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Preface

Domari is one of numerous languages spoken in my home town of Jerusalem —
though one of which I only became aware as a professional linguist, having
consulted the libraries of European universities and having read in press
reports about the continuing presence of the tiny community of ‘Nawar’ or
‘Gypsies’. Now, more than a decade and a half after I heard and recorded the
first phrases in spoken Domari, only very few people among the Jerusalem
Dom — at the time of writing probably between ten and twenty — are still able
to converse in a language that had been preserved in their socially isolated,
diasporic community for at least 800 years or more. This book, and the audio
recordings that accompany it online, are a testimony to this lost tongue. I wish
to thank the people of Bab 1-Hutta in the Old City of Jerusalem for their
willingness to provide me with insights into their language and their everyday
lives and life stories. I am grateful especially to Miassar Sleem for her
dedicated assistance in interpreting much of the recorded data. Support for
fieldwork in Jerusalem between 1996-2000 was provided by the Special
Research Project on Linguistic and Cultural Contacts in Western Asia and
Northern Africa at the University of Mainz, and by small grants from the
British Academy and the Endangered Language Fund. Christa Schubert made
an invaluable contribution to the technical aspects of archiving and annotating
the data in an early phase, and later to the typesetting of the manuscript. Parts
of the book were written during my stay as Australian Research Council
International Linkage Fellow and Distinguished Fellow of the Institute for
Advanced Studies at the Research Centre for Linguistic Typology at La Trobe
University, Melbourne, in 2007-2008; the manuscript was completed during
my stay as Visiting Fellow at the Laboratory for Languages and Oral Cultures
(LACITO) of the National Centre for Scientific Research (CNRS) in Paris, in
September—October 2011, and subsequently during my visit as Senior Fellow
of the Zukunftskolleg at the University of Konstanz, in January—February
2012. The Zukunftskolleg also kindly provided financial support for the
typesetting of the manuscript.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1. Domari: Names, definitions, and status

Domari is a dispersed, non-territorial language, spoken in traditionally
nomadic and socially segregated communities throughout the Middle East.
Fragmented attestations of the language place it as far north as Azerbaijan and
as far south as central Sudan. The present description is based on the variety
spoken in Jerusalem, which appears to be more or less identical to those
spoken in Jaffa/Gaza and Amman, very closely related to varieties spoken by
nomadic Dom in Jordan, and somewhat less close but nevertheless quite
similar to varieties attested in Lebanon, Syria and southeastern Turkey. The
origin of the group appears to be in an Indian caste of nomadic service-
providers who specialised in trades such as metalwork and entertainment.
Domari is an Indo-Aryan language, with close ties both to languages of
Central India and to those of the Northwest (Dardic; see discussion below).
The name dom is cognate with those of the forn (Roma or Romanies) of
Europe and the Jom of the Caucasus and ecastern Anatolia. Both these
populations are also of Indian origin and both specialise, traditionally or
historically, in similar trades. The name is also related to the name of the gum
population of the Hunza valley in northern Pakistan and indeed to that of the
dom of India, who are known as low-caste commercial nomads. Among the
Palestinian Dom one can hear claims that they arrived in the country as camp-
followers of the forces of Salah ad-Din al-Ayyiibi (Saladin) in the twelfth
century CE. Historical confirmation of this version is yet to be established.
However, the Turkic (including Azeri) and especially Kurdish element in
Domari point to an emigration via the Kurdish regions, possibly in connection
with the advancement of the Seljuks.

The Dom are referred to by their Arab-Palestinian neighbours as ndwar.
Depictions of the group and references to them in European literature have
tended to adopt the term ‘Gypsies’ (‘Zigeuner’, ‘Tsiganes’, etc.), which is also
used to refer to the Roma of Europe. This is also the case in Israel, where the
Dom are referred to in the Hebrew public discourse as #so0’arim (originally a
loanblend of German/Yiddish Zigeurner/tsigeyner with Biblical Hebrew zsofan
‘a region in Egypt’, the assumed country of origin, cf. ‘Gypsy’ < ‘Egyptian’,
and the Biblical Hebrew verb fsafan ‘to wander’). Elsewhere in the Middle
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East, related groups are known as qurbati (Syria and Lebanon), mitrip (in the
Kurdish areas of Turkey and northern Iraq), or karadi (Anatolia, Iraq). In
Egypt and Sudan, names such as gajar, halabi and bahlawan are used to refer
to various groups of commercial nomads among whom may also be groups
related to the Dom. Some writers have associated other populations of
commercial nomads in Central Asia and Iran, such as the /uli and kauli, with
the Dom, but there is no evidence of any historical connection apart from the
fact that in-group vocabularies used by these populations often incorporate
words of Domari origin.

Competence in the language is largely limited to those born before 1940.
During the time fieldwork was carried out for this study, between 19962001,
the number of fluent speakers was around 50-70 individuals from among a
community of around 700. Most speakers were elderly and the number of
fluent speakers is known to have decreased significantly since. At the time of
writing, the number of fluent speakers of Domari in Jerusalem is estimated at
between 10-20.! There are semi-speakers in the community who were born
and raised in the 1950s—1960s. It appears that the language has not been
passed on to children at all since the 1960s, either in Jerusalem or in the
closely related communities in Gaza and Amman. Domari, or at least the
variety described here, is thus an endangered, moribund language. The
principal language of the community is now Palestinian Arabic. Knowledge of
Hebrew is widespread especially among the generation of people in their 20s—
30s, mainly as a result of work experience in the Israeli neighbourhoods of
West Jerusalem. A few individuals have knowledge of English through
secondary school, work experience, and occasional immersion with tourists
and visitors.

Dom households usually accommodate all generations of a family in a
small number of rooms. Together they share cooking and washing facilities.
Social and entertaining areas are typically converted into sleeping areas during
the night. Elderly members of the household therefore rarely spend time on
their own, and so they have few opportunities to use Domari away from the
presence of non-speakers or semi-speakers. While this means that younger
members of the household are often exposed to the use of Domari, it also
means that there is hardly any conversation that takes place only and
consistently in Domari without frequent insertions from and switches into
Arabic. The language is often used in a form of receptive multilingualism,
with younger people understanding some phrases but responding in Arabic,
and older people alternating between the two languages.

Communication with outsiders in Domari is largely limited in Jerusalem to
occasions on which relatives from Amman come to stay in Jerusalem for a
short period. There is no known use of Domari in any other form of
communication, institutions, media, or in writing. The language does not enjoy



Domari: Names, definitions, and status 3

any form of official recognition. Claims by a local activist on behalf of the
‘Domari Society of Gypsies in Jerusalem’ that the organisation provides
literacy courses in Domari to children’ could not be verified, and appear to be
a statement of intent rather than an actual description of existing activities. An
American Baptist missionary organisation associated with the Wiycliffe
Foundation of Christian Bible translators set up a so-called ‘Dom Research
Center’ in Cyprus as a basis for their activities in several Middle Eastern
countries in the late 1990s. During the period between 1999-2009, the
Center’s website presented a section called ‘Learning Domari’, written by
Donald Kenrick on the basis of materials taken from Macalister (1914) as well
as from my own publications. A Christian sermon consisting mainly of
readings of the New Testament in Syrian Domari was recorded and distributed
in all likelihood by the same missionary group in the early 1990s. There are no
other known public uses of Domari.’

The language name ‘Domari’ became known through Macalister (1914),
who records it in his dictionary as domérs ‘the Nuri language’ (the term “Nuri’
based on the Arabic word ndwar ‘Gypsy’). During my own initial encounters
with semi-speakers in the Jerusalem community, in 1996, it appeared that they
were familiar with the term dom as the self-designation of the community, but
not with the term ‘Domari’. It later became transparent that some speakers use
dom to refer to both language and people, while others indeed use the term
domari for the language, as can be seen in the following examples from
recorded and transcribed conversations:

(1) ama sami wasi-s domari
I speak-1SG  with-3SG  Domari
‘I speak to him in Domari.’

(2) dzan-ar-¢’ domari, in-dZan-ar-¢’
know-3SG-NEG Domari NEG-know-3SG-NEG
‘He doesn’t know Domari, he doesn’t.’

(3) ama dZan-am-i domari
I know-1SG-PRG Domari
‘I know Domari.’

(4 ama a  bay-om  all-ik yaSni  sittin
I and wife-1SG old-PRED.SG PART sixty
sana Sumr, xarraf-on-i dom

year age speak-1PL-PRG Dom
‘Me and my wife, she is old, sixty years of age, we speak Dom.’

(5) dzan-ar-¢’ in-s-ar-&’ daom,
know-3SG-NEG NEG-speak-3SG-NEG Dom
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xiff-k-ed-om dom-as

reduce-VTR-PAST-1SG Dom-OBL.M

‘She doesn’t know, she doesn’t speak Dom; I have forgotten my
Dom.’

(6) ama Ss-am-i wasir dom-as-ma
I speak-1SG-PRG  with-2SG Dom-OBL.M-LOC
‘T am talking to you in Dom.’

(7) ama dom-as-ma nam-om  xalil-i
I Dom-OBL.M-LOC name-1SG Khalil-PRED.SG
‘In Dom my name is Khalil.”

8) kay-ma kallam-ok  awi? dom-as-ma!
what-LOC  speak-2SG  you Dom-OBL.M-LOC
‘In what [language] are you talking? In Dom!’

(9 ama s-am-i dbmari-yas-ma
I speak-1SG-PRG  Domari-OBL.M-LOC
‘I speak in Domari.’

It was only after this was pointed out to the younger people that the very
small circle of activists in the community adopted the name ‘Domari’ in the
internet presentation of their registered society.*

Al-JibawT (2006) records the name of the language among the Dom of
Syria and Lebanon as domwari, and at times as &Zib domwari ‘the Domwari
language’ (dZb being the word for ‘tongue’ in both Syrian and Palestinian
Domari, though its use to denote ‘speech’ is unattested in Jerusalem). It is not
obvious which of the forms — with or without -w~- — is the more archaic.
Medieval Indian literature mentions the caste of the domba, yet since the
contemporary group name is dom it seems unlikely that the labial component
in domwari continues the original -b2 and it is more likely to be a suffix
indicating the language name. The frequent combination with dZ7/b ‘tongue’,
which seems to be a recent innovation, seems to confirm that. Further
confirmation is provided by the fact that Macalister (1914: 197) cites the
expression fatwari as the Domari term for Arabic’, derived from faz “ Arab’.

1.2. Previous work on Domari and related varieties

Probably the earliest reference to the Dom in European publications is
Hortens” (1751: 128-132) description of the Gypsy tent-dwellers of Lebanon
and Syria. Said to have come from Egypt and often to make a living by
begging, they are described by Hortens as “not Arabs” but related to the



Previous work on Domari and related varieties 5

Gypsies of Europe. It wasn’t until almost a century later that Wilson (1847)
made a similar statement. Familiar with Gypsies in Hungary and with
discussions of their language and Indian origin, he reports on his encounters
with Gypsies in Lebanon and in the Galilee region in northern Palestine who
called themselves ‘Nawarah’ and spoke according to him an Indian language
“which was perfectly intelligible to us from the far east” (p. 211-212). Wilson
reports that the Gypsies worked as tinkers and musicians as well as in
agriculture, and that they also made fans and wooden needles for sale. With
what might be regarded as some over-enthusiasm, he claims that he and his
Indian travel companion found their language “almost wholly intelligible”, and
that “we were able to converse at once with the wanderers with whom we
came into contact” (p. 769-770). Wilson mentions that it had been his
intention to insert a vocabulary of words and a grammatical sketch of the
language into his book, implying that he had collected such data during his
travels, but that he chose not to do so due to the appearance of Pott’s work
which “renders an article of this kind entirely unnecessary in this place”. As
far as is known, Wilson’s notes on the language of the Lebanese and
Palestinian Dom have never been recovered or published.

Pott (1846) thus became the first source to publish and discuss any
linguistic data on Domari. He bases his discussion on material provided by the
Prussian Honorary Consul in Jerusalem, Schulz, which he in turn received in
1842 from an American missionary by the name of Eli Smith, who reportedly
collected it near Beirut. We are thus dealing apparently with a northern variety
of Domari. Some of the outstanding features of the Domari dialect described
by Pott are the absence of plural endings and the use instead of the prefix sa
(originally ‘all’), the appearance of final -7 on the pronouns amin ‘we’
(Jerusalem Domari eme, but cf. Romani amer) and atmin ‘you.PL’ (Jerusalem
Domari itme, cf. Romani fumen), the absence of a third person pronoun
pandz-, the use of the demonstratives anha ‘this’ and anhé ‘that’ (Jerusalem
aha and uhu), the presence of a vowel -u- in the 2PL possessive suffix -run-
(Jerusalem -rar-), and the presence of an existential verb stemi ‘I am’ etc.
Little information is provided about the nominal declension, but it appears that
the verb conjugation and tense formation described are identical to the patterns
found in Jerusalem Domari.

Of particular value to our discussion is the material collected by Ulrich
Jasper Seetzen in 1806 in the Palestinian West Bank. The material was
published by Kruse in 1854 in the second volume of Seetzen’s expedition
diary, but appears to have been available to Pott (1846) prior to the publication
of his article. It is of special interest first of all because it is most likely to
represent the speech of the very ancestors of today’s Dom community of
Jerusalem. Seczten met the Gypsies near the towns of Hebron and Nablus.
Jerusalem is situated precisely between the two towns and the ancestors of
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today’s Dom community of Jerusalem are known to have travelled regularly
between the three cities, camping in their outskirts for longer periods while
offering their services to local residents, until they moved first to semi-
permanent and then to permanent dwellings in Jerusalem in the 1940s. Seetzen
describes the Nawar camping near Hebron as tent-dwellers who make a living
as entertainers, performing music, dance, and stunts in front of the Bedouins,
and those near Nablus as tent-dwelling smiths, who make a living by
producing and selling nails, sieves, pots, and other iron tools. He notes that
they are very poor and cites rumours according to which they do not bury their
dead in Muslim cemeteries, but cremate them.

Seetzen’s linguistic material was collected among the metalworkers of
Nablus before he continued south toward Jerusalem. He chooses the term
‘Syrian Gypsies’ to refer to the group since the area was part of the Ottoman
province of Syria. The wordlist covers body parts, food, landscape, animals,
plants, fruit and vegetables, expressions of time, material, persons, and
numerals. Most of the lexical material is identical to that collected
subsequently among the Dom in Jerusalem, both by Macalister and during my
own fieldwork. Peculiarities include many words of Turkish, Kurdish, and
Persian origin which are not attested either today or in Macalister’s lexicon,
such as (in Seetzen’s original spelling) barir ‘cheese’, bias ‘onion’, brindch
‘rice’, dar ‘tree’, pasariichild, ode ‘room’, and more, and other lexical items
that do not correspond to those documented in Jerusalem, such as rakh ‘nose’
(which appears in other Domari varieties, but is replaced by pirin in Jerusalem
Domari, including Macalister’s list), stindé/err ‘moustache’ (biy in our corpus
and in Macalister), tschénnanih ‘star’, dirdk ‘desert’, and a few more. Seetzen
also documents a number of internal formations for geographical directions
based on Arabic expressions — scherkaskdpy ‘cast’ (Arabic sarg),
schemalakapy ‘north’ (Arabic samal), garbaskapy ‘west’ (Arabic yarb),
possibly with addition of Turkish-derived kaps ‘door, gate’, and kiiblékems
‘south’ (Arabic gib/a ‘the direction of prayer’, with a locative suffix) — and for
days of the week, following the format haddésk dis szés ‘Sunday’, most likely
Arabic had- ‘one’, with the genitive ending, and dis-os ‘its-day’ (had-as-ki
dis-os lit. ‘the day of the one’). He notes a word for ‘paradise’ — Chuja
kérjiissma (xuya kuryisma ‘in God’s house’), and a set of numerals in which
the Indic forms asch ‘8’ and nau ‘9’ are preserved.

Only little information can be derived from Seetzen’s phrases about
grammatical structures. Gender distinction on the noun is attested in wuddd
‘old man’, wuddih ‘old woman’ The genitive and locative cases are attested in
the above example Chuja kérjiissma (xuya kury-is-ma ‘in God’s house’). The
use of an indefiniteness marker on the noun is found in expressions like
worszak ‘(a) year’ (wars-ak). Non-verbal predication markers can be inferred
from presentative forms of nouns: wngléck ‘toe’ appears to show the singular
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predication marker -ék/-ik with vocalic nouns (urg/-ik ‘it’s a toe’), unglin
shows a form akin to present-day -én(i) for the plural (ungliy-éni ‘these are
toes’), and szoppih ‘snake’ shows the singular predication marker -/ with
consonantal nouns (sap-/ ‘it’s a snake’). Further evidence for a distinction
between the two vocalic endings -ék/~ik (with nouns in -a/~/ respectively) is
found in odekahy ‘room’ (oda ‘room’, od-ék ihi ‘this is a room’) and kapikahy
‘door’ (kapi ‘door’, kap-ik ihi ‘this is a door’). Possessive suffixes identical to
those of Jerusalem Domari are attested in bajiiry ‘father’ (boy-or- ‘it’s your
father’) and dgjér ‘mother’ (day-ir ‘your mother’ in direct object role). We find
the same demonstrative in ahanbity ‘wine’ (aha nbid-i ‘this is wine’). Finite
verb inflection identical to that of Jerusalem Domari is found in bdny dbuary
‘river’ (pari dawari ‘the water is running’), and pani ikschalary ‘valley’ (pari
ksalari ‘the water is pulling’). Overall, then, it appears that the dialect that
Seetzen described was identical in grammatical structure and in much of its
lexicon to that of Jerusalem Domari, showing some lexical items that have
since apparently disappeared from the language as well as a few lexical
differences.

Following in Pott’s (1846) footsteps, Newbold (1856) attempts to provide a
comparative survey of Middle Eastern ‘Gypsy’ speech forms. His principal
focus is on the secret lexicons of itinerant populations in Egypt, such as
Helebis, the Ghagar, and the Nawar, none of which have any direct connection
with Domari, as well as on the vocabularies of peripatetic groups in Iran, the
Kauli and Ghorbati, which include some words that are apparently of Domari
origin, such as ba ‘father’, da/ ‘mother’, ghora ‘horse’, and anar ‘egg’ Of
interest to our discussion is Newbold’s description of the languages of the
Kurbati of Aleppo and Antioch in Syria and the Duman of Baghdad in Iraq.
Both varieties show the form /uz for the 3™ person singular pronoun, and both
have the genitive ending -4/ on possessive pronouns (marn-ki ‘mine’, fo-ki
‘yours’, Aui-k7 ‘his’). Enclitic possessive endings are also attested: kustum ‘my
hand’, kustur ‘your hand’. It is reported that the Syrian Gypsies of Aleppo
refer to themselves as doum. Most interestingly, Newbold cites short phrases
that show that the language of the Dom of Aleppo retains Indo-Iranian verb-
final word order (examples in Newbold’s original transcription, with added
glosses):

(10) ma mana ka-mi
I bread eat-1SG
‘I eat bread’

(11) ma z’Anuki eir-oom
I from.Antak come.PAST-1SG
‘I came from Antak’
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(12) w  zAnwki eiroor
you from.Antak come.PAST-2SG
‘You came from Antak’

(13) namaz soeesh gueh-ter-i
prayer sleep  good-CMPV-PRED.SG
‘Prayer is better than sleep’

These few phrases also document the use of the pronouns ma ‘I’ and w
‘you’, the past-tense subject concord endings 1SG -om and 2SG -or, the
present-tense 1SG ending -y, the predication marker -7, and the productive
use of the nominal derivation ending -is (so-is ‘sleep’), all shared with
Jerusalem Domari, as well as the Iranian adjective comparative marker -fer-
and the Persian ablative preposition z-, both of which appear to be
characteristic features of the northern (Syrian-Lebanese) varieties of Domari
(see section 1.3 below).

The next study of Domari is embedded into Paspati’s ([1870] 1973)
discussion of the Romani dialects of Turkey in the form of materials on the
language of ‘Asian Gypsies’ (p. 115-125). These are attributed to Rev. M.
Pratt from the vicinity of Tokat in Anatolia as well as to Paspati’s own notes
taken during visits in the “interior of Asia Minor” (not to be confused with
Paspati’s discussion of the language of the Lom or Posha, which consists of an
Indic vocabulary embedded into Armenian). The brief discussion provides
some clues about grammatical formations and basic lexicon. First person
present-tense verbs end in -am/-emi: djami ‘1 go’, karami ‘1 do’, demi I give’,
djanémi ‘1 know’. The negation is na (na djanémi ‘I don’t know’). Past-tense
verbs end in -rom/~donr. ghairom ‘1 went’, pardom ‘I took’, nikildom ‘I went
out’. A plural ending -in7 is attested, which does not appear in Jerusalem
(except in the plural predication marker -érv): di “village’, plural dihiry, dis
‘day’, plural disin. Attested pronominal forms include me ‘I’, du ‘you’, and
typically for a northern Domari variety, Aur ‘he’. The usual possessive endings
are documented: searom ‘my head’, khastom ‘my hand’, babom ‘my father’,
guriom ‘my house’, khastori ‘your hand’. As in Newbold’s Aleppo material,
there are also independent possessive pronouns: maki ‘my’, turki ‘your’, oriki
‘his’. Noteworthy is the adjectival derivation in gadjurio ‘stranger’, which is
not attested in Palestinian Domari. In line with other observations on northern
Domari varieties we find some attestation of Kurdish vocabulary that is not
documented for Palestinian or Jordanian Domari, such as bapirom ‘my
grandfather’, zerkhoshi ‘drunk’, meru ‘man’, sev ‘apple’, beli ‘yes’. Most
vocabulary items, however, are shared with Jerusalem Domari: bahdra
‘outside’, val/ ‘hair’, kunir ‘Christian, Greek’, var ‘stone’, dis ‘day’, drek
‘raisin’, ghehai ‘good’ and numerous others.
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Patkanoff’s (1907-1908) comparative investigation of the speech varieties
of the Transcaucasian Gypsies contains the only documentation to date of the
northernmost Domari variety as recorded in the town of Yelizabetpol (Ganja)
in Azerbaijan. Patkanoff’s material is rather extensive, containing over 100
phrases, a grammatical sketch, a short text and a vocabulary of over 260 items.
The vocabulary is very closely related to other documented varieties of
Domari and there is no doubt that we are dealing here with the very same
language. Characteristic are not just words like ak/ ‘eye’, pani ‘water’, tata
‘hot’, and va/ ‘hair’, but also the self-appellation dom and the very distinctive
metathesis formation in wp ‘silver’ (OIA ripya, Romani rip). The pronominal
system shows ma I’, w ‘you’, ame ‘we’, dime ‘you.PL’, and the typical
northern Domari /u ‘he’, ohe ‘she’, and Aue ‘they’. A reflexive possessive
pronoun is attested — bangs ‘one’s own’ — which appears to be a cognate of the
Jerusalem Domari third person subject pronoun pandzi. The system of nominal
case is well attested in the phrases and we find forms like dost-a-san ‘with a
friend’, agi-san ‘with fire’, guri-a-gi ‘from the tent’, mina-s-ta ‘from bread’,
¢aj-y-my ‘in a place’. The plural is formed with -a, while -Aa (which Patkanoff
interprets as a Persian plural) appears to indicate definite plural: diy dom-a
‘two Gypsies’, but dom-a-ha ‘the Gypsies’, guri-a-ha ‘the tents’. The phrases
show preposed adjectives — taz-a sild-a pani ‘fresh cold water’, and
postpositions — mira vahri-m ‘in front of me’, gar-az orta-mj ‘in the middle of
the house’ (with -azbeing the 3SG possessive marker, orta a Turkic borrowing
meaning ‘middle’, and -7/ the Domari locative). Possessive endings show the
familiar forms but are accompanied by preposed possessive pronouns: mers
ben-am ‘my sister’, mera chal-um ‘my uncle’, teri gaba-r ‘your rug’

Past tense verb inflection shows close resemblance to that of other Domari
varieties: ma bahandoom ‘I shut’ (Jerusalem Domari ama bandom), hu gia ‘he
went’ (pandZi gara). In the present tense, the attested person endings are 1SG
-um, 2SG -0j, 3SG -ag (which appears to be cognate with the 3SG non-verbal
predication marker in Jerusalem Domari -6k/ik), 1PL -eng, 2PL -is and 3PL
-ind. As in the other northern varieties of Domari, the copula stem s7- is
retained: ma dom ast-um ‘I am a Gypsy’. Patkanoff is the first to document the
use of the copula stem -s#- as a marker of progressive aspect with lexical
verbs: guj ge-st-of ‘where are you going?’, givi-ha ru-sd-ind ‘the women are
weeping’, chuldar-a chazi-sd-ind ‘the children are laughing’® (Jerusalem
Domari xudwar-e xaz-andi). The possessive construction draws on the
possessive or comitative pronominal form and the existential verb: tera astag
‘you have’, masan astgaq ‘I have’ (lit. ‘with me there is”). A curious feature is
the derivational prefix /e-/adaf- on verbs: lepi ‘to drink’, lipar ‘to buy’,
lafgyni ‘to sell (Jerusalem Domari pi-, par-, kin- respectively). Word order
appears to be mixed, with existential verbs appearing in final position, but
lexical verbs often preceding both direct and indirect objects:’
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(14) gand gulda hi
sugar sweet is
‘Sugar is sweet.’

(15) hu ka-sta taz-a masi
he eat-PRG-3SG fresh-M meat
‘He ecats fresh meat.”

(16) ma ge-st-ium sot-iam
I go-PRG-1SG  sleep-1SG
‘T am going to sleep.’

(17) ma thi-san ge-st-um deh
I you-SOC go-PRG-1SG village
‘T will go to the village with you.’

(18) ma nig-ild-um guri-a-gi
I leave-PAST-1SG tent-OBL.F.-ABL
‘I went out from the tent.’

The negation particle is 73, as in the other northern Domari varieties:

(19) chyjia na mangi-§d-a pis  manis
God NEG like-PRG-3SG bad person
‘God does not like bad people.’

Once again we find strong influence on the vocabulary of the language
from Persian, Turkish/Azeri, and Kurdish — much of this vocabulary shared by
two or more of the contact languages: dost ‘friend’, barir ‘cheese’, rang
‘colour’, dar ‘tree’, orta ‘middle’, isyk ‘moon’, gyrmyzi ‘red’, and bde ‘give’
from Kurdish b/-de SUBJ-give ‘give!’.

Confirmation of the presence of Domari in Anatolia is provided by Black
(1913), who in 1886 recorded a short wordlist in a community of Muslim
sieve-makers and entertainers near the town of Van who referred to themselves
as Doom but were called Bosha by the Armenians and Chingene and Mutrub
by the Turks. Black’s list shows familiar Domari words such as muna ‘bread’,
banee ‘water’, munas ‘person’, gam ‘sun’, the pronouns ma ‘I’ and fw ‘you’,
the use of Kurdish numerals shesh ‘six’, haft ‘seven’, hasht ‘cight’ and above.
We also find evidence for the use of the copula stem -s7- as a marker of
progressive aspect with lexical verbs, as in Patkanoff’s material: ka-shtom ‘I
eat’, bee-shtom ‘I drink’.

There is no doubt that the most influential and comprehensive
documentation of Domari to date is Macalister’s (1914) monograph on the
‘Language of the Nawar or Zutt, the nomad smiths of Palestine’, which had
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originally been published in a series of articles in the Journal of the Gypsy
Lore Society. The material was collected in Jerusalem before 1908, apparently
from one single speaker. The publication includes a grammatical sketch of 42
pages, a collection of texts consisting mainly of tales that were translated into
Domari from Arabic by Macalister’s consultant, and a glossary of over 1300
lexical items. Although it has not been possible to identify any direct
descendants of Macalister’s Dom consultant Shakir Mahsin, and although the
publication remains unknown to the community today, it is quite clear from
Macalister’s description that we are dealing with the same community, and
that the dialect described by him is identical to the one used today by the small
number of surviving speakers in Jerusalem.

Since the remainder of this work will be devoted to a discussion of the very
same variety, it secems worthwhile to draw attention to some of the more
obvious gaps in Macalister’s account® One of his major and consistent
stumbling blocks was the differentiation between phonotactic variation around
epenthetic vowels and vowel morphemes with grammatical meaning.
Macalister completely fails to identify the presence of the external tense
markers -7 and -2 and hence the meaningful distinction between forms like
kardom ‘1 did’, kardomi ‘I have done’, and kardoma ‘I had done’, or between
qumnami ‘I eat’ and gumnama ‘1 was cating’. He also fails to identify the
predication marker -/ which attaches to consonantal nominal stems and is
functionally equivalent to the marker -é% which accompanies vocalic stems;
thus dom ‘a Dom man’, aha dom-i ‘this is a Dom man’, domiya ‘a Dom
woman’, /hi domiy-ék ‘this is a Dom woman’. Lacking sensitivity toward the
value of vowel oppositions in grammatical endings, he also fails to recognise
-6k and -ik as vocalic predication markers that occur in different environments,
namely following the stem vowels -2 and -7 respectively, and he fails to
distinguish between the latter and the indefiniteness marker -ak;, which retains
its shape independently of the nominal stem. Macalister also misses the
systematic phonotactic alternations involving the presence and absence of
external tense markers around object pronouns, as in /ah-am-ir ‘that I see you’,
but /ah-am-r-i ‘I see youw’, lah-am-r-a ‘I was seeing you’. Nor does he
recognise the meaningful vowel oppositions in enclitic object pronouns —
nominative -os etc., oblique -is etc. His description of nominal and verbal
paradigms does not take into account all declension and inflection classes. He
does not discuss oblique forms of demonstratives, and he misinterprets
epenthetic vowels as articles, referring to them as “the superdefinite article”.
He interprets the intransitive derivation marker -y- as a “future tense” (p. 28)
and misses its genuine function, claiming that there is no passive derivation in
the language. Macalister makes little attempt to discuss etymology or to draw a
comparison with other Domari materials, although he was aware of the
relevant publications by Pott (1846) and Seetzen. Nonetheless, despite the
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gaps, his is the most extensive early description of Domari and the glossary
that he produced remains the most exhaustive documentation of the language’s
lexical vocabulary.

Macalister’s (1914) work inspired a number of secondary studies
specialising in various aspects of the material. Littmann (1920) examines the
integration of Arabic structures into Jerusalem Domari and provides a glossary
of Arabic lexical items in the language, which also incorporates Seetzen’s
wordlist. Littmann provides a useful overview of the adoption into Domari of
Arabic syntactic patterns and conjunctions and particles. In connection with
other issues, however, there is a series of misinterpretations. Littmann’s claim
that Arabic nominal loans are frequently assigned the ending *-/ results from a
misinterpretation of the predication marker of consonantal stems (aha galam-7
‘this is a pencil’, from Arabic ga/am ‘pencil’). His claim that Arabic verb
inflection is not integrated into Domari rests on the fact that no such
integration is documented in Macalister’s material, in fact, contemporary
Domari offers many examples of such integration (see Chapter 7). It is not
clear whether this reflects change within two or three generations, or whether
Macalister left out material that he did not regard as ‘pure’ Domari. Littmann
analyses the Arabic verbal stem that is borrowed into Domari as an underlying
Arabic imperative, though it seems more attractive to view it as an underlying
subjunctive, for both structural and functional reasons (see Chapters 7 and 11).
Working under the assumption that Macalister’s description of the Domari
system of tenses was exhaustive, Littmann puts forward the hypothesis that
Domari has lost (sic) tense forms as a result of convergence with Arabic.

Following in Littmann’s footsteps, Barr (1943) points out that Domari has
absorbed significant structural influences from Persian and Kurdish. He argues
for an Iranian origin of the nominaliser affix -i§ and interprets the use of
enclitic pronouns in Domari in the expression of possession and pronominal
objects as shaped in accordance with the Kurdish model, which distinguishes
between agreement with transitive and intransitive predicates. Here, Barr
wrongly bases his argument on the assumed presence of the same subject
concord in *rasr-os ‘he arrived’ and nand-os ‘he brought (it)’, while in fact
subject concord differs, the correct intransitive form being rasr-a ‘he arrived’.
Barr’s attempt to derive the Domari subjunctive marker -¢- from the Kurdish
verb ¢- ‘to go’ seems equally unconvincing (see discussion in Chapter 7).

There are very few modern attempts to document Domari, not least due to
an atmosphere in post-colonial Middle Eastern countries that did not favour
open research into the culture of ethnic minorities. Even in environments that
have been more supportive of research, the Dom community has long been
considered inaccessible. Spolsky and Cooper (1991) for instance, in their
survey of the languages of Jerusalem, refer to the language mistakenly as
‘Romany’ (p. 13-14), apparently in an attempt to avoid the term ‘Gypsy’,
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though disregarding the considerable differences between Domari and
Romani. Nevertheless, there is some continuation to the fragmented
documentation of the language. In an undated student essay composed at the
University of Texas, Nicholson analyses nine short sentences recorded in
Damascus in 1982 by a Syrian academic by the name of Dr Ghias Barakat,
who apparently had been working with Christian missionaries. The brief
fragment provides some clues about the structure of Domari as spoken in
Damascus. As might be expected, the few forms resemble the other samples
from Syria. Possessive endings are the usual naam-oom ‘my name, barr-oom
‘my brother’, /zty-ur ‘your daughter’, jir-unr ‘your wife’ (the author’s
transliteration is retained). Nominal case is documented in fraeanso-mez ‘in
France’ and in maareni bakr-e¢ ab-us-ki ‘we will slaughter a sheep for him’.
There is a consonantal plural ending jizir-iin ‘women’, which also appears in
the pronoun amiin ‘we’. Attested present-tense verb endings are 1PL-er/ and
3PL -endi, and an example of an inflected preposition is basoo-man ‘with us’
(Jerusalem Domari wasi-marj). Another questionnaire elicitation by Marielle
Danbakli of the ‘Centre des recherches tsiganes’ in Paris, carried out in
Damascus around 1990, documents 53 sentences in Domari. The transcription
quality is poor. Recognisable nonetheless are the possessive endings in nam-ur
‘your name’, pit-os ‘his belly’, the Kurdish-derived numerals Aef? ‘seven’ and
hezt ‘eight’, the verb forms ruwari ‘he cries’ and ruwst ‘crying’, the
preposition abum ‘to me’ and the demonstrative Aa ‘this’

A wordlist collected by Giovanni Bochi (2007) among the Dom of the
Beqaa valley in Lebanon in 2004 shows familiar forms such as mangiskari ‘he
is begging’ as well as the pronoun pandZ ‘he/she’, showing that it is not
entirely absent from the northern dialects. We also find use of the szcopula in
ma kriye-me stumi ‘I am at home’ (= ‘in my house’), Kurdish-derived kinship
terms such as kur ‘son’ and bapir ‘grandfather’, possessive constructions based
on mere juxtaposition (waf/ kri ‘a stone house’), and interestingly, a
progressive-indicative or immediate future construction based on the prefix £a:

(20) ma ka  dZa-m kri-yé-ma
I IND go0-1SG.SUBJ house-OBL-LOC
‘I shall go/ I am going home.’

Some notes on the speech forms of the Qurbati groups of Syria are
presented by Al-Jibawi (2006), though most are of limited value since they
appear in Arabic script with little adaptation for Domari sound values, and
moreover, they contain at times obvious mistakes (such as absence of
agreement in verb conjugations) and it appears that the author had on occasion
misunderstood his consultants. Among the interesting phenomena that appear
to be documented are verb-final word order (pesara pani piya ‘the boy drank
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water”), alternating 3™ person subject pronouns Aana and pands, ‘long’ forms
of the plural pronouns amin ‘we’ and atmin ‘you’, and a set of possessive
suffixes identical to that of Jerusalem Domari (1SG -om, 2SG -or, 38G-o0s,
1PL -oman, 2PL -oran, 3PL -osan) including the alternation between subject
case in -0- (-om, -or etc.) and object case in -i- (-im, -iretc.).

Herin (2012) bases his description of the Domari of Aleppo on sentence
elicitations, using the questionnaire developed by Matras, ElSik, and
collaborators for the Manchester Romani Project in 2001.” Herin confirms
many of the Syrian Domari forms that have been documented in earlier
sources, such as the long plural pronouns amin ‘we’ and fmin ‘you.PL’, the
comparative marker -far on adjectives, the preposition z ‘from’, the
progressive aspect in -§%, the future marker £a, and the copula stom ‘I am’. In
addition, he notes a reflexive pronoun pa, the collapse of gender distinction
and the generalisation of -es- as an accusative marker and of -2 as an oblique
marker for all nouns, a so-called ‘versative’ case marker -va, a superlative
marker an (from Turkish, possibly via Kurdish), and a relational expression
xor- ‘within’.

The remaining sources related to the language® deal with Domari-derived
vocabulary that is used within the framework of another language in special
situations of concealed communication among group insiders in other
peripatetic populations. Benninghaus (1991) reports on two groups in eastern
Anatolia that are described under the label ‘Tsiganes’: the Posga (or Lom) and
the Mitrip or Karaéi (Dom). The Lom have an historical affinity to Armenian
society, though only some of them are Christians. The Dom on the other hand
are affiliated with Kurdish society and are speakers of Kurdish. Mitrip samples
are provided from three communities in Kurdistan: Batman, Elmayaka, and
Van. They contain a sizeable number of Domari words, such as gayim ‘food’,
manis ‘person’, pary ‘water’, kiiri ‘house’, vat ‘stone’. Kurdish derivation
suffixes are added to some Domari words: gorevi ‘cow’, bekrev ‘sheep’,
menef ‘bread’. The self-appellation of the group and its reliance on Domari
vocabulary for in-group special communication may indicate an origin in a
Domari-speaking population, or else intensive immersion with one in the past.
We come across a similar phenomenon in central Sudan, the southernmost
attestation of a Domari-related variety. For the Bahlawan population of
metalworkers, Streck (1996: 295-297) documents several dozen words of
Domari origin that are used as a “secret language” among group members,
embedded into their local dialect of Arabic. In many cases, frozen grammatical
inflections accompany the vocabulary items: ikioss ‘eye’ (ky-os ‘his eye),
santass ‘dog’ (snot-as ‘dog [direct object]’), kuturjess ‘European’ (ktur-as
‘Christian [direct object])’, sheria ‘knife’ (sir-ya ‘knife [direct object]’), pim
‘nose’, sutari ‘to sleep’ (sut-ari ‘he/she sleeps’), qotari ‘to steal’ (qgaft-ari
‘he/she steals’).
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1.3. Dialect differences in Domari

Despite the rather fragmented nature of the documentation of Domari from
locations other than Jerusalem, there are sufficient clues to allow us to
postulate tentatively at least a series of isoglosses separating two major
varieties of the language — a northern (Caucasus, Syria, Lebanon) and a
southern (Palestine, Jordan). The use of Domari-derived vocabulary items in
in-group varieties of Kurdish and Arabic remains, of course, outside this
classification.

For the ‘northern’ group we are in possession of notes published by Pott
(Beirut), Newbold (Aleppo), Paspati (Anatolia), Patkanoff (Yelizabetpol/
Ganja), and supplemented by the notes of Nicholson and Danbakli
(Damascus), Bochi (Beqaa valley), Al-Jibawi (2006, northern Syria, incl.
Aleppo), and recent work by Herin (2011, 2012, Aleppo). A further source
from Damascus is a Dom story-teller by the name of Abu Ahmad, originally
from a nomadic family based in Hauran in southwestern Syria, who was
recorded by Frank Meyer in conjunction with ethnographic research on the
community of Dom in Damascus (Meyer 1994). The short recording was made
available to me in 1999 and I present an excerpt from it here:

21) a. dirxabiyy-6-ma  st-én-a
D-OBL.F-LOC- be-1PL-REM

b. u  rawwir-d-én min  dirxabiyy-é-ki
and travel PAST-1PL. from D-OBL.F-ABL

c.  garén hordn, kam-kar-d-én
go.PAST-1PL. Hauran work-VTR-PAST-1PL

d.  kam-kar-d-én géna/ ger-én géna
work-VTR-PAST-1PL. again go.PAST-1PL again
sati-hr-én dirxabiyy-é-ma

winter-VITR-1PL  D-OBL.F-LOC

€. many-an-i pandZ/ pandz/ yaSni  Ses§ mas
stay-1PL-PRG five five PART six month
Satyo-ho-n-i
winter-VITR-1PL-PRG

f. géna  raw-an-i dz-an-i géna  horan,
again travel-1PL-PRG go-1PL-PRG again Hauran
géna  kam-kar-én-i
again work-VTR-1PL-PRG
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g  erén inha
come.PAST-1PL.  here

h. man-d-én inha dir-Sasirdzir-ma
stay-PAST-1PL.  here D-LOC

i. ér-os-man ‘awwal/ yaSni péndZzah dis/

come.PAST-3SG-1PL  first PART fifty day
péndZah  waris
fifty year

j- man-d-én ehréna.
stay-PAST-1PL  here

k.  pard-én abu-zir-as-ki dir
take-PAST-1PL.  Abu-Zir-OBL.M-ABL  daughter
ben-i
sister-PRED.SG

1. par-d-én-is putr-im-ke
take-PAST-1PL-3SG.OBL  son-1SG.OBL-BEN
ahmad-as-ke
Ahmad-OBL.M-BEN

m. Sammur-k-ad-i g  man-ir-f ehnéna
build-VTR-PAST-F and stay-PAST-F here

n sir-na dza-n-1 kam-k-an-i I
began-1PL.  go-1PL-PRG work-VTR-1PL-PRG and
giry-an-i géna  ehnéna
return-1PL-PRG  again here

o.  man-d-én W  Sammur-k-ad-én ehnéna

stay-PAST-1PL  and build-VTR-PAST-1PL.  here

kam-kar-én-i yarbil

work-VTR-1PL-PRG  sieve

‘We used to live in Dirxabiyye.

And we travelled from Dirxabiyye.

We went to Hauran, we worked.

We worked (and) back/ we went back, we spent the winter in

Dirxabiyye.

We stay five/ five or six months we stay the winter.

Once again we travel, we go back to Hauran, we work again.

We came here.
We settled here in Dir Asirjir.

-

oo

5a th o
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-

It has now been first/ that is, fifty days/ fifty years [for us
here].

We settled here.

We took Abu Zir’s sister’s daughter.

We took her for my son Ahmad.

She gave birth and she stayed here.

We started to go to work and to return back here.

We stayed and we built up here.

We make sieves.’

vopgmET

As can be secen through a comparison with examples presented in the
following chapters, the language of this excerpt is almost identical to the
Domari speech of Jerusalem. The only differences that can be identified on the
basis of this excerpt are (a) the use of the copula form in s7- (Jerusalem ahr-),
(b) use of the numerals ses ‘six’ and péndZah ‘fifty’, both from Kurdish, and
(c) the forms inha and ehréna ‘here’ (Jerusalem 7hnén, ihnéna).

For the ‘southern’ group we have in addition to our own data corpus also
the material of Seetzen (Nablus) and Macalister (1914), as well as data
recently collected by Rafiq (2011), using the Manchester Romani Project
questionnaire, among nomadic Dom based to the north of Amman in Jordan.
This variety, too, is almost identical to the Domari speech of Jerusalem, as far
as can be ascertained from the available data. Minor differences include (a) the
presence of vocabulary items that are not attested in Jerusalem but are known
from other Domari varieties, e.g. /affi ‘girl, daughter’, and retention of
Anatolian-Mesopotamian vocabulary (Persian, Kurdish, Turkish) such as piyaz
‘onion’, brindZ ‘rice’, isag ‘light’, (b) adoption of the Arabic feminine plural
marker -a¢ with inherited nouns irrespective of gender: dZuriyat ‘women’,
laciyat “girls’, putrat ‘children’, (c) use of the copula in st ama ma kan
kurya-ma stomi ‘I was not at home’, (d) optional person inflection on the
Arabic auxiliary £3an, (¢) retention of the long benefactive suffix -kera with
full nouns: tom day-im-kera dahab guzzali ‘1 gave my mother beautiful gold’

On the basis of the available materials we can postulate the following
tentative differences between the northern and the southern dialects of Domari:

(a) Inthe area of pronouns, some northern dialects show a preference for
the form Auwviihu for the 3SG subject pronoun, often reserving pandzi
for special functions such as reflexive. In the south, pandZ is the
preferred form for the subject pronoun while v/ is used as a remote
demonstrative. In the northern varieties, independent possessive
pronouns may be used in addition to possessive suffixes, while the
southern varieties rely exclusively on suffixes. At least some of the
northern varicties show -7 at the end of the plural pronouns amin
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(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)
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‘we’ and afmin ‘you.PL’, an ending that is absent in the south (but
also in the northernmost variety of Azerbaijan), where the forms are
eme and itme (the long form is preserved, however, in the case-
inflected form eminke ‘for us’ in Jerusalem Domari).

In verb morphology, all dialects except Jerusalem Domari show
productive use of stomi ‘I am’, while the Jerusalem dialect uses a re-
analysed past-tense form of the verb ‘to become’ — ahromi — for ‘I
am’.® The northern dialects show a grammaticalised use of st to
form the progressive present tense of lexical verbs. In some of the
northern dialects, an aspectual marker ka- is used for the present
indicative or proximate future.

In grammatical vocabulary, the northern dialects retain the Indic
particle sa for ‘all’, contrasting with Kurdish-derived gist in the
south. Kurdish numerals are more predominant in the north (but also
in Hauran). Northern dialects tend to use the Persian preposition z-
‘from’, while southern dialects use Arabic min The present-tense
negation particle na is found only in the north, while the proclitic /-
is found in both northern and southern varieties.

In morpho-syntax, the Kurdish (and Persian) marker -fer is used to
form the comparison of adjectives in the northern varieties (cf.
Romani -der), while the southern varieties rely on wholesale
borrowing of Arabic comparative word forms. Verb-final word order
is more likely to be preserved in the northern varieties. There is some
evidence of ongoing or even advanced loss of gender distinction in
some of the northern varieties (cf. Herin 2011, 2012).

In phonology, etymological /v/ appears to be retained as /v/ in the
north in words like var ‘stone’ and vars ‘year’, compared with /w/ in
the south (waz, wars), though the precise value of the notation used
in many of the older investigations cannot be ascertained.

Given the state of documentation, none of these differences can be
formulated as strict isoglosses. In vocabulary especially, we have seen than
different local or tribal dialects make different kinds of selections among both
inherited (Indic) and borrowed (‘Mesopotamian and Anatolian’) vocabulary.
Nonetheless, an impression is emerging of two groups of dialects, with the
split between north and south occurring in Syria: the Damascus and of course
Aleppo varieties are part of the northern group, while the Hauran dialect
usually patterns together with the Jordanian and Palestinian varieties.

Oddly, the tiny community of speakers in Jerusalem shows traces of two
distinct varieties of the language. Speakers, though aware of the differences,
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are unable to attribute them to any historical merger of populations in the past
nor to any contemporary social division. The variables in question concern a
number of morphological processes for which there is almost invariably a
difference between a ‘conservative’ and a ‘new’ form. The features tend to
cluster, so that any one speaker will tend toward consistency in the choice of
either ‘conservative’ or ‘new’ variants. The relevant forms are the following:

(a) the ‘conservative’ retention of the 3™ person plural subject affix -ndf
as opposed to the ‘new’ use of the simplified -d

(b) retention of the dative marker -3, contrasting with -£2 (a blend of -za
and the benefactive marker -ke and/or ablative/genitive -47)

(c) retention of the sociative (comitative) marker -sary contrasting with
its replacement through the Arabic preposition mas ‘with’

(d) tendency toward greater retention of the affricate /&/ contrasting with
its replacement by /§/

(e) retention of a long form of the dative case ending -kera alongside the
shorter form -ke

(f)  use of the modality particle f2 in purpose clauses (correlating with a
more conservative usage in Palestinian Arabic), contrasting with the
Arabic particle fasan

(g) use of original stem-based verb forms in the present indicative, such
as klami ‘1 exit’, xolami ‘I descend’, and xazam/ ‘I laugh’,
contrasting with the renewal of the present indicative stem following
the model of the subjunctive extension with &> §& kilsami ‘I exit’,
xolsami ‘I descend’, xastami ‘I laugh’.

There does seem to be a generation split, with the relatively ‘younger’
speakers tending toward the ‘new’ set of variants, and the oldest generation
showing overwhelmingly the more ‘conservative’ set. This would indicate a
cluster of changes that began to spread in the community in the 1930s. The
comparison with Macalister’s (1914) material, collected in Jerusalem before
1908, is inconclusive since Macalister relies on just one single speaker. On the
whole, however, this speaker’s usage tends to match the more ‘conservative’
cluster attested in the contemporary speech of the community.
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1.4. Domari and Romani

The relationship between Domari and Romani has been the focus of linguistic
debates since Pott’s (1846) discussion of the language of the Syrian Gypsies.
Both Domari and Romani are Indo-Aryan diaspora languages that lack any
obvious affiliation to any particular present-day ‘sister-language’ in the Indian
sub-continent. There are also ethnographic similarities between the two
speaker populations. They include their self-appellations (dom, rfom), their
wholesale designation for outsiders (Domari £adZa, Romani gadz0)"’, and their
socio-economic profile as small kinship-based communities that are nomadic
or semi-nomadic and specialise in a portfolio of trades that usually includes
manufacturing of small tools and entertainment as well as other services. The
languages share a linguistic legacy as a result of the fact that they both belong
to the Indo-Aryan family of languages. They also share features that
distinguish them from other New Indo-Aryan languages as a result of
permanent bilingualism and the influence of various contact languages. Thus
they both tend to have lost retroflex sounds, verb-final word order,
postpositions and conjunctive participles, and both show instead a tendency
toward finiteness in complex clauses, a reduction or loss of the infinitive, and
many borrowings in the domains of grammatical vocabulary such as
conjunctions, modal and adverbial particles, and more.

Most outspoken in support of a shared origin was Sampson (1923, 1927),
who regarded Romani, Domari and Lomavren (the now extinct language of the
Armenian Posha or Lom, which can be partly reconstructed on the basis of the
special vocabulary preserved in their Armenian speech) as derived from a
single ancestral language which split into three distinct branches after arriving
in Iranian-speaking territory. This view was opposed by Turner (1926), who
was the first to examine not just the phonological changes that divide the
languages but also the chronology of these changes. Hancock (1995) supported
the view of a separate migration based on the fact that Domari and Romani
differed in their inventory of Iranian loanwords and are therefore likely to have
had separate contacts in Iranian-speaking territory, in different places and at
different times."!

The most archaic innovations that are recognisable in both languages can
be traced back to the period of transition between Old and Middle Indo-Aryan,
before the beginning of the first millennium. Here, both languages share the
direction of development with one another and with the bulk of languages that
would later on constitute the so-called Central group of Indo-Aryan languages
(including Hindi, Gujarati, Rajasthani, and more; cf. Masica 1991). The
changes include shift of syllabic /1/ to /u,i/ (OIA ghrta, Domari gir ‘butter’,
Romani kAil) of initial /y/ to /dz/ (OIA yuvatih Domari dZuwir ‘woman’,
Romani dZuvel) and of /kg/ to /k(h)/ in post-vocal and to /& in pre-vocal
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positions (OIA aksi, Domari ik7 ‘eye’, Romani jakh, OIA ksurika, Domari curd
‘knife’, Romani curi), as well as the simplification of a series of consonant
clusters such as /rp/, /smw/, /pt/ (OIA sarpa, Domari sap ‘snake’, Romani sap)
and more (for details see Chapter 2.6). Both languages also participate in a
series of reductions of medial consonants. On the other hand, they also show a
series of conservative features which continue the Old Indo-Aryan state of
affairs, notably the retention of the clusters /dr/, /§t/, and more (Domari drak
‘grape’). It was on this basis that Turner had postulated a departure from the
Central zone before the transition to MIA was completed, and re-location to
the Northwestern regions, which were beyond the spread of the particular
simplifications that affected these clusters elsewhere. At least one structural
difference between Domari and Romani might be dated back to this period:
The three OIA sibilants /4, §, s/ are all continued in Domari as /s/ (except in the
cluster /§t/), while Romani differentiates between /s/ and /§/, suggesting a
possible split already at this early stage.

The next historical period is the beginning transition from Middle to New
Indo-Aryan. According to Turner, both Domari and Romani were spoken in
the Northwestern regions during this period. Once again both languages show
conservative traits by retaining MIA dentals in medial positions, albeit as
sonorants rather than stops (OIA/MIA gata ‘gone’, Domari gara, Romani
gelo). They both also maintain more or less intact the MIA present-tense
person inflection system on verbs. But they also participate in a number of
general innovations that take place during this period, such as the reduction of
the nominal case system and the loss of the past-tense inflection paradigm.
They then share a number of more specific innovations that are common to
some but not all NIA languages: They reduce grammatical gender to just
masculine and feminine (losing the neuter), they retain oblique case marking
on demonstratives, and they show productive causatives in -naw-/av-. Several
phonological differences between the languages might be traced back to this
period: OIA/MIA initial /v/ becomes /w/ in Domari (OIA varsa, Domari wars
‘year’), but /b/ in Romani (bers), and historical /m/ in final position is
continued in Domari but becomes /v/ in Romani. Inherited initial b/ is
continued as /x/ in Domari, but is lost in Romani (OIA hasta, Domari xast
‘arm’, Romani v-as?).

Moving on to the early New Indo-Aryan period, we assume that the two
languages are now in contact with local languages of the so-called Dardic
group (also referred to as Indo-Iranian frontier languages). Here we witness
what are perhaps the most significant shared innovations that characterise
Domari and Romani. In phonology, they both undergo a shift in the cluster /nt/
to /nd/, which is common in the region. The languages by now show
differences in the realisation of the inherited medial stop — /t/ in Domari (gara
‘gone’), /I/ in Romani (ge/o) — but proceed toward a shared replacement of
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internal retroflex sounds through /r/ (OIA Aadda, Domari xar ‘bone’, Romani
hergj). It is very likely that the loss of voiced aspirated stops took place in
contact with the Dardic languages (which also lose them), though its effects
are different in the two languages: In Domari aspiration simply disappears and
the voiced stops remain (OIA bhagini, Domari ben ‘sister’), while in Romani
voiced aspirates merge with voiceless aspirates (pher)), and word-internal
aspiration is transferred to initial segments (OIA gandha, Domari gan- ‘stink’,
Romani khand-).

In morphology, the intensifier -ar- is borrowed from neighbouring northern
Indo-Aryan languages. In Domari its use is limited, as far as we can tell from
contemporary materials, to the reinforcement of past-tense verbs (/ah-ami ‘1
see’, Jah-ar-dom ‘I saw’), while in Romani it becomes productive as a
transitive and causative derivation marker (for details see Matras 2002). A set
of postposed local relations expressions are grammaticalised into new case
markers, as in the other NIA languages, but in both Domari and Romani they
become agglutinating inflectional endings (Domari mansaske ‘for the person’,
Romani manuseske). Both languages employ an unmodified form of the
oblique case marker to express the definite direct object: Domari tarna marda
kazzZ-as ‘the young boy beat the man’, Romani o fermo marda(s) le gadz-es.
The construction closely resembles the use of the cognate dative form for the
same purpose in Kashmiri: aslam-an lo:y mohan-as ‘Aslam beat Mohan’
(Koul and Wali 2006: 71).

Finally, both Domari and Romani adopt the renewal pattern of a new past-
tense inflection set that appears in the Dardic languages, turning enclitic object
pronouns that indicate the agent into subject concord endings that are attached
to the past participle (thus karda ‘done’ + me ‘me’ > kard-om ‘done by me = I
did’). The outcome of this region-specific early NIA innovation, in
conjunction with the extraordinary retention of the set of MIA present-tense
concord markers (i.e. kar-ami ‘I do’ etc.), lends the Domari and Romani verb
systems their unique and exceptional character within modern Indo-Aryan.

Subsequent developments may be assumed to have taken place in contact
with Iranian and perhaps also other languages in Mesopotamia or Anatolia;
they show once again both similarities and differences between the languages.
Both languages lose initial /kh/, but in Domari it is replaced by /q/, presumably
borrowed from Iranian, while in Romani it is succeeded by /x/ (Domari gar
‘donkey’, Romani xer). Remaining retroflex sounds in initial position and
geminate retroflex sounds in medial position are replaced by dentals in Domari
(OIA afta, Domari ata ‘flour’), but are continued in Romani as /#/ (afo, with
variant pronunciations, including as retroflex [] and uvular [R]). Romani
undergoes various changes to vowel sounds that do not affect Domari, such as
from internal /a/ to /e/ and from inflectional /a/ to /o/ (Domari tarna ‘young’,
Romani zerno).
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In morphology, Domari develops an auxiliary *G- from an existential verb
in *¢- which is used to express modality with verbs indicating change of state
(see Chapter 7). Romani develops a passive auxiliary *ov- based on the verb
‘to become’, calquing similar usage in Iranian languages. It no longer shows
any trace of the inherited OIA/MIA internal passive in -y~ which is preserved
in Domari. Both languages develop external tense markers (i.e. uniform
markers of tense that follow the subject-concord marker) similar to those
found in Kurdish and other Iranian languages. It appears as though both
languages made use of the stems Ao- and s(z)o- for the existential verb, as both
languages still show cross-dialectal variation in the distribution of copula
forms (Jerusalem Domari Aomi ‘I am’, Hauran Domari stomf, Sinti Romani
hom, Arli Romani sont, note also the cognates Domari (a)h(1)rom ‘I became’
and Romani (Alu/om). Both Domari and Romani also develop verb-derivation
strategies based on the grammaticalisations of the verbs ‘to do’ and ‘to
become’ — Domari -kar- and - Ao-, Romani -ker- (alternating with the causative
marker -ar-) and -ov- (alternating with -av- ‘to come’) — which also serve as
light verbs and later as grammaticalised affixes for the integration of loan
verbs from contact languages.

As regards the distribution of enclitic and bound person markers in subject,
possessor, and object role, judging by the variety of agreement patterns found
in the Dardic and Iranian languages today and especially the volatility of
patterns along the continuum of Kurdish dialects and Pamir languages (see
Bynon 1979, Payne 1980), it would not be surprising to assume some degree
of volatility within earlier forms of both Domari and Romani. Jerusalem
Domari relies on bound pronominal forms, but independent possessive
pronouns that are cognate with older possessive forms (e.g. fer7 ‘your’) are
attested for other Domari varieties; similarly, Romani generally shows
independent object pronouns, derived from demonstratives and modelled on
the Greek anaphoric use of af#5 etc., but at least in one case, that of the
Parakalamos dialect of Epirus in northwestern Greece (Matras 2004), we find
a distribution of bound object pronominal affixes that is very similar to that of
Domari. Thus the Mesopotamian-Anatolian period of Domari and Romani is
likely to have witnessed some volatility in this domain.

We may assume that it is also at this stage that the languages develop
postposed relative clauses and begin to rely on finite clause combining.
Infinitive forms will have been reduced through contact with Iranian and later
Arabic (for Domari) and Greek (for Romani). Subsequent developments are
known to have affected Romani in particular as a result of its contact with
Byzantine Greek: It develops prepositions, conjunctions, preposed definite
articles'?, and stand-alone object pronouns based on demonstratives, and it

integrates a considerable amount of nominal and verbal morphology from
Greek.
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What remains is to consider at a glance a brief representative sample of the
two languages’ lexical inventories. I choose deliberately to use a custom-made
scale here. I avoid the Swadesh list because of its obvious inadequacies and
language biases (such as consideration of colours, region-specific landscape
terms, and grammatical relations that are often expressed through inflection,
such as ‘with’), and for the sake of efficiency I avoid more elaborate lexical-
typological lists such as the one used by the Loanword Typology project
(Haspelmath and Tadmor 2009)."” Table 1 presents instead selected items from
several domains. In the grammatical domain, there is an advantage in focusing
on the categories of pronouns, demonstratives, interrogatives, and spatial
relations. On the one hand, these are more resistant toward borrowing from
contact languages than grammatical expressions such as conjunctions and
indefinites. On the other hand, deixis and anaphora are prone to internal
renewal triggered by the constant need to maintain effective tools to ensure
disambiguation among referents. As for lexical content words, it makes sense
to focus on the more stable areas of kinship terms, body parts, landscapes,
basic food and basic activities.

Table 1. Basic vocabulary comparison Domari/ Romani

Domari Romani
Kinship
father boy dad
mother day day
son putur ¢havo
daughter dir chaj
brother bar phral
sister ben phen
son-in-law dzatir dZamutro
daughter-in-law wahri bori
brother/sister in-law silif salo, sali
husband payy Fom
wife bay Formnr
grandfather dad papos(Grk.)
grandmother dadfi mami (Grk.)
uncle mam, xal Kurd./Ar))  kako
aunt mami, xali (Kurd./Ar.)  bibi
Body parts
head siri sero
hair wal bal
face muh muy
ear kan kan
nose Dpirin, nak nakh
eye 1ki jakh
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Table I (cont.)  Basic vocabulary comparison Domari/ Romani
Domari Romani
mouth zari my
neck gurgl kor
back pist dumo
arm xast vast
leg paw pinro, herof
belly pet per
heart xur ilo
breast SIT cuct
tooth dand dand
tongue azib ¢hib
blood nhir rat
Deictic expressions
here hnén akaj, akate
there hnon okoj, okote
this aha aka-
that uhu oko-
he/she pandZi ov/of
where krén kaj
why kehni sostar
how kéké sar
what ki so
who kan kon
when kawax kana
Spatial relations
inside mandZa andre
outside bara avri
behind past pala
in front agir angla
above atun opre
below axar tela
next to Cancr pasa
Foods
bread mana manfo
water pani panr
meat masi mas
sweet gulda gudlo
salt lon lon
egg ana anro
milk dud thud
_grapes drak drakh
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Table I (cont.)  Basic vocabulary comparison Domari/ Romani
Domari Romani
Nature
day dis dives
night arati rati
wind way balval
rain warsinda birsind
SNOW taldZ (Ar.) Iv
year wars bers
month masi mas
sun tat, gam kham
moon qamar (Ar.) don
hot ham (Ar.) tato
Activities
give de- d-
take par- I-
go dza- dZa-
come aw- av-
sleep S(E)- sov-
cry row- rov-
die mary- mer-
eat q- Xa-
drink pI- pi-
sit Wist- bes-
rise Ist- ust-
know dzan- dZan-
hear sin- sun-
laugh xaz- as-
see lakh- dikh-
open qol- putr-
shut ban- phand-

The picture delivered by the lexical comparison is fully reconcilable with
the historical stages in the development of the languages, to the extent that we
are able to reconstruct them through cross-dialect comparison and
consideration of documented sources on the historical development of Indo-
Aryan: We are dealing with two separate languages with an extraordinary
history of displacements resulting in recurrent convergent developments,
whose paths appear to have crossed during several stages of this remarkable
journey. The most likely explanation for the crossing of paths is the shared
profile of the speaker communities, which inspires the search for a shared
origin in the first place: They are both populations of similar socio-economic
(caste) status, on the search for similar opportunities in similar times, and their
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related constitutions may have indeed encouraged direct contact and reciprocal
influences. Such encounters or mere contiguity will have been responsible for
shared or similar structural developments in the languages during each of the
historical stages. At the same time there is hardly a single stage for which we
are unable to find some developments through which the two languages
diverge. There is, in other words, no evidence that Domari and Romani ever
constituted a single language, at any period in their development; but there is
on the other hand plenty of evidence that they underwent shared developments
as a result of sharing the same geo-linguistic environments during successive
periods.

1.5. The Dom community of Jerusalem

The Dom belong to the populations known collectively in the literature as
‘Middle Eastern Gypsies’."* Their own term for their group is dom, in the
plural dome. The Arabs usually call them nawar or, more pejoratively, zuzt.
The latter has been in use since medieval times as a collective name for
various groups of Indian immigrants to the Middle East, including nomadic
musicians, soldiers, and captives (see Grierson 1887); it is often associated
with the Indian name jaz which can be found as the self-designation of itinerant
populations of Indian origin in Afghanistan (Rao 1995) and elsewhere.

The Dom’s traditional specialisation was in metalwork and entertainment.
Among the Palestinian Dom, however, these two professions are usually
associated with different clans. The ancestors of the Jerusalem Dom were,
until several decades ago, tent-dwelling smiths and tinners who produced
skewers, horseshoes, and other metal artefacts. When the British set up
municipal services in Jerusalem, in the early 1920s, the Dom abandoned their
traditional professions and sought paid employment in the service of the
municipality, as sweepers, in rubbish disposal, and as caretakers in public
lavatories. By the 1940s the community came to rely on wage labour and the
Dom abandoned their tents and moved into permanent dwelling within the Old
City walls.

The bulk of the Dom population of Jerusalem still lives in rented
accommodation in Bab 1-Hutta in the northeastern corner of the Muslim
quarter of the Old City, just north of Lions Gate and the northern entrance to
the Haram, the compound which includes the Dome of the Rock and Al-’Agsa
Mosques. Some families have left the Old City in recent years to settle in the
neighbourhoods, villages, and suburbs in and around East Jerusalem. A
sizeable community of expatriates lives in Amman, Jordan, having fled
Jerusalem and the West Bank during the six-day war in June 1967. Many Dom
maintain family ties with the Amman community, travel to Jordan regularly,
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and host visiting relatives in Jerusalem. The community consists of three
extended families: Nimr, Slim, and Bufarni. There are no reliable figures
about the size of the Dom population in Jerusalem. Some members of the
community claim a total population of up to one thousand, a figure that is
accepted by some observers. A survey carried out in the mid-1970s by an
Isracli anthropologist put the entire Dom population of the Old City at the time
at between 200-300," which coincides with the figure of 300 given by Yaniv
(1980). This would suggest a number of around 600—700 today.

The young generation of Jerusalem Dom is employed in a variety of
professions, mainly in services. A significant number have completed
secondary education, some continuing to higher specialised qualifications. The
changing socio-economic profile of the community has deepened the gaps
between the Jerusalem Dom and those in other parts of the country. It is also
fracturing the traditional overlap between ethnic identity and socio-economic
identity, which had existed previously among the Dom, giving rise to a feeling
of an ethnicity vacuum. The Dom are Sunni Muslims, like their Palestinian
neighbours, with whom they appear to share most of their customs and way of
life. Traditional dress and tattoos are found only among very elderly women in
the community, and there are virtually no remaining stories, songs, or marriage
or other customs or habits that are unique to the Dom. An exception is
begging, which is still a common way of earning a living among middle-aged
women of the Jerusalem community (and is still common among young Dom
women from Gaza and from settlements in the West Bank). Many Jerusalem
Dom families host relatives from Jordan who come to the city during the
Ramadan month in order to earn money by begging in front of the entrance to
the haram or Mosque complex. The most frequently cited Dom ritual is the
pilgrimage to Nabi Musa (according to Muslim tradition, the burial place of
the prophet Moses), in the nearby Judean Desert. Although the place attracts
Muslim pilgrims from all sectors of Palestinian society, the Dom have their
own celebration at the site, in early April. It seems that in earlier generations,
bride price was paid, as among the nomadic Bedouins, by the bridegroom to
the family of the bride, while among the city-dwellers it was paid to the wife
and remained under her control. It is not clear to what extent the older practice
remains in view of the rising number of mixed marriages and indeed the near-
complete absence of marriages within the Dom community during the past two
decades.

Despite their immersion into Muslim Arab society, the Dom maintain an
awareness as a separate community, partly by tradition and partly as a result of
everlasting marginalisation and isolation. All members of the community,
especially the younger generations, report on incidents of racist abuse and
discrimination by mainstream Palestinian society. As a result, many highlight
their indifference to Palestinian political aspirations. On the other hand they
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are regarded by Israeli authorities as an integral part of the Arab population of
East Jerusalem and the West Bank and suffer the same occasional if not
continuous abuse from them. Politically this positions the Dom in actual fact
much closer to Palestinian than to Israeli society. The Jerusalem Dom have
also had occasional contact with European Roma who have visited their
community, usually as missionaries for various religious movements. This
exposure has prompted a sense of curiosity toward the Romani community in
Europe and a number of young Dom have in recent years been exploring the
prospects of developing community institutions modelled in some way or
another on the experience of Romani cultural and political associations in
Europe and the U.S.

As in rural Arab society, the traditional authority within the community
rests with the Mukhtar (Arabic muxtar) or community leader, whom the Dom
call in their language grawara. The position of Mukhtar is a kind of
compromise between an elected representative whose appointment reflects a
consensus among the influential families in the community, a hereditary
office, and an external appointment by the authorities, who recognise the
Mukhtar as a spokesman on behalf of his community but expect cooperation,
for instance in matters relating to law and order, in return. The traditional tasks
of the Mukhtar have been to resolve conflicts and disputes within the
community and to mediate between members of the community and the
authorities. The Mukhtar’s role as chief representative of the community has
been challenged to some extent by the establishment in November 1999 of a
‘Society for the Promotion of the Gypsies in Israel’ [ha-’amuta le-kidum ha-
tso’anim be-yisra’el]. The Foundation was initially backed by a left-wing
Isracli opposition party. It carries a Hebrew rather than Arabic official title,
and the title itself flags a connection to Israel rather than to the West Bank,
where the Dom live. It is led by a small circle of volunteers — three sisters and
a few of their supporters — with some support from Israeli and European and
American charitable organisations. The group has succeeded in raising the
profile of the tiny minority community at least in the local context, to some
extent, through charity events and news reports. In 2011, a social worker was
appointed by the Isracli municipality to act as liaison person for the affairs of
the community.

A traditional link exists between the Dom community and another minority
group in the West Bank known as ‘Kurds’ (Arabic £r3d Domari krade) or in
their own speech as rom or romat They too descend from itinerant
metalworkers who provided their services to villagers in the West Bank, while
the Dom served the urban population. The two groups intermarry and are to
some extent familiar with each other’s languages. The speech of the Kurds
however appears to be a secret lexicon which includes lexical items from
Kurdish as well as from Domari. Their indigenous name suggests a connection
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to the Rom of Europe. Such a connection cannot be ruled out, given the
presence of Romani items in the secret vocabularies of other itinerant groups
in the Middle East, such as the Ghagar of Egypt (Newbold 1856) or the Posa
of eastern Anatolia (Benninghaus 1991).

Although the Dom are aware of the presence of other scattered Dom
communities all around the Middle East and the elderly are able to tell about
encounters with Dom from Iraq, Syria, and Egypt in the 1930s and 1940s, the
political situation during the past decades has prevented contacts with other
Dom, with the exception of direct relations in Amman and with occasional
Dom visitors from northern Sinai in Egypt. The Dom’s awareness of identity
and community history is therefore prone to influences from outside sources as
well as to traditional tales and stories. Two such traditional tales can be heard,
which on occasion are combined into one.'® The first portrays the Dom as
descendants of DZassas, the leader of the tribe of Bani-Murra. In a conflict
with another tribe, DZassas killed the rival leader, KIeb. He was then killed in
revenge by KlEb’s younger brother, Salem ez-Zir. Ez-Zir continued to
persecute Banii-Murra and drove them into exile, ruling that they should no
longer be allowed to ride horses but only donkeys, that they should remain
outdoors, and that they should not be allowed to stay in one place for longer
than three nights. A second tale depicts the Dom as descendants of a nomadic
tribe of entertainers who were settled in Iran, were given farmland and animals
and expected to become farmers. The king, Bahram Gur, who had invited them
to settle, later discovered that they had neglected their lands and instead of
working spent most of their time singing and dancing. He then banished them
from his kingdom and they became nomads again. Both stories are well known
and well documented among peripatetic communities in the Middle East. The
story of ez-Zir is better known in the Arab countries (cf. Newbold 1856: 291,
Canova 1981), while that of Bahram Gur originates in a Persian poem by
Firdausi (see Grierson 1887) but has also entered oral tradition in parts of Iran
(cf. Amanolahi and Norbeck 1975:3). Like many origin stories told by
peripatetic communities, they portray nomadism as punishment for an ‘ancient
sin’ and assert sedentarism as the normal and original state of affairs in the
community’s history (cf. Pickett and Agogino 1960, Casimir 1987).
Acccording to Yaniv (1980), the legend about Bahram Gur was only adopted
by members of the community in the 1970s from foreign sources, through
indirect exposure to the literature on Gypsies.

1.6. Data collection and method of analysis

The present study is based on speech data recorded in the Dom community of
Jerusalem during regular visits of between one and three weeks, two or three
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times a year, in 1996-2000. The initial fieldwork consisted of questionnaire-
based interviews with individual speakers who were asked to translate words,
phrases, and sentences from colloquial Arabic into Domari. Follow-up
questionnaires were then designed to fill gaps and to extend the coverage. The
questionnaires were informed by the typological questionnaires developed by a
number of working groups as part of the European Science Foundation
mammoth project on the Typology of European Languages (EUROTYP),
which took place in 1990-1994. The general format was a function-to-form
approach, aiming at an exhaustive coverage of semantic functions. Parallel to
the questionnaire elicitations I recorded personal narratives and in some cases
conversations among speakers as well as a few stories. There is no story-
telling tradition in the community and with few exceptions no speakers could
be found who were able to tell ‘traditional tales’, and even in the exceptional
case the repertoire of such tales was rather small. Most of the connected talk
recorded consisted of biographical narration, with speakers reconstructing
episodes of their own lives as well as narrating information that they had heard
about family and relatives, about other members of the community and about
the community’s history. Some narratives discuss traditions and way of life.
Many, especially conversations between two speakers, relate to quarrels and
feuds within the tiny community. Outside of the interview context, the usual
language of communication with the speakers was Arabic, which is the
language they use alongside Domari in their homes and the exclusive language
of everyday conversation with most of their non-Dom environment. Hebrew
was also used on some occasions, with some speakers.

Altogether some nine hours of connected talk (narration and conversation)
were transcribed and evaluated, in addition to the audio-recorded questionnaire
material. Audio-recorded interviews were conducted with a total of twelve
speakers, with up to ten further speakers participating in the background as
they were present in the interview setting and occasionally interacted with the
principal interviewee, or participating in informal conversations about which
written notes were taken during or after the conversation. Such notes usually
covered individual vocabulary items and their use or information about
patterns of language use, as well as ethnographic background. On this basis I
assume that I had personal access to around a quarter of the total number of
speakers of Domari in Jerusalem. Many informal conversations were
conducted with semi-speakers, and some of those were recorded but were not
considered in the present study (but see Matras 1999). Most of the recordings
took place in speakers’ homes, or, in some cases, neighbours were invited to
speak to me at the home of my hosts in the Bab 1-Hutta neighbourhood. A
close working relationship was established with one speaker, with whom I met
regularly outside the neighbourhood, in West Jerusalem, and who later visited
me in Manchester, funded by a grant from the British Academy. This speaker
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assisted me in interpreting the recorded material, in particular connected
speech, and in filling gaps that arose in the coverage of forms, paradigms,
lexical variants and so on. The examples used in the following chapters are
usually taken from the transcriptions of connected speech unless otherwise
stated (for samples of transcriptions of talk see Chapter 12).

As a supplement to the natural talk and questionnaire elicitation, the
opportunity arose to compare the material compiled by Macalister (1914)
directly with Domari as it is spoken in the same community today, almost a
century later. Fort this purpose I read out a number of the stories published by
Macalister in his description of Domari (most of which were originally not
told in Domari at all, but were translations provided by his consultant of
stories which Macalister himself dictated), using the English version as a basis
for an oral, spontancous translation into colloquial Arabic, and recorded
speakers’ translation of the story, sentence by sentence, back into Domari. A
detailed discussion of differences in style and presentation is beyond the scope
of this study.

The transliteration system used here has already been employed in my
previous work on Domari (Matras 1999, 2000, 2007a) and is designed to
capture the principal phonological features of the language including
pronunciation variants, while still leaving some room for interpretation of
recurring and seemingly random phonetic alternations (see Chapter 2). The
choice of diacritics is oriented primarily toward transliteration conventions in
Arabic, Iranian, and Romani dialectology. Glosses follow conventional
standards in linguistic typology, inspired in particular by the ‘Leipzig Rules’
with some modifications (see list of abbreviations). Discourse excerpts are
presented with minimal reference to meta-linguistic phenomena. Such
references include segmentation and sub-numbering of segments of connected
speech based on intonation units, the use of the forward slash ‘/° to indicate
speaker self-repair, the use of three dots °...” to indicate omission, and the use
of = italics embedded within an equality sign = to indicate a speaker’s
discourse-strategic code-switch into Arabic. Individual Arabic word insertions
and even phrase insertions are an inherent part of Domari talk and are not
highlighted unless they are interpreted to be motivated by the wish to clarify
something that has been said in Domari, and so involve an intentional choice
in favour of Arabic.

The following chapters provide a descriptive account of Domari and do not
aspire or pretend to follow any particular theoretical model of analysis. As an
Indo-European language with heavy influence from a Semitic language,
categorisation of most structures in Domari falls within well-established
conceptual and terminological conventions. The analysis is nevertheless
informed and inspired by two particular theoretical perspectives, which I
would like to highlight in these introductory remarks.
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The first concerns the position of Pragmatics and the discussion of the
function of categories and the choices that speakers make between categories.
Although I do not adopt any particular model, I remain inspired by approaches
to language that regard pragmatics as a method of analysis'” rather than just a
single component of language or indeed as the purely utilitarian exploitation
that lies beyond the formal language ‘system’ To use a metaphor, if the formal
structures of a language are to be viewed as a software application, then the
pragmatics of a language are, in the view that I subscribe to, not the attempt to
stretch the use of this application beyond the purpose for which it was
designed, nor the improvisations that the user may add to the purpose-oriented
design of the application, nor indeed even just a pre-designed portion of the
application itself, rather, pragmatics is the hardware on which the software
application — and any other software application — is designed to run. Every
natural language is designed to enable human communication. Each and every
grammatical category is therefore ‘functional’ in the sense that it serves to
trigger a mental operation in the mind of the hearer that will enable
communication with the speaker. Communicative activities such as ‘deictic
reference’, ‘initiation of a question illocution’, ‘monitoring and directing
hearer-sided participation’, or merely ‘naming objects of the real world’ stand
above categories such as ‘pronouns’, ‘question particles’, ‘discourse markers’,
and ‘nouns’. Such considerations will not lead to a radical departure from
conventional modes of a typologically informed presentation and discussion of
data in this work, but they will necessarily accompany the interpretation of the
functions and meanings of categories and structures. For the organisation of
the chapters this will mean that no separate section will be devoted to issues of
‘information structure’, since it is expected that each and every structural
domain will somehow participate in the meaningful structuring of information
in discourse, and information transmission can therefore not be separated from
the transmission of meaning in any stricter sense.

The second issue concerns a question of no less importance to linguistic
theory, and that is: what is a language, and how do we define the boundaries of
‘a language’? I had the privilege of beginning to write this manuscript while I
was a guest researcher at the Research Centre for Linguistic Typology (RCLT)
at La Trobe University, Melbourne, in the second half of 2007. The RCLT was
and continues to be one of the renowned centres for the documentation of
endangered and smaller languages, and the production of typologically
informed descriptive grammars based on original, empirical fieldwork was
high on its agenda. However, I recall my surprise when, discussing approaches
to deal with code-switches and bilingual insertions in the transcription of
conversational and narration data I learned that the Centre’s junior staff had
been instructed by the Centre’s founder and then still director, R. M. W.
Dixon, to remove such insertions from the transcriptions and to replace them
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by ‘authentic’ lexemes representing the ‘original’ language that was the goal
of the documentation project. This principle was to be followed even if it
meant retrieving the ‘missing” word from another member of the community
and inserting it artificially into the transcription of the discourse of the speaker
who had been recorded. It struck me at the time more vividly than ever before
that even in the context of first-hand, empirical documentation, a ‘language’ is
a linguist’s construction, and that a language description is an idealisation of
what the investigator is most interested in rather than an objective, purely
scientific way of capturing speakers’ modes of communicating with one
another in a speech community.

The problem presents itself for Domari as a language that is permanently in
contact with a surrounding language, just like for hundreds or even thousands
of other smaller and endangered languages around the world. Speakers in
multilingual communities don’t communicate in ‘a language’, nor do they
simply communicate in ‘two languages’ or in ‘a choice of either one language
or another’ — which would at least have helped the descriptive linguist decide
what is and what is not ‘authentic’ and therefore worthy of documenting.
Instead, speakers communicate in natural settings using their full repertoire of
linguistic structures. As I will demonstrate in some of the following chapters,
in the case of Domari the ability to communicate in one’s ‘native’ or ‘family’
language necessarily entails the ability to draw on one’s full competence in
another language — in this case Arabic — not just for special stylistic effect or
when communicating in what Grosjean (2001) terms the ‘Bilingual Mode’, but
even when navigating the strict paradigms of a monolingual mode: To
construct comparative forms of adjectives in Domari speakers import
corresponding comparative word forms from Arabic, and when using nouns
with numerals that are borrowed from Arabic (those above ‘three’) speakers
opt for the corresponding Arabic noun forms. This does not simply amount to
what has been described as ‘mixed languages’ (cf. Matras and Bakker 2003),
since speakers maintain two sets of adjectives and two sets of nouns. Nor is
this a simple case of borrowing, because in order to use adjective comparison
or number modification productively speakers require active access to an open
set of Arabic lexicon. One might describe Domari grammar as having a rule
that says: “when you require a comparative form of an adjective, or the form
of a noun that is modified by a numeral above ‘three’, then code-switch to
Arabic and carry out the operation in that language”. Yet to formulate a
grammatical rule in a language that entails switching into another language
seems to counter any principle in the manual of descriptive linguistics and
indeed the mere concept of languages as self-contained ‘systems’.

The present book will not formulate a theory that will resolve this problem,
but it will work around the problem by describing what speakers actually do in
such instances: It will define Domari as the repertoire components that
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speakers activate when they define their discourse as ‘Domari’. Nonetheless,
by pointing out the potential pitfalls and constraints of taking a traditional
descriptive approach to language as simply a ‘system’, I hope to make a
modest contribution toward re-considering the concept of what exactly a
‘grammar description’ entails especially in settings involving multilingualism
and language obsolescence.



Chapter 2
Phonology

2.1. Inventory of sounds
2.1.1. Short vowels

Domari vowel qualities show an almost symmetrical system of distribution
across front-back and high-low positions, with a tendency toward greater
differentiation among high vowels, where we also find the centralised
realisations [i] and [&]. The transition from high [i] and [u] to low [a] is a five-
position gradient, through semi-high [1] and [u], mid-position [e] and [o],
lower-mid [g] and [o] and semi-low [e] and [a]. A mid-centralised vowel [A] is
peripheral in the system. Nevertheless, it has potentially contrastive character
— thus pandz- [pand3] ‘five’, but pandZ- [pand3] the third person pronominal
stem. Broadly speaking, vowel sounds tend to alternate with neighbouring
variants without any meaningful contrast. Phoneme boundaries can therefore
be formed around clusters of adjoining vowels (see Figure 1).

front back

low

Figure 1. Vowel sounds and vowel phonemes

There is a strong tendency toward symmetry in the system of vowel
phonemes. We find a high-front phoneme /i/, a high-back phoneme /u/, and a
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low phoneme /a/, each with three variants. In the middle range, the front
phoneme /e/ continues the general pattern of high-low variants but the set
lacks a centralised member. The corresponding back vowels pose some
classification difficulties. As we will see below, straightforward meaningful
contrasts are difficult to establish, while at the same time these vowels stand
out well as a group in contrast to neighbouring clusters. There are in fact
reasons to view the mid-back cluster as a single phonemic value. Not only is
/a/, but also /o/, rather rare; but the latter is also highly predictable, as it is
found mainly in positions preceding the semi-vowel segments /w/ and /y/.

For the front high vowel /i/, there is a noticeable tendency toward
complementary distribution of variants. The high variant [i] appears mostly in
open syllables, semi-high [1] in closed syllables, and the centralised variant [i]
is found mostly in positions preceding sonorants or surrounding semi-vowels:

] [di] i “two’
['dzari] dzari ‘s/he goes’
[par'dedi] pardedi ‘they took’
['Pafti] asti ‘there is’

[1]  [t'llik] tillik ‘big’
[2th'ni] ihni ‘thus’
[ma'pif] mangis ‘begging’

[i]  [bo'jimke] boyimke ‘for my father’
[kin'dom] kindom ‘I bought’
['yimkin] yimkin ‘perhaps’

[dzu'wir] dZuwir ‘woman’
[wif'tami]  wistami ‘T sit’

Mid-front vowels pose somewhat of a challenge, too. There are no
consistent regularitiecs governing the distribution of the closed (high)
realisations of [e] and those of the more open (low) [g], though [e] dominates
in closed syllables while [e] is the more frequent in open syllables.
Distribution also seems to be influenced by syllable length and assimilation to
neighbouring vowels (such as raising in anticipation of /i/ variants):

[e] [n'he?] nhe’ ‘there isn’t’
[dej], [dexj] dey, déy “village’
[e'ri] eri ‘she arrived’
[fe'jif] feyis ‘argument, fight’
[ben] ben ‘sister’

[e] [?e'me] eme ‘we’

[2¢h'ri] ehri ‘she became’
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[2'he] ehe ‘these’
[ple] ple ‘money’
[zla:'me] zlame ‘men’
[gor'je] gorye ‘horses’

The back vowels [u], [u] and [0] are generally stable and consistent in their
word stem positions irrespective of environment:

[ul ['kuri] kuri ‘house’
[xu'dzoti] xudzoti ‘yesterday’
[Pura'ti] urati ‘tomorrow’
[?a'tu] atu ‘youw’

[v] [mo'tor] mutur ‘urine’
[pu'tor] putur ‘son’
['hundar] hundar ‘there’
[gu'zel] guzel ‘nice, beautiful’

[o] [?a'dzoti] adzoti ‘today’

[lon] lon ‘salt’
[put'ros] putros ‘his son’
[ba'rom] barom ‘my brother’

Elsewhere, there appears to be more volatility and frequent alternation
among vowels in neighbouring positions, as well as a greater degree of
environmental conditioning. Thus [¢] tends to occur in close proximity to
semi-vowels and sonorants, while [o] always precedes a semi-vowel:

[¢] [sun'dom] sundom ‘I heard’
[we'da] wuda ‘old man’
[rowar'dom]  rowurdom ‘I travelled’

[0] [bo'jom] boyom ‘my father’
[do'wami] dbwami ‘1 wash’
[po'wirta] powirta ‘on your foot’

Open (low) [a] appears to be shorter than its somewhat higher (closed)
counterpart [e], while the latter tends to favour open syllables and the
environment of semi-vowels and glottals:

[a] [na'nami] nanami ‘1 bring’
[pra'na] prana ‘white’
[za're] zare ‘children’
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[pan'dzi] pandZi ‘he/she’
[kur'jata] kuryata ‘home’

[€] [ge'rom] garom ‘I went’
[bisa'weehra]  bisawahra ‘he married’
[bee'jom] bayom ‘my wife’
[mee'si:] masi ‘meat’

[2e'geer] agar ‘in front of’

[lee'heem] laham [that] I see’

The back member of the cluster /a/ favours the environment of dental
consonants and especially phrayngealised dentals:

[a] [xast] xast ‘arm’
[t'at®] tat ‘sun’
[d*and’] dand ‘tooth’
[s%ab] sab ‘snake’

The realisation of /a/ as [a] is in fact consistent or obligatory in the
immediate environment of pharyngeals, and so one might speak of a
pharyngealising effect on the vowel, similar to that found in Arabic.

2.1.2. Long vowels

Vowel lengthening in Domari may have its roots in the language’s ancient
Indo-Aryan precursor, hence forms within the inherited vocabulary stock, such
as [do'me] dbme ‘the Doms’, could show historical continuation of the long
vowel. But there is little doubt that vowel quantity is nowadays strongly
influenced by lengthening patterns in Arabic. Firstly, Arabic length contrasts
are preserved: cf. [br'zz'abt] biz-zabt ‘precisely’, ['Z'abit] zabit ‘officer’.
Second, a tendency is emerging to correlate length with stress. As a result,
stressed vowel segments often display length: [mifta'hreni] mistahréni ‘they
are ill’ At the same time, root long vowels are maintained while grammatical
endings take the word stress: [do:'me] dome ‘the Doms’. Length is more easily
identified on stress-carrying grammatical segments: [?a'ha ha'libi] aha halib-i
‘this is milk’, but ['pjami hali'bi:] pyami halib-i ‘1 drink the milk (I am
drinking the milk)’. Especially /i/ in final stressed position tends to undergo
considerable lengthening, thus making the presence or absence of stress a key
to the quantity status of the vowel. The orthographical decisions adopted
throughout this text for final morphological segments carrying /i/ are therefore
partly arbitrary. The feminine ending -7 on adjectives and past-tense verbs (as
in sird-f ‘she said’) carries stress, like the oblique ending -7in pyami halib-i ‘1
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drink the milk’. On the other hand, the final segment on the ablative-
prepositional case marker -£7, the progressive tense marker on verbs -7 and the
consonantal predication marker -/ are all unstressed. With the exception of the
oblique ending - it appears that vowel length fluctuates in all these positions,
as it does in the nominative form of lexemes such as kur7 ‘house’, brari ‘cat’.
Syllable structure plays a role in conditioning the difference between the open
and shorter vowel in putre ‘sons’ and the closed, longer vowel in putrém ‘my
sons’.

Nonetheless, the presence of distinctive vowel lengthening in Domari is
confirmed by experimental data.'® Samples of elicited sentences and of
conversational data were examined for inherited (i.e. non-Arabic) words that
had been intuitively transliterated as containing long vowels. The results show
that long vowel duration is typically 70-120 milliseconds in both
conversational and sentence elicitation data, while the typical duration of short
vowels is 30-80 milliseconds in conversational data and between 45-100
milliseconds in sentence clicitation data. While this suggests some degree of
overlap between long and short vowels as a whole, in fact there is no overlap
for individual vowel qualities with the exception of /a/ (where in sentence
elicitation data the top 30% of short tokens overlap with the bottom 50% of
longer tokens). The duration breakdown obtained for a small sample of
between 40—60 tokens per vowel type (short and long vowels counting as
separate types) are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Vowel duration

Vowel range in conversational data range in sentence elicitation data mean

(milliseconds) (milliseconds)
i/ 27-53 45-81 54
fe/ 28-70 60-85 56.5
fa/ 60-80 67-100 80
fo/ 70-86 90-110 90
it 35-45 40-100 67.5
fiz/ 54-100 100-120 87
fe:/ 73-97 84-110 91.5
fa:/ 77-102 95-117 97
fo:/ 102-120 112-135 118.5
u:/ 70-110 over 120 95

The figures show that vowels perceived as long are indeed consistently
longer than those perceived as short, at the same time they illustrate how
subtle length distinction is in the language. For Thai, Abramson (1974) reports
on a typical duration contrast of the range 60—150 milliseconds for short
vowels versus 160—360 milliseconds for long vowels. Tsukada (2009)
examines mean length oppositions for the vowel quality /a/ and notes 108
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milliseconds for the short vowel vs. 250 milliseconds for the long vowel in
Arabic, 82 vs. 211 milliseconds for Japanese, and 147 vs. 324 milliseconds for
Thai. Compared with these results, Domari vowels appear to be generally
short, their range is relatively limited, and the contrast between short and long
vowels is less pronounced, ranging typically at a difference of around 30-35
milliseconds, contrasting with well over 100 milliseconds in some other
languages.

In terms of quality, long vowels are less differentiated than short vowels.
As for their distribution, they can be found both in inherited roots and in

grammatical endings:

(i:]

[e]

[w]

(o]

(a:]

[Tat'ni:s]
[ktizr]
[yudwa'ri:]
[biry]

[bizt]
[bi:'ri]

[dormi'jek]
[ker'ke:]
[knen]
[ho:'fexk]
[put'rem]

[Tujar]
[dzu'dzaki]

[dormi'ja)
[so'wami]
[ho:'fexk]
[foi'na]
[sno:'ta)
[ba:'dom]
[ta:tr'ja]
[la:'fi]

atnis ‘about him’

ktir ‘Christian’

xudwari ‘the child [direct object]’
biy ‘moustache’

bit ‘carth’

biri ‘she feared’

domiyék ‘a Dom woman [predicative]’
kéké ‘how’

knén ‘where’

hb6sék “you become’

putrém ‘my sons’

dyar ‘town’

dztdzaki ‘(from) Egypt’

domiya ‘a Dom woman’
sowami ‘1 sew’

hb6sék “you become’
sona ‘boy’

snéta ‘dog’

badom ‘my grandfather’

tatiya ‘an Arab woman’
1asi ‘girl’

Long vowels are also retained in Arabic lexemes:

(i:]

[e]

[ta?'rix]
['lizra]
[musil'mi:n]
[dfef]
[he:t®]

Arabic fa’rix ‘history’
Arabic /ira ‘pound, lira’
Arabic misilmin ‘Muslims’
Arabic déf“guest’

Arabic fét ‘wall’
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[w] [mluk] Arabic mliik ‘kings’
[maf'yul] Arabic masyd/ ‘busy’
[ze:'tun] Arabic zétin ‘olives’

[or] [bal'komn] Arabic balkon ‘balcony’

[a] [bus'tan] Arabic bustan ‘garden’
[daka:'ki:n] Arabic dakakin ‘shops’
[fa'mal] Arabic samal ‘north’

2.1.3. Consonants

Domari consonants are a testimony to the language’s fading ‘genetic’ legacy
and its advanced stage of convergence with Arabic. The language retains
articulatory positions that are shared by both Indo-Aryan systems and Arabic.
It shows no trace of Indic retroflex consonants or aspiration but maintains
greater symmetry in voice opposition than we find in Arabic, with a contrast
[pl:[b], [k]:[g] and marginally also [f]:[v], while Arabic only shows [b], [k]
and [f]. A number of sounds, such as [q], [¢] or [x], and [y] might well testify
to Mesopotamian influences (Iranian, Turkic) prior to contact with Arabic.

Table 3. Inventory of consonants

labial dental dental- palato- 1 uyular PRAYT glottal

pharyngealised alveolar geal

V1 stop p t t¥ 9 k q

Vd stop b d df d3 g ?

Nasal m n n

Lateral 1 1

Tnll r

Vl fricative f s s § X X h h

Vd fricative  (v) z ®) Y Y

Semi-vowel w i

The tendency towards convergence with Arabic is evident both in the
incorporation of Arabic lexical loans without any obligatory phonological
adaptation and thus in the wholesale accommodation of Arabic phonemes into
Domari conversation, but also in the infiltration of Arabic sounds into the
inherited (pre-Arabic) component. Perhaps the most conspicuous Arabic
contact feature is the pharyngealisation of dentals, which is distinctive within
the Arabic component but to a large extent variable within the Indic or pre-
Arabic component. We thus have the alternations [do:m] alongside [do:m]
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dom ‘Dom’, [tat] alongside [t'at] s ‘heat’, [mu'tur] alongside [mu't‘ur]
mutur ‘urine’. Conventionalisation of pharyngealisation in non-Arabic items
can be found in the tendency towards progressive assimilation, where a
Domari ending follows an Arabic stem, as in [t‘aw'le:t’a] faw/éta ‘on the
table’, combining Arabic faw/e and the Domari dative ending -7a. There are in
addition quite a few non-Arabic lexical items which seem to have adopted
pharyngealisation and which display it consistently, such as [d*and®] dand
‘tooth’, [mat®] mat ‘person’, [wat®] wat ‘stone’.

The pharyngeals [h] and [T] appear to be restricted to the Arabic
component. There are other consonants that may be assigned predominantly
but not exclusively to Arabic loan material. Thus the velar fricative [y] appears
occasionally in pre-Arabic items, as in [je'yer] yeyer ‘horse’, [biry] biy
‘moustache’, as does the uvular stop [q] — [qa'jif] gayis “food’, [qol'dom]
goldom ‘I opened’ The realisation in Domari of [q] representing etymo-
logical-historical [q] in Arabic-derived words such as ['qahwa] gahwa coffee’
points to an early adoption of the word and its perception as an integral part of
the Domari system, distinct from Arabic. When conversing in Arabic, Doms
will consistently adopt the Jerusalemite pronunciation ['?ahwe]. The
etymological Arabic consonants [0], [§] and [6°] however do not appear in the
corpus, and their contemporary Palestinian Arabic cognates [t] and [d] and [z,
z°] are found instead, thus [tala'tin] za/atin ‘thirty’, ['tani] 77 ‘other’,
['Z'abit] zabit ‘officer” A further consonant that is typical of the Arabic
lexical component is [?], though it also functions regularly within the pre-
Arabic component indicating verb negation in final position: [bi:'re?] bire’
‘s/he does not fear’.

Incongruent with the contiguous Arabic system are the sounds [g] (found in
Egyptian, but not in Palestinian Arabic), [p], and [t{] (found in rural dialects of
Arabic in the regions surrounding Jerusalem to the west and northwest, an
outcome of palatalisation of underlying [k]: ca/b < kalb ‘dog’). All four are
restricted to the pre-Arabic component: [pi'rin] pirin ‘nose’, [gur'gi:] gurgi
‘throat’, [tfan'tfimma)] dancimma ‘next to me’. Although the [p]:[b] contrast
remains on the whole distinctive — cf. [pa'jjom] ‘my husband’, [ba'jom] ‘my
wife’ — there are signs of its partial retreat. In initial position, [p] often
undergoes lenition: [pu'tar] putur ‘son’, ['Pand3zi] pandZ ‘s/he’. In medial
position, fricativisation can be observed: [kapf'ja] £apya ‘door [direct object]’
Also contrasting with Arabic we find, though marginally in the corpus, a
voiced labio-dental fricative [v], in variation with [w]: [rov'rom] alongside
[row'rom] rowrom ‘I wept’; and occasionally replacing underlying Arabic [w],
as in [av'lidrom] ‘I was born’ < wiidrom (Arabic wiid-).

Domari stops cover labial, dental, and velar positions, each with a voiceless
and voiced set:
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[pl [pu'tur]
['‘pandfan]
[2urp]

[ ple]

[b] [bar]
[s°ab]
[a'burke]

[t] [tatrja]
[si'tori]
[ta'ranes]

[d] [dis]
[fir'da]
[deed'jom]

k] [?ckak]

[Sa'buske]
[kin'dom]

[g] [go'ri]
[?ag]
[?a'grr]

putur ‘son’
pandZan ‘they’
wrp ‘silver’
ple ‘money’

bar ‘brother’
sab ‘snake’
aburke “for you’

tatiya ‘an Arab woman’
sitori ‘you have slept’
taranes ‘three’

dis ‘day’
$irda ‘he said’
dadyom ‘my grandmother’

ekak ‘somebody’
abuske ‘for him/her’
kindum ‘I bought’
gori ‘horse’

ag ‘fire’

agir ‘in front of

A uvular position shows just a voiceless stop with no voiced counterpart:

[l [gol'dom]
[qajif]
[gafti'da]

goldom ‘I opened’
qayis ‘food’
qafiida ‘he stole’

The dental stops have pharyngealised counterparts. They are found mainly
in Arabic lexemes but also in some pre-Arabic lexical items, where they
always alternate with the respective non-pharyngealised variant:

[t] [snoi't'a]
[t'an]
['t*abfan]
[tfaw'le]

[d'] [dandf]
[dform]
[Pay'rad®]
['dallo]

snota ‘dog’

1an ‘mattress’

Arabic fabfan ‘certainly’
Arabic fawle ‘table’

dand ‘tooth’

dom ‘Dom man’

Arabic ayrad ‘things, stuff, belongings’
Arabic dallo ‘continued’
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A palato-alveolar dental affricate also shows, historically at least, voice
opposition, but while the voiced affricate is relatively stable, among some
speakers the voiceless counterpart is simplified to a sibilant:

[tf1 [tfir'dom] &irdom I said’, also [fir'dom]

[tfor'ni] coni “girl’, also [foi'ni]

[la:'tfi] 1aci ‘girl’, also [la:'fi]
[d3] [man'dza] mandza ‘inside’

['dzari] dzari ‘he/she goes’

[ndzana'ne?] ndZanane’‘we don’t know’

The voiced set of stops also shows a glottal position [?]. Its phonemic status
in word-initial position is controversial, as it tends to disappear in word

boundaries:

[lahr'domo'ras] lahedom oras ‘I saw that one’

It is retained, however, after a meaningful pause or else to emphasise a
word boundary, in post-vocalic position in the inherited existential negation
expression, as well as in Arabic lexemes:

[?] [fir'da(.)?a'ru] Sirda: aru/ ‘He said: come!’
[ka'ran'?ag]  karan ag/ ‘Make fire!’
[nhe?] nhe’ ‘there isn’t’

[ta?'rizx] Arabic ta’rix ‘history’

Domari has a labial and a dental nasal sound, as well as a rather peripheral
velar nasal:

[m] [mem'i] mamij ‘aunt’
[kil'fami] kilsami ‘1 exit’
[be'nom] benom ‘my sister’

[n] [wa'fiisan] wasisan ‘with them’
[noh'ra] nohra ‘red’

[ h'nemni] hnéni ‘it is here’

[n]  [ma'nif] mangis ‘begging’

[nmawa'dedis] ningawadedis ‘they brought it’

Completing the set of sonorants are the laterals and trill. The trill is dental:
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[r]  ['gredfkari] gréfkari ‘sings’
[pir'rom] pirom ‘I drank’
[rawar'de] rawarde ‘they travelled’

The more widespread lateral is also dental:

1] [tma'li] tmali ‘soldier’
[lake'dom] lakedom ‘1 saw’
[la'gif] lagis ‘fight’

A velarised lateral is peripheral. It occurs in two lexemes of Kurdish origin,
as well as in the Arabic interjections ‘a#ah, yaflah, watfah and in the
environment of Arabic pharyngeals and pharyngealised dentals:

] [fat] saf ‘well, waterhole’
[sat] saf ‘rice’
['xatas'] xatfas ‘enough!’

The most comprehensive set of consonants in terms of variety of
articulatory positions is the set of fricatives. The voiceless labial [f] occurs
primarily in Arabic lexemes and is rather rare in the pre-Arabic component,
while the voiced [v] is rare altogether and, as mentioned above, inter-
changeable with [w].

(f]  [fa'if] fayis ‘struggle’
[fum'nami]  fizmnami ‘1 hit’
['grexfkari] gréfkari ‘sings’

[v] [rov'rom] rowrom ‘I wept’, also [row'rom]
[av'lidrom] wiidrom ‘I was born’, also [uw'lidrom] (Arabic
wilid-)

Dental fricatives also have pharyngealised counterparts, once again mainly
in Arabic lexemes, but occasionally infiltrating some of the pre-Arabic
lexicon:

[s] [kjos] kyos ‘his eye’
[ma'siz] masi ‘meat’
[sa'kami] sakami ‘I am able’

[z] [za'r] zari ‘mouth’
[za'ra] zara ‘child’

[bizo'ta] bizota ‘poor’
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[s*] [s%ap] sap ‘snake’
["hummos®]  Arabic Aummus ‘Humus’
'sTahin] Arabic sahin ‘plate’

2] [‘Z'abit] Arabic zabit ‘officer’

Palato-alveolar sibilants are in part, in the case of the voiceless [{], and
exclusively in the case of the voiced [3], the outcome of a simplification of the
corresponding affricates [tf] and [d3], with which they are often
interchangeable:

] [falif] fayis “struggle’
[wa'fizsan] wasisan ‘with them’
['finak] Sinak “a little’, also ['tfimak]
[3] [zb] 2ib ‘tongue’, also [dz1b]
[za'wir] Zuwir ‘woman’, also [dze'wir]
[?a'z0ti] aZoti ‘today’, also [?a'dzoti]

Among the velar fricatives, the voiced counterpart is found predominantly
within the Arabic component:

[x]  [xur] xur ‘heart’
[xaz'rom] xazrom ‘I laughed’
[a'xar] axar ‘below’

[yl [biy] biy ‘moustache’
[je'yer] yeyer ‘horse’
['?azyar] Arabic azyar ‘smaller’

The set of fricatives includes a voiceless glottal or aspiration, which may
also appear in final position:

[h] [=h'rom] ahrom ‘I became’
[ho:'fam] hosam ‘that I become’
[2u'hu] uhu ‘that’

[muh] muh ‘mouth’

Alongside the velar fricative [x] we find a uvular variant [¢], which
interchanges both with the velar fricative [x] and with the uvular stop [q] in
selected lexemes:

[x] [yol'dom] xoldom ‘I opened’, also [qol'dom]
[xal] xal ‘said’ (particle of indirect speech), also [gal]
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The pharyngeal fricatives [h] and [¢] are found exclusively in Arabic
lexemes:

[h] [?ahsan] Arabic ahsan ‘better’
[dbih] Arabic dbih ‘slaughtered animal’
['ha:kim] Arabic hakim ‘governor’

[€]  ['mnaSkar] mnaS$kar- Arabic mnaf$- ‘to prevent’
[Tan'ki:m] fankim ‘about me’, Arabic fan- ‘about’
[Ta'rizs] Arabic faris ‘groom’

The status of the two semi-vowels differs somewhat, at least historically.
While labial [w] is well established in various environments and clearly
belongs to the inventory of consonants, palatal [j] occurs in the pre-Arabic
component only in positions following the vowels /a/ and /o/ and might
therefore be considered part of an historical diphthong */ay/ or */oy/
respectively. However, in the Arabic component, we find [j] defining its own
syllable boundaries independently of a particular vowel, and so it seems
justified to acknowledge its status as a consonant in the contemporary system,
and to view the cases of the */ay/ diphthong as historically peripheral, and
synchronically interpretable as vowel-consonant sequences:

[w] [dze'wir] Zuwir ‘woman’
[da'waij] daway ‘camel’
[wa'da] wuda ‘old’
[we:s'rom] wésrom ‘I sat’
G]1  [way] way ‘wind’
[bai] bay “wife’
[baj] boy “father’
['jatni] Arabic yafni [discourse particle]
['jimkin] Arabic yimkin ‘maybe’

2.2. Variation and minimal pairs

A tentative classification of Domari vowel sounds into phonemes was
suggested above. According to this model, the language has the short vowel
phonemes /a, ¢, i, 0, u, 9, A/, and the long vowel phonemes /3, €, 1, 0, G/. The
justification for a phonemic length opposition derives mainly from the
consistency in the duration of long vowels in particular lexical tokens. This
makes vowel length a feature of lexical phonology, one that is distinguished at
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the level of individual lexical roots and grammatical morphemes. Minimal
pairs are few, but they testify nonetheless to the presence of length as a
distinctive feature:

[tat] fat ‘sun, heat’, though often also [t'at’]
[ta:t] 14t ‘ Arab, villager’

A near minimal pair is:

[tom] tom ‘I gave’

[do:m] dom ‘Dom man’

As mentioned above, we find vowel length correlating with morpheme
alteration and word stress in the following minimal pairs:

[ha'lizbi] in aha halib-i (this milk-PRED.SG) ‘this is milk’

[hali:'bi:] in ama piyvami halib-i (I drink milk-OBL.M) ‘I drink the
milk’

[ga'lami] in aha galam-i (this pencil-PRED.SG) ‘this is a pencil’

[qala'mi:] in ama parami galam-i (I take pencil-OBL.M) ‘I take the
pencil’

Paradigmatic length distinctions may also be conditioned by the phoneme
environment, and accompanied by minor quality adjustment:

[put're] putre ‘the sons’
[put'rem] putrém ‘my sons’

Minimal pairs among vowel qualities are somewhat more easily identified,
despite considerable fluctuation and variation in the realisation of vowels both
across speakers and within the repertoires of individual speakers. A nice
illustration of vowel phoneme contrasts is provided by the set of
demonstratives:

[2a'ha] aha ‘this” (M.SG)
[2i'hi] ifi “this’ (F.SG)
[2u'hu] ubu “that” (M/F.SG)
[2e'he] ehe ‘these’

Vowels are distinctive in other grammatical paradigms, too:

[pa'rari] parari ‘he/she takes’
[pa'rara] parara ‘he/she used to take/ was taking’
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[par'da] parda ‘he took’

[par'di] pardi ‘she took’

[par'de] parde ‘they took’

['?ekak] ekak ‘somebody (male)’
['?1kak] Iikak ‘somebody (female)’
['hindar] hindar ‘here’

['hundar] hundar ‘there’

Phonemic distinctiveness does not, however, exclude variation and inter-
changeability of the same pair of sounds in specific lexical environments.
Consider the following variants as examples:

[san'dom], [sin'dom] sundom, sindom ‘I heard’
[kun'dom], [kin'dom] kundom, kindom ‘I bought’
[ma'nus], [ma'nis] manus, manis ‘person’
[dzu'wir], [dzi'wir] dZuwir, dZiwir ‘woman’
[Buri:], [Siri:] suri, sirf *knife’

[quft’o't'a], [qift'o't'a] qustota, gistota ‘small’
[lake'da], [laka'da] lakeda, lakada ‘he saw’
[bi:sa'wzehra], [biisa'wahra] bisawahra ‘he married’

As can be seen here, Domari short vowels show frequent tendencies toward
interchanging of corresponding front and back positions: [&]-[], [u]-[1], [u]-[i],
[e]-[a]. Much of this mirrors a corresponding tendency in Palestinian Arabic,
and is indeed found also in the Arabic component:

[mousol'mimn], [misi'min]  Arabic musulmin, misilmin ‘Muslims’
['jumkin], ['jimkin] Arabic yumkin, yimkin ‘perhaps’

Domari often goes beyond the ‘permissible’ variation in Arabic, applying
vowel quality fluctuation to some Arabic-derived roots:

['skuneehrom)], ['skineehrom| skunahrom, skinahrom ‘I reside’, Arabic skur-

Nonetheless, this kind of variation is lexeme-specific and the respective
vowel pairs are by no means generally interchangeable. Consider:

[bor'yul] buryul ‘burgul’, never *[bir'yil ]
[mu'tur] mutur ‘urine’, never *[mr'tir]
[pu'tur] putur ‘son’, never *[pr'tir]
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and so on. This apparent regularity of the pattern is to some extent useful in
distinguishing sound alternation from phonemic oppositions. Thus a rare near
minimal pair is this:

['pandsi] pandzi ‘he/she’
['pandszes] pandZes ‘five’

The contrast of [a] and [A] is meaningful, albeit in just this particular pair of
lexemes. It stands out from the type of alternation pattern seen above among
vowel pairs, which in some environments equally constitute meaningful
contrasts. A similar case might be made for [o] and [a], which do not show a
front-back contrast either, as is typical of free variants. Consider the following
contrasts:

[ro'wari] rowari ‘he/she cries’
[ra'wari] rawari ‘he/she travels’
[bo'jom] boyom ‘my father’
[ba'jom] bayom ‘my wife’
[do'wari] dwari ‘he/she washes’

[da'wari] dawari ‘he/she dances’

The phonemic contrast between /o/ and /o/ is, however, as pointed out
above, less clear-cut, since /o/ is largely confined to the position preceding
semi-vowels. However, there is no paradigmatic alternation that would trigger
a shift between the two vowels. Both /o/ and /o/ remain stable in the respective
lexical roots to which they belong. While /o/ and /a/ are distinguishable to
speakers through minimal pairs, speakers also emphatically reject substitution
of /o/ through /o/ — as in, for instance, *[bo'jom] for ‘my father’ — as more than
just a ‘foreign accent’”, and view it as a thoroughly misconfigured
pronunciation. This leaves the impression that native speaker intuition
certainly does not accept the two as variants. As seen above for pairs like [u]-
[1], or [e]-[a], free variation and interchangeability in one context does not
exclude a meaningful contrast in another.

In the domain of consonants, voice opposition appears stable, even around
contrasts such as [p] and [b] which are missing in the contact language Arabic:

[pi:'rom] pirom ‘I drank’
[bir'rom] birom ‘I feared’

[par] par! ‘take!’
[bar] bar ‘brother’
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[pen] pen! ‘take out!’

[ben] ben ‘sister’

[paj'jom] payyom ‘my husband’
[ba'jom] bayom ‘my wife’

The contrast remains stable among affricates as well, to the extent that the
voiceless affricate is preserved:

['tfari] Cari ‘he/she says’, also ['{ari] sari
['dzari] &Zari ‘he/she goes’

Well aligned are also the contrasts between stops, nasals, and semi-vowels:

[wat®] wat ‘stone’

[mat®] mat ‘person’

[bi:t] bit ‘earth’

[mi:t] Arabic mit ‘hundred’
[weej] way ‘wind’

[baj] bay ‘wife’

Dental and palatal sibilants show stability:

[fat] saf ‘well, waterhole’
[sat] saf ‘rice’

However, palato-alveolar affricates [d3] and [tf] are undergoing a process
of simplification to sibilants [3] and [{]. The process mirrors the ongoing
simplification of [d3] in the Palestinian Arabic dialect of Jerusalem to [3]:
[dzamb] ‘next to’ > [3amb]. It may also be influenced by the absence in
Jerusalem Arabic of [t{]. As a result we can say that in Jerusalem Domari as a
whole, palato-alveolar affricates and sibilants are interchangeable. In practice,
variation is conditioned by sound, word form, and speaker. The voiceless
affricate [tf] shows a much greater tendency toward simplification and is
missing almost entirely from the repertoire of some speakers. The most
common lexical items with etymological [tf] can be arranged on a hierarchy of
affricate retention, with canc- ‘next to” most likely to show [t{] irrespective of
speaker, and ¢- ‘speak’ most likely to show simplification to [{] (sany ‘I speak’
etc.):

éanc- ‘next to’ > /aci ‘girl’ > éona ‘boy’ > paci ‘behind’ > curs ‘knife’ > ¢-
‘to speak’



Variation and minimal pairs 53

As a result, utterances such as the following can be found in the corpus,
showing differential treatment of etymological [tf]:

(M

@)

laci  illi §-irdcom wWasi-s

girl REL speak-PAST-1SG with-3SG

“The girl that I spoke to’

ama Wwes-r-om cand-is-ma son-as-ki

I sit-PAST-1SG  next.to-3SG.OBL-LOC boy-OBL.M-ABL
‘I sat next to the boy’

It is noteworthy that Macalister (1914) records consistently [t{] for his
informant.

The voiced counterpart [d3] is maintained in some words rather
consistently, especially in positions following a dental nasal:

[la'dzi] ladz ‘shame’
[dze'd3i] &udzi ‘Egyptian’
[dze'wir] uwir ‘woman’

[d3a'nami] dZanami ‘1 know’
['pandzi] pandzi ‘he/she’
[man'dza] mandza ‘inside’

Elsewhere, there is variation, and especially in pre-consonantal position,

general reduction:
[d3a], [3a] dzal, Zal ‘go!’
[xu'dzoti], [xu'3oti] xudZoti, xuzZoti ‘yesterday
[d31b], [31b] dzb, Zib ‘tongue’
[3bo:m] Zbom ‘my tongue’

This distribution parallels the simplification pattern in the local variety of
Arabic, which shows variation in ['dzamit] dZZme§ ‘mosque’ vs. ['zammi?]
Zamef, but consistently [3di:d] Zdid ‘new’.

As stated above, pharyngeal consonants occur entirely within the inventory
of Arabic lexemes, and here the contrast between the two pharyngeal sounds
[h] and [?] as well as between the pharyngeals and neighbouring glottals is
well maintained:

[hajj]
[hajj]

Arabic Aayy ‘this’ (discourse particle, filler)
Arabic hayy ‘neighbourhood’

['s?ilka'dom]  s’ilkedom I asked’, Arabic sil-
['zSileeh'rom]  zfilahrom ‘I became angry’, Arabic z§i/-
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Naturally, pharyngeals also stand in contrast to similar pre-Arabic lexemes
that lack them:

[fa'rus] Arabic fartds ‘bride’
[?a'ru] aru! ‘come!’

The pharyngealisation of dental consonants does, by contrast, infiltrate the
pre-Arabic component, where it is often subject to word-internal variation:

[do:m], [d¥o:m] dom, dom ‘Dom man’
[tat], [t'at®] tat, tat ‘sun, heat’
[mu'tor], [mu'tfor] mutur, mutur ‘urine’
[kafto'ta], [kafto't®a] kastota, kastota ‘small’

A number of non-Arabic lexical items appear to have adopted pharyngeal-
isation and tend to display it somewhat more consistently:

[d*and"] dand ‘tooth’
[mat®] mat ‘person’
[wat®] wat ‘stone’
[bizzo't'a] bizzota ‘poor’

A group of consonants around the velar, uvular and glottal positions show a
degree of word-specific variation in lexical roots. The most frequent alterna-
tions are listed here (for a discussion see sections 2.6 and 2.7 below):

[ka'pi], [qa'pi] kapi, gapi ‘door’

[kafto'ta], [qafto't®a] kastota, gastota ‘small’

[kol'dom], [qol'dom], [yol'dom]  koldom, goldom, xoldom ‘I opened’
[qall, [xall, [gal] qal, xal, gal (quotation particle)
[la'kami], [la'hami] lakami, lahami ‘1 see’

2.3. Assimilation processes

Domari shows both productive and non-productive sound assimilation
processes. Those that are non-productive are paradigm alternations that are a
result of an underlying process of assimilation. We find this in the forms of the
non-verbal predication marker. There are two morphemes for the singular
predication marker: The first, -; attaches to consonantal stem: aha xudwar-/
‘it’s a child’, A7 dZuwir-i ‘it’s a woman’. The second attaches to the vowel
ending of the noun. The vowel endings of nouns are frequently inflection
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endings that are distinguished for gender: masculine singular nominative -a,
feminine singular nominative - The predication markers reflect gender
distinction by incorporating the underlying inflectional ending:

son-a ‘boy’ aha son-ék ‘this is a boy’
son-1 ‘girl’ 1hi $on-ik ‘this is a girl’

From this we might derive the following historical reconstruction scenario:
The original predication marker may have been *-ek- or indeed *-eki The
bisyllabic morpheme came under pressure to undergo simplification and
erosion of duration as part of its increase in frequency, as a result of which it
was reduced to just one syllable. With consonantal endings, it was shortened to
-7, losing its consonantal value: *A/ dZuwir-eki > *hi dZuwir-i ‘this is a
woman’. With vowel endings, it assimilated the preceding inflectional marker,
but lost its own final vowel to comply with the reduction trend. In this way,
masculine *z + -ek/ became *-éki > -ék, while feminine */ + -eks became
*-iki > -ik.

Productive assimilation processes continue to be dynamic. There are two
noteworthy processes. The first involves vowels and is characterised by
considerable variation and instability, which make it an option of ‘choice’
rather than a predictable rule. Moreover, the alternation produced by vowel
assimilation tends to overlap with the variation already observed in many
positions among neighbouring short vowels. Vowel assimilation is essentially
a regressive assimilation process triggered by adaptation to an inflectional
vowel ending. The following provide an illustration:

[we'da] wud-a ‘old man’

[wi'di] wid-i ‘old woman’
[rawar'dom] rawurd-om ‘I travelled’
[rawar'da] raward-a ‘he travelled’
[rawir'di] rawird-i ‘she travelled’
[ge'su] gésu ‘wheat’

[?2'ha ge:'siwi] aha gesiw-i ‘this is wheat’

The process can also be found in isolation from paradigms, in the
adaptation of root vowels to the inflectional vowel, as in sur7 ‘knife’ > §iri, or
the fronting of the root vowel in nisyamis ‘I dance’, for which the past stem is
nasirom.

Consonant assimilation is a process that reaches across morpheme
boundaries and results in distinctive gemination. It has mainly two
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environments. The first is the coming together of two identical segments at
morpheme boundaries:

[x1znawi'de:ssan)] Xiz-naw-id-és-san
laugh-CAUS-PAST-2PL-3PL
‘you.PL made them laugh’

[x1znawi'de:san)] Xiz-naw-id-é-san
laugh-CAUS-PAST-3PL-3PL
‘they made them laugh’

[la'harri] lab-ar-r-i
see-35G-2SG-PRG
‘he sees you’
[la'hari] lah-ar-i
see-35G-PRG
‘he sees’

The second is the regressive quality assimilation of a consonantal segment
with the following consonant. This also occurs at morpheme boundaries, and
leads to gemination:

[kurjamma] underlying kury-a(n)-ma
house-OBL.PL-LOC
‘in the houses’

[kur'jama] kury-a-ma
house-OBL.F-LOC
‘in the house’

Gemination is otherwise a feature of lexical roots. It is typical especially of
the Arabic component — [tu'bbo:mi] ‘I like’, from Arabic Aibb- — though stem
gemination also occurs sporadically in inherited (pre-Arabic) lexical items:
[t'lla] tilla ‘big’, [ka'dzdza] kadZdza ‘(non-Dom) man’, [bizzo't'a] bizzota
‘poor”’.

Progressive consonantal assimilation is marginally attested in the form of
pharyngealisation in non-Arabic items that follow a pharyngealised segment in
an Arabic stem:

[taw'le:ta] tawl-é-1a
table-OBL.F-DAT
‘on the table’
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2.4. Syllable structure

The majority of Domari lexical roots contain two or three syllables, sometimes
with an additional syllable for a vocalic inflectional ending. Lexical roots with
more than three syllables are rare, at least in the pre-Arabic component. The
Arabic component enriches the inventory of patterns somewhat, though even
in the Arabic component derivational templates of more than three syllables
are very rare.

Word roots can usually be followed by up to three syllables of grammatical
affixes in nouns, and even more in the case of verbs: consider in-xiz-naw-id-e-
san-a’ ‘they had not made them laugh’, containing the negation marker ir-, the
root xiz- ‘to laugh’, the causative marker -naw-, the perfective marker -id-, the
3PL subject marker -¢ the 3PL object marker -san- the remoteness tense
marker -a, and the postposed negation marker -’:

(3) in-xiz-naw-id-e-san-g-’
NEG-laugh-CAUS-PAST-3PL-3PL-REM-NEG
‘they had not made them laugh’

In word roots, there are four main types of syllable structure, each of which
forms the core for word formation patterns. The first is the consonant-vowel or
open syllable sequence (CV). The sequence can occur in single, duplicate and
triplicate format, as well as in a hybrid (open-plus-closed syllable) format:

(6\Y dzal ‘go!’
CVCV gésu ‘wheat’
CVCVCV dusara ‘black’
CVCVC dzuwir ‘woman’

The vowel-consonant sequence (VC) can occur on its own, or in an
extended format with an additional vowel. The consonant in the sequence can
be a cluster. A more complex pattern derives an historical duplicate open
syllable pattern (CVCV) with an initial vocalic derivation marker. The pattern
VCCVC is reserved for the Arabic comparative/superlative template, aCCaC:

vC ag “fire’

VCV eme ‘we’

VCCV asti ‘there is’
VCVCV aZoti ‘yesterday’
VCCVC Arabic akbar ‘bigger’

A further core structure involves the closed syllable CVC. It can be
extended by an open syllable, by another closed sequence, or by a closed
sequence with vocalic inflectional ending:
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CvVC xur ‘heart’
CVCCV Sukna ‘oil’
CVCCVC pandZan ‘they’
CVC(C)VCV bizzota ‘poor’

Finally, a core syllable can begin in a consonant cluster, and can be either
open (CCV) or closed (CCVC). Extension of the pattern is common with an
inflectional vowel ending. Other patterns are typical of European loanwords,
whereas the extension in protkiliya ‘Jewish woman’ is rare.

CCV ple ‘money’
CCVC drak ‘grape’
CCVCV bkara ‘hungry’
CCVCVC spital ‘hospital’
CCVCCVC trombil ‘car’

CCVCCVCVCV protkiliya ‘Jewish woman’

As these various syllable patterns show, word-final consonant clusters are
rare and tend to be avoided, while word-internal clusters at syllable
boundaries, such as as? ‘there is’ and sukna ‘oil’, are quite common and do
not seem to pose any obstacles to natural word-formation in the language.
Onset clusters are varied, too, but there seem to be some constraints on
possible combinations. Tables 4-5 show attested onset consonant clusters.
Some occur only in direct loans from Arabic. Others occur in verbal roots of
Arabic etymology, which Domari derives by extracting the Arabic
triconsonantal root in the template CCiC or CCuC (w/id- ‘to be born’, fiuh- ‘to
open’, s’il- ‘to ask’, stri- ‘to buy’, and so on).

Table 4. Word-initial clusters: stops and nasals

Voiceless stop + C Voiced stop + C
[p1] ple ‘money’ [bk] bkara ‘hungry’
[pr] prana ‘white’ [bl] Arabic biad ‘country’
[pil pyami ‘I drink’ [br] brari ‘cat’
[bi] byari “he/she fears’
[tm] tmali ‘soldier’ [db] Arabic dbih ‘slaughtered animal’
[tr] trombi] ‘car’ [dr] drak ‘grape’
[tf] tfang ‘gun’ [df] dfinkede ‘they buried’
[th] thimkeda ‘he accused’ [d%] Arabic dyiif guests’

[t*n] thin ‘tahin’
[tw] twadZidre ‘they were found’

[kt] ktir  Christian’ [er] gréfkari ‘he/she sings’
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Table 4 (cont.)  Word-initial clusters: stops and nasals

Voiceless stop + C Voiced stop + C

[kn] knami ‘1 buy’ [gh] ghay ‘good’

[k1] klami ‘1 wake up’

[kr] krén ‘where’ [gn] gqnawida ‘he fed’
[kw]  kwira‘it burned’ [qr] grare ‘Bedouins’

[ki] kyos ‘his eye’ [ql] Arabic g/am ‘pencils’
Nasal + C

[ml]  Arabic m/ik ‘kings’
[mf] mfialla‘crazy’

[mh]  mhom ‘my face’

[mw]  Arabic mwazzaf*clerk’

[nh] nhe’ ‘there isn’t’

Table 5. Word-initial clusters: fricatives and semi-vowels

Voiceless fricative + C Voiced fricative or semi-vowel + C

[ft] fluhkeda ‘he conquered’ [w] wilidahra ‘he was born’
[f1] Arabic flan ‘somebody, anonymous’ [ws®]  wisulahra ‘he arrived’
[fh] fhimkedom ‘I understood’

[sp] spital ‘hospital’ [z1] Arabic z/am ‘men’
[st] stannhosi! ‘wait!® [zr] zrafkede ‘they sowed’
[sk] skunomi ‘1 live’ [zh] zhixrom ‘I was bored’
[sb] sbugkeda ‘he preceded’

[sn] snami ‘1 hear’

[s1] slim (family name)

[sr] srifkeda ‘he exchanged money’
[s*h]  Arabic shab ‘friends’

[s?] s’ilkedom ‘1 asked’

[sw]  Arabic swég ‘markets’

[§t] $tirda ‘he stood’ [3b] Zbom ‘my tongue’

[fm]  smars chicken’ [3m]  Zmifkeda ‘he collected’
51 Slixkedom ‘I undressed’

[ftr] Strikeda ‘he bought’

[xtY]  xtubkeda ‘he got engaged’ [yr] Arabic yrab ‘raven’
[xb] xbutkeda ‘he hit’

[xm]  Arabic xmur ‘alcohol’

[x1] xlawida ‘he removed’

[xr] xrom ‘my heart’
[hn]  Anon ‘here’ [hk] hkumkeda ‘he ruled’
[hr] hra ‘it became’ [hl] hlagkeda ‘he shaved’

[hs] Jisdn ‘horse’
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Favourite onset combinations involve the sonorants [r] and [I] and the
fricative [f] in second position, while no onset clusters show [tf], [d3], [r], [1],
or [j] in the first position. The widest range of onset clusters is led by the
sibilants [s]. More unusual is perhaps the appearance of several initial clusters
where [h], a particularly energy-intensive sound, figures in the second position
in the cluster.

The presence of a wide range of onset clusters is offset by a tendency to
shift from a syllable pattern CCV(C) toward VCCV(C) (ple > iple ‘money’,
ktir > iktir ‘Christian’) attested in the form of a widespread insertion of
epenthetic vowels before the onset position. This is well in line with similar
tendencies in the neighbouring languages of the region — not just Arabic, but
also Kurdish, Turkish, and Persian, though the Domari epenthetic vowel is
invariably inserted before the cluster, rather than within it (as in Turkish gurp
‘group’ etc.):

['tommust'ple] tomis ple ‘I gave him money’

[gifi'plexm] gis plém ‘all my money’

[1tmali'je xal nik'fi:] tmaliye xal: niksi! ‘the soldiers said: enter!’
['Pekakik'tixri] ekak ktiri ‘a Christian person’
[?a'marbka'reehromi] ama bkarahromi ‘1 am hungry’
[21t'mer'd’ju:fah'resi] itme dyifahresi ‘you are guests’
[hes®af1s'nami] hesa$ snami ‘now I hear’

[1tkna'wirsi] knawirsi ‘it hurts her’

A somewhat contradictory trend is attested in word roots with the syllable
pattern CVC(VC). Here we find a fully conventionalised, phonological rule
that supports a limitation on the overall number of syllables within a word
amidst fluctuation in the number of inflectional morphemes attached to the
root. This results in the reduction of root syllables. In the following examples,
a bisyllabic structure is maintained in the word despite the addition of a
bisyllabic person and tense ending to a verbal root, by reducing the verbal root
to an onset cluster in the position that precedes the stress-carrying syllable:

snami ‘T hear’ (* < sur-ami), of. sun-dom ‘I heard’
knami ‘I sell’ (* < kun-am), of. kun-dom ‘I sold’

In nominal paradigms, the addition of direct object (independent oblique)
case marking as a stressed syllable triggers reduction of the preceding syllable:

mants ‘person’
laherdom mans-ds ‘I saw the person’ (* maris-as)
gésu ‘wheat’

pardom géswas ‘I took the wheat’ (* gésu-4s)
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With feminine nouns ending in -7 the transition from vowel to glide may
still have residual syllabic properties:

[ku'ri:] kuri “house’
[kurt'ja], [kur'ja] kuriya, kurya ‘house’ (direct object)

The rule of maintaining stress position and number of syllables also triggers
re-syllabification when consonantal object person endings on verbs co-occur
with external tense markers -7 (progressive) and -a (remote). In the subjunctive
and simple past, where such tense affixes are absent, a vowel appears between
the preceding inflectional ending (representing the subject) and the object
marker:

laha-m ‘(that) I see’ (subjunctive) laha-m-ir ‘(that) I see you’
lahado-m ‘I saw’ lahado-m-ir ‘I saw you’

When external tense markers are present, i.e. in the present indicative, in
the perfect, and in the pluperfect, pronominal object clitics lose their
independent syllable status and are incorporated into the syllable of the tense
marker:

laha-m-i ‘I see’ laha-m-r-i ‘I see you’
lahado-m-i ‘I have seen’ lahado-m-r-i ‘I have seen you’
lahado-m-a ‘I had seen’ lahado-m-r-a ‘I had seen you’

2.5. Prosody and stress

Word-level stress usually falls on the final syllable of lexical words that lack
inflectional segments: gyar ‘town’, bard ‘outside’, ehé ‘these’. Some
grammatical function words and adverbs are exceptions: Aundar ‘there’,
xudzon ‘yesterday’, pandZan ‘they’, tiran ‘three’. In inflected words, stress
accompanies stress-carrying inflectional segments. These include the
following: nominal gender/number markers ($6r-4/56n-€ ‘boy/boys’), Layer 1
case inflection markers (see below; dom/dom-ds ‘Dom.NOM/ACC.’),
possessive personal markers on the noun (boy-6m ‘my father’), person
inflection in prepositions (afi-r ‘about you’), subject concord markers on the
verb (/ahed-6m ‘I saw’), and the postposed synthetic negation marker on the
verb (inmangam-¢é’ ‘I don’t like’). Unstressed grammatical markers are Layer
IT case markers (dydr-ma ‘in the town’), tense markers (see below; /ahedom-a
‘T had seen’), and object person markers (/ahedom-ir ‘I saw you’). Most of
these patterns strongly resemble those found in the more conservative dialects
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of Romani. The most noticeable difference between the two languages is the
treatment of recent loan nouns. In Romani, European-origin nouns usually
maintain their original non-ultimate stress in nominative forms. In Domari,
Arabic nouns are adapted to ultimate accentuation patterns: baladiyyd
‘municipality’ < Arabic ba/adiyya. Exceptions are proper nouns, which retain
their original stress in the nominative form — dAmad — but adapt in inflected
forms — ahmadias (ACC.).

2.6. Historical phonology

Domari shares a number of unique features in the development of its historical
phonology with Romani, a fact that had added to speculation about the
relationship between the two languages, both of which already stand out as
Indo-Aryan diaspora languages of socially isolated communities outside of
India (see Chapter 1). We owe much to Turner (1926) who illuminated stages
in the development especially of Romani by taking into consideration
historical layers in the developments of sounds, beginning with the earliest
transition period from Old to Middle Indo-Aryan in the first half of the first
millennium CE, through the emergence of late Middle Indo-Aryan and on to
the development of the modern languages in ecarly medieval times. Turner’s
conclusion for Romani had been that an ancient layer of changes was shared
specifically with the Central Indian group of languages, which includes Hindi
and Gujarati. A number of conservative traits are preserved in Romani,
however, which testify to a break away from the Central group and the reach
of its innovations, and to a period of settlement in the Northwest, which was
left unaffected by them. From Turner’s work grew the prevailing assumption
in Romani linguistics that attributes to the early history of the Roma a
migration from the Central regions into the Northwest, sometime in the first
half of the first millennium, and subsequent migration from there westwards.
Much of this scenario can be directly adopted for Domari, too (see Chapter
1.4). Like Romani, Domari shares a number of ancient innovations with the
Central languages of Indo-Aryan, most notably the realisation of Old Indo-
Aryan syllabic ras v or 7 (OIA $m-, Domari sun-/sin- ‘to hear’; Hindi surr-,
Romani siz1-), the simplification of ks- to k(#) (OIA aksi, MIA akkhi, Domari
iki ‘eye’; Hindi 3k, Romani (j)akh), and the shift from initial y- to dz (OIA
ya-, Domari dZa- ‘go’; Hindi dZa-, Romani dZa-). Along with other Central
Indian languages such as Hindi, both Domari and Romani share the
simplification of OIA initial and medial consonant clusters, first through
gemination in MIA and later to simple consonants in the transition to NIA:
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Table 6.  Simplification of OIA initial and medial consonant clusters

OIA Domari Examples
OIA MIA Hindi Romani Domari Gloss

pt > t taptsh tatta a3 tato tata ‘hot’
sth > t sthiila thulla thulo tilla ‘big’
P > p sarpa sappa  sdp sap sap ‘snake’

By contrast, both Domari and Romani retain medial and initial consonant
clusters that have been lost in the Central languages already during the
transition period to MIA:

Table 7. Retention of OIA initial and medial consonant clusters lost in MIA

OIA Domari Examples
OIA MIA Hindi Romani Domari Gloss

sth > & ostha oftha oth ust ost ‘lip’
tr > tar trini tinni tin trin taran ‘three’
rt > ard krta kada kiva  kerdo  karda ‘done’
dr > dr draksa  dakkhi dakh  drakh  drak ‘grape’
st > st hasta hattha  hath v-ast xast ‘arm’

Domari, like Romani, thus preserves an ancient, Old Indo-Aryan legacy
while at the same time adhering to some of the common patterns that
characterise the emergence of New Indo-Aryan well into the second half of the
first millennium. This unique position can be explained on the basis of
Turner’s scenario of an early migration out of the Central areas and re-
settlement in the Northwest, and a migration out of the Indian sub-continent
not before the ninth or tenth century CE.

In the context of its separation from Indo-Aryan, Domari undergoes several
significant changes to its phonological structure (see Table 18). Vowel length
is usually lost, and although present-day Domari does show vowel length
opposition it is extremely difficult to draw any direct connections between the
presence of length in a contemporary word and its cognate in older forms of
Indo-Aryan. One of the few words for which such a correspondence can be
established is in fact the group name, dom (OIA domba). Even here, however,
the similarity could be coincidental. Otherwise, vowel quality is generally
continued, save for a lowering of historical 4 in positions preceding labial
fricatives (OIA dhav-, Romani thov-, Domari dow- ‘to wash’).

The principal changes in the inventory of sounds that Domari inherits are in
the consonant inventory and its distribution. Domari shows the impact of many
of the consonant losses, shifts, and simplifications that characterise the MIA
period:
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Table 8. Consonants continuing MIA simplifications

OIA Domari Examples
OIA MIA Domari Gloss
bh > b bhagini bahini ben ‘sister’
p > w apaya- av- aw- ‘to come’
kh > h mukha muha muh ‘face’
sm > m asman ambhe eme ‘we’

On the other hand, like Romani, Domari is conservative in retaining
consonantal segments that continue the OIA/MIA medial dental stops /t, d/,
which are lost in many of the sub-continental languages. In Domari they are
represented as /1/:

Table 9. Medial dental stops

OIA Domari Examples
OIA MIA Hindi Romani Domari Gloss

t > r gatdh gada gaya  gelo gara ‘gone’
d > r hrdayam hiaya ilo xur ‘heart’

A distinctive feature of the two diasporic Indo-Aryan languages, Romani
and Domari, is the loss of retroflex consonants. In Domari they are usually
replaced by dental stops:

Table 10. Loss of retroflex

OIA Domari Examples
OIA MIA Hindi Romani Domari Gloss

tt >t atta ata aro ata “flour’
ddh > d *vrddhah wvuddha budha phufo  wuda ‘old man’

Sometimes segments that continue the historical retroflex sounds appear in
Domari as pharyngealised stops, but it is not possible to ascertain whether this
is a coincidence or whether pharyngealisation, which appears to have been
acquired through contact with Arabic, entered the language while retroflexes
still had a distinct pronunciation, retroflex or other:

Table 11. Realisation of historical retroflex as pharyngealised stop

OIA Domari Examples
OIA MIA Hindi Romani Domari Gloss

t > t[tY] vata vada bar wat [wat®] ‘stone’
pet petta pet per pet [pet?]  “belly’
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The historical retroflex cluster /nd/ is simplified in Domari to /n/:

Table 12. Simplification of /nd/ to /n/

OIA Domari Examples
OIA MIA Hindi Romani Domari Gloss
nd > n anda anda  apds  anfo ana ‘egg’
manda  manda manfo  mana ‘bread’

In the particular case of the cluster /dd/ we find a trill /1/ as successor:

Table 13. /dd/ to /t/

OIA Domari Examples
OIA MIA Hindi Romani Domari Gloss
dd > r hadda hadda  har herof xar ‘bone’

A further typical feature of Indo-Aryan (and wide parts of Indo-Iranian),
distinctive aspiration, is also lost in Domari (but retained in Romani):

Table 14. Loss of aspiration

OIA Domari Examples
OIA MIA Hindi Romani Domari Gloss

kh > ¢ khad- khai kha-  xa- qa- ‘to eat’
bh > b bhagini  bshini behen phen ben ‘sister’
dh > d dhav- dhav-  dho-  thov- dow- ‘to wash’
ch > ¢ ghoti- ghoda  ghord gori ‘horse’

A small number of additional changes to the inherited stock of sounds and
sound distribution lend Domari its present-day position within Indo-Aryan.
First is the shift of initial and medial /v/ to /w/:

Table 15. Initial and medial /~v/ to /w/

OIA Domari Examples
OIA MIA Hindi Romani Domari Gloss

v > w varsa varisa  baras  bers wars ‘year’
nava naya  nevo nawa ‘new’
yuvatih dZuvel  dZuwir ‘woman’
-Vis- Vis- baith  bés- wis- ‘sit’

All OIA voiceless sibilants converge in Domari in /s/:
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Table 16. Convergence of OIA voiceless sibilants to /s/

OIA Domari Examples
OIA MIA Hindi Romani Domari Gloss

s > 8 sarpa sappa  sap sap sap ‘snake’
$ > s Siras siru Sir sero siri ‘head’
> s manusa mapusd manus manu§  manus ‘person’

Finally, inherited /h/ becomes /x/:

Table 17. OIA /W > /x/

OIA Domari Examples
OIA MIA Hindi Romani Domari Gloss

h > X hasta hattha  hath v-ast xast ‘arm’

In addition to the re-structuring of the inherited sound system, there are
several developments in the Domari sound system that might be attributed to
the period following emigration from the Indian sub-continent and the
influence of contact languages. The phonemes /f/, /z/, /q/ and /y/ seem to have
entered the language along with loanwords from Persian, Kurdish and later
Turkish. The first, /f/, is quite rare in the pre-Arabic component, the root
ffumn- “to hit’, fayis “fight’ being an isolated exception. The oldest lexical
items in which /z/ is attested are equally Iranian loans such as Persian-derived
zard ‘gold, coin’ and Kurdish-derived zara ‘boy’, zar7 ‘mouth’

The distribution of /q/ in Domari is quite remarkable. The citation particle
for indirect speech, /qal/, from Arabic ga/ ‘he said’, seems to be one of the
carliest Arabic loans, as indicated by its grammaticalisation far beyond its
original meaning in Arabic. Oddly, it is pronounced alternately as /gal/ as well
as /xal/. The first, /gal/, is typical of Bedouin dialects but also of
Mesopotamian and Gulf Arabic. The fricative pronunciation seems to be
unattested in Arabic. At any rate, the fluctuation in the pronunciation of /qal/
suggests that earliest contacts with Arabic may well have been with a dialect in
which historical Arabic /g/ is realised as /g/, and not /g/. The occasional
interchangeability in Domari of /q/ and /x/ (e.g. goldonmy/xoldom ‘I opened’)
points to a link with Persian, where there remains variation along the spectrum
/q-y-x-y/. But in Domari uvular /q/ sometimes interchanges with /k/, as in
gapi/kapi (Turkish kapj), and it generally replaces historical segments of
aspirated /kh/, as in gar ‘donkey’, g- ‘to eat’. It also alternates quite frequently
with historical /k/, as in ga/a ‘black’. This generalisation of the uvular to cover
velar sounds is reminiscent of eastern Anatolian, Mesopotamian and
Caucasian varieties of Turkish (Azeri), and may have been acquired in contact
with one of those languages. The phoneme /y/ appears to have entered the
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language with Turkic and Iranian vocabulary such as biy ‘moustache’ and
yeyer ‘horse’, and is still rarely found outside the Arabic vocabulary.

Domari maintains a phoneme /§/, which however continues in Indo-Aryan
material only within the cluster /8t/: mista “ill’, stirdom ‘I stood’, asti ‘there is’
Its distribution is extended as new words enter the language from Kurdish (sa/
‘well’, gist ‘all’) and Arabic (subbak ‘window’, stri- ‘to buy’), and more
recently as a result of ongoing de-affrication of /&/ (§mari < ¢émari “chicken’,
lasi < Jaci ‘gir]’). Its voiced counterpart /Z/ is a recent acquisition in the
language, arising from ongoing de-affrication of historical [dZ]. Finally,
Domari, much like many dialects of Kurdish, has adopted Arabic pharyngeals
in Arabic loanwords. There is no evidence in Domari to suggest the spread of
pharyngeal phonemes into the pre-Arabic component, substituting for others,
but we can observe a process of ongoing and seemingly random
pharyngealisation of dental consonants, which we can trace in all likelihood to
this recent Arabic influence (see above).

Table 18. The representation of Old Indo-Aryan sounds in Domari

OIA Domari Example

ah OIA taptah, Hindi ¢3t4, Romani fato, Domari fata ‘hot’

a OIA nava, Romani nevo, Domari nawa ‘new’

through assimilation: OIA aksiMIA akkhi Domari k7 ‘eye’

OIA 3paya-, MIA av-, Romani av-, Domari aw- ‘to come’
preceding labials: OIA dhgv-, Romani thov-, Domari dow- ‘to wash’
OIA pet, Romani per; Domari pet ‘belly’

OIA éka, Romani jekh, Domari ek ‘one’

OIA siras, MIA siru, Hindi sir, Romani sero, Domari sir7 ‘head’
OIA sita, MIA sita, Romani s7[ Domari silda ‘cold’

OIA gona, Domari gons ‘sack’

OIA domba, Domari dom ‘member of the Dom caste’

OIA ksurika MIA churi Romani durf, Domari ¢urs ‘knife’

OIA mitray MIA mutta, Romani mutr-, Domari mutur ‘urine’

OIA myta, MIA muda, Hindi mug, Romani mulo, Domari mra ‘dead’
OIA ghrta, Hindi ghi Romani kAil, Domari gir ‘butter’

OlA Ardayam, Romani 7o, Domari xur ‘heart’

OIA krta, MIA kada, Hindi X{y4 Romani kerdo, Domari karda ‘done’
OIA paniya, MIA paniva, Hindi pani, Romani pani, Domari pani
‘water’

OIA 3paya-, MIA av-, Romani av- Domari aw- ‘to come’

OIA farupa, Romani ferno, Domari tarna ‘young’

OIA gat4h, Hindi gay4, Romani gelo, Domari gara ‘gone’

OIA kala, Hindi kd/a, Romani kalo, Domari kala/qala ‘black’

OIA bahis, MIA vahira, Romani avri, Domari bara ‘out’

OIA divasa, MIA divasa, Romani dives, Domari dis ‘day’

OIA hrdayam, Romani ilo, Domari xur ‘heart’
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Table 18 (cont.) The representation of Old Indo-Aryan sounds in Domari

OIA

Domari Example
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OIA gandha, Romani khand-, Domari gan- ‘stink’

OIA bhagini, MIA bahini Hindi behen, Romani phen, Domari ben
‘sister’

OIA khad-, MIA khai, Hindi kha-, Romani xa-, Domari ga- ‘to eat’
OIA mukha, MIA muha, Romani muj, Domari muh ‘face’

OIA bhagini, MIA bahini Hindi behen, Romani phen, Domari ben
‘sister’

OIA dhav- Hindi dho- Romani thov-, Domari dow- ‘to wash’

OIA ghoti- , Hindi ghoda, Domari gors ‘horse’

OIA vata, MIA vada, Romani bar, Domari wat ‘stone’

OIA dom, Romani forn, Lomavren Jom, Domari dom ‘member of the
Dom caste/ man’

OIA hadda, Hindi haddi, Romani Aeroj, Domari xar ‘bone’

OIA afta, Hindi ata, Romani arfo, Domari ata ‘flour’

OIA *vrddhah, MIA vuddha, Romani phuro, Domari wuda ‘old man’
OIA catvari Hindi c4dr, Romani star, Domari star- ‘four’

OIA chin-, Romani ¢in- Domari &in-‘to cut’

OIA /zjj3, Romani JadZ-, Domari /adZ‘shame’

OIA varsa, MIA varisa, Hindi baras, Romani bers Domari wars ‘year’
OIA Iavana, MIA Iona, Domari Jon ‘salt’

OIA hasta, MIA hattha, Hindi Aath, Romani v-ast, Domari xast ‘arm’
OIA manusa, MIA manusa, Hindi manus, Romani manus, Domari
manus ‘person’

OIA nava, Romani nevo, Domari nawa ‘new’

OIA gona, Romani gono, Domari gonr ‘sack’

OIA siras, MIA siru, Hindi sir, Romani sero, Domari sirf ‘head’
OIA /ajjz, Domari /adZ‘shame’

OIA yuvatih, Romani dZuvel, Domari dZuwir ‘woman’

OIA sarpa, Hindi s3p, Romani sap, Domari sgp ‘snake’

QOIA siras, MIA siru, Hindi sir, Romani Sero, Domari sir7 ‘head’
OI A manusa, MIA manus3, Hindi manus, Romani manus, Domari
manus ‘person’

OIA trini, MIA tinni, Hindi tin, Romani #rin, Domari faran ‘three’
OIA draksa, Hindi dakh, Romani drakh, Domari drak ‘grape’

OIA bhratr-, MIA bhada, Hindi bhai Romani phral, Domari bar
‘brother’

OIA gandha, Romani khand-, Domari gan- ‘stink’

OIA danta, Hindi dat, Romani dand Domari dand ‘tooth’

OIA pancan, Hindi p4c, Romani pand% Domari pand%‘five’

OIA taptdh, Hindi 3¢5, Romani fato, Domari fafa ‘hot’

OIA agni Hindi 4g, Romani jag, Domari ag ‘fire’

OIA asman, MIA ambhe, Hindi Aam, Romani ame, Domari eme ‘we’
OIA hasta, MIA hattha, Hindi Aath, Romani v-ast, Domari xast ‘arm’
OIA sthizla, MIA thulla, Romani thulo, Domari tilla ‘big’
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Table 18 (cont.)  The representation of Old Indo-Aryan sounds in Domari

OIA Domari Example

p p OIA sarpa, MIA sappa, Hindi sip, Romani sap, Domari sap ‘snake’
m n OIA kama, Hindi k4n, Romani kan, Domari kan ‘ear’
ks k OIA aksi, MIA akkhi, Hindi 4k, Romani jakh, Domari ki ‘eye’
é OIA ksurika MIA churi Romani ¢urf, Domari ¢urs ‘knife’
sth &t OIA ostha, MIA oftha, Hindi oth, Romani us?, Domari ost ‘lip’
nd n OIA anda, Hindi andz Romani anro, Domari ana ‘egg’

In many ways, the present profile of Domari phonology reflects the
language’s areal position. Its phoneme inventory is characterised by the
presence of a more or less symmetrical contrast of front and back and high and
low vowels, with considerable volatility among neighbouring positions and a
tendency toward back-front alternation: [u]-[i], [v]-[1], [&]-[i]. It is further
characterised by the presence of a uvular stop, the distinctive use of glottals
including [h] in coda position, and the presence of pharyngeal consonants and
pharyngealisation of dentals. All these are fairly typical not just of Arabic but
to a considerable extent also of Kurdish and Neo-Aramaic and to some extent
of other languages of the region such as Persian and Azeri. The structure of
syllables and the insertion of epenthetic vowels to break clusters in onset
position is yet another regional trait, as is, albeit with more limited
distribution, the presence of distinctive consonant gemination.



Chapter 3

Parts of speech and grammatical inflection

3.1. Semantic-pragmatic classification criteria

A theoretical approach that sces language structures as anchored in the
pragmatics of communicative interaction might assume the position that parts
of speech are natural categorisations of the way language-processing functions
are mapped onto groups of structures. Pursuant of such a view, one is tempted
to search for the semantic-pragmatic motivation behind sub-categories of
linguistic structure. Such categorisation can be found in models such as
Functional Pragmatics (Ehlich 2007, Ehlich and Rehbein 1986), which
distinguish parts of speech on the basis of language-processing tasks that are
triggered by linguistic expressions and on the basis of the functional ‘fields’ in
which they operate. Their classification includes ‘labels’ (content-lexemes)
that name objects, ‘deixis’ which focuses attention on object, ‘operational
procedures’ which create links between propositional units, and so on. One of
the problems with attempts at such consistent, function-based categorisations
is that we tend to lose the link between the function, its word class potential
(ie. its ability to combine with other words) and its structural configuration
potential (i.e. its inflectional potential). For instance, the crucial distinction
between nouns and verbs is lost if the focus is placed on their lexical potential
as ‘labels’ of topical entities and events and actions.

An alternative is to view parts of speech as accommodated on a continuum
between the depiction of topical entities and that of events. This would give a
cline ranging from nominal entities via referential devices to attributive
structures or modifiers such as adjectives and quantifiers and on to the
depiction of modality and actual events through verbs. Adjoining points on
this continuum would be, for instance, the use of adjectives to denote topical
referential entities (as in #//a ‘the big one = the king’), on the one hand, and to
depict the result of a process or event (as in mista ‘ill’), on the other. Various
nominal sub-classes could be defined on the basis of their potential to express
topicality and referential precision. Thus personal and demonstrative pronouns
would figure close to nouns, though their referential content is not inherent but
contextually dependent; indefinite expressions and interrogatives may
represent topical entities, but their semantic specification is vague and is
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merely outlined through a broad ontological categorisation (person, place, and

S0 on).

3.2.

Inflectional classification criteria

A more practical procedure, in line with the agenda of providing a descriptive
account of the language and its structures, is to follow natural indicators of
parts of speech in the way that the language assigns inflectional potential to
different types of words. As an inflectional language, Domari shows a closed
group of stable inflectional paradigms. They include the following:

(2)

(b)

(©

(@

(©

Gender and number marking, via the inflectional endings -a
(masculine), -/ (feminine), and -e (plural), in the inflected
nominative, as well as -as and -7 (masculine), -2 and -& (feminine),
and -an (plural), in the oblique;

Layer I case, in the form of the above distinction between nominative
and oblique inflection markers on nouns, or in the form of the
distinction between nominative aha/ihi/ehe and oblique eras/era/eran
in demonstratives; or in the distinction between -os and -is- etc. in
the possessive affix; or other similar distinctions in some
interrogative and indefinites;

Layer II case inflections, indicating semantic specifications to
thematic roles: benefactive -ke, sociative/comitative -sar, locative
-ma, ablative and prepositional -k7, dative -t2/~ka.

Person inflection, within which there are three separate sets. The first
is the set of present-tense subject concord markers: 1SG -am, 2SG
-k, 3SG -ar, 1PL -an, 2PL -as, 3Pl -a(r)d The two others derive
historically from object pronouns. The first of those serves as the set
of subject concord markers with past-tense verbs: 1SG -om, 2SG -or,
3SG -a/i and -os-, 1PL -en, 2PL -es, 3Pl -e. The third set serves as
markers of possessors (attached to nouns) as well as object pronouns
(attached to verbs): 1SG -om, 2SG -or, 3SG -os, 1PL -oman, 2PL
-orary 3Pl -osan. This set is sensitive to Layer I case, showing
alternation in the vowel component between -o- (nominative) and -/
(oblique).

Tense, aspect and modality markers, consisting of the following: The
marker of the past (perfective) stem, usually -d- or -r- (sometimes
accompanied by extensions), which attaches to the verbal lexical
stem; markers of progressive (-7) and remoteness (-a) tense, which
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attach to the final segment of the verb expression; and the marker of
subjunctive (-¢- with some verb stems only).

(f) The marker of indefiniteness -ak and the marking of definiteness
through various means, including the suffix -77- in numerals.

(g) Non-verbal predication markers of the third person, which
accompany non-finite predicates: the singular vocalic endings -ik
(following -7) and -ék (following -a), singular consonantal -; and
plural -éryi.

There are, of course, certain semantic correlates that accompany the
distribution of inflectional paradigms. Gender and number relate to the
classification of identifiable actors and objects to which reference is made.
Case marking reflects the ability of conceptual entities depicted through words
to take on thematic roles within propositions. Person inflection indicates a
relation between words and the participants in the interaction as well as
absentee topical entities (third persons), and as such compensates for the
absence of an inherent deixis/anaphoric reading of the linguistic expression
concerned. Indefiniteness is the relationship between the entity and contextual
or situative knowledge. Tense, aspect and modality relate to the positioning of
events and actions in the perspective of the speech situation. And non-verbal
predications relate to the conceptualisation of a relation between entities that
together constitute the core of a propositional unit. Thus, inflectional
paradigms encode a kind of functional division of labour among different
categories of words.

Domari parts of speech differ in their potential to be assigned one or more
inflectional paradigms, as well as in their juxtaposition and serialisation
potential (their potential to combine with one another) and their potential to
represent different kinds of conceptual entities and language-processing tasks.
On this basis of inflectional potential, distribution potential, and pragmatic
referential function we can identify the following parts of speech: Verbs
describe activities and processes, and take tense-aspect affixes and obligatory
person inflection. Nouns describe stable entities, and take case inflection
(which is sensitive to class, incorporating gender and number), indefiniteness
marking, as well as person inflection indicating possession. Pronrouns
(including demonstratives and indefinites) refer to context-bound entities and
may take case inflection, but not person inflection. Adjectives describe
attributes of other entities, take agreement and potentially case inflection, but
not person inflection (this latter factor distinguishes adjectives from nouns:
consider #//a ‘big’, but ti/l-osan ‘their chief’king’, lit. ‘their big one’) while
numerals may take definiteness marking. Prepositions and location adverbs
may either accompany nouns without inflection, or take person inflection. In
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some cases, they can serve as carriers of the non-verbal predication. Elements
that carry no inflection at all can be referred to collectively as particles, though
they differ considerably in their distribution and referential potential, which
justifies the identification of sub-sets such as quantifiers, conjunctions, focus
particles, discourse markers, and so on. Of the various criteria named above,
inflectional potential offers the most differentiated and least interpretative
basis on which to distinguish between parts of speech (see Table 19).

Table 19. Inflectional potential of parts of speech

Non-Verbal
Predication

] In/Definiteness
| Person
TAM

Noun

Demonstrative
Interrogative

Indefinite

Personal Pronoun

Local relation expression
Adjective

Numeral

Gerund

Participle v
3SG Past-tense verb v
Finite verb

Adverb v
Particle, incl. Quantifier

N SN N Y| Case Layer I
< | Gender
< | Number

\
AN

AN
NSNS NSNS K | Case Layer IT

AN N N N R

ASRNENENEEE N NN
ASRNENEN

Three main clusters of expressions stand out in Table 19: The first are the
nominal categories, which take Layer I and Layer II case markers. The second
are verbs, which take tense, aspect and modality markers. The third are
particles and quantifiers (and one might add, with few exceptions, adverbs),
which do not take any inflection at all. We can thus divide Domari parts of
speech into these three major categories. Within each of those there are sub-
categories, as indicated in Table 19, each with its own, unique inflectional
behaviour.
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3.3. Nominal categories, case inflection and indefiniteness

Nominal categories can be defined on the basis of their inflectional potential as
those that take case inflection (Layers I and II). On the basis of their
distribution and semantics, three additional categories can be identified as
nominal modifiers: Adjectives and demonstrative adjectives, numerals, and

quantifiers.
The typical carriers of Layer I and II case markers are nouns:

(1)

@

)

4)

©)

©)

kuri was-i-r-i

house burn-ITR-PAST-F

“The house [subject] burned down.’
nig-r-or ihi kury-a
enter-PAST-2SG  this.F  house-OBL.F
“You entered this house [direct object].’

nhe’ wala ikak kury-a-ma
is.not any one-INDEF house-OBL.M-LOC
“There is nobody in the house [indirect object].’

er-a $ona
arrived. PAST-M  boy
‘The boy [subject] arrived.’

lake-d-om son-as
see-PAST-1SG  boy-OBL.M
‘I saw the boy [direct object].’

pandzi  sir-d-a son-as-ke
3SG  say-PAST-M boy-OBL.M-BEN
‘He said to the boy [indirect object]’

Case inflection is also found with the closed class of interrogatives:

Q)

®)

©)

kan-ik aha?
who-PRED this.M
‘Who is this?’

kan-as lake-d-or?

who-OBL.M  sec-PAST-2SG
‘Whom did you see?’

kiy-ik aha
what-PRED this. M
‘What is this?’
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(10) %é mang-6k?
what.OBL  ask-2SG
‘What are you asking for?’

Personal pronouns are a paradigm mixture, but are in principle also
potential carriers of nominal case inflection, as seen in the contrast between
the subject ama ‘I’ and the indirect object amake ‘for me’ in the following:

(11) ama mang-am-i misi-r Stri-ka
I ask-1SG-PRG from-2SG buy-VTR.SUBJ.2SG
ama-ke mana

1SG-BEN bread
‘I am asking you to buy bread for me.’

For other persons, non-nominative pronominal forms are suffixed to either
verbs or local expressions, as in the 3™ person indirect object abuske “for/to
him’, and 3" person direct object in stardomis ‘I carried her’:

(12) bafd  zar-es-ki aw-ar-i ab-us-ke
after  boy-M.OBL-ABL come-3SG-PRG for-3SG-BEN
lacy-ak
girl-INDEF
‘ After the boy he will have a girl.”

(13) star-d-om-is pist-im-ta

carry-PAST-1SG-3SG.OBL  back-1SG.OBL-DAT
‘I carried her on my back.’

Direct object personal pronouns are invariably expressed by person affixes
on the verb, which is why personal pronouns exceptionally do not, strictly
speaking, show inflection potential for Layer I, but only for Layer II:

(14) pandZi s-ird-a emin-ke
3SG  say-PAST-M 1PL-BEN
‘He said to us’

(15) pandZi Zmif-k-id-os-man
3SG  collect-VTR-PAST-3SG-1PL
‘He made us meet/ called us for a meeting.’

Stand-alone modifiers of nouns, such as numerals, demonstratives, and
adjectives, do not inflect for case in attributive position, but they may inflect
for case in referential position:
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(16)

(17)

(18)

(19)

(20)

1)

We have seen that the potential carriers of case inflection are also potential
carriers of thematic roles: Demonstratives, adjectives, and numerals can carry
thematic roles when used in referential function (aha ‘this one’, wudf ‘the old
one’, dine ‘the two of them’), while nouns, indefinites, personal pronouns, and
interrogatives carry thematic roles inherently. Two categories that take a
peripheral position within or perhaps merely alongside the cluster of nominal
parts of speech are local relations expressions and gerunds. The first belong
historically in all likelihood to the category of adverbs. They acquire person
inflection complementing the few (first person benefactive) pronominal forms

er-e din-e
come.PAST-3PL.  two-PL
‘The two of them [subject] arrived.’

lake-d-om din-an
see-PAST-1SG  two-OBL.PL
‘I saw the two of them [direct object].’

ehe  tat-éni
these villager-PRED.PL
‘Those (people) [subject] are villagers.’

s’il-k-ed-om oran
ask-VTR-PAST-1SG  these.OBL.PL
‘T asked those (people) [direct object]’

wud-i mista-h-r-i
old-F  ill-VITR-PAST-F
‘The old woman [subject] fell ill.”

t-om-is wudy-a-ke

give PAST-1SG-3SG  old.F-OBL.F-BEN
‘T gave it to the old woman [indirect object].’

that inflect for case:

(22) pandZ kar-d-os-is
3SG  do-PAST-3SG-3SG.OBL 1SG-BEN

(23)

Some local relation expressions may also take Layer II case endings, which

‘He did this for my benefit/ for me.’

ama kar-d-om-is ab-us-ke
I do-PAST-1SG-3SG.OBL for-3SG-BEN

‘I did this for his benefit/ for him.’

act as modifiers and specifiers of local orientation:

ama-ke
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(24) mandZ-is-ma kury-a-ki
inside-3SG.OBL-LOC house-OBL.F-ABL
‘inside the house’

(25) canc-is-ma subbak-ki
near-3SG.OBL-LOC window-ABL
‘near the window’

Domari verbs show a gerundial form that is used in co-temporal
(simultaneous) constructions. It is based on the subjunctive form of the verb,
which is followed by a person-possessive ending agreeing with the subject of
the construction and a Layer II Ablative-Prepositional case marker, which
accompanies the preposition maf ‘with’ The construction replicates the
Arabic co-temporal construction in which maf ‘with’ is employed with a
nominalised form of the verb:

(26) ma$ sig-s-i-m-ki tiknaw-ar-m-i gurg-om
with sleep-SUBJ-1SG.OBL-ABL hurt-3SG-1SG-PRG neck-1SG
‘While I sleep, my neck hurts.’

(27) ma$ kil-s-im-ki gar-om
with  exit-SUBJ-1SG.OBL-ABL  go.PAST-1SG
mutbax-ta pi-r-om g  er-om

kitchen-DAT  drink-PAST-1SG and come.PAST-1SG
‘As I went out I entered the kitchen and had a drink and came back.’

Despite the presence of Layer II markers on both these types of
expressions, local relations expressions and gerunds can be excluded from
consideration as nominal categories since their case marking is not productive
but stereotypical: Local relations possessive adverbs as seen in examples (22)—
(25) invariably show locative marking, and gerunds as seen in (26)(27)
invariably show ablative case accompanying the preposition maf ‘with’.

There is yet another inflectional indicator for nominal categories, and that
is indefiniteness. The indefinite marker -a£is most common with nouns, where
its appearance is grammatically productive:

(28) t-os-san bit-ak, gony-ak gameh O
give PAST-3SG-3PL land-INDEF sack-INDEF flour and
bakar-ak
sheep-INDEF

‘He gave them a piece of land, a sack of flour, and a sheep.’
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Some indefinite expressions draw on -ak as part of their derivational
structure:

(29) /ah-ad-a na man-i-r-a wala  kiy-ak
see-PAST-M NEG stay-ITR-PAST-M no what-INDEF
‘He saw that nothing remained.’

The numeral ‘one’ may be accompanied by the marker of indefiniteness in
order to highlight singularity:

(30) /ak-ed-om domiy-ak ik-ak
see-PAST-1SG  Dom.F-INDEF one-INDEF
‘I saw one Dom woman.’

Lastly, with Arabic numerals, the indefiniteness marker -ak is used in the
citation (counting) form:

(31) xams-ak-i
five-INDEF-PRED.SG
‘five’ lit. “It’s a five.’

3.4. Verbal categories and tense-aspect-modality marking

Domari verbal stems combine a lexical root depicting an event, action, or state
with either a single or a combination of tense, aspect, and modality markers.
Sub-categories of the verb can be recognised in varying semantic functions
and inflectional features. The finite verb is the form that can take a variety of
tense, aspect and modality markers while always combining them with a
person affix representing subject concord. Thus in the following, we find
awadi ‘they come’ in the present-indicative 3PL, mnafkar7 ‘he prevents’ in the
present-indicative 3SG, xarrifhGsar in the present-subjunctive 3SG, eror in the
past-tense 2SG, and rabbika in the imperative-subjunctive 2SG:

(32) aw-ad- gi§ min  déy-ki mat-e
come-3PL-PRG all from village-ABL person-PL
‘All these people are coming from the village.’

(33) a  sar mna$-k-ar-i day-im
and began.3SG.M prevent-VTR-3SG-PRG  mother-1SG.OBL
yafni na xarrif-hos-ar was-im, 0  ma

PART NEG speak-SUBJ-3SG with-1SG and NEG
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lahar-im.
see-35G.SUBJ-1SG.OBL
‘And he started to prevent my mother from speaking to me and from

seeing me.’

(34) aw er-or /] rabbi-k-ay-im
you come.PAST-2SG COMP educate-VTR-SUBJ.2SG-1SG.OBL
dza rabbi-k-a bay-ir

20.SUBJ.2SG educate-VTR-SUBJ.2SG  wife-2SG.OBL
“You came to educate me, go educate your wife.’

Closely related to the finite verb are the past tense of the 3SG and the
participle, both of which express gender and number agreement rather than
person in the subject-concord position. The participle utilises the same form as
the past tense, but is accompanied by a non-verbal predication marker. Its
distribution is limited to verbs that can describe states and situations:

(35) dZawiz-ah-r-i ek-ak min  yaf-é-ki.
marry-VITR-PAST-F  one-INDEF from Jaffa-OBL.F-ABL
‘She married somebody from Jaffa.’

(36) asti ik-ak portkiliy-ék
there.is one-INDEF Jewish.woman-PRED.SG
wes-r-ik ihi balakon-é&-ma a
sit-PAST-PRED.SG  this.F balcony-OBL.F-LOC and
min-d-ik aha {Gd-as a
hold-PAST-PRED.SG thisM oud-OBL.M and
dandin-k-ar-i ami-s

play-VTR-3SG-PRG  on-3SG
‘There is a Jewish woman sitting on the balcony holding the oud and
playing for him.’

The past-tense dZawizahri shows feminine gender agreement with the
subject, while the predication marker -7k indirectly marks gender on the
participles wésrik ‘sitting’ and mindik ‘holding’ as it joins the underlying
adjectival feminine agreement marker -7 The past tense of the 3SG in fact
converges with finite verbs whenever a pronominal object is specified, in
which case subject concord marking reverts from gender/number to
person/actor:

(37) pandZi lak-ed-a kiyak
3SG see-PAST-M  something
‘He saw something.’



80 Chapter 3: Parts of speech

(38) pandZz lak-ed-os-ir
35G see-PAST-35G-25G.OBL
‘He saw you.’

Like other finite forms, the past tense of the 3SG can also show a range of
combinations of tense, aspect and modality markers:

(39) pandz Ilak-ed-os-r-i
3SG  see-PAST-35G-2SG-PRG
‘He has seen you.’

(40) pand# Jak-ed-os-r-a
3SG  see-PAST-3SG-2SG-REM
‘He had seen you.’

(41) pandZz kan lak-ed-os-r-a
3G  was.3SGM see-PAST-3SG-2SG-REM
‘He would have seen you.’

The participle, by contrast, is less flexible, and its only modifiable
component is the predication marker that attaches to it:

(42) pandz mind-ird-ék
3SG  stand-PAST-PRED.SG
‘He is standing.’

(43) pandZ mind-ird-éy-a
3SG  stand-PAST-PRED.SG-REM
‘He was standing.’

Thus, unlike the finite verb, including the 3SG past, the participle
consistently lacks person marking as well as potential variation in tense,
aspect, and modality marking. It is static, rather than dynamic, and as such
semantically closer to nouns and adjectives than to verbs. The gerund,
discussed above (examples (26)(27)), displays similar traits: it is fixed in a
particular tense-aspect-modality inflection. Although the gerund admits person
inflection, this person inflection is not of the type displayed by finite verbs, but
rather the set of person markers that accompany nouns as possessive
agreement markers and expressions of local relations as case-inflected
pronouns (or person-inflected location adverbs). The gerund and the participle
can therefore both be regarded as fringe, non-finite sub-categories in the
cluster of verbal forms. They both represent completed states-of-affairs that
are attributable to their actors, and as such their morphological behaviour
resembles that of nominal attributives.
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Despite the variation in inflectional behaviour and its semantic correlates,
verbal categories show greater coherence than nominal categories. Verbs are
modified either by other verbs, which share full inflectional potential as verbs,
or else by particles, which share none of the inflectional properties of verbs.
Nominal categories on the other hand include a whole range of nominal
modifiers that share only some properties with actual nouns. They also include
para-nominal categories, or pronouns: Nominals that lack the content-
referential meaning that nouns usually display. In the verbal category, the
copula and non-verbal predication markers are the only expressions of a
predication that does not have a lexical specification and so is in some ways
perhaps akin to pronouns in their relation to nouns (both having thematic roles
but only one having an inherent lexical content). The verbal sub-categories
above — past-tense 3SG verbs, gerunds, participles, finite verbs — are thus all
essentially usages of a rather coherent cluster of functions which can
comfortably be defined collectively as ‘verbs’.

3.5. Gender, number and person inflection

Domari inherits the classic Indo-European system of participant-tracking
through agreement in gender, number, and person with specified or inferred
actors. Participant tracking involving at least some of these classification
properties is a feature of nominal modifiers and indexical expressions
(demonstrative and personal pronouns), of local relations adverbs, numerals,
and verbs. Gender, number, and person inflection are thus cross cutting
categories that accompany different parts of speech. Nonetheless, their
distribution is asymmetrical and mirrors their functionality in conjunction with
the specific functions of the various parts of speecch. Number (or rather:
plurality) appears to be a higher-ranking category. It is indicated on nouns,
adjectives, demonstratives, personal pronouns of all persons, and within the
sets of affixed person markers that attach to nouns as possessive markers and
to local relations expressions, as well as within those sets that indicate subject
and object concord on the verb. Number distinction also appears in non-verbal
predication markers. One of the outstanding traits of Domari within the Indo-
Aryan language family, which it shares with Romani, is the neutralisation of
grammatical gender in the plural, a further indication of how number overrides
other inflectional categorizations (elicited examples):

(44) aha bizzot-a kadza
thisM poor-M man
‘this poor man’



82 Chapter 3: Parts of speech

(45) ihfi bizzot-i  dZuwir
this.F poor-F woman
‘this poor woman’

(46) ehe bizzot-e kadZ-e
these.PL poor-PL man-PL
‘these poor men’

(47) ehe bizzot-e dZuwr-e
these.PL poor-PL woman-PL
‘these poor women’

Grammatical gender is an inherent property of nouns, and gender
agreement with nouns is indicated in adjectives and demonstratives. In
participles, underlying gender agreement is visible through the adaptation of
the non-verbal predication marker to the singular gender-bearing affixes
masculine -a (predication marker -ék) and feminine -/ (predication marker -7%).
Gender is also indicated in the past-tense of finite verbs, provided no object
pronominal affix is attached. If a pronominal object is specified, then subject-
concord is expressed by a gender-neutral person ending (elicited examples):

(48) pandZz lak-ed-i ben-is
3SG see-PAST-F sister-3SG.OBL
‘She saw her sister.’

(49) pandZ Ilak-ed-a ben-is
3SG see-PAST-M sister-3SG.OBL
‘He saw his sister.’

(50) pandZz lak-ed-os-is
3SG see-PAST-3SG-3SG.OBL
‘She/he saw her/him.’

Note that gender is not indicated on third person pronouns in Domari.
Gender agreement does, however, accompany a series of further categories
derived from Arabic. Thus the Arabic modals and auxiliaries such as sar- ‘to
begin’, kan- ‘to be (habituality auxiliary)’, da//- ‘to remain (continue)’, the
impersonal bidd- ‘to want’ and more retain their Arabic inflection, which
includes gender agreement:

(51) s-rdi ama-ke bidd-ha qumn-ar
say-PAST-F 1SG-BEN want-3SG.F eat-SUBJ.3SG
‘She said to me that she wants to eat.’
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Also marked for gender are the Arabic resumptive object pronoun 7yya- and
the complementisers 772- ‘that’ and //’ann- ‘because’.

Person, finally, is expressed inherently in personal pronouns and is
otherwise encoded in the set of person markers used to indicate possession of
nouns, personal objects of location expressions, and actors/participants in
finite verbs and gerunds.

3.6. Non-verbal predications and combinations of parts of speech
Domari predications can be verbal as well as non-verbal. The availability of
non-verbal predication markers and their wide distribution among parts of

speech (see Table 19) makes it possible to combine various parts of speech
into phrases:

Noun-Verb:

(52) dzuwri mr-i
woman die.PAST-F

‘The woman died.’
Verb-Verb:
(53) gar-om kamk-am

go.PAST-1.SG work-1SG.SUBJ
‘I went to work.’

Noun-Noun:

(54) bar-om grawar-6k
brother-1SG  head.man-PRED.SG
‘My brother is the head man.’

Noun-Adjective:
(55) zara tll-ék

boy big-PRED.SG
“The boy is big.’
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Pronoun-Pronoun:

(56) aha ama-k-ék
this.M 1.SG-BEN-PRED.SG
“This is for me.’

Noun-Preposition/Location expression:

(57) zara Sans-ir-m-ék
boy nextto-2SG.OBL-LOC-PRED.SG
‘The boy is next to you.’

Attached to lexical verbs, predication markers form gerundial
constructions, which one might interpret as nominalisations of verbal stems, in
effect, then, an intermediate stage on the continuum between prototypical
verbs and nominals:

(58) kan-at SUr-os boy-im-ki
was-3.SG.F picture-3SG  father-1SG.OBL-ABL
Sali-ka-d-ik kury-is-ma
hang-VTR-PAST-PRED.SG  house-3SG.OBL-LOC
yasr-as-ki
Yassir-OBL.M-ABL

‘My father’s picture was hanging in Yassir’s house.’
(59) dZuwir mindir-d-ik

woman stand-PAST-PRED.SG

‘The woman is standing.’

Non-finite verbs (participles) can assume a similar status to nouns and
adjectives in non-verbal (non-finite) predications; compare (elicited)

(60) tll-a zara mind-ird-a
big-M boy stand-PAST-M
“The big boy stood up.’

with

(61) tll-a zara mind-ird-ék
big-M boy stand-PAST-PRED.SG
‘The big boy is standing.’

The status of #//a as an adjective in the above sentence is determined by its
function as an attribute to zara ‘boy’, and characterised by its position, pre-
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posed to the noun, and its inflectional agreement with the head. The example
below illustrates the same word functioning as a noun:

(62) till-la  mind-ird-ék
big-M stand-PAST-PRED.SG
“The big one/ the chief/ the king is standing.’

The potential to accommodate predication markers is also a property of
demonstratives and personal pronouns of the third person (while personal
pronouns of other persons take verbal copula forms in existential
predications):

(63) d  itme lizem masir-oran  hos-as
and youPL must destiny-2PL. become.SUBJ-2PL
inni bass yanni-kar-as g  nasi-s-as.
COMP only sing-VTR-2PL.SUBJ and dance-SUBJ-2SG
aha-k §isat-oran itme
this. M-PRED.SG  life-2PL.  you.PL
‘And your destiny must be that you will only sing and dance. This is
your life.’

(64) portkiliya kahind-ar-i  min  balakon-é-ki,
Jewess look-3SG-F  from balcony-OBL.F-ABL
lak-ed-os-i inn-o aha-k
see-PAST-35SG-PRG COMP-3SG.M this. M-PRED.SG
‘The Jewish woman is looking out from the balcony, and she saw
that this was the one.”

(65) wi ihi-k i nan-di hram-an
and this. F-PRED.SG REL bring-PAST-F blanket-OBL.PL
¢ And this is the one [woman] who sent the blankets.’

(66) dZan-d-om inni pandzi-k ili  kar-d-a
know-PAST-1SG COMP 3SG-PRED.SGREL do-PAST-M
hads-i ma$§  portkiliy-&-ki

incident-OBL.M with Jewess-OBL.F-ABL
‘I knew that it was he who carried out the incident with the Jewish

girl.’

(67) t'akkid-h-r-i minsi-s qal pandzZi-k
assure-VITR-PAST-F  from-3SG PART 3SG-PRED.SG
aha-k
this. M-PRED.SG

‘She was certain about him, saying that he is the one.’
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Adverbs are potential carriers of non-verbal predications when the lexical
adverb depicts a state, as in (68), or a deictic reference to a location:

(68)

(69)

ayyam  [I-’drdun hnéna kan

days.PL. DEF-Jordan here was.3SG.M
bar-d-ék dom-éni mnin
fill-PAST-PRED.SG Dom-PRED.PL.  here
‘Under the Jordanian rule it was full of Dom here.’

w-ama dZa-m-i skur-hés-am kury-a-ma

and-I  go-1SG-PRG live-SUBJ-1SG house-OBL.F-LOC
ili  hndar-i

REL there-PRED.SG

‘And I am going to live in the house over there.’

Predication markers can attach to numerals in citation form, a practice that
is restricted to Arabic numerals:

(70)

sitt-ak-i
six-INDEF-PRED.SG
‘six’ lit. “It’s a six.’
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Nouns and nominal inflection

4.1. Derivation of nouns

Most nouns in Domari are base-form lexical elements that are not derived
through any morphological procedure: ben “sister’, way ‘wind’, gar ‘donkey’
A further class are recognisable as members of distinct, gender-specific
inflection classes: gors ‘horse’, kur7 ‘house’, are both feminine (recognisable
through the ending -7 in the nominative), while mana ‘bread’, grara ‘Bedouin’,
are masculine (recognisable through the nominative ending -2). Arabic nouns
retain their morphological derivation templates, which however are not
productive in Domari: sibbak ‘window’, haddad ‘blacksmith’, assas ‘origin’;
makanse ‘broom’, mahkame ‘court’, magbare ‘cemetery’, and so on.

Morphological derivation relies on suffixing, mostly of word-class-
changing derivational morphemes. Among the few productive derivational
suffixes of this kind is -isi Attached to verbal stems, it can derive nouns
denoting activities (akin to Arabic masdar nominalisation, or the formation of
a ‘gerund’), as in masy- ‘to dance’ > nasis ‘dancing’, mang- ‘to beg’ > mangis
‘begging’, dow- ‘to dance’ > dbw-is ‘dancing’:

(1) Sfisat-osan hé-s-ad nasis
life-3PLL.  be-SUBJ-3PL  dancing
‘May their life consist of dancing.’

2) drana mangis-kar-and-a gis dom-é-man  hundar
go-1PL-REM begging-VTR-3PL-REM all Dom-PL-1PL there
‘All us Doms, they used to go begging there.’

The same suffix can also derive ‘plain’ nouns from verbal stems: g- ‘to eat’
> qayis ‘food’; f&- ‘to hit’ > f&yis ‘fight’;, by- ‘to fear’ > biyyis ‘fear’; dow- ‘to
wash’ > dowis ‘shower’; /agis ‘argument, fight’, from an obsolete verbal
stem */ag-:

(3) tara ab-us-ke qgayis qumn-ar
give-3SG-REM  for-3SG-BEN food ecat-SUBJ.3SG
boy-im-ke

father-1SG.OBL-BEN
“She used to give him, my father, food to cat.”
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(4) gard  hayat kury-is-ka
went-F  Hayat house-3SG.OBL.DAT
yasr-as-ki, g  lagis-ka-d-e.
Yassir-OBL.M-ABL und fight-VTR-PAST-3PL
‘Hayat went to Yassir’s house and they had an argument.’

(5) ksos min biyyis-ki  eh-r-i
beard-3SG from fear-ABL become-PAST-F
pran-ik
white-PRED.SG

‘From fear his beard became white.’

The suffix -way is used to derive abstract nouns from adjectives: /idza
‘ashamed’ > /idzway ‘shame’, mista ‘ill’ > mistaway ‘illness’ The suffix -inna
derives agentive nouns from verbs and nominalised verbs: kisnaw- ‘to tell a
lie’ > kisinna ‘liar’; by- ‘to fear’ > bayinna ‘coward’; gafi- ‘to steal’ > gafiinna
‘thief”, mangis ‘begging’ > mangisinna ‘beggar’. Nouns can also be derived
with no morphological adjustment through referential use of adjectives: #//a
‘big’ > #il/a ‘head man’; nohra ‘red’ > nohra ‘tomato’ as well as ‘Englishman’;
wuda ‘old’ > wuda ‘old man’. An historical derivational ending for participles
and adjectives, masculine -na2 feminine 727, can similarly be interpreted as
nominal: mirna ‘a dead man’, mirmy ‘a dead woman’.

Somewhat more common in their overall distribution are feminine agentive
derivations of masculine animate nouns: -/ya, as in dom ‘Dom man’ > domiya
‘Dom woman’, zat ‘villager’ > fatiya ‘woman villager’; -ni, as in ktir
‘Christian man’ > &zir-rii ‘Christian woman’, and -7 as in dZatir ‘brother in law’
> dzatr-7 ‘sister in law’, mam ‘uncle’ > mam-i ‘aunt’. Of all the derivation
markers discussed here, only the latter seems to be actively productive in the
language. It is used not just with fixed expressions that form part of the
inherited vocabulary, but also with Arabic loanwords: x4/ ‘uncle (maternal) >
xa/-7 ‘aunt (maternal)’.

On the whole, nominal derivation can be said to be marginal in the
formation of the Domari lexicon. The above examples sum up not just the
morphological means for the productive grammatical derivation of nouns, but
also, at least as far as word-class changing derivation is concerned (i.e. not
including the feminine derivation markers mentioned), pretty much the entire
inventory of lexical items derived in this manner. There is little doubt that the
enormous impact of Arabic on the Domari lexicon, especially on nouns, makes
the reliance on internal grammatical derivation procedures redundant and so
limits considerably the distribution of derivational procedures.
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4.2. Properties of nouns
4.2.1. Gender

The Domari noun has two genders, masculine and feminine. With animate
nouns that refer to human beings, grammatical gender tends to reflect natural
gender: bar ‘brother’ (M), boy- “father’ (M), putur ‘son’ (M), payy- husband’
(M), ben ‘sister’ (F), day- ‘mother’ (F), dir ‘daughter’, bay- ‘wife’ (F). Nouns
representing other, non-human animates show a mixture of genders: gors
‘horse’ (F), brari ‘cat’ (F), gorwi ‘cow’ (F), gar ‘donkey’ (M), sniota ‘dog” (M),
bakra ‘lamb’ (M). Gender assignment with inanimates is generally random:
kuri ‘house’ (F), dyar ‘town’ (F), bit ‘carth’ (M), saf ‘well” (M), kam ‘work’
(M), masi ‘meat’ (M).

However, nominal declension classes are usually gender-specific and so
some nominal inflection endings also represent gender affiliation. Thus there is
a masculine inflection class that is characterised by the nominative ending -a
(grar-a ‘Bedouin man’, son-a ‘son’, zar-a ‘boy’, snét-a ‘dog’), and a feminine
class in -7 (grar-i ‘Bedouin woman’, $on-i ‘daughter’, /as-7 ‘girl’, brar-i ‘cat’) as
well as one in -fya (dom-iya ‘Dom woman’, protkiliya ‘Jewish woman’). The
original gender of Arabic nouns, which is also masculine or feminine, is
retained in Domari:

(6) disak ihi lamba kuwi-r-i siry-is-ka
day-INDEF this.F lamp fall-PAST-F head-3SG.OBL-DAT
hay-ki, bar-im dir-ki

this-ABL.  brother-1SG.OBL  daughter-ABL
‘One day this lamp fell on the head of thingy, my brother’s
daughter.’

(7) zabit  xarrif-h-r-a wasi-s  {ibrani-as-ma
officer speak-VITR-PAST-M  with-3SG Hebrew-OBL.M-LOC
“The officer spoke with him in Hebrew.’

Here, the feminine Arabic loan noun /amba ‘lamp’ is accompanied by an
attributive demonstrative with feminine inflection, 747 ‘this’, and by a past-
tense verb the feminine singular, kuwi-r-7 ‘(she) fell’ The masculine Arabic
loan noun zabit ‘officer’ is accompanied by a past-tense verb in the masculine,
xarrithra ‘spoke’.

Gender is expressed most overtly and consistently in the agreement
marking of demonstratives and adjectives, as well as in past-tense verbs in the
third person singular (elicited examples):
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®)

©)

(10)

(11)

aha zara man-ir-a kury-a-m-ék

thisM boy stay-PAST-M house-OBL-LOC-PRED.SG
“This boy stayed at home.’

ihi 1a6i  man-ir-i kury-a-m-ék

this.F girl stay-PAST-F house-OBL-LOC-PRED.SG
“This girl stayed at home.’

er-a tll-a  zara
came-M big-M boy
‘A big boy arrived.’

er-f ullh  Ias+
came-F big-F girl
‘A big girl arrived.’

With Arabic auxiliaries and modal verbs, such as the habitual auxiliary
kan-, Arabic feminine agreement inflection is used to express congruence with
Domari feminine subject nouns:

(12)

(13)

(14)

kan-at par-ar-m-a Wasi-s, ihi Hayat
was-3SG.F  take-3SG-1SG-REM  with-3SG  this.F Hayat
kam-ka-m g  kan-at par-ar-a
work-VTR-1SG.SUBJ and was-3SG.F take-3SG-PAST
plé-m.

money.PL-1SG
‘She used to take me with her to work, this [girl] Hayat, and she used
to take away my money.’

bass kan-at day-os hayat-6-ki ghay
but was-3SG.F mother-3SG Hayat-OBL.F-ABL good

-

wasi-m
with-1SG
‘But Hayat’s mother was good to me.’

a kil ma kan aw-ar-m-a

and every COMP was.3SGM come-3SG-1SG-REM
faris-ak kan dib  sar-a
bridegroom-INDEF was.3SG.M Dib  say-3SG-REM
ab-us-ke ihi miall-ik, miss  ghay

t0-3SG-BEN  this.F crazy-PRED.SG NEG good
‘And every time a potential bridegroom came to me Dib used to say
to him this one’s crazy, she’s no good.’
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Indirectly, non-verbal predication markers may also signal the gender of
nouns belonging to the vowel classes of masculine -2 and feminine -z and of
adjectives in predicative function, which also carry these same vowel endings,
since the vowel of the nominative inflection marker is assimilated to that of the
predication marker (elicited examples):

(15) bar-om grawar-ék
brother-1SG  head.man-PRED.SG
‘My brother is the head man.” (independent: grawara)

(16) bar-om mist-6k
brother-1SG ill-PRED.SG
‘My brother is ill.” (independent: mista)

(17) day-om ktim-ik
mother-1SG  Christian-PRED.SG
‘My mother is a Christian.” (independent: k#irni)

(18) day-om mist-ik
mother-1SG  ill-PRED.SG
‘My sister is ill.” (independent: misti)

This distinction is not found with nouns ending in a consonant, where the
predication marker is a uniform -7

(19) aha zlam-i
thissM man-PRED.SG
‘This is a man.’

(20) iH dzuwr-i
this.F woman-PRED.SG
‘This is a woman.’

Occasionally, gender may also be expressed through the use of the Arabic
direct object pronoun /yya- and the Arabic complementiser irr1-, both of which
retain their Arabic gender and number inflection (see also section on Arabic-
derived referential devices in Chapter 6, and Chapter 11).

Grammatical gender distinction is neutralised in the plural. In this respect,
Domari is similar to Romani, which also has no gender distinction in plural
agreement markers. The plural agreement marker in Domari is a uniform -efor
both genders in attributive constructions. However, plural endings usually
attach to the stem of the respective noun class. This allows us to recognise
underlying feminine derivation markers such a -7 and -/ya, and so it creates a
structural contrast between some masculine and feminine nouns in the plural:
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dom-e ‘Dom men’ (singular dom), domiy-e ‘Dom women’ (singular domiya);
ktir-e ‘Christian men’ (singular ki), ktimiy-e ‘Christian women’ (singular
ktimi).

Hancock (2006) has suggested that Domari in fact has three genders. This
suggestion is not based on any direct analysis of Domari data, either first-hand
or from secondary sources, nor does Hancock attempt to illustrate his claim
with any examples. The purpose of the claim is to support a historiographical
narrative according to which the Dom moved out of India at an earlier date
than the Rom. This, in turn, serves to dismiss ethnographic similaritics
between the Dom and the Rom, most notably their traditional socio-economic
profile as commercial, service-providing nomads, and instead to argue that the
Rom are descendants of warriors, while the Dom descend from itinerant
service castes. The Romani migration from India is constructed within this
narrative to coincide with the Islamic invasions of India, while that of the Dom
is positioned much earlier. The idea that Domari preserves three genders, as in
Old and Middle Indo-Aryan, is intended to support the theory of an earlier
Dom migration out of India.

Hancock relies on Macalister in his interpretation of the Domari gender
system. Macalister (1914: 9) does indeed mention three genders for Domari,
claiming that the neuter is characterised by the identity of nominative and
accusative forms; but he fails to provide any examples at all for the neuter,
admitting (p. 11) that neuter nouns “appear to be in a process of assimilation to
the masculine or feminine declension”. Presumably — he does not provide
examples — Macalister was referring to nouns of the type @yar ‘town’, in
which, by contrast to other declension classes, Layer II case markers attach
directly to the nominative stem: @Zyar-ma ‘in the town’. Nouns of this type do,
however, have a distinct direct object (accusative) marker, which is -7 /ahami
uyar-i‘l see the town’. Macalister was thus mistaken, though it may be that his
impression that these nouns were of neuter gender was based on the realisation
that this very same accusative ending -7 derives from the historical dative form
of the neuter class in Middle Indo-Aryan (see 4.1.2).

In any event, Domari nouns that take an accusative in -7 have either
masculine or feminine gender. This can be seen by examining their agreement
pattern. In the following (elicited) examples, there are only two agreement
markers on the attributive demonstrative, masculine -z and feminine -7, and
there are only two agreement markers on the past-tense verb, masculine -z and
feminine -i They serve, respectively, the masculine nouns zara ‘boy’ (vowel
ending) and xudwar ‘child’ (consonantal ending), and the feminine nouns $6r/
‘girl’ (vowel ending) and dyar ‘town’ (consonantal ending). There is therefore
no connection between the oblique ending -7 and a third gender agreement
pattern, either, and thus altogether no evidence for a neuter gender in Domari:



21

(22)

(23)

(24)

(25)

(26)

@7

(28)

(29)

(30)

(3D

(32)

ama dzan-am-i aha
I know-1SG-PRG  this. M
‘I know this boy.’

aha zar-6k
thisM boy-PRED.SG
“This is a boy.’

zara tilla-h-r-a
boy big-VITR-PAST-M
‘The boy has grown.’

ama ddZan-am-i aha
I know-1SG-PRG  this. M
‘I know this child.’

aha xudwar-i
this.M child-PRED.SG
“This is a child.’

xudwar  tilla-h-r-a
child big-VITR-PAST-M
“The child has grown.’

ama dzan-am-i ihi

I know-1SG-PRG  this.F
‘I know this girl.”

ihi sony-ék

this.F girl-PRED.SG

“This is a girl.”

soni tilla-b-r-i

girl  big-VITR-PAST-F

“The girl has grown.’

ama dZan-am-i ihi

I know-1SG-PRG  this.F
‘I know this town.’

ihi ayar-i

this.F town-PRED.SG

“This is a town.’

ayar  tilla-h-r-i

town big-VITR-PAST-F
‘The town has grown.’

Properties of nouns

zZar-cs

boy-OBL.M

xudwar-7
child-OBL.M

sony-a
girl-OBL.F

ayar-i
town-OBL.F
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4.2.2. Number
4.2.2.1. Number agreement

Plural number is generally expressed on nouns by the ending -e (dom-¢ ‘Dom
men’, domiy-e ‘Dom women’, xudwar-e¢ ‘children’). The same ending -¢ is
also the plural agreement marker on preposed adjectives, demonstratives, and
numerals:

(33) gistot-e  xudwar-e
small-PL  child-PL
‘small children’

(34) ehe  xudwar-e

these child-PL
‘these children’
(35) ehe din-e @ zrte gar-e Gyar-ka

these two-PL child-PL. go.PAST-3PL town-DAT
‘These two boys went to town.’

Numerals in referential function may also take -e:

(36) ehe din-e

these two-PL
‘these two/ the two of them’
(37) din-é-san m-r-e, tor 4  nimer

two.CARD-PL-3PL.  die-PAST-3PLL. Tor and Nimer
‘Both of them died, Tor and Nimer.’

In the oblique case, the plural inflection marker on nouns is -az. Attributive
adjectives, demonstratives and numerals show number agreement but not case
agreement with oblique plural nouns:

(38) Jak-ed-om xudwar-an
see-PAST-1SG  child-OBL.PL
‘I saw the children.’

(39) lak-ed-om ehe din-an

see-PAST-1SG  these.PL two-OBL.PL
‘I saw the two of them.’

(40) mani-r-e min  din-an-ki xar-¢ bass
stay-PAST-3PL from two-OBL.PL-ABL bone-PL.  only
‘From both of them only bones remained.’



(41)

(42)
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lak-ed-om ehe din-e xudwar-an

see-PAST-1SG these.PL two-PL child-OBL.PL
‘I saw these two children’

ama dzZan-am-i ehe din-e dZuwr-an
I know-1SG-PRG these.PL two-PL woman-OBL.PL
‘I know these two women.’

The same suffix -an also indicates plurality on the independent third person
pronoun — pandZi ‘he/she’, pandZan ‘they’ — as well as on the enclitic
personal-possessive and object pronominal affixes: -o4-m-an (1PL), -o/i-r-an
(2PL), -o/fi-s-an (3PL). Arabic nouns often retain their original plural
formation: /ira ‘pound’ plural /irat, xariaf “lamb’ plural xurfan, ’alf ‘thousands’
plural ‘a/af Occasionally Domari plurals are derived from singular Arabic
nouns, co-existing with the Arabic plural formation: suwar ‘bracelet’ plural
asawir alongside suware. More frequently, however, the Arabic plurals are
adapted into the Domari nominal inflection: xéma ‘tent’ plural xiyam
alongside xiyame, dukkan ‘shop’ plural dakakin alongside dakakine, muslim
‘Muslim’ plural musilmin alongside musilmine:

(43)

musilmin-e  kan-a fém-and-a ingliziy-an,
muslims-PI, was-3PL  fight-3PL-REM  English-OBL.PL
nohr-an

red-OBL.PL

“The Muslims were fighting the English.’

Plural number can also be indicated by the plural predicative ending -éni:

(44) ehe  dom-éni

these Dom-PRED.PL
‘These are Doms.’

(45) gist putr-é-m tll-éni

all  son-PL-1SG big-PRED.PL
‘All my sons are big.’

The Arabic object pronoun 7yya- retains its Arabic inflection for number, as
in the following example of pronominal resumption in a relative construction:

(46) ple ili  torim iyya-hum

money.PL. REL give. PAST-2SG-1SG.OBL OBJ-PL
‘the money that you gave to me’
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Arabic enclitic plural agreement markers may also accompany a number of
Arabic modal verbs, auxiliaries and semi-modal verbs (lexical verbs that may
also modify another verb, such as ‘to keep/let/allow’):

(47) par-as er-an g  eran a
take-2PL.SUBJ these.OBL.PL and these.OBL.PL and
t-as-san habis-ma. xalli-hom habis-ma

put-2PL-SUBJ  prison-LOC  1et.2SGIMP-3PL  prison-LOC
talatin - wars

thirty  year

‘Take those and those and put them in prison. Keep them in prison
for thirty years.’

(48) sarad s~ad-i xalli-hum
began-3PL.  speak-3PL-PRG let.2SG.IMP-3PL
naddif-k-ad-i ehe marn-an, ehe
clean-VTR-3PL-PRG these.P. dead-OBL.PL these.PL
zabbalin-e
dustmen.PL-PL

‘They started to say let them, these dustmen, clean up these corpses.’

The prototypical semantic reading of plurality is a single referential unit
that represents an assembly of discrete conceptual entities belonging to a
shared category (e.g. putrém ‘my sons’). Normally, a plural entity can be de-
composed or de-constructed and its discrete individual members can be
identified and verbalised as singular units (e.g. putrom ‘my son’). Conversely,
discrete entities can be compiled for referential purposes under a shared plural
referent provided they can be defined as a set or category (thus putrom ‘my
son’ and dirom ‘my daughter’ can be compiled as zirtém ‘my children’, and so
on;, while on the other hand Domari lacks a collective category that would
allow to group together boyom ‘my father’ and dayom ‘my mother’, as a
translation of ‘my parents’). There are some exceptions to these rules,
however. The word ple ‘money’, for instance, may be conceptualised as an
assembly of discrete objects in reality, but it lacks a singular counterpart that
would allow speakers to verbalise or name these discrete entities (the
etymology however is Persian po/ ‘unit of payment, coin’; Domari plural
formation *pol-e > ple). Collectives consisting of animates also usually carry
explicit plural marking:

(49) dniz-e lagis-ka-d-e ma$§  tmaliy-an-ki
Druse-PL.  fight-VTR-PAST-3PL. with soldier-OBL.PL-ABL
“The Druze argued with the soldiers.’
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(50) er-e nki-man dom-e,  qey-r-e a
come.PAST3PL at-1PL.  Dom-PL eat-PAST-3PL and
pi-r-e nki-man

drink-PAST-3PL  at-1PL
“The Dom came to us, they ate and drank at our place.’

The conceptualisation of plurality as an assembly of discrete entities that
belong to a single category is nicely illustrated by the automatic triggering of
morphological plurality on the noun in conjunction with the quantitative
determiner g7s ‘all’:

(51) aha kazz-a i kan mist-ék
thisM man-NOMM REL was.3SGM ill-PRED.SG
qafi-id-a gis  xurfan-an ili  f$ind
steal-PAST-M all sheep.PL-OBL.PL. REL at
Séx-as-ki
Sheikh-OBL.M-ABL
‘This man who was ill stole all the sheep that belonged to the
Sheikh.’

(52) abu hasan gé-r-a gis  Smary-an

Abu Hasan eat-PAST-M all chicken-OBL.PL
‘Abu Hasan ate all the chickens.’

4.2.2.2. Number neutralisation

Morphological expression of plurality on nouns is generally neutralised if the
noun is accompanied by a numerical expression that already indicates its
plurality. Usually, the noun accompanied by a numeral will appear either in a
plain singular form, or accompanied by a singular predication marker:

(53) boy-om gar-a gady-as-ke, nér-d-a
father-1SG  go.PAST-M judge-OBL.M-BEN send-PAST-M
pasi-san taran  tmal-ék, gar-e wasi-san

behind-3PL  three soldier-PRED.SG  go.PAST-PL with-3PL
di dom min  hayya-man-ki

two Dom from PART-1PL-ABL

‘My father went to the judge, he sent three soldiers after them, two
Dom from among our people went with them.’
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(54)

(33)

(56)

(7)

(58)

panZi nki-s taran zar-ék

he by-3SG three boy-PRED.SG

‘He has three children.’

ama dis-ak-i rawih-r-om min
I day-INDEF-PRED.SG walk-PAST-1SG from
kam-as-ki willa  asti taran Con-¢k

work-OBL.M-ABL PART there.is three boy-PRED.SG
‘T walked from work one day and suddenly there are three boys
[standing] there.’

par-d-én-i wasi-man taran qar a gory-ak
take-PAST-1PL-PRG with-1PL, three donkey and horse-INDEF
‘We took with us three donkeys and a horse.’

ki kury-a, badal-ma ihi sakir-r-ik,
this.F house-OBL.F instead.of this.F close-PAST-PRED.SG
aw-ar-i taran kur-ik mind&i-s

come-3SG-PRG  three house-PRED.SG  inside-3SG
‘Instead of keeping this house closed up, it will be converted into
three houses.’

Sis-oman ghay bol  bol, yaSni ehe kury-osan

life-1PL.  good much much PART these.PL house-3PL

&  féle taran  §él-ék

two family three family-PRED.SG

‘Our life is very very good, I mean, these houscholds, these
two-three families.’

Number neutralisation appears regularly with measurements of time,
money, distance, weight, and so on:

(59)

(60)

(61)

row-am-i, many-am-i di  séfa taran séfa
cry-1SG-PRG  stay-1SG-PRG two hour three hour
weés-r-om-i row-am-i

sit-PAST-1SG-PRG  cry-1SG-PRG

‘I cry, I stay there for two hours, three hours, I sit and cry.’
di  dis pand-as-ma-hrom-a

two day road-OBL.M-LOC-be.1SG-REM

‘T had been on the road for two days.’

kull  usbaf yafni wést-ad-a d  dis taran dis
every week PART sit-3PL-REM  two day three day
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hay-ma déy-a-ma, rawwuh-ho-d-a
PART-LOC village-OBL.F-LOC walk-VITR-3PL-REM
kury-a-ka, géna xatra géna di dis taran dis

house-OBL.F-DAT again time again two day threc day
‘Every week they used to spend two-three days there in the village,
they used to go home, and then once again [they stayed for]
two-three days.’

(62) mani-r-e §ind driz-an-ka taran mas,
stay-PAST-3PL  at Druse-OBL.PL-DAT three month
bafd taran mas  nas-r-e
after three month leave-PAST-3PL
‘They stayed with the Druse for three months, after threc months
they left.’

(63) hkum-ke-d-os taran wars, mahkame
sentence-VTR-PAST-3SG three year court
‘The court sentenced him to three years.’

(64) kull ikak tir-da taran zard
every one put-PAST-M three gold
‘Each one contributed three pounds.’

(65) tuxx-ka-d-ed-is d  xatra
shoot-VTR-PAST-3PL-3SG.OBL two time
‘They shot it twice.’

Numerals are followed by singular nouns both in the expression of the unit
of measurement (e.g. ‘sack’, ‘box’, ‘head’) and often in the expression of the
substance or material that is being measured:

(66) di falla sal, di  S$ilbe mindZi-san zibd-6k
two sack rice two box inside-3PL butter-PRED.SG
‘two sacks of rice, two boxes containing butter’

(67) par-d-om d  falla gésu
take-PAST-1SG two sack wheat
‘I took two sacks of wheat.’

(68) qafi-id-om taran sii  xurfan-i

steal-PAST-1SG three head lamb.PL-PRED.SG
‘I stole three lambs.”*

In the following, the anaphoric reference to a plural entity — -sarz — in the
second half of the sentence shows clearly that there is an underlying



100 Chapter 4: Nouns and nominal inflection

conceptualisation of the subject di dbif- ‘two lambs’ as a plural entity, despite
the appearance of the noun in the singular. Number neutralisation thus appears
to be a strictly formal morphological procedure accompanying numeral
specifications of quantity. The subject is marked by the singular predication
marker, and agrees with the auxiliary kan (via its Arabic inflection in the
singular masculine), which carries the past-tense existential construction:

(69) kan nki-man di  dbih-ék, mar-d-én-san
was.3SGM at-1PL.  two lamb-PRED.M kill-PAST-1PL-3PL
ua gé-r-én-san
and eat-PAST-1PL-3PL
‘We had two lambs, we slaughtered them and ate them.’

From this we can draw the general conclusion that explicit expression of
numerical quantity overrides the morphological expression of plurality on the
noun.

However, things are somewhat complicated due to the hybrid etymology of
the Domari numeral system. All speakers of Jerusalem Domari use Arabic-
derived forms for the numerals ‘6-9’ and for those above ‘10’ (with the
occasional exception of ‘100°), and Arabic numerals are usually preferred also
for ‘4-5’. Inherited (pre-Arabic) numeral forms are used consistently only for
“1-3’ (see also Chapter 5). In Arabic, there are singular, dual, and plural forms
of the noun; plural forms accompany numerals between ‘3-10, inclusively,
while with numerals above ‘10’ the noun appears in the singular. This general
rule is inherited from Old or Classical Arabic, and is retained both in Modern
Standard Arabic and in the Palestinian Colloquial Arabic of Jerusalem. At first
glance it seems that these rules are respected by Domari speakers when using
Arabic-derived numerals. Thus Arabic numerals above ‘10’ are accompanied
by singular nouns, i.e. they show number neutralisation. This is observed both
with nouns of Arabic origin, as in sane ‘year’” and /ira ‘pound’, and with
nouns belonging to the inherited (pre-Arabic) component, as is the case with
wars ‘year’ and kuri ‘household’:

(70) 0@  kam-k-am-a nki-s aktar min
and work-VIR-1SG-REM by-3SG more from
sitta-3-§isrin ~ sane
six-and-twenty year
‘And I worked for her for over twenty six years.’

(71) kull wars dé-r-i bizzot-an-ke xamsin  lira
every year give-3SG-PRG poor-OBL.PL-BEN fifty lira
‘Every year he gives fifty pounds to the poor.’
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(72) ama dzZawiz-r-om bay-om  xamsa 0 Sasrin lira
I marry-PAST-1SG  wife-1SG  five and twenty lira
‘I married my wife [paid bride price] for twenty five pounds.’

(73) par-as er-an g  eran a
take-2PL.SUBJ these.OBL.PL and these.OBL.PL and
t-as-san habis-ma. xalli-hom habis-ma
put-2PL-SUBJ  prison-LOC  keep-2SG.IMP-3PL.  prison-LOC
talatin  wars
thirty  year
‘Take those and those and put them in prison. Keep them in prison
for thirty years.’

(74) asti kan fasrin  kuri  dom-éni,

there.is was.3SG.M twenty house Dom-PRED.PL
furr-und-i

travel-3PL-PRG

‘There were twenty households of Dom, they were travelling...’

With Arabic-derived numerals below “10°, speakers equally tend to follow
the rules of number agreement in Arabic, whereby lower numerals are
accompanied by plural nouns:

(75)

(76)

(77)

(78)

kazze Ii min-d-e-san t-e la
man-PL. REL send-PAST-3PL-3PL  give PAST-3PL to
kull  ika arba$ lirat

every one four  pound.PL

“The people who sent them gave each one four pounds.’

hakim par-d-a xamas lirat a
governor take-PAST-M five pound.PL. and
ta boy-im-ke xamas lirat

give PAST-M father-1SG.OBL-BEN five pound.PL
‘The governor took five pounds and gave my father five pounds.’

baSd xamast ushur kil-d-e
after five month.PL.  left-PAST-3PL

‘ After five months they left.’

Suris-os dom-an-ki Sad-ik, yas$ni
wedding-3SG  Dom-OBL.PL-ABL normal-PRED.SG PART
nan-ad-i Xamis-sitt xurfian hnén, mar-ad-i,
bring-3PL-PRG five-six = sheep.PL here  kill-3PL-PRG
kar-ad-i ‘akel-i, Yazim-k-ad-i

make-3PL-PRG  food-PRED.SG invite-VTR-3PL-PRG
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mat-éni

people-PRED.PL

‘Dom weddings are normal, that is, they bring over five or six lambs,
they slaughter them and make food, they invite people.’

(79) tir-d-e-san sidzin-ma,  ban-d-é-san,
put-PAST-3PL-3PL  prison-LOC  shut-PAST-3PL-3PL
mani-r-€ hbis-ah-r-e sitte  snin

stay-PAST-3PL  imprison-VITR-PAST-3PL.  six  years.PL
‘They put them in prison, they locked them up, they stayed
imprisoned for six years.’

(80) ehra Sumr-om sitte snin kun-t
become-PAST-M age-1SG  six  yearPL was-1SG
&Za-m-a knén masayix-an-ta/
g0-1SG-REM  where  Sheikh.PL-OBL.PL-DAT
SEx-as-ta madras-é-ka,
Sheikh-OBL.M-DAT  school-OBL.F.-DAT
uhfiz-r-om gor’an-i

memorize-PAST-1SG Quran-OBL.M
‘When I was six years old I used to go where to the Sheikhs/ to the
Sheikh to school, I learned the Qur’an.’

(8l) 4@  xama-k g  ama qastor-ik kan-a
and time-INDEF and I small-PRED.SG was-3PL
yasir ad  boy-im kuri  harab-éni. hada
Yassir and father-1SG.OBL house rival-PRED.PL this
kan Sumr-om yimkin sitte snin sabfa snin
was.3SG.M  age-1SG  maybe six yearPL seven year.PL
‘And once when I was small, Yassir and my father’s family had a
dispute. I was then perhaps six or seven years old.’

(82) sir-d-a ab-us-ke mani-§-i wasi-mari,
said-PAST-M t0-3SG-BEN stay-SUBJ-2SG  with-1PL
par  falla-k mangis-ka min
take sack-INDEF begging-VTR.SUBJ.2SG from
kury-an-ki saba$t Iyyam

house-OBL.PL-ABL seven day.PL
‘He said to him stay with us, take a bag and go begging around the
houses for seven days.’

Note that the expressions xamast ush