$ahad 1-ok
die.prF.35G.M muslim 1pr-say_Sahada.IMPF for-2sG.Mm
w-y-sabbah-uw w-y-kabbar-uw w-y-halul-uw
and-3M-pray.IMPF-PL and-3M-pray-pPL and-3M-praise_allah-pL
‘(If) a Muslim dies / we say the Sahada for you / and they pray and say
‘allahu 7akbar’ and praise Allah’

In (6) the speaker makes use of several Arabic verbs related to the seman-
tic field of religious practices, which are not lexically encoded in Bathari. This
might indirectly show the introduction of new ritual practices at a certain point
of the history of the tribe. Note that C,-geminate stems such as ysabbahuw and
ykabbaruw represent verbal patterns not attested in MSAL morphology, and are
therefore easily identifiable as loans.

Morris (2017: 15) makes the important remark that lexical erosion is directly
connected with the loss of importance of a language in the eyes of its speakers.
She gives the example of the Bathari word for ‘home, living quarters’, for which
speakers nowadays frequently resort to some version of Arabic bayt, while the
many possible original synonyms are falling into disuse. Many of these (kadot,
mohen, masfar, mohayf, and hader) are connected to traditional ways of living
which have all but disappeared in the course of the last 40-50 years, so that
speakers probably judge them inadequate to refer to modern built houses.

3.4.1 Numerals

Watson (2012: 3) reports that “[w]hile Mehri cardinal numbers are typically used
for both lower and higher cardinals in Mehreyyet, Mahriyot speakers, in common
with speakers of Western Yemeni Mehri, almost invariably use Arabic numbers
for cardinals above 10 This type of lexical substitution connected to numerals
higher than ten is also mentioned by Lonnet (2011) and Simeone-Senelle (2011:
1088), who states that “[n]Jowadays the MSAL number system above 10 is only
known and used by elderly Bedouin speakers” Watson & Al-Mahri (2017: 90)
note that it is mostly younger generations (especially in urban settings) who have
lost the ability to count beyond ten. Interestingly, they point out that telephone
numbers are given exclusively in Arabic, “possibly due to the lack of a single-
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word MSAL equivalent to Arabic sufr ‘zero’.
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3.4.2 Spatial reference terms

According to Watson & Al-Mahri (2017: 91) the MSAL employ topographically
variable absolute spatial reference terms. In other words, these terms can differ
depending on the language employed, the moment of the utterance and the posi-
tion of the speaker in relation to absolute points of reference. For instance, in and
around the city of Salalah in Dhofar, both in the mountains and on the coastal
plain, the equivalents of the words for ‘sea’ and ‘desert’ are used to indicate south
and north, respectively, in both Mehri (rawram and nagd) and Shehri (ramnam
and fagir). This is because the sea lies to the south and the desert lies to the north
(beyond the mountains). In other parts of the coastal plain, however, the word for
‘mountains’ (Sher) is used to indicate north instead. Another common way to de-
scribe south and north is to refer to the direction in which the water flows, with
the result that the same word that means ‘south’ on the sea-side of the moun-
tains can be used to indicate ‘north’ on the desert-side. However, all these rather
complex sets of terms are being rapidly replaced, particularly in the speech of
the younger generations and among urban populations, with the Arabic words
for south and north (ganub and simal respectively).

3.4.3 Colour terms

The MSAL lexically encode four basic colour terms: white, black, red and green
(Bulakh 2017: 261-262). For example, in Shehri one can find lin for ‘white’, hor
for ‘black’, fofar for ‘red’ (and warm colours in general, including brown) and
$azror for ‘green’ (and everything from green to blue). A fifth colour term, sofror
‘yvellow’ (Mehri safar), is most probably an adapted borrowing from Arabic al-
ready present at the common MSAL level (Bulakh 2017: 271).

A preliminary field inquiry on the subject was conducted by Gasparini in 2017,
with 6 young speakers from the city of Salalah and its immediate surroundings,
all between 20 and 35 years old and all bilingual in Shehri and Arabic. The re-
sults of the tests showed a remarkable degree of idiolectal variation in the colour
labeling systems employed by the informants, with different levels of interfer-
ence from Arabic. Remarkably, when asked to label colours in Shehri from a
printed basic colour wheel, which was shown to them during interviews, all the
speakers used the Arabic word for ‘blue’, azraq, which seems to have replaced
$azror (traditionally used for both blue and green, but now confined to the latter).
Two speakers also used ahdar for ‘green’, claiming that they could not recall the
Shehri term. In addition, only one speaker used fafor for ‘brown’, Arabic bunni
being preferred by the other interviewees. The three basic colours ‘white’, ‘black’
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and ‘red’, however, were regularly referred to using the Shehri forms by all speak-
ers. Summing this up, it would seem that the Shehri colour system (at least in ur-
ban environments, but see below) is undergoing a radical process of restructuring.
The three typologically fundamental colour terms are retained in most contexts,
and a distinction between blue and green is being introduced through reduction
of the original semantic spectrum of $aZror, adoption of the Arabic word for blue,
and subsequent replacement of $azror with ahdar (which indicates only green
in Arabic). Further distinctions are either being replaced with the corresponding
Arabic terms, or introduced if not part of the original semantic inventory of the
language.

On this matter, Watson & Al-Mahri (2017: 90) argue that colour terms (together
with numbers) are often among the first lexical items to be lost in contexts of
linguistic endangerment, and that this is precisely the case with the MSAL. They
write that even children in rural communities are now employing Arabic terms
to refer to the different breeds of cattle (which traditionally used to be referred to
by use of the three basic colour terms ‘white’, ‘black’ and ‘red’). This is probably a
result of the fact that even in villages younger generations are no longer involved
in cattle herding. Examples include ahmar ‘bay’ in place of Mehri ofar or Shehri
fofer, aswad ‘black’ in place of Mehri howar, and abyad ‘white’ in place of Mehri
ubon.

3.4.4 Other word classes

Watson & Al-Mahri (2017: 90) note that, since the introduction of a public school
system in Arabic in the 1970s, a number of common lexical items and expres-
sions in Mehri and Shehri have been replaced by the corresponding Arabic ones.
Lonnet (2011) also remarks that borrowings from Arabic are particularly com-
mon among particles and function words, Examples include nafs as-si ‘the same
thing’ for Shehri gens, Mehri gans; lakin ‘but’ in place of Shehri du’n and min
du®n, Mehri lahinnah; yafni ‘that is to say’ and fabarah in place of Shehri yahin,
Mebhri (y)ahah; tamam ‘fine’ in place of Shehri haysof and Mehri his taww ~
histaww; Mehri and Harsusi vocative ya ‘oh’ in place of MSAL 7a-; Shehri bdan,
Mehri 7abdan ‘never, not at all’, against Mehri and Harsusi bahaw?, Shehri bho?.
Consider also the case of Arabic bass ‘only’, already mentioned in §3.2.1. In Mehri
as in Bathari, this particle appears now to be interchangeable with its equivalent
ar, as example (7) shows:

(7) Mehri (Sima 2009: 328, cited in Watson 2012: 371; transcription adapted)
bass ta-tYam-h kad ahah ar tfam 6-mahh
only 2sG.M-taste.IMPF-35G.M INT fine only taste of-clarified_butter
‘Tust taste it, like it is just the taste of clarified butter.
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As is predictable, also in this field Bathari is the language most affected by Ara-
bic: besides those already cited, we might add the expressions zén ‘well’, (a)barr
‘outside’ (also in Mehri, as opposed to Soqotri ter), halas ‘and this is it’ (used to
end a narrative). Finally, Watson (2012: 3) remarks how “Mahriyot also exhibits
structures unattested in Mehreyyet such as “What X!” phrases reminiscent of
Arabic, e.g. matwalk ‘How tall you (sG.Mm) are!’.

4 Conclusions

Throughout this chapter we have repeatedly pointed out how research on the
MSAL, and in particular on the effects that contact with Arabic has had on their
evolution, is still far from reaching its mature stage. Much remains to be done,
in particular, in terms of sheer documentation, especially in the case of the most
endangered varieties (Hobyot, Harsisi, Bathari). In addition to this, and although
Watson’s (2012) work has greatly contributed to expanding our knowledge in
this area, MSAL syntax remains a strongly neglected field of inquiry. Finally,
our knowledge of the history of the MSAL prior to the twentieth century (and
therefore the history of their contact with Arabic) is extremely poor.

It must also be remarked that, although the most widely spoken among the
MSAL are undoubtedly better documented, very little is known about the effects
that urbanisation has had on their speech communities in recent years. In partic-
ular, anecdotal evidence suggests that the varieties of Shehri and Soqotri spoken
in Salalah and Hadibo are undergoing rapid change under the influence of Ara-
bic (both the standard variety of the language, which children learn in school,
and the dialects). Fieldwork conducted in the two abovementioned urban centres
could provide extremely valuable information concerning the effects of contact
between Arabic and Modern South Arabian.

Despite the far-from-complete state of research in this field, what we currently
know is sufficient to say that contact has had a strong impact on the MSAL.
Though this is more evident in the area of lexicon, where borrowings are legion,
phonetics and phonology have also been affected (though to a different extent
from one language to another). Morphology and syntax, on the contrary, appear
to be more resistant to contact-induced change, though in the most endangered
varieties one can notice a partial disruption of the original pronominal system
and verbal paradigm, and though the seemingly high degree of resistance to ex-
ternal influence shown by MSAL syntax could actually be due to our limited
knowledge of the subject.

One last note is due concerning another heavily neglected topic, namely the
effects that contact with the MSAL have had on spoken Arabic. Though we have
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not addressed the question in the course of this paper, evidence drawn from the
existing literature (Simeone-Senelle 2002) suggests that this influence, too, is not
completely absent, and that further research in this direction could produce in-
teresting results.

Further reading

» Morris (2017) can be thought of as a general introduction to contact between
MSAL and Arabic.

» Watson & Al-Mahri (2017) offer an intriguing account of how language change,
contact with Arabic and changes to the traditional environment are all deeply
interrelated.

» Lonnet (2011) - although limited in scope and extension due to its nature as
an encyclopedic entry — offers interesting highlights on the effects of contact
on the MSAL.

Abbreviations
1,2,3 1st, 2nd, 3rd person NEG negative
ACC accusative MSAL Modern South Arabian
BCE  before Common Era languages
Cs construct state PTCP  participle
F feminine PRO pronoun
IMP imperative PRF perfect (suffix conjugation)
IMPF  imperfect (prefix PL plural
conjugation) SG singular
INT intensifier voc vocative
M masculine
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Chapter 17

Neo-Aramaic

Eleanor Coghill
Uppsala University

This paper examines the impact of Arabic on the North-Eastern Neo-Aramaic dia-
lects, a diverse group of Semitic language varieties native to a region spanning Iraq,
Turkey, Syria and Iran. While the greatest contact influence comes from varieties
of Kurdish, Arabic has also had considerable influence, both directly and indirectly
via other regional languages. Influence is most apparent in lexicon and phonology,
but also surfaces in morphology and syntax.

1 Current state and historical development

The Aramaic language (Semitic, Afro-Asiatic) has nearly three thousand years
of documented history up to the present day. Once widely used, both as a first
language and as a language of trade and officialdom, since the Arab conquests of
the seventh century it has steadily shrunk in its geographical coverage. Today its
descendants, the Neo-Aramaic dialects, only remain in pockets, especially in re-
moter regions, and are spoken almost exclusively by religious—ethnic minorities.
Four branches of the language family exist today: due to diversification these can-
not be considered a single language. Indeed, the largest branch, North-Eastern
Neo-Aramaic (NENA), which is treated in this chapter, itself consists of many
mutually incomprehensible dialects. Its closest relation is Turoyo/Surayt, which
is spoken by Christians, known as Suryoye, indigenous to the area immediately
west of NENA’s western edge in Turkey. Another member of this branch (Cen-
tral Neo-Aramaic) was Mlahso, but this was nearly wiped out during the First
World War, and its last speaker apparently died in the 1990s.

The NENA dialects are, or were, spoken in a contiguous region stretching
across northeastern Iraq, southeastern Turkey, northeastern Syria and north-
western Iran. The majority ethnicity in this region is the Kurds. NENA’s native
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speakers are exclusively from Christian and Jewish communities. The Christians
belong to a variety of churches: the Church of the East, the Chaldean Catholic
Church (which split off from the Church of the East when it came into com-
munion with Rome), and (in fewer numbers) the Syriac Orthodox Church and
its uniate counterpart, the Syriac Catholic Church. The Christians’ traditional
religious—ethnic endonym is Suraye and they call their language Sira6 or Siurat
(depending on dialectal pronunciation). In other languages, and sometimes in
their own, they identify mainly as Assyrians or Chaldeans.

The Jews are called hudaye or hula?e (depending on dialectal pronunciation),
and they call their language liSana deni/nosan ‘our language’ or hulaula ‘Jewish-
ness’. In Israel, where most now live, they are known as kurdim, reflecting their
geographical origin in the Kurdish region, rather than their ethnic identity.

Historically, the NENA-speaking Christians usually lived in rural mono-ethnic
villages and predominantly practiced agriculture, animal husbandry and crafts.
Jews lived in both villages and towns, alongside other ethnic groups such as
Kurds. They had diverse professions: tradesmen (pedlars, merchants and shop-
keepers), craftsmen, peasants and landowners (Brauer & Patai 1993: 205, 212).

The region to which NENA is indigenous was, until, the twentieth century,
highly diverse in terms of ethnicity, religion and language. Some of this diver-
sity remains, but a great deal has been lost, due to the persecutions and ethnic
cleansing that went on during that century and which were not unknown prior
to it. During the First World War, Christian communities in Anatolia, being
viewed as a fifth column in league with Russia, suffered murderous attacks and
deportations. This affected not only Armenians and Greeks, but also the Staraf-
speaking Suraye and Turoyo-speaking Suryoye, as well as the many Arabic-
speaking Christian communities in the region (the extirpation of some of these is
documented in Jastrow 1978: 3-17).! By the 1920s, the Hakkari province of Turkey
had been emptied of its many communities of Suraye: survivors ended up in Iraq
and Iran. Some StraB-speaking villages remained in the neighbouring Sirnak and
Siirt provinces, but in the late twentieth century these too were mostly emptied
of their inhabitants, during the conflict between the Turkish state and the Kurds.

In Iraq too the twentieth century was far from peaceful for the NENA-speaking
communities. After a massacre in the 1930s, a proportion of the survivors of the
genocide moved from Iraq to Syria, where they settled along the Khabur river,
still in their tribal groups. Others remained in Iraq, in some places in their original

'The relationship between language and ethno-religious identity was and remains complex.
Many Christians belonging to the Syriac churches spoke and continue to speak yet other re-
gional languages, including varieties of Turkish, Armenian and Kurdish.
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communities, in other places in mixed communities, where a koiné form of Stra6
arose. After the founding of Israel, there was a backlash against Jews in Iraq, and
almost all Jews left the country for Israel during the 1950s. In Israel their heritage
and language were for the most part not appreciated and the language was not
passed on to younger generations. Most remaining speakers are now elderly and
some dialects have already died out.

From the 1960s onwards, conflicts between Kurdish groups and the Iraqi state
resulted in the destruction of numerous northern Iraqi villages, including many
Christian ones. Other villages were appropriated by Kurdish tribes. The war in
1990-1991, the international sanctions and the invasion of 2003 and subsequent
instability further affected these communities, as they did all Iraqis, and resulted
in a dramatic shrinking of the Christian community in Iraq. In 2014, when ISIS
captured large swathes of northern Iraq, many Christians and other non-Sunni
minorities had to leave their villages overnight. These villages were later re-
captured, but, in the absence of extensive rebuilding and due to fears of a recur-
rence, many inhabitants have not returned and seek to leave the country. The
outlook is therefore bleak for these communities and for their language.

2 Contact languages

The main contact language for NENA is — and has been for long time — Kurdish
(Iranian, Indo-European), in its many varieties, as Kurds are by far the largest
ethnic group in the region as a whole, excepting Iranian Azerbaijan, where Az-
eris predominate.? Kurds have also been politically dominant: during the Otto-
man period, Christians and Jews were in the power and under the protection
of local Kurdish rulers, the aghas (see Sinha 2000: 11-12; Brauer & Patai 1993:
223). Most NENA speakers in the Kurdish-speaking areas at this time seem to
have spoken the local Kurdish dialect. It is not surprising, therefore, that there
is more influence from Kurdish than from any other language across most if not
all of the NENA dialects, even if its extent varies from dialect to dialect.

?Small communities of Turkic-speaking Turkmens are also found within northern Iraq. Their
dialects share features with both Anatolian Turkish varieties and Iranian Azeri (Bulut 2007).
*For such information we rely mainly on statements in grammatical descriptions, where the
researcher asked their informants about this. For instance, Hoberman (1989: 9) states, “All
my informants who grew to adulthood in Kurdistan report that they spoke fluent Kurdish
(Kurmanji)”. Other references for Jews’ competence in Kurdish are: Sabar (1978: 216), Mutzafi
(2004: 5), Khan (2007: 198) and Khan (2009: 11); for the Christians see Sinha (2000: 12-13) and

Khan (2008: 18).
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What role, then, has Arabic played? To summarize: there has been longstand-
ing direct contact with small Arabic-speaking communities in what are other-
wise Kurdish-speaking regions; there has been indirect contact through loans
transmitted via Kurdish and Azeri varieties; finally, there has been intense con-
tact more recently due to the establishment of states with Arabic as the national
language, as well as various other modern developments. In the remainder of
this section, we will go through these three types of contact in turn.

Although the region is not majority Arabic-speaking, there have been long-
standing Arabic-speaking communities in certain parts of it: moreover many of
these were Jewish and Christian, like the NENA-speakers, so one might well
expect more social contacts with them. The Arabic dialects across the region are
overwhelmingly of the galtu Mesopotamian—Anatolian type (contrasted with the
southern Iraqi/Bedouin galat type).*

Christian galtu Arabic speakers could be found in the city of Mosul (along-
side galtu Arabic speakers of other religions) on the edge of the NENA-speaking
Nineveh Plain (also known as the Mosul Plain). They are also present in two
villages on the Nineveh Plain, namely Bshzani and Bahsiqa. Arabic-speaking
Yazidis® also live in these villages, as well as (in Bahsiqa) some Muslim Arabs
(Jastrow 1978: 24). The Christian NENA speakers of the Nineveh Plain, therefore,
had ample opportunity to come into contact with Arabic. To find more Christian
Arabic-speaking communities in or near the NENA region, we have to travel
quite far, to what are now the Turkish provinces of $irnak, Siirt and Mardin. In
this region there were many Christian galtu Arabic-speaking communities liv-
ing in villages and towns until the First World War; fewer afterwards. The settle-
ments with such communities included Azoh (Turkish Idil) and Gazira (Cizre)
in Sirnak province, as well as provincial centres Siirt and Mardin (Jastrow 1978:
1-23). Thus, Christian Arabic speakers were in close proximity to speakers of
NENA dialects in the Bohtan and Cudi regions of Sirnak province, as well as to
speakers of Turoyo/Surayt in Mardin Province.

Jewish galtu Arabic-speaking communities were also found in both northern
Iraq and southeastern Turkey. In Iraq, Arabic was spoken by the Jews of Mosul,
TAgra (Kurdish Akre) and Arbil (Erbil; Kurdish Hawler), as well as of the village

“The two types of Mesopotamian—Anatolian Arabic dialects are labelled by scholars according
to the shibboleth of the form ‘T said’: galtu vs. galot (Blanc 1964: 5-8). qaltu dialects realize *q as
/q/, while galat dialects (such as Muslim Baghdadi), which are Bedouin or Bedouin-influenced,
realize it as /g/. Qaltu dialects also preserve the 1sG inflection -u on the suffix-conjugation
verb. See Talay (2011) for an overview of Mesopotamian—Anatolian Arabic varieties. Note that
some Bedouin influence may be seen in the Muslim galtu dialects spoken on the plain south
of Mardin (Jastrow 1978: 30).

*Elsewhere, Yazidis are Northern Kurdish-speaking.
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of Sandor, near Duhok (Hoberman 1989: 9). These all left in the 1950s. Further
afield, there were also some Jewish Arabic speakers in Urfa, Diyarbakir, Siverek
and Cermik (Jastrow 1978: 4), who also migrated to Israel. There are known to
have been contacts between NENA-speaking and Arabic-speaking Jews, through
family connections and commerce. Mutzafi (2004: 6) reports such contacts involv-
ing the Jewish men of Koy Sanjaq and the Arabic-speaking Jews of Kurdistan.
Sabar (1978: 216—217) relates that the Jews of Zakho would visit relatives who
had moved to Mosul and Baghdad. On the other hand, Hoberman (1989: 9) stated
that the Jews of YAmadya knew no more than a few words of Iraqi Arabic.

To sum up, historically, Christian NENA speakers only had direct local contact
with Arabic speakers (of their own faith) in Mosul and the Nineveh Plain in Iraq
and Sirnak province in Turkey. The NENA-speaking Jews, on the other hand, had
Arabic-speaking co-religionists not only in Mosul, but also within Iraqi Kurdistan
itself.

While most NENA dialects show greatest influence from the majority lan-
guages of the region — Kurdish and (in Iranian Azerbaijan) Iranian Azeri — these
also played a role in transferring Arabic influence to NENA. Arabic, as the lan-
guage of Islam, has had a great influence on Kurdish varieties and Azeri, espe-
cially in the lexicon, and many originally Arabic words have been transmitted
to NENA via these languages. Sometimes it is difficult to identify the immediate
donor of such words, but phonetics and morphology can help (see §3.1.1).

During the twentieth century, with the founding of the states of Iraq and Syria,
Arabic became the language of the states that most NENA-speakers found them-
selves in. They came into contact with it through education, officialdom, military
service, radio and trade. Many Christians from the north of Iraq moved south to
the major (Arabic-speaking) cities, Mosul, Baghdad and Basra, where, in some
cases, they shifted to speaking Arabic, while keeping in close contact with rel-
atives back in the north. By the end of the twentieth century most NENA speak-
ers in Iraq and Syria would have been at ease in Arabic. Naturally these later de-
velopments did not affect speakers in Turkey and Iran, who, instead, developed
greater competence in Turkish and Persian, respectively. Jewish speakers from
Iraq, who had left the region by the end of the 1950s, would have had less expo-
sure to Arabic through these means.

It should be mentioned that there has also been influence from European lan-
guages, namely from French (via the influence of the Catholic Church among the
Chaldean Catholic communities) and from English (dating to the British Mandate
period, as well as the period of globalization from the late twentieth century),
though some lexical borrowings from these languages may have been mediated
by Arabic.
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3 Contact-induced changes in North-Eastern
Neo-Aramaic

Contact influence on NENA® seems to have arisen mainly through long-term bi-
and multi-lingualism, rather than language shift. Indeed, if any shift has taken
place, it is more likely to have involved NENA speakers who converted to Islam
and shifted to Kurdish.” Furthermore, much of Iraq was in earlier times Aramaic-
speaking, so it can be assumed that over the centuries a shift took place from
Aramaic to Arabic. Some Aramaic substrate features can indeed be seen in Iraqi
Arabic dialects, such as a kind of differential object marking (Coghill 2014: 360—
361).

Using Van Coetsem’s (1988; 2000) distinctions between changes due to bor-
rowing (by agents dominant in the recipient language) and imposition (by agents
dominant in the source language), the contact influences from Arabic attested in
NENA are clearly of the first kind, namely borrowing.

Borrowing from Arabic into NENA is of interest particularly as a case of trans-
fer between related and typologically similar languages, as both are Semitic. Like
Arabic and other Semitic languages, NENA has in its verbal morphology, and to
a lesser extent in its nominal morphology, a non-concatenative root-and-pattern
system, complemented by affixes. Thus, with the triradical root v$ql, we get such
forms as k-Saqal ‘he takes’, $qal-Io ‘he took’, sqala ‘taking’, Saqala ‘taker’, Sqila
‘taken’, and so on.

Sources for the main contact languages, if not indicated, are as follows: Iraqi Arabic (specific-
ally Muslim Baghdadi): Woodhead & Beene (1967); Northern Kurdish (i.e. Kurmanji/Bahdini):
Chyet (2003). Although Muslim Baghdadi Arabic is not the dialect in closest contact with
NENA, as a Mesopotamian dialect it shares much lexicon with more northerly varieties (which
do not have a dictionary). The transcription of Northern Kurdish words is based on the con-
ventional orthography, as given in Chyet (2003: xxxix—xl): an IPA transcription is also given.
The source for the Christian Alqosh and Christian Telkepe data is the author’s own fieldwork.
Other sources are referenced in the text. The author’s own NENA data is transcribed in IPA
except as follows: ¢ [Hf], j [] (equivalent to Arabic g), y [j], h [h], x between [x] and [x],
and g between [y] and []. Apart from h, consonants with a dot under are the emphatic (velar-
ized/pharyngealized) versions of the undotted consonant; for instance, the symbol J represents
[6]. Some dialects have emphasis extending across whole words: such words are convention-
ally indicated with a superscript cross, e.g. * sadra (equivalent to sadra). The schwa symbol 2 is
used to transcribe a NENA vowel that is, in non-emphatic contexts, typically pronounced as [1].
Phonemically contrastive length in vowels is indicated with a macron, e.g. a [a:]. The vowels
/i/, /e/ and /o/ are usually realized long: [i:], [e:] and [0:]. NENA words from other sources have
had their transcription adjusted in some cases to bring them closer to this system: the original
transcription may be checked in the referenced sources.

"It often happened that Christian girls were (occasionally by arrangement, but often unwill-
ingly) kidnapped by Kurds for the purpose of marriage. Any children would have been consid-
ered Kurds.
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Arabic influence in NENA is considerable in the realm of the lexicon, but this
has very often occurred via other contact languages, rather than directly. (All
the contact languages show great influence from Arabic, at least in the lexicon).
Direct lexical borrowing or morphological and structural borrowing from Ara-
bic are less common: they are however well attested in the Christian dialects of
the Nineveh Plain, as well as some Jewish dialects of the Lis$ana Deni branch in
northern Iraq, including the dialects of Zakho, Nerwa and TAmadya (Kurdish
Amédi, Arabic al-fAmadiyya).

It is difficult to establish with any certainty which contact influences entered
the dialects at which time. The earliest Christian and Jewish NENA texts (from
the 16th and 17th centuries)® already show considerable contact influence from
Kurdish and Arabic. The extent of Arabic influence in the early Jewish LiSana
Deni texts (Sabar 1984) is quite surprising. The towns in which these texts origin-
ate lie deep in Kurdistan, relatively far from the Arabic speaking part of Iraq.
As we have seen in §2, however, Jews in Kurdistan had contacts with Arabic-
speaking co-religionists. Some contact influence in the NENA dialects is clearly
of recent date, such as loanwords from English, which probably date to the twen-
tieth century. The prospective construction of the Christian Nineveh Plain dia-
lects, which appears to be a structural borrowing from vernacular Arabic (see
§3.4), seems to have developed only in the last hundred years or so (Coghill 2010:
375).

By the end of the twentieth century, Arabic was having an immense influence
on the speech of Christian Aramaic-speaking communities living in northern
Iraq, expecially those close to Mosul, such as the town of Qaraqosh. Khan (2002:
9) found that most people from Qaraqosh introduced Arabic words and phrases
into their Neo-Aramaic without adaptation. Khan attributes this to the policy
of Arabicization in Iraq, which meant that schoolchildren were only educated
in Arabic. He found significantly greater influence from Arabic in the younger
generation’s speech. In Christian Qaraqosh, as in the neighbouring dialects of
Christian Alqosh and Christian Telkepe (author’s fieldwork), a large number of
Arabic loanwords have recently been absorbed into the lexicon. Nevertheless,
as Khan remarks, “the proportion of Arabic loans that have penetrated the core
vocabulary of the dialect and replaced existing Aramaic words are relatively few.”
This may, however, not be the case with speakers who have grown up in Arab-
majority cities such as Baghdad. In my admittedly limited experience with such

8The Jewish manuscripts date to the 17th century, but the texts may have been composed earlier
(Sabar 1976: xxix, xliii-xlvi). The Christian manuscripts date to the 18th century but the com-
position of the texts can be dated to the 16th and 17th centuries (Mengozzi 2002: 16).
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speakers, they use a noticeably greater proportion of Arabic loanwords, even
sometimes for basic vocabulary, e.g. Iraqi Arabic Jéfa for mafp ‘village’ (heard
from a Christian Telkepe speaker who grew up in Baghdad before settling in the
US).

3.1 Lexicon
3.1.1 Introduction

AlINENA dialects have adopted a large number of loanwords. While Kurdish pre-
dominates among these, Arabic loanwords are also common, especially among
the Christian dialects of the Nineveh Plain and the Jewish Lisana Deni dialects.

Khan (2002: 516) makes a useful distinction for Christian Qaraqosh between
“(i) loan-words that do not have any existing Aramaic equivalent and (ii) those
for which a native Aramaic substitute is still available in the dialect”® These
two types seem to reflect two layers of borrowing, an earlier one and a recent
one, which, in many cases, is akin to code-switching. Most Kurdish loans belong
to the first type, while Arabic loans are most common in the second, though
earlier loans do exist. Borrowed Arabic nouns of the second type show little or no
adaptation to native morphology, Khan finds. Verbs, however, are always adapted
to NENA verbal morphology. Most are slotted into the existing NENA verbal
derivations (see §3.1.4).

Khan (2002: 516) remarks that speakers of Christian Qaraqosh are generally
aware of the Aramaic alternatives to these Arabic loans and can give them if
asked. It could be, however, that subsequent generations will have had little ex-
posure to the older synonyms.!’ Khan notes that some of these older synonyms
are themselves loanwords, in some cases from Arabic, but so integrated and long-
standing that many speakers may not be aware of this. Examples include the re-
cent Arabic loan fakr (< Arabic fikr) and the older loan taxmanta (f. infinitive of
NENA Vitxmn Q ‘to think’, denominal < Arabic tahmin ‘estimation’; see §3.1.4),
both meaning ‘thought’.

Many loanwords are common to several languages of the region, especially
words specific to local culture or to technologies. While the ultimate source can
usually be identified, it can sometimes be hard to determine the immediate donor
of the loan.

Note, however, that apparent synonyms are not always identical in meaning. Christian Alqosh
Sabbakiya (< Ar. Subbak) is used for a modern glass window, while the inherited lexeme kawa
is used for the traditional type of window.

"The fieldwork for the monograph on this dialect was carried out around the year 2000.
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Nevertheless, there is sometimes evidence that can establish the immediate
donor. This is the case, for example, for Arabic words ending in the feminine suf-
fix ta? marbita (Standard Arabic -a(t)). The Arabic morpheme is realized with
the final /t/ in suffixed forms and in the construct (i.e. followed by a possessor).
When borrowed into NENA, the /t/ is not realized in the absolute (isolated) form
of the word, as in Arabic, e.g. Alqosh safa ‘hour’ (Ar. safa). This contrasts with
Kurdish, which has the /t/ in all forms, e.g. N. Kurd. sa‘et [sa:Teet] ‘hour’. In
some NENA dialects, in certain words, the /t/ appears as -at- in suffixed forms,
replicating a pattern in (galtu) Arabic. Sometimes this leads to back-formations
(see §3.3.1). In other items the ta? marbiuta is realized as -at in all contexts, as
it typically is in Kurdish, and this suggests it was borrowed via Kurdish. An ex-
ample of the latter is Jewish Betanure/Jewish Challa fasirat ‘tribe’, pl. fasiratte
(Mutzafi 2008: 103; Fassberg 2010: 270). This is borrowed from Northern Kurdish
‘esiret [Yeefi:reet], which borrowed it from Ar. fasira(t) ‘tribe’, almost certainly
via Persian and/or Ottoman Turkish. Another example, fadat ‘custom’, is given
by Maclean in his grammar of “Vernacular Syriac” (Maclean 1895: 35), where he
states that nouns ending in -at are feminine.!! Fox (2009: 91), writing of Chris-
tian Bohtan, also views Arabic loans ending in -at as having been borrowed via
Kurdish. Examples in this dialect are: sahat ‘hour’, hakowat ‘tale’, gassat ‘story’,
kaflat ‘family’ (< N. Kurd. kuflet [kof'let] ~ k’ulfet [k"slfeet] ‘wife, family” < Ar.
kulfa ‘trouble’) and mallat ‘nation’ (< N. Kurd. milet [mrleet] < Ar. milla). Some
of the same examples (mallat and gassat) may also be found in Christian TUmra:
Hobrack (2000: 108) takes these to have been borrowed via Turkish, but, given
the overwhelming influence of Kurdish in the region, it seems more plausible
that they were borrowed via Kurdish.2

Sometimes there are other indications in the word’s form that it was borrowed
via Kurdish: the common NENA word $ula ‘work’ derives ultimately from Arabic

'In Maclean’s dictionary (Maclean 1901: 235), he gives fadat (orthography adjusted) as the form
in the Christian Urmia dialect and as one of the variants in “Alqosh”, by which he means
the Nineveh Plain dialects (the other variant being fade, which, lacking the final /t/, appears
to be directly borrowed from Arabic). He gives fadata, on the other hand, for his “Ashirat”
dialect group, which was spoken in “central Kurdistan” (today’s Hakkari province of Turkey).
This looks like the back-formations from direct Arabic loans discussed in §3.3.1, which is a
little surprising, as one would not expect much direct contact with Arabic in that region. It is,
however, a large and diverse group of dialects, and he does not specify in which precise dialect
it was attested.

2The Kurdish forms attested in dictionaries are not always what we would expect as the sources
of these forms, however. Thus we find Kekyat [heekja:t] ~ fiikyet [hik/jeet] ‘story’ and gise [qr'see]
‘story’ (not giset). A variant of the latter ending in /t/, however, is found in a nineteenth-century
dictionary cited in Chyet (2003: 490-491).
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Suyl. Northern Kurdish has also borrowed this word, as suxul [[uxul] with a
variant sil [[u:l]. It is perhaps the latter which is the immediate origin of the
NENA word.

The gender in NENA can also suggest the immediate source of a loanword. For
instance, galam ‘pen’ in Arabic has masculine gender, but, loaned into Northern
Kurdish as gelem, it may have feminine or masculine gender (Rizgar 1993: 322;
Chyet 2003: 478). That galama ‘pen’ has feminine gender in certain NENA dia-
lects (e.g. Alqosh; Coghill 2004: 199) suggests that it was borrowed via Kurdish,
not directly from Arabic.

It is difficult to date loanwords in a predominantly unwritten language. Never-
theless, we do have written texts in both the Christian Nineveh Plain and the
Jewish Lisana Deni dialects going back at least four hundred years, and even in
early texts the proportion of lexemes that were borrowed was high. Arabic loans
are conspicuous in both sets of texts. Sabar (1984: 208) found that in a typical
Jewish text from Nerwa, 30% of lexemes are ultimately of Arabic origin (whether
directly or via another language).

Loanwords may be adapted to varying degrees and in varying ways to the
recipient language. §§3.1.2-3.1.5 deal with the ways in which loans in different
word classes may be integrated, as well as the ways in which they retain charac-
teristics of the donor language, focusing on Arabic loans.

3.1.2 Integration of nouns

Most NENA nouns end in the nominal suffix -a (usually, but not exclusively,
masculine nouns) or -ta~-fa (feminine nouns). Older borrowed nouns usually
have one of these endings, e.g. Christian Alqosh famma ‘paternal uncle’ (< Ar.
famm), fasaya ‘dinner’ (< Iraqi Ar. fasa) hadada ‘blacksmith’ (< Ar. haddad),
fasarta ‘early evening’ (< Iraqi Ar. fasir) and mafwalta ‘axe (or similar tool)’ (<
Iraqi Ar. mafwal ‘pickaxe’). Even if they do not, they are adapted to NENA stress
patterns. Thus Ar. hayawan ‘animal’ is borrowed (possibly via N. Kurd. fieywan
[hejwa:n]) as hewan in Christian Alqosh, which has penultimate stress (Coghill
2004: 81).

More recent loans, on the other hand, may be used without any such modi-
fications, e.g. Christian Alqosh famal ‘thing’ (< Ar. famal ‘work’), xam ‘linen’
(Iraqi Ar. ham ‘raw; cotton cloth’), and safa ‘hour’ (f.,, < Ar. safa f.). They often
occur also in their original Arabic plural forms, e.g. Christian Alqosh fallahin
‘farmers’ and 7afdad ‘(large) numbers’.

Many Arabic loanwords come with the Arabic feminine marker ta? marbita
(Standard Arabic -a). In galtu Arabic dialects this usually has two realizations:
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-a after emphatic or back consonants, otherwise a high vowel such as -e or -i.'®

Such loans in NENA usually also have the same distribution, that is -e (or the
dialectal variant -2), except after an emphatic or back consonant, when it is -a
(Telkepe -p), e.g. Christian Alqosh batals ‘idleness’ and rawda ‘kindergarten’ and
Christian Telkepe fads ‘custom’ and gassp ‘story’ (see also §3.3.1).

Some loans appear to have come from Standard Arabic and have the -a re-
gardless, e.g. Christian Telkepe lahjp ‘dialect’ and madrasp ‘school’. Christian
Qaraqosh seems to always represent the ta? marbita as -a (Khan 2002: 204).

Borrowed nouns are quite commonly given Aramaic derivational suffixes. For
instance, Jewish Azerbaijani amona ‘paternal uncle’ has a borrowed stem, am-,
from Ar. famm ‘paternal uncle’ via Kurdish or Azeri, but an Aramaic derivation,
-ona, originally with diminutive function (Garbell 1965: 165). An example from
the early Lisana Deni texts is garibu6a ‘foreignness’, from Arabic yarib ‘foreign,
strange’ and the NENA abstract ending -#6a (Sabar 1984: 205).

NENA often adopts the gender of the donor language, where that language
has nominal genders (as in the case of Arabic and Northern Kurdish, which both
have masculine-feminine gender systems). Thus, the following Christian Alqosh
words share the same gender as their Arabic source: fasaya ‘dinner’ (m., like Iraqi
Ar. fasa) and da?wa ‘wedding party’ (f., like Arabic dafwa ‘invitation, party’).
The loanword fasarta ‘early evening’ is, however, feminine (as indicated by the
NENA feminine ending -ta), while the Arabic source (Iraqi Ar. fasir) is masculine.
In Northern Kurdish, however, it is feminine (’esir [Tee'sic]), and this may have
influenced the gender, which, in turn, motivated the adding of the feminine suffix.

In Christian Telkepe, some Arabic loanwords of the structure *CaCC have,
when not suffixed, an epenthetic vowel between the final two consonants. This is
absent when a suffix beginning with a vowel is added, i.e. the construct suffix -ad
or a possessive pronominal suffix. This follows the rules in the donor language:
those Arabic dialects which have the epenthetic vowel (including Baghdadi and
some galtu dialects, such as Mosul) also lose it under similar conditions.!* Ex-
amples include faqal ‘mind’: faql-ad=baxtp [mind-csTR=woman] ‘a woman’s
mind’; and harub ‘war’: p-harb-ad=sawastipil [in-war-csTR=Sebastopol] ‘in the
Crimean war’. It is interesting to note that the same rule is also found for Arabic
loanwords in Kurdish (Thackston 2006: 5).

Occasionally, loanwords are adapted to the native root-and-pattern templates,
following the selection of a root. This frequently occurs when the root is also bor-

BSee Jastrow (1979: 40) for the conditioned imala (raising of a-vowels) in the ta? marbita in
the Arabic dialect of Mosul, and Jastrow (1990: 70) for the same in the Jewish Arabic dialect of
TAqra and Arbil.

“For Baghdadi Arabic, see Erwin (1963: 56-58).
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rowed as a verb. Thus we find Christian Qaraqosh 72jbona ‘a will, wish’ (Khan
2002: 517), alongside the verb v7jb 1 ‘to please’ (< Ar. V§§b IV), by analogy with
native words on the pattern CoCCona, e.g. yagdona ‘a burn’ (< vyqd I ‘to burn’).
Sabar (1984: 205) gives further examples from the early Lisana Deni texts. More
often, however, borrowed nouns are not adapted to native templates, e.g. Alqosh
hanafiya ‘tap’ (< Ar. hanafiyya), or only coincidentally follow a native noun pat-
tern (Arabic and NENA share many similar patterns), e.g. Alqosh qahwa ‘coffee’
(< Ar. gahwa), which fits into the common Aramaic pattern CaCCa.

NENA dialects all have a variety of plural suffixes, the most common being
perhaps -e (or its dialectal variant -2). Loanwords, like inherited words, take a
wide variety of native plural suffixes, but certain suffixes may be preferred or
dispreferred for loanwords, in combination with other factors. For instance in
Christian Alqosh feminine loanwords are not attested with the Aramaic plural
suffixes -wafa and -awaba, while the loan-plural -at (< Ar. -at) is almost exclu-
sively found with loanwords (Coghill 2005: 347). Recent Arabic loans in Christian
Nineveh Plain dialects often occur, unadapted, in their Arabic plural form (see
§3.3.1).

3.1.3 Integration of adjectives

Like nouns, loan adjectives may occasionally be adapted to the native root-and-
pattern templates, after the selection of a root. For instance, Arabic 7azraq ‘blue’
(vzrq) is borrowed by Christian Alqosh as zroga ‘blue’, by analogy with certain in-
herited colour adjectives of the form CCoCa, such as smoqa ‘red’. Another exam-
ple is Christian Alqosh fadola ‘straight’ (cf. Iraqi Ar. fadil ‘straight’” and Christian
Qaraqosh which has borrowed it simply as fadal)."> More often the stem of the
loan adjective is borrowed more or less unchanged, as in Christian Alqosh fagira
‘poor’ (Ar. faqir), coincidentally fitting the inherited adjectival pattern CaCiCa.
Adapted loan adjectives tend to take NENA inflection (e.g. f. -ta~-6a, pl. -2). Un-
adapted loan adjectives usually take no inflection at all, e.g. Christian Telkepe
qarmazi ‘purple’ (Ar. girmizi m. ‘crimson’) and Jafif ‘thin’ (Iraqi Ar. Jafif m.
‘thin, weak’).

Loan-adjectives of a certain group including colours and bodily traits behave
in a special manner in some NENA dialects: they take Aramaic inflection for
masculine and plural, but a special inflection -2 (identical to the plural ending)
for the feminine. This occurs in Christian Qaraqosh particularly with Arabic loan

5 Attested inherited words of the pattern CaCoCa are all in fact nouns in Christian Alqosh, e.g.
?alola ‘street’. The pattern CaCtCa might be more expected, being found with several common
adjectives, e.g. xamusa ‘sour’.
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adjectives, e.g. tarsa ‘deaf’ (f./pl. tarsa, < Ar. m. Zatras, f. tarsa?) and zarqa ‘blue’
(£./pl. zarqa, < Ar. m. Zazraq, f. zarqa?), see Khan (2002: 219). It appears to come
from a dialectal reflex (-€) of the Arabic -a? feminine ending, found especially
with adjectives of these semantic groups.!® In Christian Alqosh it is also found
with loanwords of Northern Kurdish origin, e.g. kacal-a ‘bald’ (f./pl. kacal-a, from
N. Kurd. k’ecel [k"efel]).

In Arabic and Kurdish, adjectives normally follow the head noun, as in NENA.
There are, however, a few pseudo-adjectival modifiers borrowed from Arabic
which precede the noun in Arabic and are uninflected. These show the same be-
haviour when borrowed into NENA. One is 7Zawwal ‘first’ in Christian Alqosh (a
synonym to the inherited adjective gamaya ‘first’), as in Zawwal=ga ‘the first time’
— compare Arabic 7awwal marra ‘the first time’. Another is ger ‘other’ (< Iraqi
Ar. yer), which is attested in Jewish Betanure, e.g. ger=mondi ‘something else’
(Mutzafi 2008: 105) — compare Iraqi Arabic yer yom ‘another day’. Another loan-
word, xo$ ‘good’, invariably precedes the noun, e.g. Christian Telkepe xos-7ixalp
‘good food’. This seems to originate in Iranian (Persian or Kurdish), but is also
common in Iraqi and Anatolian Arabic dialects (as hos), as well as in Turkic va-
rieties (as hos [hof] or xos [xof]). In all these languages it precedes the noun,
regardless of the usual word order.

3.1.4 Integration of verbs

The borrowing of verbs has been identified as potentially more complicated than
the borrowing of other lexemes, due to their tendency to be morphologically com-
plex (Matras 2009: 175). The borrowing of verbs in a Semitic language presents
particular issues, due to the unusual root-and-pattern system. In Semitic lan-
guages verb lexemes are composed of a root (typically consisting of three —
occasionally four — consonants or semi-vowels) and a derivation (also known
as “stem”, “form”, “measure”, “binyan” or “theme”). NENA dialects mostly have
three triradical derivations (I, Il and III) and at least one quadriradical derivation
(Q). A borrowed verb will usually be integrated into this system. Three main
strategies have been identified for the borrowing of verbs in NENA. One, com-
mon also in other Semitic languages (Wohlgemuth 2009: 173-180), is root extrac-
tion, whereby from the phonological matter of the source verb a tri- or quadri-
radical root is selected. This is usually then allocated to a verbal derivation. A

0ddly enough, however, the realization as -é seems to be restricted to Anatolian galtu Ara-
bic dialects (where it is stressed, e.g. Azoh lalé ‘dumb’), and not found in the dialects in Iraq
(Jastrow 1978: 76). Other words ending in *-a? have -é (unstressed) in galtu Arabic dialects, but
only as cases of imala (raising of a-vowels) conditioned by a neighbouring high vowel.
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second is the borrowing of not only the root but also some of the morphology
of the Arabic derivation: see below and §3.3.2. A third is the light verb strategy,
whereby the loanverb consists of a light verb (with meanings such as ‘become’
or ‘make’) and a (verbal) noun, the latter containing the main semantic content.

The light verb strategy is found in some NENA dialects, but usually with Kurd-
ish or Turkish verbs, which already consist of a light verb plus noun. It is not used
to integrate Arabic loanverbs, although sometimes the noun in the predicate ul-
timately comes from Arabic.

The root-extraction strategy is well attested across NENA dialects and is par-
ticularly common with Arabic loanverbs. This is unsurprising, as these already
have a root, which in many cases can simply be adopted as it is. For instance, Ara-
bic vylb1 ‘to win’ (yalaba ‘he won’) is borrowed as Christian Telkepe vgIb 1 ‘to
win’. Sometimes the root is adapted, to conform to the rules of root formation in
NENA. For instance, ‘geminate’ roots, where the final two radicals are identical
(VC;C,C3, where C,=C3), are rare in NENA, and apparently absent altogether in
derivation I Just as inherited geminate roots were converted into middle-y roots
(VC;yC3), so too are Arabic geminate roots. Thus, Arabic vsdd I ‘to close, stop up’
is borrowed as Christian Alqosh vsyd I ‘to close, seal’ (compare inherited vgyr1
‘to be cold’ < Vgrr).

Sometimes derivational affixes are adopted as radicals, often replacing a weak
radical. For instance, Arabic derivation VIII verb ittafaga (vVwfq) is borrowed by
Christian Alqosh as vifg I ‘to meet’, with the VIII derivational infix -#- reana-
lysed as a radical. Frequently the root is borrowed not from a true verb but from
a (verbal) noun or adjective. Thus, the NENA verb vtxmn Q (found, e.g., in Jewish
Betanure and Christian Qaraqosh, and as vtxml Q in Alqosh) is borrowed from
the Arabic noun tahmin (possibly via Northern Kurdish t’exmin [t"eexmi:n] ‘sup-
position, guess’), itself a derivation of Arabic vAmn II ‘to guess’ (hammana ‘he
guessed’). The /t/ of the NENA root is not found in the Arabic root, but can only
come from the verbal noun. This is an extension of an inherited Semitic strategy
of deriving verbs from nouns. See Sabar (1984; 2002: 52) and Garbell (1965: 166)
for more on the creation of verbal roots from non-Aramaic verbs.

The process of integration does not end with the establishment of a root, how-
ever. Every verb lexeme must also have a derivation. Tendencies can also be
identified for this (Coghill 2015). Arabic loanverbs already have a derivation, but
the majority of Arabic derivations have no cognate or functional equivalent in
NENA. Where there is a cognate, there are also some formal and functional simi-
larities, and thus such cases are usually loaned into the cognate derivation. Thus,
for instance, Arabic vdl Il (faddala) ‘to put in order’ is borrowed as Christian
Telkepe vfdl 11 ‘to fix, tidy’ (e.g. mfudalli ‘I tidied’), Telkepe derivation II being
the cognate of the Arabic derivation of the same number.
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Verbs in Arabic derivations that have no cognate are sometimes allocated to
derivations that bear some similarity in form or function to the original deriva-
tion. For instance, the NENA derivation most closely resembling Arabic deriva-
tion III in form is derivation II (the two share the template -CvCvC-, as opposed
to -vCCvC-). Thus Arabic vhgr Ill (hagara) ‘to emigrate’ is borrowed as Christian
Telkepe vhjr II ‘to emigrate’ (e.g. mhujera ‘they emigrated’).

Arabic derivations VIII and X may be treated differently: in Christian Iraqi
dialects, in particular those of the Nineveh Plain, the derivational morphology
may itself be borrowed along with the lexeme (see §3.3.2).

3.1.5 Grammatical words and closed classes

NENA has freely borrowed grammatical words such as prepositions, conjunc-
tions and particles of various functions, and some of these are Arabic, though
most are Kurdish. In some cases, the original Arabic items may have been bor-
rowed via Kurdish. In Christian Alqosh we find the preposition sob ‘towards,
near’ (< Ar. sawba ‘towards’, cf. Iraqi Ar. sob ‘direction’) and bahds ‘about, con-
cerning’ (< N. Kurd. befis [beehs] ‘discussion (about)’ < Ar. bahf). Another exam-
ple is m-badal ‘instead of” (< m- ‘from’ + Iraqi Ar. badal; Coghill 2004: 300). In
Jewish Challa we also find m-badal and, in addition, mabayn ‘between, among’
(< Ar. ma bayn; Fassberg 2010: 149, 151). Even in Jewish Arbel, which generally
shows less Arabic influence, we find didd ‘against’ (< Ar. didd; Khan 1999: 188).

Loan prepositions are not a new phenomenon in NENA, but are already at-
tested in the early Jewish Lisana Deni texts (Sabar 1984: 208), e.g. fann-id ‘about’
(< Ar. fan ‘about’), sob ‘beside’ (< Ar. sawba). By analogy with certain native
prepositions, some have been extended with the construct suffix -ad, e.g. fann-id.

A particle that has been commonly borrowed is bas ‘only; but’ (cf. Iraqi Ar.
bass ‘enough; only; but’). This may have been borrowed via Northern Kurdish
bes [bees] ‘enough; but’.

Many dialects, including Christian Alqosh and Christian Telkepe, use kabira
to express ‘much’ or ‘very’. This derives from Arabic kabir ‘big’. In Christian
Qaraqosh (Khan 2002: 284-5) they use another Arabic loan for the same meaning:
hel ~ hela (cf. Iraqi Ar. hel ‘with force’).

Other particles commonly borrowed are fa (roughly ‘and so’ in both Arabic
and NENA) and lo ‘or; either’ (Iraqi Ar. [0). The adverb bafdén ‘then; later’ (< Ar.
bafden) is attested frequently in the Christian dialects of Alqosh, Telkepe and
Qaraqosh, despite the presence of an inherited synonym, bafar-dax [after=how]
‘then; later’.

In Christian Alqosh and Christian Qaraqosh, a particle da- is used with impera-
tives to give the command a sense of urgency or encouragement. This is already
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attested in the early Jewish Li§ana Deni texts (Sabar 1976: x1). This appears to
come from Northern Kurdish de [dee] with the same function. A similar partici-
ple (dé-, da-) is found in both galtu and Baghdadi Arabic (Jastrow 1978: 310-311).

3.2 Phonology

Two types of phonological contact influences in NENA will be considered here:
new phonemes adopted through contact, and allophonic alternations influenced
by contact.

3.2.1 New phonemes

NENA dialects have gained several new phonemes through language contact.
These phonemes have entered the dialects via loanwords that were not fully
adapted to Aramaic phonology. Some new phonemes are restricted to loanwords,
while others have developed also in native words, through processes such as com-
bination (creating affricate phonemes) and assimilation. As might be expected,
Kurdish loanwords are responsible for the majority of the borrowed phonemes,
but Arabic has also played a role, especially in those dialects closest to the Arabic-
speaking region, i.e. the Christian dialects of the Nineveh Plain. The examples
given below are from the Christian Alqosh dialect of this group (Coghill 2004:
11-25, with adapted transcription).

Some of the borrowed phonemes in NENA dialects have been introduced by
both Kurdish and Arabic loanwords. These include /j/ [dz] and /¢/ [{f]. The latter
is not found in Standard Arabic, but is found in Mesopotamian dialects of Arabic.
The phoneme /f/ seems to be borrowed predominantly from Arabic, although
this phoneme also exists in Kurdish. Examples of loanwords with these three
phonemes are: jes ‘army’ (< Iraqi Ar. ges), jullo ‘clothes’ (< N. Kurd. cil [dsl]),
¢arak ‘quarter’ (< N. Kurd. ¢arék [ffa:rek]) v¢yk I ‘to pierce’ (< Iraqi Ar. v¢kk 1),
and fagqira ‘poor’ (< Ar. faqir).

The phoneme /¢/ is also found in certain native Aramaic words, as a result of
the combination of /t/ and /$/, e.g. ¢eri in ¢eri gamaya ‘October’ (< *tSeri, cognate
with Christian Qaraqosh tasri and CSyr tesri ~ tesrin “Tishrin’).

The Arabic phoneme /9/ [0%] is found in many loanwords in Iraqi NENA dia-
lects, e.g. vhor 11 ‘to prepare’ (< Iragi Ar. vAdr II). In most Mespotamian dia-
lects of Arabic in contact with NENA, /d/ is rarely found, as it has merged with
/8/. Nevertheless, one loanword in Alqosh and Qaraqosh has the /d/ phoneme,
namely 7oda ‘room’, which originally comes from Turkish oda. While Turkish is
not considered to have emphatic consonants, it does have vowel harmony, and

386



17 Neo-Aramaic

words with back vowels have been interpreted as having emphatic consonants,
when borrowed into galtu (and other) Arabic dialects (Jastrow 1978: 51-52). Thus
the galtu dialect of Qartmin, in which *d and *§ have merged as /9/, also has
70da ‘room’ (Jastrow 1978: 70). NENA Zoda was borrowed from Turkish either
via a local Arabic variety or directly, in which case its speakers must have also
interpreted back-voweled Turkish words as emphatic.”

The pharyngeals /9/ and /h/, which in most inherited Aramaic lexemes have
shifted to /?/ and /x/ respectively, have been reintroduced through loanwords
from both Arabic and the Classical Syriac used in the church. Examples for //
are: famma ‘uncle’ (< Ar. famm), Vys1‘tolive’ (< Ar. v1y51), faddana ‘time’ (CSyr
feddana). Examples for /h/ are: vjrh1 ‘to get injured’ (< Ar. vgrh1 ‘to injure’), vhor
I ‘to prepare’ (< Iraqi Ar. vAJr II), msiha ‘Christ’ (< CSyr msiha), and hattaya
‘sinner’ (< CSyr hattaya). In some Arabic loans, however, /§/ has shifted to /?/,
perhaps indicating that they belong to an earlier stratum, e.g. Christian Alqosh
da?wa ‘wedding party’ (Ar. dafwa). Some cases of /S/ and /h/ in Alqosh, as in
other NENA dialects, are original: the shift to /?/ and /x/ respectively has been
blocked in certain phonetic environments, particularly in the neighbourhood of
emphatic consonants or /q/, e.g. rahiiqa far’ (< *rahhtqa), see Khan (2002: 40—
41). Furthermore, /h/ has arisen in the third person singular possessive suffixes,
as a shift from original *h. This appears to be a strategy of disambiguating these
suffixes from the phonetically similar nominal endings (see Coghill 2008: 96-97).

The voiced uvular fricative was an allophone of the voiced velar stop /g/ in
earlier Aramaic. In NENA it merged with *{ and shifted to a glottal stop /?/. Like
the pharyngeals, it has been reintroduced into NENA through loanwords from
both Arabic and Classical Syriac, e.g. vgIb I ‘to win, defeat’ (< Ar. vylb I) and
pagra ‘body’ (< CSyr pagra). It has also arisen in native words through regular
assimilation of /x/ to a following voiced consonant. In the case of the verb vgzd
I ‘to reap’ (< *Vxzd < *Vxsd < *Vhsd), the voiced allophone, originally only found
in certain forms, has spread by analogy throughout the paradigm (Coghill 2004:
20).

The cases of /¢/, the pharyngeals, and /g/ show how new phonemes may arise
through borrowing, while being assisted by internal developments.

Northern Kurdish also has this word, but Chyet’s (2003) dictionary only gives variants with-
out emphasis (e.g. ode), although Iraqi Kurdish dialects do often preserve emphasis in Arabic
loanwords (Chyet 2003: viii; see also Opengin, this volume).
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3.2.2 Allophonic sound alterations

Some NENA dialects, such as Christian Alqosh (Coghill 2004: 27), exhibit word-
final devoicing of consonants, e.g. mjawab [m'dzeeup] ‘answer!” (cf. mjawoba ‘to
answer’ with [b]) and gapag ['qapey] ‘lid’ (cf. qapagad-dastifa ‘saucepan lid’, with
[8]). There is also a strong tendency towards word-final devoicing in both galtu
Arabic (Jastrow 1978: 98) and the Kurdish dialects of Iraq (MacKenzie 1961: 49), so
it seems to be an areal feature (see also Akkus, this volume, on contact-induced
devoicing in Anatolian Arabic, and Lucas & Céplo, this volume, on the same
phenomenon in Maltese).

3.3 Morphology

NENA dialects have borrowed a variety of morphemes from regional languages
via lexical loans. As these become more integrated into the language, they may
be found not only in the original loanwords but also with new words, including
inherited lexemes. NENA being a Semitic language, it is possible for morpholo-
gical borrowings to be a templatic pattern rather than a single phonetic chunk:
indeed, some verbal derivational patterns have been borrowed from Arabic, as
will be shown in §3.3.2.

3.3.1 Nominal inflection

A grammatical suffix that has been borrowed by some Iraqi dialects is the Arabic
feminine sound plural suffix -at. In Christian Alqosh and Christian Qaraqosh, as
well as the Jewish Lisana Deni dialects of northern Iraq, it has been integrated
into the native morphology: as these dialects have penultimate stress in nouns,
the suffix itself is not stressed in these dialects as it is in Arabic (Coghill 2004:
272-273; 2005; Khan 2002: 193-194). Accordingly it has also been shortened to
-at, e.g. Christian Alqosh makina ‘machine’, pl. makinat, mahalls ‘town quarter’,
pl. mahallat. In Alqosh and Qaraqosh it is only attested with feminine nouns. It is
not, however, restricted to Arabic loans, but has been extended to other foreign
words, e.g. Alqosh posiya ‘turban’ (N. Kurd. p'osi [p"o:[i:]) pl. posiyat. In Alqosh
and Qaraqosh it is even found with some native Aramaic words, e.g. Christian
Qaraqosh Zarnuwa ‘rabbit’, pl. Zarnuwat ‘rabbits’; 7ilana ‘tree’, pl. Zilanat ‘trees’.

In some words, probably borrowed during the more recent and more intense
period of contact with Arabic, the original stress and length of the ending is pre-
served, e.g. Christian Alqosh holat ‘halls’ and Christian Qaraqosh badlat ‘suits’
and gadlat ‘tresses’ (Khan 2002: 194). (Note, however, that the latter is an Ar-
amaic word). This is always the case in Telkepe, e.g. joddp ‘midwife’, pl. joddat
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and traktar ‘tractor’, pl. traktarat. Note that in Telkepe, as in Arabic, this plural is
sometimes found with masculine nouns, e.g. mez (m.) ‘table’, pl. mezat or primuz
(m.) ‘primus stove’, pl. primuzat.

Apart from the Christian Nineveh Plain dialects, -at is attested regularly as a
plural in some of the Jewish Lisana Deni dialects, spoken further to the north. As
mentioned in §2, these Jewish communities would have had contact with spoken
Arabic through connections with their co-religionists.

In the modern Jewish dialect of Zakho, -at is used with the following types of
nouns (Sabar 2002: 44-45): feminine Arabic loans ending in -a or -e (i.e. the dia-
lectal version of the Arabic feminine suffix ta? marbita; see §3.1.2), some nouns
of Kurdish origin ending in -e (perhaps by analogy with Arabic loans ending in
-e), and nouns ending in certain borrowed suffixes, namely the diminutive suf-
fix -ka (f. -ke) borrowed from Kurdish, the professional suffix -¢i borrowed from
Turkish, and the ending -o. It is also one of the two most common plurals for
European loanwords, e.g. * paketat ‘packets (of cigarettes)’ (Sabar 1990: 57). This
suggests it is particularly associated with loanwords, regardless of origin. In Jew-
ish Duhok (also Lisana Deni), however, it is attested with a native Aramaic word,
ra?olat ‘brooks’ (Sabar 2002: 45). It seems therefore that the morpheme has been
extended far beyond its original distribution.

The plural -at does not seem to have spread to all Lisana Deni dialects, how-
ever: it is not mentioned in the grammars of Jewish Challa (Fassberg 2010) and
Jewish Betanure (Mutzafi 2008). It has, nevertheless, an early origin: it is found in
the late seventeenth-century manuscripts originating in the towns of YAmadya
and Nerwa. I found one example of it in the grammar of the modern fAmadya
dialect (Greenblatt 2011: 70), namely maymonke (f.) ‘monkey’, pl. maymonkat,
probably because it has the Kurdish diminutive suffix (see above).

Across the border in Turkey, another Christian dialect has this plural ending,
that is the dialect of YUmra (Turkish name Derekéyii), close to the town of Cizre.
In this region of Turkey there are or were several Arabic-speaking communi-
ties, including Christian Arabic speakers in Cizre (until the First World War; see
Jastrow 1978: 17), so it is not surprising that there should be influence from Ara-
bic. In this dialect, -at is mostly attested with borrowed feminine nouns ending
in -e, though there are also a couple ending in -a, both masculine and feminine
(Hobrack 2000: 114). The majority have the Kurdish diminutive suffix -ka (f. -ke)
mentioned above in relation to Jewish Zakho.

In the Christian dialects of Iraq, as spoken currently, it is common to use Ara-
bic words with their original plural morphology, probably because almost all
speakers speak Arabic with native or near-native competence and many con-
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cepts are more familiar or only available to them in this language.'® Thus, apart
from the -at plural, we also find the masculine sound plural suffix -in and the
non-concatenative broken plurals, e.g. Christian Alqosh fallah-in ‘farmers’, and
baramil ‘barrels’ (sg. barmil) (Coghill 2004: 273). We even find such examples in
the late seventeenth-century manuscripts written in Jewish Lisana Deni dialects,
e.g. gafilin ‘fools’ and Zarwah ‘spirits’ (Sabar 1984: 205-206).

Many Arabic loanwords come with the Arabic feminine marker ta? marbita,
either the galtu Arabic variants or the Standard Arabic -a (§3.1.2). In some dialects
of the Nineveh Plain, the ta? marbuta is borrowed along with its connecting
allomorph -at. In Arabic the /t/ is only realized in construct state (as the head of
a genitive phrase) or before possessive suffixes.

In Christian Qaraqosh the isolated form of such loans ends in -q, like inherited
masculine nouns, although the gender is feminine (as in the source words). When
possessive suffixes are added, however, the /t/ is realized, as in Arabic (Khan
2002: 204-206). Thus Qaraqosh badla ‘suit of clothes’ (cf. Iraqi Arabic badla)
becomes badl-att-ah [suit-F-3sG.M] ‘his suit of clothes’. The gemination of the
/t/ is not found in the Arabic forms, but can be explained as follows. In Mosul
Arabic, unlike in many Arabic dialects, the ta? marbiita takes the stress, when
any possessive suffix is added: bdsali ‘onion’, basal-3t-ak [onion-F-2sG.M] ‘your
onion’ (Jastrow 1983: 105). It is likely that the /o/ vowel in the NENA morpheme
-att- imitates the vowel of the Arabic morpheme. The stress pattern fits well into
NENA, which has penultimate stress. However, in NENA /o/ is dispreferred in an
open syllable, especially when stressed. The /t/ is probably geminated in order
to close the syllable so as to conform to this preference.” This mechanism has
parallels elsewhere in NENA.

These same loanwords take the Arabic plural -at discussed above. Even some
Aramaic feminine words in Christian Qaraqosh have acquired both -a¢t- and -at,
e.g. farnuwa (f.) ‘rabbit’, 2arnuwattah ‘his rabbit’, 2arnuwat ‘rabbits’. But -att- is
also found with some Aramaic feminine words that have native plurals, e.g. bira
(f.) ‘well’, biraba ‘wells’, birattah ‘his well’. In exceptional cases -att- may also be
used with feminine words with the Aramaic f. ending -ta~-6a, e.g. Swifa ‘bed’,
Swiyaba ‘beds’, Swifattoh ‘his bed’. It seems, therefore, that in Qaraqosh this is
now a morphological borrowing independent of the loanwords it was originally
borrowed with.

8Younger NENA speakers who have grown up in the Kurdish-controlled region since 1991 may
have less competence in Arabic, however.

YKhan (2002: 206) gives two other possible derivations: a combination of Arabic f. -at and Ar-
amaic f. -ta (though the latter is not found on the isolated form) or the NENA independent
genitive particle did-. The explanation above seems to me to be simpler, however.
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In Christian Telkepe, vernacular Arabic nouns with ta? marbiita are borrowed
ending in either -2 or -p, matching the two realizations of the ta7 marbita in
galtu Arabic (§3.1.2). As in Qaraqosh, these nouns retain their feminine gender
in Telkepe. They also have the -att- allomorph before possessive suffixes, e.g.
sahho (f.) ‘health’, sohattux [sah-att-ux health-r-2sG.M] ‘your (m.) health’; qubba
(f.) ‘room’, qubbatte [ qubb-att-e room-F-35G.M] ‘his room’. The suffix seems to be
used productively with Arabic words, as and when they are used. One example
in Telkepe is not borrowed from a feminine with ta? marbita, namely éayi (f.)
‘tea’ (cf. Iraqi Ar. ¢ay (m.)). This word is, however, feminine in Northern Kurdish
(¢ay [faij]), whence it may have been borrowed.

Christian Alqosh seems to have gone a step further, creating back-formations
from the suffixed forms. Thus the unsuffixed forms also have -att-, e.g. sahatta
‘health’, qasatta ‘story’ and moallatta ‘religious community’. When the plural suf-
fix (always the feminine plural -ya6a) is added, one /t/ alone is preserved, sug-
gesting that the second is now analysed as part of the feminine singular ending
-ta, while -at- is analysed as part of the stem: qasat-ta ‘story’, qasat-yafa ‘stories’;
moallat-ta ‘community’, mallot-yafa ‘communities’.

Similar forms are also attested in Jewish Challa (Lisana Deni), but without
the gemination of the /t/, e.g. mallata ‘ethnic group’, fadata ‘custom’ (Fassberg
2010: 52). Rather than explaining the /t/ as originating in the Arabic suffixed
stem, as I have done above, Fassberg suggests that the /t/ is present because the
words were borrowed via (Northern) Kurdish, which realizes the ta? marbuta as
a final /t/ even when the noun is unsuffixed: milet [mrleet] and fadet [Ta:'deet]
(Chyet 2003: 387). Khan (2002: 206) also suggests this route for Qaraqosh. This
explanation would not explain why the unaffixed forms in Qaraqosh do not end
in /t/, nor why the preceding vowel in all these dialects is /a/ rather than /a/ (the
nearest phonetic equivalent to Kurdish (e)). In fact, there are some clear loans of
Arabic words via Kurdish which end in -at in the singular unsuffixed form (see
§3.1.1). The Kurdish route would furthermore not explain the close association
in Qaraqosh of this morpheme with words taking an -at plural, which seems
to have been borrowed directly from Arabic. It seems more likely, therefore, that
the Qaraqosh, Telkepe, Alqosh and Challa feminine nouns with suffixed -a¢- have
been borrowed directly from Arabic and are influenced by the Arabic suffixed
forms, which have a similar form.

3.3.2 Verbal derivation

The NENA verbal system consists of both synthetic and analytic verb forms. The
synthetic verb forms are formed from two stems, the Present Base and the Past
Base, e.g. Christian Alqosh k-Saql-i [IND-take.PRES-3pPL] ‘they take’ and $qal-le
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[take.pasT-3PL] ‘they took’. Analytic forms involve auxiliary verbs or verboids
combined with non-finite verb forms, such as the infinitive or participles, or, less
often, with finite verb forms. Like Arabic, NENA has a verbal system based on the
root-and-pattern system. As also in Arabic, a verb lexeme typically has a tricon-
sonantal root and a verbal derivational class (see §3.1.4). While Standard Arabic
has ten fairly common triradical verbal derivations, NENA dialects typically have
only three or four inherited verbal derivations.

Morphological loans may be found in the verbal system. Christian NENA dia-
lects of the Nineveh Plain and elsewhere have partially borrowed Arabic verbal
derivations along with borrowed verb lexemes. NENA and Arabic have some
cognate verbal derivations and the relationships are relatively transparent. Most
Arabic loanverbs are allocated to a NENA derivation that is formally or function-
ally similar to the donor derivation (and often cognate). See §3.1.4 for discussion
of this. In the case of Arabic verbal derivations VIII and X, however, this is not
possible, as no NENA derivations have the characteristic affixes -t- and (i)st-.
In some cases, the affix may instead be analysed as a radical (§3.1.4). In others,
loanverbs in these derivations are borrowed with this derivational morphology,
i.e. with the affixes. This has, in effect, created new derivations, the Ct- and St-
derivations.

Table 1 gives all hitherto attested examples of verbs in the new derivations
from Christian Telkepe, but additional verbs are attested in Christian Qaraqosh
(Khan 2002: 130).

Table 1: Arabic loanverbs borrowed into the new NENA derivations

NENA verb Source verb

vhrm Ct- ‘to respect’  Ar. vhrm VIII (ihtarama)
Vxlf Ct- ‘to differ’ Ar. VhIf VIII (ihtalafa)
Vhfl Ct- ‘to celebrate’  Ar. vhfl VIII (ihtafala)
Vfml St- ‘to use’ Ar. Vfml X (istaSmala)
Vgll St- “to exploit’ Ar. Vyll X (istayalla)

When Arabic verbs in derivations VIII and X are borrowed as they are, their
characteristic consonantal clusters -Ct- and -st- are preserved and not broken up
by an epenthetic vowel, even if this results in a syllabic structure that is dispre-
ferred in the NENA dialect (such as a stressed short vowel in an open syllable),
e.g. k-mahtaram [IND-respect.PRES.35G.M] ‘he respects’. This may be in order to
preserve a salient characteristic of the original Arabic forms.
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The vowel pattern in these derivations is, on the other hand, variable, even
within the speech of one speaker. For instance, in the Present Base of the St-
derivation, we find mastaCaCC-, mastaCCaC- and mastaCaCC- (e.g. mastafaml-,
mastafmal-, mastafaml- ‘use’) as variants of one and the same form. What are
the reasons for this variability? Firstly, Arabic derivations VIII and X are morpho-
phonemically more complex than the native Aramaic derivations. The consonant
clusters bring the necessity of epenthetic vowels: this leads to at least one short
vowel in an open syllable, which is disfavoured in Telkepe. Where the epenthetic
vowel is placed is still optional and in flux. Secondly, there is a conflict between
the characteristic vowels of the Iraqi Arabic source and the vowels typical of Ara-
maic derivations. Sometimes the former may be more influential and sometimes
the latter.

The new Ct- and St- derivations in NENA have not been extended to inherited
roots nor used productively, unlike some Arabic derivations in Western Neo-
Aramaic. See Coghill (2015) for full details of the new derivations found in NENA,
Western Neo-Aramaic and other Neo-Aramaic varieties.

3.4 Syntax and pattern borrowings

A syntactic borrowing attested only in the Christian Nineveh Plain dialects is the
grammaticalization of a prospective auxiliary (and, as a further step, uninflected
particle) on the model of the vernacular Arabic prospective future particle rah-,
which is attested in nearby Mosul Arabic (author’s fieldwork), as well as more
widely across the Syrian and Mesopotamian Arabic dialects (Jastrow 1978: 304).
Example (1) shows the Neo-Aramaic construction (with the particle) and example
(2) shows the Arabic construction.?’

(1) Christian Telkepe NENA (author’s fieldwork)
zi-napl-o
PRsP-fall. PRES-3SG.F
‘She’s going to fall’

(2) Christian Mosul Arabic (author’s fieldwork)
yah-taqal §-Sagayal
PRsP-fall. IMPF.35G.F DEF-tree
“The tree’s going to fall!’

20 All glosses in the present chapter are the author’s own.

393



Eleanor Coghill

In both cases the gram has developed from a verb ‘to go’ in a form with im-
perfective or imperfective-like functions.?! Such a development is of course ex-
tremely common in the world’s languages and does not need a contact expla-
nation. Nevertheless, there is evidence that contact played a role. The construc-
tion is only found in NENA dialects close to the Arabic-speaking zone of Iragq,
i.e. near to Mosul. Furthermore, the most mature versions of the gram (formally
and functionally) are found in the villages closest to Mosul. The gram seems to
have developed only in the last 100 years or so, as it is not attested in texts or
mentioned in grammars of those dialects before then. See Coghill (2010; 2012) for
more details.

NENA shares a number of idiomatic expressions with neighbouring languages.
Among these are formulae used regularly in specific contexts, such as telling a
story or expressing thanks, congratulations or condolences. One that is wide-
spread in NENA dialects, as well as several neighbouring languages, is the open-
ing formula to a fictional story, which begins ‘there was (and) there wasn’t’: see
also Chyet (1995: 236-237). It is attested in various dialects of NENA, Turoyo,
Kurdish, Azeri, Persian and Arabic, e.g.:

(3) a. Christian Alqosh NENA (Coghill 2009: 268)
720wa=w labwa

b. Christian Bohtan NENA (Fox 2009)
atwa latwa
c. Akre Kurdish (MacKenzie 1962: 288)
hebo nebo [hae'bo: ne'bo:]
d. Iranian Azeri (Garbell 1965: 175)
(bir) varmis (bir) joxmus
e. Christian Bohzani Arabic (Jastrow 1981: 404)
kan w ma kan®?

n the case of the Nineveh Plain dialects, it originates in a verb that originally had perfect
aspect, e.g. zil-on ‘I have gone’, possibly with the implication of ‘T am on my way’. It had also
acquired a meaning of imminent future ‘I am about to go’, in effect ‘T am in the process of just
leaving’, hence “imperfective-like functions”.

22This is a variant (along with kan ma kan, attested in Palestinian Arabic) of the well-known
formula kan ya ma kan ‘once upon a time’. While kan w ma kan clearly means ‘there was and
there was not’, kan ya ma kan has been interpreted in different ways both by scholars and
native speakers. Taking ya ma in its meaning of ‘how much’, it can be understood as ‘there
was, how much there was!” Alternatively, the ma is understood as a negator, as is found in the
formula in the other languages. See Lentin (1995) for a discussion of kan ya ma kan and similar
expressions.
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When such formulae are shared by multiple regional languages, it is difficult
to say for certain which language NENA borrowed them from. Kurdish is usu-
ally the assumed donor, simply because it is the language most in contact with
NENA and which has had the greatest influence at all levels. Given, however,
that many speakers knew other regional languages as well, they may have heard
such expressions in several languages.

Proverbs are another area in which there are shared expressions across the re-
gional languages (Segal 1955; Garbell 1965: 175; Chyet 1995: 234-236). An example
is ‘He who knows, knows. He who doesn’t know, says “a handful of lentils”” This
stems from a folktale and means something like ‘looks can be deceiving’ (Chyet
1995: 235-236). It is attested in Kurdish, Iraqi Arabic, and NENA, as illustrated in
(4-5).

(4) Iraqi Arabic (Chyet 1995: 235)
il-yidr1 yidri w-il ma yidrl
REL-know.IMPF.35G.M know.IMPF.35G.M and-REL NEG know.IMPF.35G.M
gadbit Tadas
handful.cs lentils
‘He who knows knows, he who doesn’t know (says) “a handful of lentils”’

(5) Jewish Zakho NENA (Segal 1955: 262, adapted transcription)
aw  d-k-i?e k-ite aw d-la
35G.M REL-IND-Know.PRES.35G.M IND-Know.PRES.3SG.M 3SG.M REL-not
k-i%e g-meéniix bi-tloxe
IND-know.PRES.35G.M IND-look.PRES.35G.M at-lentils
‘He who knows knows, he who doesn’t know looks at a handful of lentils’

Sabar (1978), who lists proverbs used by the Jews of Zakho, states also that
many proverbs were not translated into NENA, but used in the original language,
whether Kurdish or Arabic.

There are also some areas of structural convergence in the region’s languages,
where the donor language cannot be definitely identified. For instance, all the
languages (NENA, Sorani, Northern Kurdish, Persian, Turkish, Azeri, Iraqi Turk-
men and qaltu Arabic) have enclitic copulas, as illustrated in (6-8).

(6) Akre Kurdish (MacKenzie 1961: 175)
ew ki=e [eew 'ki:z]
DEM who=PRs.coP.3sG
‘Who is that?’
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(7) Christian Telkepe NENA (author’s fieldwork)
man-=ila
who=PRS.COP.35G.M
‘Who is he?’

(8) Jewish Arbel Arabic (Jastrow 1990: 37, 46)
mani=-we
who=3sG6.Mm
‘Who is he?’

Another shared structure is the use of finite subordinate clauses in subjunctive
mood, rather than infinitives, as complements. In earlier Aramaic varieties, such
as Classical Syriac, both were used (Noldeke 1904: 224-226), but in NENA only
finite verbs are used, as in example (9).

(9) Christian Telkepe NENA
k-aba d-axal
IND-want.PRES.3SG.M COMP-eat.PRES.35G.M

‘He wants to eat.

Finite verbs in an irrealis mood are also used in such subordinate clauses
in galtu (and other vernacular) Arabic (e.g. Jastrow 1990: 65), Northern Kurd-
ish (MacKenzie 1961: 208-209), Sorani (MacKenzie 1961: 134-135), Iraqi Turkmen
(Bulut 2007: 175-176), and Iranian Azeri (Fariba Zamani, personal communica-
tion). The development in Turkic is attributed to Iranian influence (Bulut 2007:
175-176). This parallels the loss of the infinitive and its replacement by finite verb
forms in the Balkan Sprachbund (see, e.g., Joseph 2009).

The existence of markers in the noun phrase to specify for indefiniteness (and
in many cases specificity, e.g. ‘a certain man’) is widespread in the area, being
found in NENA (xa- ‘one, a (certain)’), Northern Kurdish (-ek [ek] < yek ‘one’),
Sorani (-¢k [eXk] < yek), galtu Arabic (fayad < fard ‘individual’), Baghdadi Arabic
(fadd < fard) and Turkish/Azeri (bir ‘one’).

4 Conclusion

Though not the dominant contact language, Arabic has influenced NENA dialects
considerably, especially those in close contact with Arabic-speaking population
centres, namely the Christian Nineveh Plain dialects, the Jewish Lisana Deni dia-
lects and the Christian dialects in Sirnak province in Turkey:.
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The influence from Arabic is manifested mostly in lexicon, phonology and
morphology, and less in syntax.

Arabic influence has occurred in different phases. Earlier Arabic influence was
mostly indirect, via Kurdish loans, but direct borrowing seems to have occurred
too.

In the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, Arabic influence has increased
dramatically in the dialects spoken in Iraq, due to mass education exclusively
in Arabic, as well as national media, military service, improved transport, and
migration to the Iraqi cities. Most NENA speakers are bilingual and speak Ara-
bic with native competence, and this has affected how they use Arabic words
within their own language. Typically, recent loans are unadapted and close to
code-switching.

As much of the fieldwork on which this description depends was undertaken
in the late twentieth century or first few years of the twenty-first century, in
future research it would be interesting to look at the speech of young people
today and see whether much has changed. It would also be worth comparing
the speech of communities in their ancestral villages with diaspora communities
living in (or who have recently left) Baghdad or Basra.

Further reading

Most work on NENA and language contact has focused on contact with Kurdish.
To my knowledge, only three works are dedicated to contact with Arabic, none
of which is an overview: Sabar’s (1984) study of Arabic influence in the early
texts in Jewish Lisana Deni; Coghill’s (2010; 2012) research into a prospective
construction found in the Christian Nineveh Plain dialects, which has apparently
grammaticalized under influence from Arabic; and Coghill’s (2015) study of new
verbal derivations borrowed from Arabic into various Neo-Aramaic languages,
including NENA.

Khan’s (2002) grammar of Christian Qaraqosh contains a great deal of in-
formation, scattered through the volume, about contact influences from Arabic,
Qaraqosh being one of the dialects most affected by such influence.
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Abbreviations

1,2,3 1st, 2nd, 3rd person N. Kurd. Northern Kurdish
Ar. Arabic NENA North-Eastern Neo-Aramaic
coMP complementizer NEG negator

cop copula PAST NENA Past Base

Cs construct state pL/pl. plural

CSyr  Classical Syriac PRES NENA Present Base
DEM demonstrative PRS present

F/f. feminine PRSP prospective

IMPF  Imperfect (prefix conjugation) REL relativizer

IND indicative SG singular

M/m. masculine

Symbols

I II, IIT etc. Arabic verbal derivations

LILIII,Q  NENA verbal derivations

= links two words or morphemes in a phrase with a single stress on
the second component (including but not limited to proclitics)

= links two words or morphemes in a phrase with a single stress on
the first component (including but not limited to enclitics)
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Chapter 18

Berber

Lameen Souag
CNRS, LACITO

Arabic has influenced Berber at all levels — not just lexically, but phonologically,
morphologically, and syntactically — to an extent varying from region to region.
Arabic influence is especially prominent in smaller northern and eastern varieties,
but is substantial even in the largest varieties; only in Tuareg has Arabic influence
remained relatively limited. This situation is the result of a long history of large-
scale asymmetrical bilingualism often accompanied by language shift.

1 Current state and contexts of use

1.1 Introduction

Berber, or Tamazight, is the indigenous language family of northwestern Africa,
distributed discontinuously across an area ranging from western Egypt to the
Atlantic, and from the Mediterranean to the Sahel. Its range has been expanding
in the Sahel within recent times, as Tuareg speakers move southwards, but in
the rest of this area, Berber has been present since before the classical period
(Murcia Sanchez 2010). Its current discontinuous distribution is largely the result
of language shift to Arabic over the past millennium.

At present, the largest concentrations of Berber speakers are found in the
highlands of Morocco (Tashelhiyt, Tamazight, Tarifiyt) and northeastern Algeria
(Kabyle, Chaoui). Tuareg, in the central Sahara and Sahel, is more diffusely spread
over a large but relatively sparsely populated zone. Across the rest of this vast
area, Berber varieties constitute small islands — in several cases, single towns —
in a sea of Arabic.

This simplistic map, however, necessarily leaves out the effects of mobility
- not limited to the traditional practice of nomadism in the Sahara and trans-
humance in parts of the Atlas mountains. The rapid urbanisation of North Africa
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over the past century has brought large numbers of Berber speakers into tradi-
tionally Arabic-speaking towns, occasionally even changing the town’s domi-
nant language. The conquests of the early colonial period created small Berber-
speaking refugee communities in the Levant and Chad, while more recent emi-
gration has led to the emergence of urban Berber communities in western Europe
and even Quebec.

1.2 Sociolinguistic situation of Berber

In North Africa proper, the key context for the maintenance of Berber is the vil-
lage. Informal norms requiring the use of Berber with one’s relatives and fellow
villagers, or within the village council, encourage its maintenance not only there
but in cities as well, depending on the strength of emigrants’ (often multigener-
ational) ties to their hometowns. In some areas, such as Igli in Algeria (Mouili
2013), the introduction of mass education in Arabic has disrupted these norms,
encouraging parents to speak to their children in Arabic to improve their educa-
tional chances; in others, such as Siwa in Egypt (Serreli 2017), it has had far less
impact. Beyond the village, in wider rural contexts such as markets, communi-
cation is either in Berber or in Arabic, depending on the region; where it is in
Arabic, it creates a strong incentive for bilingualism independent of the state’s
influence. For centuries, Berber-speaking villages in largely Arabic-speaking ar-
eas have sporadically been shifting to Arabic, as in the Blida region of Algeria
(El Arifi 2014); the opposite is also more rarely attested, as near Tizi-Ouzou in
Algeria (Gautier 1913: 258).

In urban contexts, on the other hand, norms enforcing Berber have no pub-
lic presence — quite the contrary. There one addresses a stranger in Arabic, or
sometimes French, but rarely in Berber, except perhaps in a few Berber-majority
cities such as Tizi-Ouzou (Tigziri 2008). Even within the family, Arabic takes
on increasing importance; in a study of Kabyle Berbers living in Oran (Algeria),
Ait Habbouche (2013: 79) found that 54% said they mostly spoke Arabic to their
siblings, and 10% even with their grandparents. In the Sahel, Arabic is out of
the picture, but there too family language choice is affected; 13% of the Berber
speakers interviewed by Jolivet (2008: 146) in Niamey (Niger) reported speaking
no Tamasheq at all with their families, using Hausa or, less frequently, Zarma
instead.

Bilingualism is widespread but strongly asymmetrical. Almost all Berber speak-
ers learn dialectal Arabic (as well as Standard Arabic, taught at school), whereas
Arabic speakers almost never learn Berber. There are exceptions: in some con-
texts, Arabic-speaking women who marry Berber-speaking men need to learn
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Berber to speak with their in-laws (the author has witnessed several Kabyle ex-
amples), while Arabic speakers who settle in a strongly Berber-speaking town —
and their children - sometimes end up learning Berber, as in Siwa (Egypt). Never-
theless, most Arabic speakers place little value on the language, and some openly
denigrate it; in Bechar (Algeria), anyone expressing interest in Berber can expect
frequently to hear the contemptuous saying as-Salha ma-hu klam wa-d-dhan ma
hu I-idam ‘Shilha (Berber) is no more speech than vegetable oil is animal fat’. To
further complicate the situation, French remains an essential career skill (except
in Libya and Egypt), since it is still the working language of many ministries and
companies; in some middle-class families, it is the main home language spoken
with children.

On paper, Berber (Tamazight) is now an official language of Morocco (since
2011) and Algeria (since 2016), while Tuareg (Tamasheq/Tamajeq) is a recognised
national language of Mali and Niger. In practice, “official language” remains a
misleading term. Official documents are rarely, if ever, provided in Berber, and
there is no generalised right to communicate with the government in Berber.
However, Berber is taught as a school subject in selected Algerian, Moroccan,
and (since 2012 or so) Libyan schools, while some Malian and Nigerien ones even
use it as a medium of education. It is also used in broadcast media, including
some TV and radio channels. Both Morocco and Algeria have established lan-
guage planning bodies to promote neologisms and encourage publishing, with a
view towards standardisation. The latter poses difficult problems, given that each
country includes major varieties which are not inherently mutually intelligible.

Berber varieties have been written since before the second century BC (Pichler
2007) - although the language of the earliest inscriptions is substantially differ-
ent from modern Berber and decipherable only to a limited extent — and south-
ern Morocco has left a substantial corpus of pre-colonial manuscripts (van den
Boogert 1997); many other examples could be cited from long before people such
as Mammeri (1976) attempted to make Berber a printed language. Nevertheless,
writing seems to have had very little impact on the development of Berber as yet.
Awareness of the existence of a Berber writing system — Tifinagh - is widespread,
and often a matter of pride. However, most Berber speakers have never studied
Berber, and do not habitually read or write in it in any script — with the increas-
ingly important exception of social media and text messages, typically in Latin or
Arabic script depending on the region. Efforts to create a standard literary Berber
language have not so far been successful enough to exert a unifying influence on
its dispersed varieties. In the North African context, this is often understood as
implying that Berber is not a language at all — “language” (Arabic luya) being
popularly understood in the region as “standardised written language”.

405



Lameen Souag

1.3 Demographic situation of Berber

No reliable recent estimate of the number of Berber speakers exists; relevant data
is both scarce and hotly contested. The estimates brought together by Kossmann
(2011: 1; 2013: 29-36) suggest a range of 30-40% for Morocco, 20-30% for Algeria,
8% for Niger, 7% for Mali, about 5% for Libya, and less than 1% for Tunisia, Egypt,
and Mauritania. Selecting the midpoint of each range, and substituting in the
mid-2017 populations of each of these countries (CIA 2017) would yield a total
speaker population of about 25 million, 22 million of them divided almost evenly
between Morocco and Algeria.

2 Contact languages and historical development

2.1 Across North Africa

Berber contact with Arabic began in the seventh century with the Islamic con-
quests. For several centuries, language shift seems to have been largely confined
to major cities and their immediate surroundings, probably affecting Latin speak-
ers more than Berber speakers. The invasion of the Bana Hilal and Bant Sulaym
in the mid-eleventh century is generally identified as the key turning point: it
made Arabic a language of pastoralism, rapidly reshaping the linguistic land-
scape of Libya and southern Tunisia, then over the following centuries slowly
transforming the High Plateau and the northern Sahara in general. This rural ex-
pansion further reinforced the role of Arabic as a lingua franca, while the recruit-
ment of Arabic-speaking soldiers from pastoralist tribes encouraged its spread
further west to the Moroccan Gharb.

The resulting linguistic divide between rural groups and towns remained a key
theme of Maghrebi sociolinguistics until the twentieth century. In several cases,
a town spoke a different language than its hinterland; in much of the Sahara,
Berber-speaking oasis towns such as Ouargla or Igli formed linguistic islands in
regions otherwise populated by Arabic speakers, and in the north, towns such as
Bejaia or Cherchell constituted small Arabic-speaking communities surrounded
by a sea of Berber-speaking villages. Even in larger cities such as Algiers or
Marrakech, the dominance of Arabic was counterbalanced by substantial regular
immigration from Berber-speaking regions further afield.

Today all Berber communities are more or less multilingual, usually in Arabic
and often also in French; outside of the most remote areas, monolingual speakers
are quite difficult to find. Even in the nineteenth century, however, monolingual
Berber speakers were considerably more numerous (Kossmann 2013: 41).

406



18 Berber

Alongside the coexistence of colloquial Maghrebi Arabic with Berber, Classi-
cal Arabic also had a role to play as the primary language of learning and in par-
ticular religious studies. Major Berber-speaking areas such as Kabylie (northern
Algeria) and the Souss (southern Morocco) developed extensive systems of reli-
gious education, whose curricula consisted primarily of Arabic books (van den
Boogert 1997; Mechehed 2007). The restriction of Classical Arabic to a limited
range of contexts, and the relatively small proportion of the population pursu-
ing higher education, gave it a comparatively small role in the contact situation;
even in the lexicon, its influence is massively outweighed by that of colloquial
Arabic, and it appears to have had no structural influence at all.

2.2 In Siwa

Examples of contact-induced change in this chapter are often drawn from Siwi,
the Berber language of the oasis of Siwa in western Egypt. Sporadic long-distance
contact with Arabic there presumably began in the seventh or eighth century
with the Islamic conquests, and increased gradually as Cyrenaica and Lower
Egypt became Arabic-speaking and as the trade routes linking Egypt to West
Africa were re-established. During the eleventh century, the Bana Sulaym, speak-
ing a Bedouin Arabic dialect, established themselves throughout Cyrenaica.

In the twelfth century, al-Idrisi reports Arab settlement within Siwa itself,
alongside the Berber population. Later geographers make no mention of an Arab
community there, suggesting that these early immigrants were integrated into
the Berber majority. Several core Arabic loans in Siwi, such as the negative cop-
ula qacci < qgatt Say? and the noon prayer luli < al-7ulé, are totally absent from sur-
rounding Arabic varieties today; such archaisms are likely to represent founder
effects dating back to this period (Souag 2009).

The available data gives nothing close to an adequate picture of the linguistic
environment of medieval Siwa. We may assume that, throughout these centuries,
most Siwis — or at least the dominant families — would have spoken Berber as
their first language, and more mobile ones — especially traders — would have
learned Arabic (but whose Arabic?) as a second language. Alongside these, how-
ever, we must envision a fluctuating population of Arabic-speaking immigrants
and West African slaves learning Berber as a second language. In such a situa-
tion, both Berber-dominant and Arabic-dominant speakers should be expected
to play a part in bringing Arabic influences into Siwi.

The oasis was integrated into the Egyptian state by Muhammad Ali in 1820,
but large-scale state intervention in the linguistic environment of the oasis only
took effect in the twentieth century; the first government school was built in
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1928, and television was introduced in the 1980s. An equally important develop-
ment during this period was the rise of labour migration, taking off in the 1960s
as Siwi landowners recruited Upper Egyptian labourers, and Siwi young men
found jobs in Libya’s booming oil economy. It has then grown further since the
1980s with the rise of tourism and the growth of tertiary education. The effects of
this integration into a national economy include a conspicuous generation gap
in local second-language Arabic: older and less educated men speak a Bedouin-
like dialect with *q > g, while younger and more educated ones speak a close
approximation of Cairene Arabic.

3 Contact-induced changes in Berber

3.1 Introduction

As noted above, bilingualism in North Africa has been asymmetrical for many
centuries, with Berbers much more likely to learn Arabic than vice versa. This
suggests the plausible general assumption that the agents of contact-induced
change were typically dominant in the (Berber) recipient language rather than
in Arabic. However, closer examination of individual cases often reveals a less
clear-cut situation; as seen above in §2.1, the history of Siwi suggests that Berber-
and Arabic-dominant speakers both had a role to play, and post facto analysis
of the language’s structure seems to confirm this assumption. The loss of femi-
nine plural agreement, for example (§3.3 below), can more easily be attributed to
Arabic-dominant speakers adopting Berber than to Berber-dominant speakers.
In the absence of clear documentary evidence, caution is therefore called for in
the application of Van Coetsem’s (1988; 2000) model to Berber.

3.2 Phonology

The influence of Arabic on Berber phonology is conspicuous; in general, every
phoneme used in a given region’s dialectal Arabic is found in nearby Berber vari-
eties. Almost all Northern Berber varieties have adopted from Arabic at least the
pharyngeals /¢/ and /h/, a series of voiceless emphatics: /s/, /h/, non-geminate
/q/, and either /d/ or /t/. These phonemes presumably reached Berber through
loanwords from Arabic, but have been extended to inherited vocabulary as well,
through reinterpretation of emphatic spread or through their use in “expressive
formations” (Kossmann 2013: 199), e.g. Kabyle 0i-hadmar-0 ‘breast of a small an-
imal’ < idmar-an ‘breast’.
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In Siwi (Souag 2013: 36—-39; Souag & van Putten 2016), at least nine phonemes
were clearly introduced from Arabic. The pharyngealised coronals /s/, /1/, /r/ and
/d/ have no regular source in Berber, and occur in inherited vocabulary almost
exclusively as a result of secondary emphasis spread (with the isolated exception
of das ‘to laugh’). The order of borrowing appears to be [, r > s > d; in a few older
loans, Arabic s is borrowed as z (e.g. zoffar ‘to whistle’ < saffar), and in all but
the most recent strata of loans, Arabic d/J is borrowed as ¢t (e.g. a-frit ‘broad’ <
farid). The pharyngeals /h/ and /9/ (e.g. habba ‘a little’ < habba ‘a grain’, fammi
‘paternal uncle’ < famm-1 ‘uncle-0BL.1sG’) likewise have no regular source in
Berber, although 1sG -y- has become -f- for some speakers (an irregular sound
change specific to this morpheme). { is lost in a number of older loans (e.g. annas
‘bier’ < an-nafs), but h is always retained as such rather than being dropped or
adapted (unlike Tuareg, where it is typically adapted to h). This suggests that
Siwi continued to adapt Arabic loans to its phonology by dropping f up to some
stage well after the beginning of significant borrowing from Arabic, but started
accepting Arabic loans with h too early for any adapted to survive, implying an
order of borrowing h > f. Among the glottals, /h/ (e.g. ddhan ‘oil’ < dihan “oils’)
appears in inherited vocabulary only in the distal demonstratives, where com-
parison to Berber languages that do have h suggests that it is excrescent, while
/?/ only rarely appears even in recent loanwords (e.g. 7aggar ‘to rent’ < Zaggar).
The mid vowel /o/ has been integrated into Siwi phonology as a result of bor-
rowing from Arabic; having been established as a phoneme, however, it went
on to emerge by irregular change from original *u in two inherited words (allon
‘window’, agroz ‘palm heart’), and from irregular simplification of *ayu in some
demonstratives (e.g. wok ‘this.sG.M’ < *wa yur-ak ‘this.sG.m at-2sG.m’). The inter-
dentals /0/ and /3/ have a more marginal status, but are used by some speakers
even in morphologically well-integrated loans, e.g. a-0qil or a-tqil ‘heavy’ < Oagqil.
Arabic influence may also be responsible for the treatment of [3] and [d3] as free
variants of the same phoneme /g/ (Vycichl 2005), so that e.g. /taglast/ ‘spider’ is
variously realised as [t"e3l as’t] ~ [t"eed3l'as’t] (Naumann 2012: 152); other Berber
languages with phonemic Z normally have [d3] as a conditioned allophone (e.g.
when geminated) or as a cluster.

Arabic influence has also massively affected the frequency of some phonemes.
/q/ and /h/ were marginal in Siwi before Arabic influence, while *e had nearly
disappeared due to regular sound changes, but all three are now quite frequent.
Conversely, the influx of Arabic loans has helped make labiovelarised phonemes
such as g% and g" rare.
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3.3 Morphology

Berber offers numerous examples of the borrowing of Arabic words together
with their original Arabic inflectional morphology, a case of what Kossmann
(2010) calls Parallel System Borrowing. This phenomenon is most prominent for
nominal number marking, but sometimes attested in other contexts too.

In Berber, most nouns are consistently preceded by a prefix marking gender
(masculine/feminine), number (singular/plural), and often case/state. Nouns bor-
rowed from Arabic normally either get assigned a Berber prefix, or fill the pre-
fix slot with an invariant reflex of the Arabic definite article: compare Figuig a-
gfud vs. Siwi la-gfud ‘young camel’ (< qafud). The Berber plural marking system
prior to Arabic influence was already rather complex, combining several different
types of affixal marking with internal ablaut strategies; many Arabic loans are in-
tegrated into this system, e.g. Kabyle a-bellar ‘crystal’ > pl. i-bellar-en (< billawr),
Siwi a-kaddab ‘liar’ > pl. i-kaddab-an (< kaddab). However, in most Berber vari-
eties, Arabic loans have further complicated the system by frequently retaining
their original plurals, e.g. Kabyle I-kayed ‘paper’ > le-kwayed (< kayid), Siwi al-
gonfud ‘hedgehog’ > pl. la-gnafid (< qunfud). (The difference correlates fairly
well with the choice in the singular between a Berber prefix and an Arabic arti-
cle, but not perfectly; contrast e.g. Siwi a-fruh ‘chick, bastard’ < farh, which takes
the Arabic-style plural la-frah.) Berber has no inherited system of dual marking,
instead using analytic strategies. Nevertheless, for a limited number of measure
words, duals too are borrowed, e.g. Kabyle yum-ayen ‘two days’ < yawm-ayn
(although ‘day’ remains ass!), Siwi s-san-t ‘year’ > san-t-en ‘two years’ < san-at-
ayn. Arabic number morphology may sporadically spread to inherited terms as
well, e.g. Kabyle berdayen ‘twice’ < a-brid ‘road, time’, Siwi la-g¥razan ‘dogs’ <
a-g“arzni ‘dog’ (Souag 2013).

Whereas nouns are often borrowed together with their original inflectional
morphology, verbs almost never are. The only attested exception is Ghomara,
a heavily mixed variety of northern Morocco. In Ghomara, many (but not all)
verbs borrowed from Arabic are systematically conjugated in Arabic in otherwise
monolingual utterances, a phenomenon which seems to have remained stable
over at least a century: thus ‘T woke up’ is consistently fag-ah, but ‘T fished’ is
equally consistently ssad-if (Mourigh 2016: 6, 137, 165). However, the borrowing
of Arabic participles to express progressive aspect is also attested in Zuwara, if
only for the two verbs of motion masay ‘going’ (pl. masy-in) and Zay ‘coming’ (pl.
Zayy-in), contrasting with inherited fa! ‘go’, asad ‘come’ (Kossmann 2013: 284-
285).
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Prepositions are less frequently borrowed; in some cases where this does occur,
however - including Igli manyir- ‘except’, Ghomara bin ‘between’ (Kossmann
2013: 293) — they too occasionally retain Arabic pronominal markers, e.g. Siwi
msabb-ha ‘for her’ < min sababi-ha ‘from reason.oBL-0OBL.3sG.F’ (Souag 2013: 48).
In Awjila, more unusually, two inherited prepositions somewhat variably take
Arabic pronominal markers, e.g. dit-ha ‘in front of her’ (van Putten 2014: 113).

A rarer but more spectacular example of morpheme borrowing is the borrow-
ing of productive templates from Arabic. Such cases include the elative template
9CCaC in Siwi, used to form the comparative degree of triliteral adjectives irre-
spective of etymology — thus amlal ‘whiter’ < a-mallal alongside atwal ‘taller’
< a-twil < Arabic tawil (Souag 2009) — and the diminutive template CCiCaC in
Ghomara (Mourigh 2016), e.g. azwiyyar ‘little root’ < azar alongside lamwiyyas
‘little knife’ < I-mus < Arabic al-musa ‘razor’ (gemination of y is automatic in
the environment i_V). As the latter example illustrates, borrowed derivational
morphology sometimes becomes productive.

The effects of Arabic on Berber morphology are by no means limited to the
borrowing of morphemes. There is reason to suspect Arabic influence of having
played a role in processes of simplification attested mainly in peripheral varieties,
such as the loss of case marking in many areas. In Siwi, where Arabic influence
appears on independent grounds to be unusually high, the verbal system shows
a number of apparent simplifications targeting categories absent in sedentary
Arabic varieties: the loss of distinct negative stems, the near-complete merger of
perfective with aorist, the fixed postverbal position of object clitics, and so on. It
is tempting to explain such losses as arising from imperfect acquisition of Siwi
by Arabic speakers.

Structural calquing in morphology is also sporadically attested. Siwi has lost
distinct feminine plural agreement on verbs, pronouns, and demonstratives, ex-
tending the inherited masculine plural forms to cover plural agreement irrespec-
tive of gender. Within Berber, this is unprecedented; plural gender agreement is
extremely well conserved across the family. However, it perfectly replicates the
usual sedentary Arabic system found in Egypt and far beyond.

3.4 Syntax

Syntactic influence is often difficult to identify positively. Nevertheless, Berber
offers a number of examples, and relative clause formation is one of the clearest
(Souag 2013: 151-156; Kossmann 2013: 369-407). Relative clauses in Berber are
normally handled with a gap strategy combined with fronting of any stranded
prepositions, as in (1).
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(1) Awjila (Paradisi 1961: 79)
arrafoqa-nnas  wi iZin-an-a nettin id-sin ksum
friend.PL-GEN.3SG REL.PL.M divide-3PL.M-PRF 35G.M with-OBL.3PL.M meat

‘his friends with whom he divided the meat’

In subject relativisation, a special form of the verb not agreeing in person (the
so-called “participle”) is used, as in (2); such a form is securely reconstructible
for proto-Berber (Kossmann 2003).

(2) Awijila (Paradisi 1960: 162)
amadan wa tarav-an nettin Yayyan
man  REL.SG.M write.IPFV-PTCP 35G.M ill

‘The man who is writing is ill’

In several smaller easterly varieties apart from Awjila, however, both of these
traits have been lost. The strategy found in varieties such as Siwi — resumptive
weak (affixal) pronouns throughout, and regular finite agreement for subject rel-
ativisation — perfectly parallels Arabic:

(3) Siwi (Souag 2013: 151-152)
talti  ton dozz-y-as ggowab
woman REL.SG.F send-1SG-DAT.3sG letter
‘the woman to whom I sent the letter’

(4) Siwi (field data)
agg"id wonn  i-Temmar imagran
man REL.SG.M 35G.M-make.IPFV sickle.pL
‘the man who makes sickles’

In the case of verbal negation, an originally syntactic calque has often been
morphologised in parallel in Arabic and Berber. A number of varieties — espe-
cially the widespread Zenati subgroup of Berber, ranging from eastern Morocco
to northern Libya — have developed a postverbal negative clitic -$(a) from *kara
‘thing’, apparently a calque on Arabic -5(i) from Say?; however, some instead use
the direct borrowings $i or Say (Lucas 2007; Kossmann 2013: 332-334).

3.5 Lexicon

Lexical borrowing from Arabic is pervasive in Berber. Out of 41 languages around
the world compared in the Loanword Typology Project (Tadmor 2009), Tarifiyt
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Berber was second only to (Selice) Romani in the percentage of loanwords -
more than half (51.7%) of the concepts compared. More than 90% of loanwords
examined in Tarifiyt were from Arabic, almost all from dialectal Maghrebi Ara-
bic. There is little reason to suppose that Tarifiyt is exceptional in this respect
among Northern Berber languages; to the contrary, Kossmann (2013: 110) finds
its rate of basic vocabulary borrowing to be typical of Northern Berber, whereas
Siwi and Ghomara go much higher. The rate of borrowing from Arabic, however,
is considerably lower further south and west; on a 200-word list of basic vocabu-
lary, Chaker (1984: 225-226) finds 38% Arabic loans in Kabyle (north-central Al-
geria) vs. 25% in Tashelhiyt (southern Morocco) and only 5% in Tahaggart Tuareg
(southern Algeria).

This borrowing is pervasive across the languages concerned, rather than be-
ing restricted to particular domains. Every semantic field examined for Tarifiyt,
including body parts, contained at least 20% loanwords, and verbs or adjectives
were about as frequently borrowed as nouns were (Kossmann 2009). Numerals
stand out for particularly massive borrowing; most Northern Berber varieties
have borrowed all numerals from Arabic above a number ranging from ‘one’ to
‘three’ (Souag 2007).

The effects of this borrowing on the structure of the lexicon remain insuf-
ficiently investigated, but appear prominent in such domains as kinship termi-
nology. Throughout Northern Berber, a basic distinction between paternal kin
and maternal kin is expressed primarily with Arabic loanwords (fammi ‘pater-
nal uncle’ vs. hali ‘maternal uncle’ etc.), whereas in Tuareg that distinction is not
strongly lexicalised. Nevertheless, borrowing does not automatically entail lex-
ical restructuring; Tashelhiyt, for example, kept its vigesimal system even after
borrowing the Arabic word for ‘twenty’ (£$rin), cf. Ameur (2008: 77).

The borrowing of analysable multi-word phrases — above all, numerals fol-
lowed by nouns - stands out as a rather common outcome of Berber contact
with Arabic. Usually this is limited to the borrowing of numerals in combination
with a limited set of measure words, such as ‘day’; thus in Siwi we find forms
like sbaf-t iyyam ‘seven days’ rather than the expected regular formation *sabfa
n nnhar-at (Souag 2013: 114). In Beni Snous (western Algeria), the phenomenon
seems to have gone rather further: Destaing (1907: 212) reports that numerals
above ‘ten’ systematically select for Arabic nouns. Souag & Kherbache (2016),
however, explain this as a code-switching effect, rather than a true case of one
language’s grammar requiring shifts into another.
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4 Conclusion

The influence of Arabic on Berber has come to be better understood over the
past couple of decades, but much remains to be done. Synchronically, Berber—
Arabic code-switching remains virtually unresearched; rare exceptions include
Hamza (2007) and Kossmann (2012). Sociolinguistic methods could help us bet-
ter understand the gradual integration of new Arabic loanwords; the early efforts
of Brahimi (2000) have hardly been followed up on. Diachronically, it remains
necessary to move beyond the mere identification of loanwords and contact ef-
fects towards a chronological ordering of different strata, an approach explored
for some peripheral varieties by Souag (2009) and van Putten & Benkato (2017).
While linguists are belatedly beginning to take advantage of earlier manuscript
data to understand the history of Berber (van den Boogert 1997; 1998; Brugnatelli
2011; Meouak 2015), this data has not yet been used in any systematic way to
help date the effects of contact at different periods. For many smaller varieties,
especially in the Sahara, basic documentation and description are still necessary
before the influence of Arabic can be explored. The unprecedented degree of Ara-
bic influence revealed in Ghomara by recent work (Mourigh 2016), extending to
the borrowing of full verb paradigms, suggests that such descriptive work may
yet yield dividends in the study of contact.

Despite all these gaps, the work done so far is more than sufficient to establish
a general picture of Arabic influence on Berber. Throughout Northern Berber,
Arabic influence on the lexicon is substantial and pervasive, bringing with it
significant effects on phonology and morphology. Structural effects of Arabic on
morphology, and Arabic influence on Berber syntax, are less conspicuous but
nevertheless important, especially in smaller varieties such as Siwi. Looking at
these results through Van Coetsem’s (1988; 2000) framework, this suggests that
speakers dominant in the recipient languages have had an especially prominent
role in Arabic-Berber contact in larger varieties, whereas the role of speakers
dominant in the source language is more visible in smaller varieties. However,
this a priori conclusion should be tested against directly attested historical data
wherever possible.

Further reading

» The key reference for Arabic influence on Northern Berber is Kossmann (2012),
frequently cited above; this covers all levels of influence including the lexicon,
phonology, nominal and verbal morphology, borrowing of morphological ca-
tegories, and syntax.
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» The most extensive in-depth study of Arabic influence on a specific Berber
variety is Souag (2013), effectively a contact-focused grammatical sketch of
Siwi Berber.

» Mourigh (2016) is a thorough synchronic description of by far the most strongly
Arabic-influenced Berber variety, Ghomara, giving a uniquely clear picture of
just how far the process can go without resulting in language shift.
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Abbreviations

1,2,3 1st, 2nd, 3rd person OBL oblique

DAT  dative pL/pl. plural

F feminine PRF  perfect (suffix conjugation)
GEN  genitive PTCP  participle

IPFV  imperfective SG singular

M masculine
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Chapter 19
Beja
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This chapter argues for two types of outcomes of the long-standing and intense con-
tact situation between Beja and Arabic in Sudan: borrowings at the phonological,
syntactic and lexical levels, and convergence at the morphological level.

1 Current state and historical development

1.1 Historical development of Beja

Beja is the sole language of the Northern Cushitic branch of the Afro-Asiatic
phylum. Recent archaeological discoveries show growing evidence that Beja is
related to the extinct languages of the Medjay (from which the ethnonym Beja is
derived; Rilly 2014: 1175), and Blemmye tribes, first attested on Egyptian inscrip-
tions of the Twelfth Dynasty for the former, and on a Napatan stela of the late
seventh century BCE for the latter. For recent discussions, see Browne (2003);
El-Sayed (2011); Zibelius-Chen (2014); Rilly (2014); and Rilly (2018). The Med-
jays were nomads living in the eastern Nubian Desert, between the first and
second cataracts of the River Nile. The Blemmyes invaded and took part in de-
feating the Meroitic kingdom, fought against the Romans up to the Sinai, and
ruled Nubia from Talmis (modern Kalabsha, between Luxor and Aswan) for a few
decades, before being defeated themselves by the Noubades around 450 CE (Rilly
2018). In late antiquity, the linguistic situation involved, in northern Lower Nu-
bia, Cushitic languages, Northern Eastern Sudanic languages, to which Meroitic
and Nubian belong, also Coptic and Greek to some extent, and in the south, Ethio-
Semitic. It is likely that there was mutual influence to an extent that is difficult
to disentangle today.
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1.2 Current situation of Beja

The Beja territory has shrunk a lot since late antiquity, and Beja (bidawije:t) is
mainly spoken today in the Red Sea and Kassala States in eastern Sudan, in the
dry lands between the Red Sea and the Atbara River. The 1993 census, the last
one to include a language question, recorded some 1,100,000 Beja speakers, and
there is probably at least double that figure today. There are also some 60,000
speakers in northern Eritrea, and there may be still a few speakers left in Egypt,
in the Nile valley at Aswan and Daraw, and along the coast towards Marsa Alam
(Morin 1995; Wedekind 2012). In Sudan today, Beja speakers have also settled in
Khartoum and cities in central and western Sudan (Hamid Ahmed 2005a: 67).

All Bejas today are Muslims. They consider themselves Bedouins, and call
themselves arab ‘Arab’;! they call the ethnic Arabs balawje:t. Before the intro-
duction of modern means of transportation, they were traditionally the holders
of the caravan trade in the desert towards the west, south and north of their
territory, and they still move between summer and winter pastures with their
cattle. They also produce sorghum and millet for daily consumption, and fruits
and vegetables in the oases. The arrival of Rashaida migrants from Saudi Arabia
in the nineteenth century created tensions in an area with meagre resources, but
the first contemporary important social changes took place during the British
mandate with the agricultural development of the Gash and Tokar areas, and the
settlement of non-Beja farmers. The droughts of the mid-1980s brought about a
massive exodus towards the cities, notably Port Sudan and Kassala, followed by
job diversification, and increased access to education in Arabic, although not gen-
eralized, especially for girls, who rarely go beyond primary level (Hamid Ahmed
2005a).

Beja is mostly an oral language. In Eritrea, a Latin script was introduced in
schools after independence in 1993, but in Sudan no education in Beja exists.
Attempts made by the Summer Institute of Linguistics and at the University of
the Red Sea to implement an Arabic-based script did not come to fruition. On
the other hand, in the last few years school teachers in rural areas have begun to
talk more and more in Beja in order to fight illiteracy (in Arabic) and absenteeism
(Onour 2015).

'In Sudan the term farab is widely used for referring to nomad groups in general, and not only
to ethnically defined Arabs. Thanks to Stefano Manfredi for this information..
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2 Arabic-Beja contact

Contact between Bejas and Arabs started as early as the beginning of Islamiza-
tion, and through trade relations with Muslim Egypt, as well as Arab incursions
in search of gold and emerald. Evidence of these contacts lies in the early Ara-
bicization of Beja anthroponyms (Zahotik 2007). The date of the beginning of
Islamization differs according to authors, but it seems it started as early as the
tenth century, and slowly expanded until it became the sole religion between the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (Zahotik 2007).

We have no information concerning the onset and spread of Beja—Arabic bi-
lingualism. It is thus often impossible to figure out if a transfer occurred through
Beja-dominant speakers or was imposed by fluent Beja—Arabic bilingual speak-
ers, and consequently to decide whether a contact-induced feature belongs to the
borrowing or to the imposition type of transfer as advocated by Van Coetsem
(1988; 2000) and his followers. What is certain though, is that socio-historical as
well as linguistic evidence speaks in favour of Beja—Arabic bilingualism as an
ancient phenomenon, but in unknown proportion among the population. With
the spread of Islam since the Middle Ages, contact with Arabic became more and
more prevalent in Sudan.

In this country, which will be the focus of this chapter, bilingualism with Suda-
nese Arabic is frequent, particularly for men, and expanding, including among
women in cities and villages, but to a lesser extent. Bejas in Port Sudan are also
in contact with varieties of Yemeni Arabic. Rural Bejas recently settled at the
periphery of the big cities have the reputation of being more monolingual than
others, which was still the case fifteen years ago (Vanhove 2003).

The Beja language is an integral part of the social and cultural identity of the
people, but it is not a necessary component. Tribes and clans that have switched
to Arabic, or Tigre, such as the Beni Amer, are considered Bejas. Beja is presti-
gious, since it allows its speakers to uphold the ethical values of the society, and is
considered to be aesthetically pleasing due to its allusive character. The attitude
towards Arabic is ambivalent. It is perceived as taboo-less, and thus contrary to
the rules of honour, nevertheless it is possible to use it without transgressing
them. Arabic is also prestigious because it is the language of social promotion
and modernity (Hamid Ahmed 2005b). Language attitudes are rapidly changing,
and there is some concern among the Beja diaspora about the future of the Beja
language, even though it cannot be considered to be endangered. Some parents
avoid speaking Beja to their children, for fear that it would interfere with their
learning of Arabic at school, leaving to the grandparents the transmission of Beja
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(Wedekind 2012; Vanhove 2017). But there is no reliable quantitative or qualita-
tive sociolinguistic study of this phenomenon. Code-switching between Beja and
Arabic is spreading but understudied.

This sketch of the sociolinguistic situation of Beja speaks for at least two types
of transfer: (i) borrowing, where the agents of transfer are dominant in the recip-
ient language (Beja); (ii) convergence phenomena, since the difference in linguis-
tic dominance between the languages of the bilingual speakers tends to be really
small (at least among male speakers today, and probably earlier in the history of
Beja; see Van Coetsem 1988: 87). Imposition has probably also occurred of course,
but it is not always easy to prove.

3 Contact-induced changes in Beja

3.1 Phonology

The few contact-induced changes in Beja phonology belong to the borrowing

type.
The phonological system of Beja counts 21 consonantal phonemes, presented

in Table 1.

Table 1: Beja consonants

F 9
~
IS] ~3 P
3 AN & 3 £ &
s 5§ £ £ 5 $ 5 £
T §F 5 5 F T F
&3 ~ < X ] ~ ~ ~
Plosive f t t k kY ?
b d d g g
Affricate &
Fricative s ) h
Nasal m n
Trill r
Lateral 1
Approximant w ]

The voiced post-alveolar affricate ds (often realized as a voiced palatal plosive
[5] as in Sudanese Arabic) deserves attention as a possible outcome of contact
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with Arabic. Since Reinisch (1893: 17), it is usually believed that this affricate is
only present in Arabic loanwords and is not a phoneme (Roper 1928; Hudson
1976; Morin 1995). The existence of a number of minimal pairs in word-initial po-
sition invalidates the latter analysis: di:k ‘rooster’ ~ fizk ‘chewing tobacco’; dghar
‘chance’ ~ dhar ‘bless’; dgaw ‘quarrel’ ~ daw ‘jungle’ ~ faw ‘pregnancy’ ~ gaw
‘house’ (Vanhove 2017). As for the former claim, there are actually a few lexical
items such as bZadgi ‘bed’, g¥7adsi ‘one-eyed’ (g"7ad ‘two eyes’), that cannot be
traced back to Arabic (the latter is pan-Cushitic; Blazek 2000). Nevertheless, it
is the case that most items containing this phoneme do come from (or through)
(Sudanese) Arabic: a:lad ‘tease’, adgi:n ‘dough’, adsib ‘please’, Zadsala ‘bicycle’,
7icgir ‘divine reward’, ga:hil ‘small child’, gabana ‘coffee’, &galla:j ‘because of’,
dallab “fish’, &ganna ‘paradise’, gantazji ‘djinn’, dgarika:n ‘jerrycan’, dge:b ‘pocket’,
dhali: ‘coal’, gim?7a ‘week’, dins ‘sort’, guwwa ‘inside’, fadil ‘morning’, findsa:n
‘cup’, handgar ‘dagger’, hids ‘pilgrimage’, madsa?a ‘famine’, madglis ‘reconcilia-
tion meeting’, sidgin ‘prison’, tardgima:l ‘translator’, wadsdsa ‘appointment’, and
xawadsa ‘foreigner’. It is clear that & is not marginal anymore. However & is
unstable: it has several dialectal variants, #, g and d, and may alternate with the
dental d or retroflex d, in the original Beja lexicon (&iw?o:r/diw7o:r ‘honourable
man’) as well as in loanwords (adi:n/adi:n ‘dough’) (Vanhove & Hamid Ahmed
2011; Vanhove 2017). In my data, which counts some 50 male and female speakers
of all age groups, this is rarely the case, meaning that there is a good chance that
this originally marginal phoneme will live on under the influence of (Sudanese)
Arabic.

There are two other consonants in Arabic loanwords that are regularly used
by the Beja speakers: z and x, neither of which can be considered phonemes since
there are no minimal pairs.

Blazek (2007: 130) established a regular correspondence between Beja d and
Proto-East-Cushitic *z. In contemporary Beja z only occurs in recent loanwords
from Sudanese Arabic such as daza ‘wage’, dgo:z ‘pair’, rizig ‘job’, waz? ‘offer’,
xazna ‘treasure’, zama:n ‘time’, zir?a ‘field’, zu:r ‘visit’. It may alternate with d,
even within the speech of the same speaker as free variants, e.g. dama:n, dir?a,
du:r. The fricative alveolar pronunciation is more frequent among city dwellers,
who are more often bilingual. It is difficult to ascertain whether Beja is in the pro-
cess of re-acquiring the voiced fricative through contact with Sudanese Arabic,
or whether it will undergo the same evolution to a dental stop as in the past.

A few recent Arabic loanwords may also retain the voiceless velar fricative
x (see also Manfredi et al. 2015: 304-305): xazna ‘treasure’, xawadsa ‘foreigner’,
xadda:m ‘servant’, xa:tar ‘be dangerous’, a:xar ‘last’. In my data, this is usually the
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case in the speech of fluent bilingual speakers. We thus have here a probable im-
position type of transfer. In older borrowings, even among these speakers, Arabic
x shifted to h (xajma > he:ma ‘tent’). It may be because these older loans spread in
a community which was at that time composed mainly of Beja-dominant speak-
ers, but we have no means of proving this hypothesis.

3.2 Morphology
3.2.1 General remarks

Most Cushitic languages only have concatenative morphology, the stem and pat-
tern schema being at best highly marginal (Cohen 1988: 256). In addition to Beja,
Afar and Saho (Lowland East-Cushitic branch), Beja’s geographically closest sis-
ters, are exceptions, and all three languages use also non-concatenative morphol-
ogy. In Afar and Saho it is far less pervasive than in Beja; in particular they do
not use vocalic alternation for verbal derivation, this feature being restricted to
the verb flexion of a minority of underived verbs.

Even though Beja and Arabic share a similar type of morphology, the follow-
ing overview shows that each language has developed its own system. Although
they have been in contact for centuries, neither small-scale nor massive borrow-
ing from Arabic morphological patterns can be postulated for the Beja data. An
interpretation in terms of a convergence phenomenon is more relevant, both in
terms of semantics and forms.

Non-concatenative morphology concerns an important portion of the lexicon:
a large part of the verb morphology (conjugations, verb derivations, verbal noun
derivations), and part of the noun morphology (adjectives, nouns, “internal” plu-
rals, and to a lesser extent, place and instrument nouns). In what follows, I build
on Vanhove (2012) and Vanhove (2017), correcting some inaccuracies.

3.2.2 Verb morphology

Only one of the two Beja verb classes, the one conjugated with prefixes (or in-
fixes), belongs to non-concatenative morphology. This verb class (V1) is formed
of a stem which undergoes ablaut varying with tense—aspect-mood (TAM), per-
son and number, to which prefixed personal indices for all TAMs are added (plu-
ral and gender morphemes are also suffixes). V1 is diachronically the oldest pat-
tern, which survives only in a few other Cushitic languages. In Beja V1s are the
majority (57%), as against approximately 30% in Afar and Saho, and only five
verbs in Somali and South Agaw (Cohen 1988: 256). Table 2 provides examples
in the perfective and imperfective for bi-consonantal and tri-consonantal roots.
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Table 2: Perfective and imperfective patterns

Bi-consonantal dif ‘g0’ Tri-consonantal kitim ‘arrive’

pFv  i-dif ‘he went’ i-ktim ‘he arrived’
i-dif-na ‘they went’ i-ktim-na ‘they arrived’

1PFV  i-n-di:f ‘he goes’ k<an>ti:m ‘he arrives’
e:-dif-na ‘they go’ e:-katim-na ‘they arrive’

Prefix conjugations are used in Arabic varieties and South Semitic languages
but their functions and origins are different. In South Semitic, the prefix conju-
gation has an aspectual value of imperfective, while in Cushitic it marks a partic-
ular morphological verb class. The Cushitic prefix conjugation (in the singular)
goes back to auxiliary verbs meaning ‘say’ or ‘be’, while the prefix conjugation
of South Semitic has various origins, none of them including a verb ‘say’ or ‘be’
(Cohen 1984). Although different grammaticalization chains took place in the two
branches of Afro-Asiatic, this suggests that the root-and-pattern system might
have already been robust in Beja at an ancient stage of the language. It is note-
worthy that there are at least traces of vocalic alternation between the perfective
and the imperfective in all Cushitic branches (Cohen 1984: 88-102), thus rein-
forcing the hypothesis of an ancient root-and-pattern schema in Beja. In what
proportion this schema was entrenched in the morphology of the proto-Cushitic
lexicon is impossible to decide.

Verb derivation of V1s is also largely non-concatenative. Beja is the only Cush-
itic language which uses qualitative ablaut in the stem for the formation of se-
mantic and voice derivation. The ablaut can combine with prefixes.

T