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Lexical copies in Khalaj: A contribution to the
World Loanword Database (WOLD)

Mehmet Akkus

Akkus, Mehmet 2022. Lexical copies in Khalaj: A contribution to the World Loanword
Database (WOLD). Turkic Languages 26, 31-52.

This paper provides a quantitative analysis of lexical copies in Khalaj, an endangered
Turkic language spoken in a compact language ecology in Central Iran. Surveying lexical
copies in a language allows one to trace historical linguistic contact between two or more
speech communities. The more intense the language contact is, the more likely it is that
lexical items are hierarchically code-copied from a Model Code, in Johanson’s termi-
nology. This study thus focuses on the lexical copying (loanword) patterns of two Khalaj
varieties, both of which are enclaves at the edges of the language ecology. The database for
this study was constructed based on an adapted list of 1,353 items, titled Loanword Typo-
logy list (Haspelmath & Tadmor 2009). The Khalaj data was obtained through direct elici-
tations from four Khalaj-speaking language consultants in Iran. These elicitations were un-
dertaken in July and August, 2021, in the villages of Shanegh, and Telkhab. Since Khalaj
lacks standardized orthography, the data was transcribed using IPA (International Phonetic
Alphabet) conventions. As for data analysis, Worterbuch des Chaladsch (Doerfer & Tezcan
1980) was used to verify the meanings of Khalaj lexical items and their meanings. A quan-
titative analysis was conducted to identify the extent of possible sources of lexical copying.
The findings revealed that the number of copied lexical items varied between two speech
communities, probably because the language ecology has had an impact on the source of
items copied.
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Introduction

In language contact situations, “predicting the outcome” is a quite demanding chal-
lenge for linguists (Siemund 2008: 3). However, depending on the duration of contact,
its intensity, the presence or absence of imperfect learning, the status of languages
between the two or more speech communities, the number of speakers, and purist
attitudes of speakers, language contact may result in

(1) mixed languages (Bakker & Mous 2013),
(i) code-switching/code-mixing (Gardner-Chloros 2009),
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(iii) linguistic attrition (Schmid 2013),

(iv) creoles and pidgins (Winford 2003),

(v)  shift (Thomason and Kaufman 1988),

(vi) language maintenance (Thomason and Kaufman 1988).

In an intense contact situation, language contact might result in an increase in both
lexical copying and lexical or grammatical replication.

In order to contribute to the discussion on the roles of language contact and lexical
copying, this study aims to examine lexical copying patterns of two Khalaj varieties
in relation to an adapted list of 1,353 lexical items entitled the Loanword Typology
meaning list, as a contribution to the World Loanword Database (WOLD) (cf. 1,460
items in original list, Haspelmath & Tadmor 2009) .

Lexical copying and the World Loanword Database (WOLD): Concepts and is-
sues

In the literature of contact linguistics, it appears that there is no “one-size-fits-all”
model defining “universals” for all contact situations (Siemund 2008), although some
rigorous attempts have been made. Johanson’s (2002) code-copying framework is one
of the most frequently used models. To better understand the fundamental processes
of contact-induced language change, Johanson (2002) suggests a descriptive frame-
work of specific language contact circumstances. The process of describing contact-
induced language change phenomena in Johanson’s framework is based on theoretical
notions that are similar to the ideas used in previous frameworks (Thomason & Kauf-
man 1988, Weinreich [1953] 1964).

Johanson (2002) uses the term copying intentionally, as opposed to Haugen’s
(1950) borrowing, Weinreich’s ([1953] 1964) interference, Matras & Sakel’s (2007)
matter borrowing, and Heine and Kuteva’s (20006) transfer and replication. Further-
more, most of these constructs, such as borrowing and interference, have been de-
scribed as misleading (Johanson 2002). Therefore, Johanson chooses to use the term
“copying” to describe his central concept. Because borrowing suggests the act of “tak-
ing” something that must be returned after a certain amount of time, “copying”, which
indicates the permanence of the linguistic content copied and accepted into a lan-
guage, has been utilized throughout this study (Thomason and Kaufman 1988,
Weinreich [1953] 1964).

A lexical copy is a word that entered a language’s lexicon as a consequence of
copying at some time in its history. Lexical copies differ from native words, i.e. words
“which we can take back to the earliest known stages of a language” (Lehmann 1962:
212, as cited in Haspelmath & Tadmor 2009). It is still not fully understood why
“some structural elements are ‘attractive’ in the absolute sense that they notably lend
themselves to copying” (Johanson 2002: 2) but others are not in a contact situation.

In this regard, Keller (1994) states that there seems to be an invisible hand leading
to language change. Johanson (2002) refers to this “invisible hand” as “attractive-
ness”. In his framework, attractiveness characterizes linguistic elements that are more



Lexical copies in Khalaj 33

prone to be copied, and hence are more attractive, than others. Some linguistic ele-
ments, however, may be more resistant to copying.

The possibility of lexical copying is mainly determined by the type of language
ecology and contact situation (Haspelmath & Tadmor 2009). For instance, a speech
community that is under the sociopolitical control of another group may adopt admin-
istrative terms from the socially dominant group. It is thus highly likely that the con-
tact situation will provide typological explanations. In attempting to establish gener-
alizations across a worldwide sample of languages, a lexical database titled the World
Loanword Database (WOLD) encompassing 41 individual language sub-databases
was established based on a fixed list (Haspelmath & Tadmor 2009). The database
provides “the (orthographic) form, information about the analyzability of this form, a
morpheme-by-morpheme gloss (for analyzable words), information about loanword
status, information about the age of the word, and optional further information of var-
ious kinds” (Haspelmath & Tadmor 2009: 2). The database provides the Model Code
with its meaning, the Basic Code and some information on the copying circumstances
for each lexical copying. WOLD is based on a wide array of lexical items, entitled the
Loanword Typology meaning list. The list comprises 1,460 lexical meanings, most of
which can be found in any language, such as ‘eye’, ‘to go’, ‘heavy’, and ‘sun’. It is
worth noting that the list is a “meaning list”, and not a “word list”. In the database,
each sub-database includes 1,000-2,000 words or counterparts. The number of lexical
items in each sub-database varies, since a language may have no counterpart for a
given meaning in some circumstances. The 1,460 semantic meanings are divided into
24 fields: the physical world, kinship, animals, the body, food and drink, clothing and
grooming, the house, agriculture and vegetation, basic actions and technology, mo-
tion, possession, spatial relations, quantity, time, sense perception, emotions and val-
ues, cognition, speech and language, social and political relations, warfare and hunt-
ing, law, religion and belief, the modern world, and miscellaneous functional words.
See Haspelmath & Tadmor (2009) for the full list of semantic meanings of the lexical
items. In order to indicate whether a word is a loanword, a 5-point scale of certainty
of copying is provided:

0. No evidence of copying

1. Very little evidence of copying
2. Perhaps copied

3. Probably copied

4. Clearly copied

In order to verify copying, a number of etymological dictionaries on the East Old
Turkic and some Turkic varieties (Oghuz, Kipchak, Arghu, etc.) were used as primary
sources to detect the lexical items that Khalaj could have taken from its Turkic prede-
cessor. For lexical copying of Persian origin, the Dehkhoda Dictionary (Dehkhoda
1998) was consulted.

As a result of language contact, lexical copies may undergo phonological modifi-
cations. These modifications are categorized as “highly integrated”, “intermediate”,
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or “unintegrated” in WOLD. Haspelmath & Tadmor (2009: 16) highlight the differ-
ences as such:

As a rough guideline, unintegrated loanwords were those that kept significant
phonological and/or morphological peculiarities of the donor language and
were therefore recognizable as loanwords also to speakers with no training in
linguistics. On the contrary, highly integrated loanwords were those that had no
structural properties that betrayed their foreign origin. Loanwords that had
some synchronic properties of the foreign language were marked “intermedi-
ate”.

The language sample in WOLD covers 41 languages representing “the world’s gene-
alogical, geographical, typological, and sociolinguistic diversity” (Haspelmath &
Tadmor 2009: 3). Some of the project languages, e.g. English and Mandarin, are spo-
ken by tens of millions of people, while others are spoken by only a few thousand or
even a few hundred. In the report based on the data analysis, Selice Romani (62.7%)
and Tarifiyt Berber (51.7%) are regarded as very high borrowers, with copying rates
of over 50% while Mandarin Chinese (1.2%) and Old High German (5.8%) are among
the low borrowers, with copying rates of less than 10%.

The Khalaj language ecology

Khalaj (ISO-3: klj, Glottolog: turk1303), a highly endangered Turkic language, is spo-
ken as an enclave language in Central Iran, in the valleys on the northeastern side of
the central Zagros Mountain range between Hamadan and Qom, mainly in the districts
of Khalajastan and Salafchegan in Qom, and the district of Ashtian, as well as in
Farahan county in Markazi province.

In recent reports, the estimated number of speakers varies from 40,000 (Johanson
2021) to 66,000 (Hatami Khajeh 2016). Although there seems to be no consensus on
the exact number of speakers, it is a well-known fact that Khalaj is mainly spoken as
a family language in a number of isolated villages in rural areas of the Qom and
Markazi1 provinces. The Khalaj people can also be characterized as an immigrant so-
ciety in the sense that young people move to big cities (e.g. Tehran, Arak, Qom) in
the pursuit of a better life, resulting in an increase in unbalanced bi-/multilingualism
among younger generations. Since Persian speakers dominate in towns and cities, the
proficiency and knowledge of Persian is more widespread amongst urbanized Khala;.
Non-Khalaj speaking — mostly Persian or Azeri speaking — city-dwelling outsiders
seeking a more sedentary rural lifestyle are also welcomed, further confining Khalaj
to family communication. Khalaj is thus a dominated language.

Persian, the official and national language of Iran, serves as a socially-dominant
vernacular for all the Khalaj speakers. It is used for education, administration, and
written communication in formal and informal settings. Khalaj, however, is restricted
to family communication. It is worth noting that code-mixing and code-switching
seem to be everyday practices in all Khalaj-speaking communities. They are hardly
used in social media or written communication in general. The written material in
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Khalaj includes a few poetry collections, translations, and some folkloric stories. The
liturgical languages are basically Arabic and Persian. Khalaj is used only as a family
language among older generations. The decrease in language use has driven the lan-
guage to the brink of death.

As for the Khalaj dialectal varieties, Doerfer states that there are seven main
Khalaj dialects (1988: 276):

a. Western dialect: spoken in Borzabad and Khéltabad,
b. Northern dialect: Vasheqan, Mihr-e Zemin, and Chahik,

Northeastern dialect: Mushakiya, Espit, Sefidala, Ahmedabad, Bagh-e Yek,
Selefchegan, etc.

©

Southern dialect: Shanegh,

Central dialect: Khérrab,

Central eastern dialect: Moujan, Sorkhadeh, Ménsurabad, etc.
Main dialect: mixed dialects

® ™o o

The Khalaj dialects are spoken in such a compact linguistic geography that speakers
of each dialect may be in regular contact with speakers of more than three surrounding
languages, including Persian, Azeri (an Oghuz language), and to a lesser extent Tati
(Northwestern Iranian). The northern, northeastern, and western dialects, surrounded
by the Azeri-speaking sphere, for instance, seem to mainly preserve their peculiar
Turkic sounds due to typological proximity between Azeri and Khalaj Turkic. On the
other hand, the central, mixed and southern dialects are largely affected by the West-
ern Iranian language Persian and were probably also influenced to a lesser degree by
the Northwestern Iranian language Tati. Doerfer’s dialect classification (1988) needs
to be further studied to give information about the grammatical level of the differ-
ences, mainly phonological, lexical, or morpho-syntactical, between the sub-varieties,
taking the earliest documentation results into account; however, this is beyond the
scope of the present study. Instead, this study aims to zoom in on the interplay between
two distinct dialect areas and possible differences in the lexicon.

Contact Situations: Past and present

The Khalaj are believed to have adopted the prestigious tribal name of the “Oghuz
Khalaj”, with whom they once lived at the relatively isolated northwestern edge of the
Turkic kaghanate, “the region between Talas and Balasaghiin” (Johanson 2021: 91).
Their language is referred to as Arghu in Diwan Luyat at-Turk by al-KaSyar1. A sub-
group of the Khalaj tribe then migrated to the south. It was probably around this time
that the Khalaj ethnonym was mentioned in Bactrian legal documents of the 7th and
8th centuries, which were found in the vicinity of Bamiyan in northern Afghanistan
and deciphered by the acclaimed Iranologist Sims-Williams (Tezcan 2018: 244). In
these texts, Khalaj was written as yalaco in Ancient Greek letters (Sims-Williams
2002: 234). In addition to the ethnonym, a number of Turkic titles were also intro-
duced in these documents. These have historical value as they reveal that the Khalaj
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had already migrated to the southwest fringe. It is estimated that some of the Khalaj
who lived in northern Afghanistan and the Khorasan moved with the Oghuz tribes and
settled in Central Iran, where their variety “developed in a predominantly Persian sur-
rounding and in contact with predecessors of South Oghuz” between the 10th and 11th
centuries (Johanson 2021: 131). It is recorded that the Khalaj had already settled in
Saveh, Qom, and Kashan in 1415 during the Timurid era. In the Afshar and Qajar eras
in Iran, the predominantly nomadic Khalaj tribes lived in the Fars region together with
the Kashkay. This explains the relatively slight Luri influence on the Khalaj morphol-
ogy and to a lesser degree on its lexicon. Lexical copies in Khalaj that have Luri ori-
gins point to a (slight) historical contact with the Lur. The theme of Lur aggression is
still alive in Khalaj oral history in the village of Dirmenek in Markazi province. Situ-
ated in the vicinity of Amare and Vafs, the Khalaj have had contact with the Tati
language. The contact with Persian can be categorized into two periods characterized
by differing sociopolitical and sociocultural settings: (i) the period from the first ap-
pearance of the Khalaj in Central Iran, and (ii) the Pahlavi and revolutionary period.
In the earlier period, it seems that there was a symbiotic relationship between Turkic-
speaking and Persian-speaking peoples. Following the enthronement of Reza Shah,
however, large-scale Persianization took place, with the schooling and mass media
being predominantly in Persian. Furthermore, as a result of industrialization, began
migrating to the relatively industrialized cities in the neighborhood such as Tehran,
Arak, and Qom in the pursuit of a better life. This led to an increase in the use of
Persian among the younger generations. Nevertheless, the Khalaj language main-
tained its vitality in rural villages for a while, with middle-aged women and even chil-
dren being monolingual. It was mainly during this time that modern cultural lexemes
began to be copied into Khalaj with their Persian names. This development can be
regarded as an ongoing process caused by contact-induced language change, as is ob-
served in (almost) all Turkic varieties of Iran. The contact situation, however, is so
intricate that at times it is almost impossible to detect the source of copied lexemes.
For instance, the Khalaj counterpart of ‘army’ is gosun in the Telkhab variety. It ap-
pears to be ultimately copied from Mongolian, but its immediate source is unknown.
The word was also used in Persian in the Ilkhanid texts, the expected intermediate
Model Code. It might have been copied through either Azeri or Persian.

A systematic analysis of loanwords in Khalaj is a relatively neglected subject in
the relevant literature. While some remarks on the Khalaj lexical items and etymolo-
gies can be found in Doerfer & Tezcan’s Worterbuch des Chaladsch, to my best
knowledge, contact influence on the Khalaj lexemes has not yet been systematically
analyzed. However, contact-induced mechanisms in Khalaj have been investigated at
the morphosyntactic level (Kiral 2000, Ragagnin 2020).

Data Elicitation Process and Participants

All the Khalaj data used in this study was obtained from my linguistic fieldwork, car-
ried out in July and August, 2021, in the villages of Shanegh and Telkhab. My reason
for selecting these two varieties is that both of them are situated in a sui generis lin-
guistic ecology. Shanegh is a dialect enclave at the southern edge of the language
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ecology, while Telkhab is situated in the vicinity of Azeri-speaking communities in
the north. It should also be noted that the data was collected in villages where the
language consultants reported that they used their heritage language on a regular basis.
Of the 1,460 different lexical items in the Loanword Typology list, 107 (7.3% of the
database) were either unknown to the Khalaj speakers, — e.g. tropical flora (‘cassava’,
‘manioc’, ‘yam’, ‘banyan’, etc.) and fauna (‘opossum’, ‘anteater’, ‘chameleon’, ‘elk’,
‘moose’, etc.) — that are outside the geographical and cultural living environment of
speakers in Iran or were verbs that are differentiated in the language, such as ‘to take’
and ‘to get’. Such items were accordingly omitted from the list, and they were high-
lighted to check with speakers during fieldtrips. Regarding polysemies, five Khalaj
lexical items have two Loanword Typology meanings, e.g. [®t] ‘meat’, ‘flesh’. At this
stage, native Khalaj speakers from the village of Beharestan, namely Omid (Afshin)
Arabgol and Azer Arabgol were consulted. The Khalaj database thus comprises 1,353
lexical items elicited from four speakers in a series of elicitation sessions in two dia-
lect areas.

These elicitation sessions were carried out over the course of five weeks, since the
number of lexical items (1,353) was too high to obtain in just a few sessions. Prior to
the data elicitation sessions, I first translated the adapted lexical items of the Loan-
word Typology list into Persian. A Persian native speaker, Furrugh Kemalabadi
Ferahani, checked the translations. After necessary revisions, the list was divided into
six groups in order of the occurrence of field titles in the LWT list. In this respect, the
lexical items of the fields the physical world, kinship, animals, and the body were
prepared in the form of a PowerPoint presentation to help speakers easily visualize
the expected lexical items, unless these items were abstract concepts and notions. In
the second session, the items pertaining to the fields food and drink, clothing and
grooming, the house, and agriculture and vegetation were elicited, while basic actions
and technology, motion, possession, and spatial relations were obtained in the third
session. The data concerning quantity, time, sense perception, and emotions and val-
ues was obtained in the fourth session. The items regarding cognition, speech and
language, social and political relations, warfare and hunting, law, religion and belief,
modern world, and miscellaneous function words fields were elicited in a combined
session due to the coming religious Ashura ceremonies, observed by almost all the
Shia Khalajs.

In the elicitation of the word lists, picture prompts were used together with oral
prompts of the Persian lexical items. Using picture prompts instead of a translation
task from the dominant language, Persian, appears to be an obvious way to prevent
any interference from Persian. However, with relatively more abstract items regarding
cognition, miscellaneous function words, religion and belief, etc. it was necessary for
the researcher to make use of both types of prompts. In addition to the LWT, a basic
100-item core vocabulary list, referred to as the “Leipzig-Jakarta list” was produced
to provide a quantitative analysis, taking the variables of resistance to borrowing,
being universal, simplicity, and stability into account (Tadmor 2009a).
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Table 1 presents demographic information about the consultants including their
gender, hometown, age, dialect, and language repertoires. Abbreviations of the names
of the consultants are provided.

Rim Mus Ami Hos
Age 60 60 29 45
Gender M M M M
Home town Telkhab Telkhab Shanegh Shanegh
Language Khalaj Khalaj Khalaj Khalaj
repertoire Persian Persian Persian Persian

Azeri Azeri
Dialect Northwest Northwest South South

Table 1. Demographic information about the Khalaj consultants

The Khalaj language consultants were between 29 and 60 years of age when the field
work was carried out in Iran. As for gender, the consultants were all males. It is worth
noting here that female Khalaj-speaking individuals were asked to participate in the
data elicitation sessions, but they could not get permission from their male family
members, i.e. fathers, husbands, sons, etc., in the highly conservative society. Thus,
the Khalaj varieties described in this study reflect male-oriented varieties in general.

The northwestern Khalaj dialect consultants providing the lexical items from
Telkhab, situated at the northwestern edge of the Khalaj dialect area, were Ramazan
Ali Telkhabi, and Musa Qazim Telkhabi, who were both 60 at the time of elicitation.
They were both born and raised in Telkhab, and spoke their heritage language, Khalaj,
as well as the vernacular language, Persian, on a regular basis. They also stated that
they were simultaneous bilinguals. Because of the influence of language shift, and
because the societal setting of Khalaj as minority language is a central point in ex-
plaining the findings on the frequency and character of lexical copying, the Khalaj
proficiency and acquisition patterns of the participants might help predict the pace of
ongoing language shift. The elicitation in Shanegh was undertaken with two male
Khalaj speakers, Amir Xatibt and Hossein Shaneghi. Amir was 29, while Hossein was
a 45-year-old Khalaj-speaking villager. Besides Khalaj, they could speak Persian as a
lingua franca.

The language consultants were video recorded while providing elicited data. Dur-
ing the sessions, the researcher read the lexical items out loud while pointing at the
slides. Each slide contained an image or a representative picture, accompanied by its
Persian translation, if this lexical item could be visualized. If not, its Persian transla-
tion in Perso-Arabic orthography was presented.

Since Khalaj lacks standardized orthography, the data was transcribed using Inter-
national Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) conventions. Whenever the researcher needed to
verify his interpretations during the transcription process, the items were checked with
the consultants.
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Findings: Numbers and lexical copies

Since the identification of lexical copies is of crucial significance for the study, all
copies were evaluated word-by-word by two linguists who were working on the
Turkic languages of Iran at the time of evaluation. An iterative team collaboration
approach was used to assess the data and reduce challenges to internal credibility such
as researcher bias, confirmation bias, and structural corroboration. During these iter-
ative stages, the lexical copy rating team convened to come to a consensus on the
detection and classification of lexical copies in Khalaj. Whenever there was a point
of disagreement in terms of rating, the raters shared their interpretations and assess-
ments, and therefore the rating process was dialogical by its very nature. The raters
held discussions to come to an agreement on the lexical copies that they had scored
differently. Following a discussion of various ratings, the raters created tables identi-
fying the Model Code(s) from which the likely loanwords were copied.

A crucial source of etymological knowledge about East Old Turkic and some Tur-
kic varieties such as Oghuz, Kipchak, and Arghu is Mahmid al-KaSyarT’s (1072—
1074) Diwan Luyat at-Turk ‘Compendium of the Turkic dialects’ (Johanson 2021).
An Etymological Dictionary of Pre-Thirteenth Century Turkish (Clauson 1972) and
Etymological Dictionary of the Turkic Languages (ESTJ 1974-2003) were also used
as primary sources to detect lexical items that Khalaj may have taken from its Turkic
predecessor. A complementary source was Résdnen’s (1969) relatively short
etymological dictionary. Diwan Luyat at-Turk was also consulted for detecting Oghuz
Azeri copies in Khalaj. For lexical copying of Persian origin, there is the Dehkhoda
Dictionary, the most comprehensive Persian dictionary ever published, consisting of
circa 200 volumes. As for the Tati loanwords, there is Yarshater’s (1969) A Grammar
of Southern Tati Dialects, and Stilo’s (1971) A Grammar of Vafsi-Tati. Even though
there are few glosses in these works, to my knowledge, they are the sole sources for
the Tati varieties spoken in the vicinity. For etymologizing the words in Khalaj, my
primary resource was Doerfer & Tezcan’s (1980) Wérterbuch des Chaladsch, which
I consulted when I was uncertain of a word’s exact semantic field and possible ety-
mology.

Table 2 summarizes the results of the data as regards the incidence for lexical
copying by model code in the Shanegh and Telkhab varieties of Khala;.

Total copies
[Non-copies

IPersian
|Arabic

64.7 353
62.0 38.0

© 2lAzeri
+ > French

5
S
o
Lexical copies in the Shanegh data 51.8 10.6 0. 7
Lexical copies in the Telkhab data 47.9 10.6 1. 8

—_—

0.
0.

Table 2. Lexical copies in Khalaj by model code in the Shanegh and Telkhab varieties of Khalaj
(percentages)

The figures in Table 2 demonstrate that the Khalaj varieties are among very high bor-
rowers (Haspelmath & Tadmor 2009: 57), with a copying rate of over 50%. The data
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reveals that the great bulk of lexical copies in Khalaj were copied from Persian, the
socially dominant language in Iran. The figures also show that Arabic lexemes were
copied at a high rate into the Khalaj varieties. Lying in an enclave the southern edge
of the dialect area, the Shanegh variety has evidently not been influenced by Azeri,
an Oghuz language. Situated in the vicinity of Azeri-speaking communities to the
north, the Telkhab variety, however, has lexical copies taken from Azeri, with a per-
centage of 1.3%. Compared to the Shanegh variety, this variety is also characterized
by its having more original Khalaj words, probably owing to a number of sociolingu-
istic factors:

(a) Telkhab is not a dialect enclave.
(b) It has relatively more speakers.
(c) It is in regular contact with the other Khalaj villages.

These might explain why it is more “conservative” regarding lexical copying than the
Shanegh variety.

Worterbuch des Chaladsch (Doerfer & Tezcan 1980) was used to verify the me-
anings of Khalaj lexical items and their usages. It was also beneficial for making com-
parisons with the Khalaj lexical items documented some 50 years ago. Doerfer’s Lexik
und Sprachgeographie des Chaladsch (1987) was also utilized to compare the current
dialectal situation. With respect to the relationship between lexical copying and se-
mantic fields, Table 3 presents the percentages of lexical copies by model code and
semantic field in the Shanegh enclave.
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1 The physical world 50.0 17.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 67.2 32.8
2 Kinship 43.9 13.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 57.5 42.5
3 Animals 59.3 5.5 0.0 0.0 33 68.1 319
4 The body 53.6 39 0.0 0.0 0.7 58.2 41.8
5 Food and drink 52.5 12.5 0.0 2.5 0.0 67.5 325
6  Clothing and grooming 50.9 11.3 0.0 0.0 3.8 66.0 34.0
7  The house 70.7 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 75.6 244
8  Agriculture and vegetation 76.9 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 84.6 15.4
9  Basic actions and technology 45.4 1.3 0.0 0.0 1.3 48.0 52.0
10 Motion 29.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 292 70.8
11 Possession 60.5 9.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 69.8 30.2
12 Spatial relations 33.8 5.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 39.2 60.8
13 Quantity 30.8 5.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 359 64.1
14  Time 50.9 12.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 63.2 36.8
15  Sense perception 60.4 4.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 64.6 35.4
16  Emotions and values 46.8 29.8 0.0 0.0 2.1 79.7 21.3
17 Cognition 44.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 64.0 36.0
18  Speech and language 53.8 12.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 333
19 Social and political relations 91.7 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 94.4 5.6
20  Warfare and hunting 76.9 15.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 92.3 7.7
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21 Law 42.3 42.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 84.6 15.4
22 Religion and belief 56.0 44.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
23 Modern world 44.6 19.6 0.0 30.4 54  100.0 0.0
24 Miscellaneous function words 214 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.4 78.6

all words 51.8 10.6 0.0 1.6 0.7 64.7 35.3

Table 3. Lexical copies in Khalaj by model code and semantic field in the Shanegh variety
(percentages)

The data reveals that Persian penetrates almost every semantic field, as it is the
socially dominant language in Iran. The findings indicate that Persian enters into all
semantic fields. Persian influence is however predominantly concentrated on the se-
mantic fields social and political relations (91.7%), warfare and hunting (76.9%),
agriculture and vegetation (76.9%), the house (70.7%), possession (60.5%), sense
perception (60.4%), animals (59.3%), religion and belief (56.0%), speech and lan-
guage (53.8%), the body (53.6%), food and drink (52.5%), and the physical world
(50.0%). Persian contributes less than half of the copies in the remaining semantic
fields.

Arabic is the second most common model code, accounting for 10.6% of all lexical
copies in the database. Arabic copies cover 22 of the 24 semantic categories, accord-
ing to the findings. In the semantic fields motion and miscellaneous function words,
however, there are no Arabic copies. These data demonstrate that Arabic has a perva-
sive cultural and religious influence on the Khalaj lexicon, as is common in neighbor-
ing languages shaped by Islamic culture. Arabic lexical copies unsurprisingly affect
the semantic fields religion and belief (44.0%) and law (42.3%), certainly profiting
from the fact that it functions as a dominant liturgical language, along with Persian,
in Iran. It is also worth noting that there are no Azeri lexical copies in this variety,
probably because there are no Azeri-speaking villages in the surrounding area. Table
4 provides further lexical copies by semantic word class and model code (percentages)
for this variety.

ersian
Total loanwords
INon-loanwords

o
Nouns 59.6 15.4 0.0 2.0 2.3
Verbs 53.5 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0
Adjectives 25.8 9.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Adverbs 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Function words 39.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
All words 51.8 10.6 0.0 1.6 0.7 64.7 35.3

W N W wk
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Table 4. Lexical copies by semantic word class and model code (percentages) in the Shanegh
variety (percentages)

When sorted by semantic word class, Khalaj loanwords follow the general pattern
whereby nouns are the most easily copied word class, as demonstrated in Table 4.
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Lexical copies account for over three-fourths of the nouns in the database, whereas
verbs account for about half of copies (53.8%) in the relevant word class. No inflect-
ing verbs have been copied from Persian, French or Arabic into Khalaj. Instead, Kha-
laj makes use of a productive adaptation process, using light verbs. The data analysis
also reveals that the Telkhab variety has adapted and copied verbs either directly from
Persian or via Persian as a “bridge language”. In this respect, as Family (2014: 25)
has pointed out, Persian light verb constructions (LVCs) “form the foundation of a
complex network of verbal collocations that have replaced simple verbs in the lan-
guage”. For instance, the Persian light verb construction /endzam dadeen/ ‘to do’, ‘to
make’ constitutes a Persian noun /@ndzam/ ‘performance’, ‘implementation’ and a
Persian light verb /daden/ ‘to give’. In constructing LVCs, Persian could make use of
adapted Arabic nominals as well, e.g. /&edame daden/. /edame/ is an adapted nomi-
nalized Arabic word, which is used innovatively with a Persian light verb /dadan/ ‘to
give’, meaning ‘to continue’. As a result of prolonged contact with Persian, Khalaj
integrated the same process by using light verbs of Turkic origin, such as /vermak/
‘to give’, thus leading to a Khalaj light verb construction: /@edama vermak/, which is
evidently a loan translation from Persian. It is a well-known fact in the relevant liter-
ature that light verbs constructions are formed with kil-, et-, etc., but not ver-, in
historical and modern Turkic languages. These loan translations of LVCs formed with
Arabic nominals were also treated as Persian copies into Khalaj, since Arabic verbs
are built around a root consisting of two to five (though generally three) consonants
(triliteral or quadriliteral according to the number of consonants) such as «- < - &l “k-
t-b” ‘to write’ (Ryding 2005). Thus, the source/donor language of a loan is identified
by comparing the “original” usage pattern and “bridged” pattern. Khalaj does not copy
the original Arabic verbs which are built around a root. Rather, it copies the bridged
LVCs through Persian. The lexemes in (1) exemplify a number of loan-translated light
verb constructions in the Shanegh variety.

(1) Persian = Sha. Khalaj
fjex zeden/ ‘to freeze’ /jex vor-/
[tfeefmak zadaen/ “to blink’ [tfefmak vor-/
/naefes kaefiden/ ‘to breathe’ Inaefaes tfak-/
/caz zedan/ ‘to bite’ /gezze tot-/

The data also reveals that the proportions of copies of adjectives, adverbs, and func-
tion words are under 50.0%. Table 5 presents the percentages of lexical copies by
model code and semantic field in the Telkhab variety.

Table 5 gives the percentages of lexical copies in the Telkhab variety by semantic
field and main model codes. The figures demonstrate that Persian penetrates all se-
mantic fields. Persian is predominantly concentrated in the semantic fields of social
and political relations (88.9%), agriculture and vegetation (72.3%), warfare and
hunting (71.7%), the house (70.7%), possession (60.5%), religion and belief (56%),
speech and language (53.8%), and food and drink (50.0%). In the remaining semantic
fields, Persian contributes less than 50% copies.
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1 The physical world 453 17.2 4.7 0.0 0.0 67.2 32.8
2 Kinship 379 16.7 L5 0.0 0.0 56.1 43.9
3 Animals 473 5.5 22 0.0 33 58.3 41.7
4 The body 47.1 33 1.3 0.0 0.0 51.7 483
5 Food and drink 50.0 12.5 0.0 2.5 0.0 65.0 35.0
6  Clothing and grooming 47.2 11.3 1.9 3.8 0.0 64.2 35.8
7  The house 70.7 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 75.6 244
8  Agriculture and vegetation 72.3 7.7 1.6 0.0 0.0 81.6 18.4
9  Basic actions and technology 45.4 1.3 0.0 0.0 1.3 48.0 52.0
10 Motion 29.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 29.2 70.8
11 Possession 60.5 9.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 69.8 30.2
12 Spatial relations 28.4 5.4 2.7 0.0 0.0 36.5 63.5
13 Quantity 20.5 5.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.6 74.4
14  Time 45.6 12.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 57.9 42.1
15  Sense perception 54.1 4.2 4.2 0.0 0.0 62.5 37.5
16  Emotions and values 42.6 29.8 42 0.0 2.1 78.7 21.3
17 Cognition 44.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 64.0 36.0
18  Speech and language 53.8 12.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 333
19 Social and political relations 88.9 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 91.7 8.3
20  Warfare and hunting 71.7 15.4 2.6 0.0 2.6 92.3 7.7
21 Law 423 423 0.0 0.0 0.0 84.6 154
22 Religion and belief 56.0 44.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
23 Modern world 44.6 19.6 0.0 304 54 100.0 0.0
24 Miscellaneous function words 214 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 214 78.6
all words 47.9 10.6 1.3 1.4 0.8 62.0 38.0

Table 5. Lexical copies in Khalaj by model code and semantic field in the Telkhab variety
(percentages)

Arabic is the second model code, contributing 10.6% of lexical copies to the data-
base. The findings reveal that Arabic copies cover 22 out of 24 semantic fields. There
are, however, no Arabic copies in the semantic fields motion, and miscellaneous func-
tion words. These findings highlight that Arabic has exerted a widespread cultural and
religious impact on the Khalaj vocabulary, as is frequently observed in the neighbor-
ing languages under the influence of Islamic culture.

Contrary to the Shanegh variety, the Telkhab variety copies Azeri words, clearly
due to its shared ecology with Azeri-speaking villages at the northwestern edge of the
Khalaj-speaking language ecology. This results in a particular kind of contact. It is
evident that Azeri has left its mark on 10 fields, meaning that Azeri copies contribute
to the semantic fields the physical world (4.7%), sense perception (4.2%), emotion
and values (4.2%), spatial relations (2.7%), warfare and hunting (2.6%), animals
(2.2%), clothing and grooming (1.9%), agriculture and vegetation (1.7%), kinship
(1.6%), and the body (1.3%).

The data reveals that the French influence is observed in the semantic field modern
world (30.4%), as well as in the fields (modern) food and drink and clothing. These
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copies of ultimately French origin probably made their ways to Khalaj via Persian.
Here, it is worth noting that the Iranian intellectuals may have introduced these French
copies in the early 19th century when “the French language gained a social prestige
in the society and influenced the choice of foreign language teaching later in the coun-
try” (Farhady & Hezaveh & Hedayati 2010: 10). Almost all members of Iranian social
strata later became acquainted with these “educated” copies (Schulte 2009: 241).
French loanwords that entered Khalaj via Persian are not totally different as opposed
to Arabic LVCs. Table 6 further provides lexical copies by semantic word class and
model code (percentages) for this variety.
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Nouns 53.8 13.2 1.7 2.1 1.3 72.1 27.9
Verbs 52.6 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 52.9 47.1
Adjectives 23.3 9.1 1.7 0.0 0.0 34.1 65.9
Adverbs 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 75.0
Function words 37.2 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 34.9 65.1
All words 47.9 10.6 1.3 1.4 0.8 62.0 38.0

Table 6. Lexical copies by semantic word class and model code (percentages) in the Telkhab
variety

As in the Shanegh variety, nouns have the highest proportion of copies of any
word class in the Telkhab variety: circa three-quarters (72.1%). The other content
word classes lag behind nouns in terms of copy proportions, with the proportion for
verbs being 52.9%. The data indicates that the proportion of copies of adjectives, ad-
verbs, and function words are under 50.0%.

The findings also indicate that the Telkhab variety has adapted and copied verbs
either directly from Persian or via Persian as a “bridge language”. In this variety, even
though Azeri exerts a slight influence on nouns (1.7%), it appears that there is no
Azeri impact on verbs. The number of Persian verbs copied into the Telkhab Khalaj
is slightly less (52.6%) than in the Shanegh variety (53.5%). A number of light verb
constructions in the Telkhab variety are exemplified in (2).

(2) Persian = Tel. Khalaj
/jex zeden/ ‘to freeze’ /buzla-/
[tfeefmak zadaen/ “to blink’ /goez vor-/
/naefes kaefiden/ ‘to breathe’ /naefaes tfak-/
/caz zedaen/ ‘to bite’ /caz vor-/

As in the Shanegh variety, nouns have the highest proportion of copies of any word
class in the Telkhab variety: circa three-quarters (72.1%). The other content word
classes lag behind nouns in terms of loanword proportions, with the proportion for



Lexical copies in Khalaj 45

verbs being 52.9%. The data indicates that the proportion of copies of adjectives, ad-
verbs, and function words is under 50.0%.

Besides the LWT, taking the variables of resistance to borrowing, being universal,
simplicity, and stability into account, a basic 100-item core vocabulary list, referred
to as the “Leipzig-Jakarta list” was produced (Tadmor 2009a). The results of applying
the Leipzig-Jakarta vocabulary list to both the Telkhab and Shanegh varieties are
presented in Table 7.

Persian (IPA English “translation” Sha. Khalaj (IPA Tel. Khalaj (IPA
symbols) symbols) symbols)

1 /a:teef/ “fire’ /Kuot/ /hot/
2 /bi:ni:/ ‘nose’ /burun/ /burun/
3 /reeften/ ‘to go’ /varmagq/ /varmagq/
4 /a:b/ ‘water’ /suv/ /suv/
5 /deeha:n/ ‘mouth’ /aryuz/ /axyuz/
6 /zeeba:n/ ‘tongue’ /til/ /til/
7 /yu:n/ ‘blood’ /qa:n/ /qa:n/
8 /astaxa:n/ ‘bone’ /simik/ /symyk/
9 /ta/ ‘2SG pronoun’ /sen/ /sen/
10 /rizfe/ ‘root’ /rizfe/ /rizfe/
11 /a:maden/ ‘to come’ /kelmaek/ /kelmaek/
12 /pestan/ ‘breast’ /mamaek/ /mamaek/
13 /ba:ra:n/ ‘rain’ /Ka:yuf/ /Ka:yif/
14 /meen/ “1SG pronoun’ /meen/ /meen/
15 /ma:m/ ‘name’ axt/ axt/
16 [fepef/ ‘louse’ /bet/ /bit/
17 /paer/ ‘wing’ /paer/ /paer/
18 /gaft/ ‘flesh/meat’ et/ et/
19 /deaest/ ‘arm/hand’ /qol/, /&el/ /qol/, /el/
20 /meagas/ ‘fly’ /magas/ /magas/
21 /feeb/ ‘night’ /ketfe/ /ketfe/
22 /guf/ ‘ear’ /quley/ /quleq/
23 /pafti geerden/ ‘neck’ /boAun/ /boAun/
24 /dor/ “far’ /hirax/ /hiraq/
25 /keerden/ ‘to do/make’ /i kermaek/ /if kermaek/
26 /yu:ne/ ‘house’ /haev/ /haev/
27 /seng/ ‘stone/rock’ ftayf/ ftarf/
28 ftelx/ ‘bitter’ Jeely/ /ha:tfug/
29 /goftaen/ ‘to say’ /haeAmaq/ /ha:Amagq/
30 /deenda:n/ ‘tooth’ /tizf/ /tizf/
31 /mo/ ‘hair’ /qil/ /tyk/
32 /bozorg/ ‘big’ /Koyun/ /jekae/
33 ljek/ ‘one’ /bi:/ /bi:/
34 /ki:/ ‘who’ /kim/ /kim/
35 v/ ‘3SG pronoun’ v/ v/
36 /zeedeen/ ‘to hit, ‘beat’ /vurmagq/ /vurmagq/
37 /pa:/ ‘leg’, ‘foot’ /hadaq/ /qiff/
38 [facy/ ‘horn’ [faxy/ -
39 /im/ ‘this’ /bo/ /bu/
40 /ma:hi/ “fish’ /ma:hi/ /ba:luk/
41 /di:ruz/ ‘yesterday’ /eengir/ /eengir/
42 /yordaen/ ‘to drink’ /itfmack/ /itfmack/
43 /sekah/ ‘black’ /qarw/ /qara/
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44 /na:f/ ‘navel’ /na:f/ /kyndyk/
45 /i:sta:den/ ‘to stand’ /turmagq/ /turmagq/
46 /y&ez zedaen/ ‘to bite’ /yezze tutmagq/ /yaz vurmagq/
47 /paft/ ‘back’ /ha:rt/ /ha:ya/

48 /ba:d/ ‘wind’ fjel/ fjel/

49 /dud/ ‘smoke’ /duvd/ /tytyn/

50 /Efe/ ‘what?’ /ne:se/ /ne:se/

51 /baefﬁfs/ ‘child’ /kuoke/ /ke:l/

52 /toymi mory/ ‘egg’ /numuxte/ /numurtya/
53 /da:den/ ‘to give’ /vermaek/ /vermaek/
54 /no/ ‘new’ /hingi/ /jengi/

55 /suyten/ ‘to burn (intr.)’ /kenmaek/ /kenmaek/
56 /nae/ ‘not’ /deg/ /deg/

57 /yob/ ‘good’ /hovul/ /ha:vul/

58 /da:nestaen/ ‘to know’ /bilmaek/ /bilmaek/
59 /za:nu/ ‘knee’ Itizz/ Itizz/

60 /fine/ ‘sand’ /fin/ /fin/

61 /yendidaen/ ‘to laugh’ /kilmaek/ /gylmaek/
62 /feeni:den/ ‘to hear’ /efitmeek/ /efitmeek/
63 /ya:q/ ‘soil’ /torpo:x/ /tuurpo:q/
64 /baerg/ ‘leaf’ /baelg/ /Karpa:q/
65 /qaermeez/ ‘red’ /quuzil/ /qirmiz/
66 /kaebad/ ‘liver’ /ta:lex/ /ta:laq/

67 /penha:n keerden/ ‘to hide’ /baektomaek/ /ke[itmaek/
68 /pust/ ‘skin’, ‘hide’ [teeri/ [teeri/

69 /makiden/ ‘to suck’ /iffmmk/ /emmaek/
70 /haeml kaerdaen/ ‘to carry’ /keertomaek/ /qavzamagq/
71 /murtfe/ ‘ant’ /murtfzeni/ /qarwmntfa/
72 /sengi:n/ ‘heavy’ [eeyir/ /qurs/

73 /gaereftan/ ‘to take’ /almaq/ /almaq/

74 /pi:r/ ‘old’ /qarru/ /qarru/

75 /yordaen/ ‘to eat’ /jemaek/ /jemaek/
76 /ra:n/ ‘thigh’ /but/ /but/

77 /qoloft/ ‘thick’ /Koyun/ /Koyun/

78 /tola:ni/ ‘long’ /u:zu:n/ /yira:q/

79 /deemiden/ ‘to blow’ /futffmmmk/ /pyflemack/
80 /Efob/ ‘wood’ /haeyaﬂ"/ /hayaff/

81 /deviden/ ‘to run’ /hirmaek/ /tezmaek/
82 /ofta:deen/ ‘to fall’ /tifmaek/ /tyfmeek/
83 [ffm/ ‘eye’ /kez/ /kez/

84 /ya:kesteer/ ‘ash’ /kil/ /kyl/

85 /dom/ ‘tail’ /dom/ /qudrug/
86 /seg/ ‘dog’ fizt/ fizt/

87 /gerje kaerdaen/ ‘to cry’, ‘to weep’ /hiylemaek/ /haylamagq/
88 /baestaen/ ‘to tie’ /va:Amagq/ /va:magq/
89 /diden/ ‘to see’ /kermaek/ /kermaek/
90 /firi:n/ ‘sweet’ /fi:rin/ /fi:rin/

91 /teenef/ ‘rope’ /teenzef/ /teenef/

92 /sazje/ ‘shade’, ‘shadow’ /sazje/ /kolga/

93 /peerenda/ ‘bird’ /paerenda/ /peerenda/
94 /memak/ ‘salt’ tuz/ tuz/

95 /quﬁaek/ ‘small’ /quﬁ"ulu/ /bala/

96 /veesi:?/ ‘wide’ /Koyun/ /jekke/

97 /seta:rae/ ‘star’ /s&eta:rae/ /Kulduz/
98  /(@n)der/ “in’ fitf/ fitf/
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99 /sext/ ‘hard’ Iseext/ /tfeetin/
100  /yord keerden/ ‘to crush’, ‘to grind’ /yurt femak/ /toyramaq/

Table 7. Core vocabulary in the Shanegh and Telkhab varieties of Khalaj based on the Leipzig-
Jakarta list

Table 7 reveals that the northern dialect, Telkhab Khalaj, retains the lexical items of
Turkic origin (including those of Oghuz origin, e.g. /qarumntfa/, /tfztin/, etc.), in
contrast to the Shanegh variety. When it comes to the percentage of the lexical copies
in the varieties, Table § presents the results of the data as regards the percentage of
lexical copying by model code based on the Leipzig-Jakarta list in the Shanegh and
Telkhab varieties of Khalaj.
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Lexical copies in the Shanegh data 22.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 24.0 76.0
Lexical copies in the Telkhab data 9.09 0.0 8.08 0.0 0.0 17.2 82.8

Table 8. Core vocabulary by semantic word class and model code (percentages) (based on the
Leipzig-Jakarta list) in the Shanegh and Telkhab varieties of Khalaj.

The data analysis reveals that the proportion of the lexical copies is astonishingly low
in the database, as demonstrated in Table 8. It is evident that the Shanegh and Telkhab
varieties of Khalaj mainly retain the core vocabulary inherited from the Common
Turkic. It is also worth noting that the Telkhab variety appears to be more “con-
servative” (82.8% non-copies) than the Shanegh variety (76.0% non-copies), a dialect
enclave in the southern edge. Moreover, the Telkhab variety has apparently copied
Azeri lexemes (8.08%), leading to a rise in the total percentage of lexical items of
Turkic origin (91.9%). The data also suggests that the core vocabulary is more invul-
nerable to copying.

Integration of lexical copies

Contrary to the modern Turkic languages, sound harmony in Khalaj is weakened.
Thus, lexical copies violating harmony rules retain their original forms with minor
changes when copied both into the Telkhab and Shanegh varieties, such as Sha.
/seta:rae/ ‘star’, Sha. /gola:bi:/ ‘pear’, Sha. /xergu:f/ ‘rabbit’, as displayed in exam-
ples (3).

(3) Persian = Sha. Khalaj Tel. Khalaj
/xaergu:f/ ‘rabbit’ /xeergu:f/ -
/teenef/ ‘rope’ /teenet/ /teenet/
/murtfe/ ‘ant’ /murtfeni/ -

/gola:bi:/ ‘pear’ /gola:bi:/ /gola:bi:/
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As observed in examples (3), vowels are not changed to follow sound harmony rules
in the Khalaj varieties in this study. This “rule” can also be extended to Arabic lexical
copies probably because these copies (4) made their way to Khalaj via Persian. The
contact-induced change at the phonological level, which is almost certainly due to the
prolonged and intense sociolinguistic contact (Doerfer 1971), is highly likely to have
been triggered by the pressure of socially dominant languages as well as by a lack of
socially-driven motivations to use the Khalaj Turkic language for communication in
the region (Bosnali 2016).

(4) Arabic = Persian Sha. Khalaj Tel. Khalaj
[seexri/ ‘cliff’ /soxre/ /soxre/ [soxre/
/sechel/ ‘shore’  /sehel/ /sphel/ /sehel/
/mowsze/*wave’  /movd3/ /moud3/ /moud3/

This explanation also seems to apply to French lexical copies (5) in Khalaj. As stated
earlier, these “educated” copies of ultimately French origin probably entered Khalaj
via Persian.

(5) French=> Persian Sha. Khalaj Tel. Khalaj
/plasti:k/ ‘plastic’ /plastik/ /plastik/ /plastik/
/film/ ‘movie’ /film/ /film/ /film/

Consonant clusters in Persian (6), as well as in French (7) are not broken up even
though they are normally broken up by prothetic or epenthetic vowels in Turkic lan-
guages. For Sakha, see Pakendorf & Novgorodov (2009).

(6) Persian = Sha. Khalaj Tel. Khalaj
/baerg/ ‘leaf’ /beelg/ -
/seyt/ ‘hard’ /saxt/ -
/teely/ ‘bitter’ /teely/ -

(7)  French = Persian Sha. Khalaj Tel. Khalaj
/plasti:k/ ‘plastic’ /plastik/ /plastik/ /plastik/
/film/ ‘movie’ /film/ /film/ /film/

The integration of lexical copies into the Khalaj language, almost certainly as a result
of the historical contact situation, is evidently influenced by the loss or weakening of
sound harmony (Doerfer 1988), as well as by (morpho-)phonemic weakening.

Discussion and conclusion

This study has drawn a number of conclusions with regard to the lexical copying
(loanword) patterns of two Khalaj varieties, namely Telkhab and Shanegh.
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First of all, the data revealed that Khalaj, an endangered and socially dominated
language, is a high borrower language in Haspelmath & Tadmor’s terms, irrespective
of the dialect areas, with a copying rate of over 40%, similar to Selice Romani (EIsik
2009), Tarifiyt Berber (Kossmann 2009), and Gurindji (McConvell, 2009). In other
words, the data analysis revealed that the findings correlate with similar studies on
other endangered languages in asymmetric contact situation. For instance, Selice
Romani is an endangered Romani variety spoken by multilingual Hungarian and Slo-
vak speakers in southern Slovakia and northern Hungary, with a copying rate of
62.7%. It only functions as a family language (Elsik 2007, 2009). Elsik (2009) indi-
cated that nouns constituted the highest ratio (75.6%) of lexical copies of all word
classes. The lexically-copied verbs (45.1%), adjectives (51.7%), adverbs (50.0%), and
function words (30.9%) lagged behind nouns. These findings correlate with the Khalaj
data analysis presented in this study. In the Khalaj data, it is the nouns that constitute
the highest proportion (Tel.=72.1%, Sha.=78.4%) of lexical copies, followed by verbs
(Tel.= 52.9%, Sha.=53.8%), adjectives (Tel.= 34.1%, Sha.=35.0%), adverbs (Tel.=
25.0%, Sha.=25.0%), and function words (Tel.= 34.9%, Sha.=39.6%).

Similarly, Tarifiyt Berber, a language spoken in northeastern Morocco, is among
the very high borrower languages, with a copying rate of 51.7%. The Tarifiyt Berber
speakers are bilinguals, speaking Moroccan Arabic and their vernacular language in
an asymmetrical language constellation. Congruent with the Selice Romani and
Khalaj data, it is the nouns that constitute the highest proportion (56.1%) of lexical
copies of all word classes, followed by adjectives (52.7%), verbs (44.1%), adverbs
(40.0%), and function words (39.5%).

In addition, Gurindji, a severely endangered language of the Pama-Nyungan fam-
ily, is only spoken by older people in Australia. McConvell (2009) reported that the
percentage of lexical copies was 45.6% in Gurindji, with adverbs being the highest
copied category, with a ratio of 50.0%, followed by verbs (49.7%), nouns (48.8%),
adjectives (40.7%), and function words (15.4%). Contrary to Khalaj, Selice Romani,
and Tarifiyt Berber, it is the adverbs that constituted the highest proportions of loan-
words in Gurindji.

The common variables of the very high borrower languages are sociolinguistic in
nature: (i) widespread bi-/multilingualism, (ii) being a socio-politically marginalized
minority language, (iii) lacking a standard variety, and (iv) “permissiveness towards
copying” (Tadmor 2009a: 58).

Further, the data demonstrated that Khalaj has undergone strong lexical influence
from its immediate neighbor, copying over half of the database. The lexical influence
of Persian has been especially strong, since it functions as the official language, and
medium of instruction. The Arabic language also has exerted a strong influence on
Khalaj. A similar case of Arabic influence was also found in a study by Tadmor on
Malay-Indonesian (2009b). Many lexical copies of Arabic origin were eventually cop-
ied through Persian. Persian thus acted as a “bridge language” for Arabic lexical items
in Khala;.
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The data analysis based on the Leipzig-Jakarta list suggested that the number of
copied lexical items in the core vocabulary were quite low compared to the mainly
cultural items in the database.

There also existed a difference in the number of the lexical copies between the two
varieties, probably due to the fact that the language ecology had an impact on the
source of items copied. The findings revealed that the Shanegh variety, an enclaved
variety in the southern edge of the dialect area, has been influenced by Persian, Ara-
bic, and French. Situated in the vicinity of Azeri-speaking communities in the north,
Telkhab variety, however, has lexical copies taken from Azeri, as well as Persian,
Arabic, and French.

As for the implications of findings for contact theory, this study suggests that dif-
ferent percentages of loanwords per word class imply the type of language contact in
the sui generis multilingual setting of Khalaj. It is evident that while copying content
words is often an expected phenomenon in balanced language contact settings, cop-
ying of function words takes often place in relatively “heavy” contact settings such as
language mixing and shift. There are LVC copying examples where lexical copying
interfers with the morphosyntax in the Khalaj data, signaling relatively heavy contact-
induced language change. However, using core vocabulary on a regular basis appears
to make such items more invulnerable to copying.

Last but not least, the limited elicitations obtained from four language consultants
during the field work limits the generalizability of the findings. Moreover, the present
study focused only on the contribution of the lexical copies in the two varieties of the
Khalaj language. However, there are five other Khalaj dialect areas, in which other
Iranian languages, e.g. Tati and Luri, might exert influence on lexical copies. These
factors were beyond the scope of this study. That the age of the speakers could have
an effect on whether a loanword is provided for a certain meaning or not (i.e. with
younger speakers being more prone to copying) is another important variable to cont-
rol for in further research.
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