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Geo-historical survey. Speakers of Iranian and Turkic languages have been in
contact since pre-Islamic times, notably along the Inner Asian commercial
corridors known collectively as the Silk Road. Manichaean literature is found
in Old Turkic, Sogdian, Parthian, and Middle Persian, while Buddhist literature
of Inner Asia is extant in both Old Turkic (Uighur) and Sogdian. The early
contacts between Persians on the plateau during the rule of the Sasanian king
Ḵosraw Anuširavān (r. 539-71) and the first Türk Qaganate were diplomatic
and military, and probably too short-lived to have linguistic results. With the
Islamic conquest of Central Asia, and the subsequent rule of the Samanid
dynasty (9th–10th centuries), Turkish slaves were imported in large numbers
into the Persian-speaking realms as soldiers (ḡolāms). In Afghanistan and
northern India during the 11th and 12th centuries, Turkish military slaves
founded powerful dynasties, such as the Ghaznavids and the Delhi Sultans,
which promoted Persian literature, though the Turkic spoken at the court
remained an unwritten vernacular. In the 11th century, the incursions of the
Oghuz (see ḠOZZ) onto the Plateau and the Saljuq conquest of Iran led
Turcophone nomads to settle in western Iran, and gradually Turkic languages
replaced Iranian languages (Turkicization) in Azarbaijan.
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It is only with the rise to dynastic power of Muslim Turcophone military elites
outside Iran in eastern Turkestan, Anatolia, and Central Asia, from the 12th to
the 15th centuries, that systematic convergence is seen in the evolution of
court vernaculars into literary languages on the model of Persian (see below
Persian literary influence on Turkic). After the Mongol invasions of the 13th
century, the nomadic Turkish rank and file of the Mongol armies settled in
large numbers in Iran, especially in Azarbaijan, and Turkicization accelerated
(see below Turkic influence on Persian and other Iranian languages ). One tribe
of these Western-Turkic speakers, the Qašqāʾi, later moved to Fars, where they
were subject to the influence of Persian (see below Persian influence on Turkic
vernaculars). There are many other Turcophone islands elsewhere in Iran,
such as Afšār, Aynallu, or Kalaj (Kıral), where convergence has been little
studied. Turkmen tribes, likewise speakers of a Western-Turkic or Oghuz
dialect, live among the Persian-speaking population near Gorgān, adjacent to
the larger Turcophone population of Turkmenistan.

In the 16th century, the Turcophone Safavid family of Ardabil in Azarbaijan,
probably of Turkicized Iranian (perhaps Kurdish), origin, conquered Iran and
established Turkic, the language of the court and the military, as a high-status
vernacular and a widespread contact language, influencing spoken Persian,
while written Persian, the language of high literature and civil administration,
remained virtually unaffected in status and content. Turkic was also the
mother tongue and, to an extent, the court language of the subsequent
Afsharid and Qajar dynasties (see below Turkic influence on Persian and other
Iranian languages).

Meanwhile in Central Asia, literary Persian was also practiced by a
Turcophone ruling elite (the Uzbeks), but the high density of Uzbek settlement
ousted Persian speech (of the Tajiks) from most of the Oxus and strongly
influenced the remaining pockets (see below Turkic influence on Tajik).

Linguistic and social factors. The most obvious result of language contact is the
borrowing, or better, copying of vocabulary by one or both of the pertinent
languages. However, less obvious effects may be inferred analogically, such as
changes in the sound system or syntactic structures, sometimes involving the
loss, rather than the acquisition, of a feature. Syntactic convergence
phenomena between Iranian and Turkic languages are all the more striking
because the structures of the respective languages contrast almost in mirror
image. Taking Persian to represent Iranian, since Turkic languages are more
homogeneous, we may compare the following typical features of morphology:
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Noun Phrase (NP) and Sentence (S) syntax, and verb structure:

TABLE 1

On the other hand, there are some striking, longstanding similarities between
Persian and Turkic, in contrast with other adjacent or related languages:
numerals govern a singular, not a plural, noun; gender is not grammatically
distinguished, even in the 3 sg. pronoun; there is no adjectival agreement; and
there is a similar series of pronominal enclitics (Doerfer, 1967, pp. 57-59; Stilo,
1981, pp. 163-64). Though documentation is lacking, ancient convergence
cannot be ruled out.

The following general patterns of sociolinguistic convergence are observed of
Iranian and Turkic languages in contact. A language in a superordinate
cultural and/or political position influences a subordinate one, often without
regard to the relative population size. Thus Persian, as a high-status literary
language, exerted early influences on Western Turkic of Anatolia and
Azarbaijan and on Eastern Turkic of Central Asia, in their rise to literary status
as Ottoman, Azeri, and Chaghatay, respectively, via a literate elite of the
recipient language, who were not necessarily in permanent direct contact with
the donors (Vásáry). In eastern Anatolia and Azarbaijan, Turkic (the language
of imperial and local rulers and their subjects) has influenced Kurdish, Tāti,
and local varieties of Persian chiefly in lexical loans, and by direct spoken
interaction. Uzbek in the Oxus basin has under similar circumstances, and
more broadly, influenced Tajik. In Fars, Persian (as the imperial, literary, and
locally dominant language) has influenced Turkic, while in northern
Afghanistan Dari has similarly contributed to changes in the local variety of
Uzbek. Such cases of mainly vernacular convergence stem from the
bilingualism of intermingled populations, and affect principally the spoken
registers of the language. They are often asymmetrical: the subordinate speech
community tends to become bilingual and to undergo more linguistic change
than the other, though the process is always to some extent reciprocal.

Social factors appear to determine the direction of influence, rather than
purely linguistic ones; for there is no hard evidence that a particular language
or language type is inherently less or more suited as either a donor or a
recipient (Soper, p. 412). However, some linguistic features, in combination
with social or historical factors, may be more or less subject to influence than
others. Thus, some varieties of Uzbek, including that which became the
modern literary language, have lost phonological features typical of
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Turkic—the vowels /ü/ and /ö/ and vowel harmony—as a result of interaction
with Persian-speaking urban communities, such as those of Bukhara and
Samarqand, for which these features are nonexistent (ibid., p. 332). This loss is
also observed, together with morphological and syntactic Persianisms, in
spoken Uzbek of northern Afghanistan (Menges, pp. 675, 686, 693-94; Reichl,
pp. 484-85). In most other respects, especially lexis and syntax, the direction of
influence has been from Uzbek to Tajik. Conversely, Qašqāʾi has not lost its
characteristic Turkic vowels or vowel harmony (Soper, p. 336). Lexical
borrowing, including that of lexical affixes, is the first feature chronologically,
and the one universally present in language convergence. Structural morphs
are least likely to be traded whereas phonological and syntactic features vary
considerably in cross-linguistic availability.

Persian literary influence on Turkic. The prestige of Persian literature as a
cultural-imperial cachet ensured the simultaneous expansion of spoken Turkic
and written Persian wherever Turks established their power. In eastern
Turkestan, ruled by a free Turcophone dynasty, the Qarakhanids (11th–12th
centuries), a native Turkic literature also evolved, on Persian models but with
a comparatively small Persian loan vocabulary. With the Saljuq conquest of
Iran and their irruption into Anatolia after 1071, a similar process, aided by
Persian immigrants such as Jalāl-al-Din Rumi (1207-73; Johanson, 1993)
produced a more noticeably Persianized Turkic literary language at Konya
(Iconium resp. Quniya) and other centers, culminating in Ottoman Turkish
from the 14th century onward, the ancestor of modern Turkish (Lewis). More
than 600 Persian loanwords have been recorded in Ottoman (Stachowski),
apart from several thousands of Arabic words filtered through Persian. Later,
in the Timurid courts of Samarqand and Herat during the 15th and 16th
centuries, a Persianized Eastern-Turkic language, Chaghatay, evolved into a
forebear of modern Uzbek under the aegis of the bilingual poet and polymath
Mir ʿAli Šir Navāʾi (1441-1501). Persianized Azeri Turkish, never the language
of a major polity, though with a flourishing literature (Vásáry, pp. 246-48), was
neglected and even actively suppressed as a written language in Iran. It was
promoted as a national literary language in Soviet Azarbaijan, i.e., the present-
day Republic of Azarbaijan, only from the 1920s onward. Written in a
modified Cyrillic script, it shows the same regular differences from Ottoman as
occur in Azeri south of the Aras, but with fewer borrowings from Persian. This
is the complementary effect of Russianization of northern Azeri and of the
dependence of largely vernacular southern Azeri on the Persian of its host
country Iran (See Azarbaijan ix).

https://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/azerbaijan-ix
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The characteristics of Persianized literary Turkic are similar in the Western-
and Eastern-Turkic examples. Lexical borrowing of Persian, in particular of
Perso-Arabic nouns and adjectival participles, was the staple, in semantic
categories tending to the poetical, scholarly, diplomatic, and bourgeois-
commercial. Particularly productive were the two stratagems, as in Persian, of
creating denominal verbs: the synthetic-derivational, by suffixing a verb stem
to a Persian or Perso-Arabic loanword, for example, abad-laš-mag “to flourish,
become populous” (Azeri), toza-la-mak “to clean” (Uzbek); and the analytic-
compositional, by supplying the loanword, often an action noun, with an
auxiliary, mostly the dummy verbs meaning “to do” or “to become” (synonyms
of Pers. kardan and šodan), for example, abad et-mek “to cultivate, populate”
(Azeri), muvaffaq ol-maq “to succeed” (Ottoman). In elevated styles, such as
Ottoman divān poetry and chancellery texts, Persian collocations such as eżāfa
phrases were included wholesale.

A common syntactic innovation was the Persian-style subordinate clause,
introduced by ke or another conjunction and ending in a finite verb, which
often replaced the Turkish-style preposed, nominalized verb phrase (Table
1.4). Elegant Ottoman prose might thus read much like Persian, except for the
occasional Turkic postposition or copula (Lewis; Römer), while Chaghatay
generally retained more of its Turkic syntax. The Perso-Arabic orthography of
loans was usually invariant, and the phonology of the recipient language was
not in principle affected. Loanwords were assimilated to norms of Turkic
phonotactics and vowel harmony when read aloud, (e.g., Persian čun-ke
became Ottoman /čünkü/). The lack of vowel harmony in modern literary
Uzbek (see 6) results rather from the convergence of spoken vernaculars,
before this dialect of Uzbek became the basis for the written language in the
1930s. Azeri vowel qualities and vowel harmonies have also arguably been
influenced by Persian, which has exerted both a literary and a vernacular
influence.

Persian influence on Turkic vernaculars. Turcophone populations in Iran and
Afghanistan that are relatively isolated in the midst of the majority language,
Persian or its variant Dari in Afghanistan, are affected directly via their mostly
illiterate bilingual speakers, thus in ways somewhat different from the literary
languages. Borrowed vocabulary is likely to be more prosaic and functionally
specialized and any phonological changes are more apparent, though
morphological and syntactic borrowing still tends to vary with the individual
speaker or writer. Uzbek of northwestern Afghanistan has lost vowel harmony
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and some pronominal inflection, but has retained serial verbs. In addition to
preposed relative and adverbial phrases, speakers make extensive use of
postposed finite-verb clauses introduced by ki (e.g., majbur boldilar ki malumāt
bersälär ki… “they were obliged to make known that…”). The subjunctive sense
of verbs in such purpose clauses is expressed by the Turkic suffixes of the
conditional -san or the imperative-optative –kin (Menges, pp. 686, 689-90, 693;
Reichl, pp. 485-86).

Qašqāʾi, a Turkic island in the Persian-speaking province of Fars for some
centuries, has on the contrary retained its characteristic vowels and vowel
harmony, but lost the feature of serial verbs. Its verbal system, while not
borrowing actual Persian morphs, has also come to resemble that of Persian;
e.g., the verb issä– “to want” functions as a future auxiliary, like Persian ḵvāh-:
iss-iyr qar yaḡ-a “it will snow.” Whereas the main verb in Persian takes the
form of the short infinitive, that of Qašqāʾi is in the subjunctive (formerly
called conditional), as in the Persian volitional construction. Other structural
borrowings from Persian include the comparative and superlative
suffixes—sowuḡ-tär “colder”; böyüḡ-tärin “biggest, eldest—” (Soper, pp. 405-07,
419) and both prepositional phrases—be-nām-e—and calques using Turkic
postpositions—bu surat-ta “in this case—”(Csató, pp. 271). Sonqor, a Turkic
island near Kermanshah, has apparently accepted Persian syntactic and
morphological features, such as comparative –tar (cf. Qašqāʾi) and indefinite
–i, while exchanging phonological features with the local Kurdish (Bulut, pp.
241, 253-54, 266). Persian influence extends to modal constructions in Azeri
and Ḵalaj (Kıral).

Turkic influence on Persian and other Iranian languages. Scores of everyday
Azeri words attest to solid Turkic influence on the lexicon of standard Persian,
spoken and written. Typical are otāq “room,” ojāq “fireplace,” otu “smoothing
iron,” qeyči “scissors,” qāčāq “contraband,” qadaḡan “prohibited” (orig. noun
“command”), tutun “tobacco,” and tup “ball.” The Turkic lexical suffix –či was
used independently of Turkic lexical models and vowel harmony to coin
Persian agentives: šekār-či “hunter,” taqlid-či “mimic,” post-či “postman” (via
French; cf. Republican Turkish posta-jı via Italian), tutun-či “tobacconist” (cf.
Republican Turkish tütün-jü, Azeri tütün-čü). The semantic domains of this
vocabulary include the pastoral, domestic, military, technological, and
commercial—all testifying to the effects of interaction at the spoken,
vernacular, practical day-to-day level of intermingled and bilingual
populations. Where Turkic loans have Persian synonyms, it is often possible to
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range the two in contrasting social registers, of which the Persian or Perso-
Arabic is the more formal, literary, or refined in connotation, and the Turkic
or Turco-Mongol the more informal, prosaic, or vernacular:

TABLE 2

Of the thousands of loanwords from Turkic of all periods listed in Gerhard
Doerfer’s works, about 1,200 of which he designates Azeri (see Azarbaijan viii,
in EIr III, p. 246), many, perhaps most, are ephemeral military and
administrative terms, such as dostāq “captive” (metathesized from dut-sāq)and
ṣōng “confiscation” (ṣōng kardan “to confiscate”), taken from classical Persian
histories. Together with the Turkic words and phrases occasionally inserted
into Persian poetry (Gandjei, 1986), these phenomena attest to the continuing
symbiosis of Turks and Persians in the realms of politics and popular culture,
but do not help to document the modern corpus of Turkic in Persian.

Some cultic terms stemming from the Safavid establishment of Shiʿism are of
Turkic provenance. These include not only the Turco-Mongol tuḡ, a battle
standard nowadays serving as a Moḥarram processional standard, but also the
originally Arabic taʿzie “Moḥarram passion play,” which reveals its Azeri
Turkish provenance by the loss of final t (Perry, 2001, p. 198). While the
Safavid shahs promoted written Persian as the established language of
bureaucracy and literature, the fact that they and their Qizilbaš officers
habitually spoke Turkic in court and camp lent this vernacular an
unprecedented prestige in Iran. Turkic expanded its domains of usage, and
competed with Persian as a badge of ethnic and social identity. Chronicles
repeatedly testify to the perceived functional specialization of Turks and
Tajiks (the contrastive term for Persian-speakers) as ḵān and mirzā, “Man of
the Sword” and “Man of the Pen,” respectively, and to their rivalry for status
and power in the imperial structure. Foreign visitors, such as John Chardin
(1643- ca. 1713), Adam Olearius (1603-71), and Pietro della Valle (1586-1652),
noted that spoken Turkic was so common among all classes in Iran as to be the
lingua franca. Upwardly mobile Iranians, according to Engelbert Kaempfer
(1651-1716), actively learned Turkic: “From the court it spread to the leading
families of the Persians to such an extent that it is now almost shameful in
Persia for a man of distinction to be ignorant of Turkish” (Gandjei, 1986, pp.
311-13, 315). Many of the words and phrases in the Persian glossary by Sir
Thomas Herbert (1606-82) are pure Turkic, even the personal pronouns “Man
San O ‘I Thou He’” (Perry, 1996, pp. 275, 277). The prestige of Turkic did not
long survive the dynasty, but linguistic influence continued in Qajar times,
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when Turks gravitated to the new capital, Tehran, seeking work and
patronage.

A subtle and lasting relic of Turkic in Persian is seen in Persian noun phrases
that are actually Turkic in syntax (Table 1.2). Instead of the right-branching
construction with modifier following noun—e.g., bāb-e ʿāli “lofty portal”:
lexically Arabic, contextually Ottoman, but syntactically Persian—their word
order is reversed, with modifier preceding noun—e.g., ʿāli qāpu “lofty portal”:
lexically Arabic and Turkic, contextually Persian, but syntactically Turkic.
Several culinary collocations, such as sabzi polow “vegetable rice” and barre
kabāb “grilled lamb,” are of this Turkic left-branching type, while the
alternative kabāb-e barre is of the Persian type (Perry, 1990, pp. 226-27).

More significant sociologically are onomastic phrases in contrasting Turkic
and Persian syntax. The reversal of word order in royal titulature from the
type with a preposed title (e.g., ŠāhEsmāʿil, Šāh ʿAbbās) to the type with a
postposed title (e.g., Nāder Šāh, ReżāŠāh), which has been standard in Iran
since the end of the Safavid dynasty, is simply the belated and unconscious
adoption of Turkic syntax, that is: modifier before head (e.g., Mehmet āqā, Ali
qoli ḵān), in what had previously been a Persian noun phrase, that is: head
before modifier (e.g., ḵᵛāja Ḥāfez). Even earlier, from Timurid times onward,
the etymologically Persian title mirzā was postposed to designate a prince of
the ruling Turkish house, whether Safavid or Qajar (e.g., Tahmāsb Mirzā, Iraj
Mirzā), imitating the postposing of Turkic titles such as ḵān and āqā. In
reaction, mirzā preposed in accordance with Persian syntax came to designate
a bureaucrat or writer, while the devalued titles šāh and mir were preposed in
the titulature of Sufi leaders (e.g., Šāh Mir Ḥamza, Mir Ḥaydar) since Iranians
retained cultural and quasi-political prominence in these social niches (Perry,
1990, pp. 218-23; 2003, pp. 118-23). Until today, the formal onomastic phrase
(āqā-ye or ḵānom-e Tehrāni) is of Persian type, while the informal one (Rostam
āqā, Žāle ḵānom) is syntactically Turkic (Table 1.2).

Persian and other Iranian languages in Iran do not seem to have been strongly
affected by Turkic phonology. It has been argued that the collapse of /q/ with
/ḡ/, which resulted in the identical pronunciation of qāf and ḡayn in most of
western Iran today, was influenced by Turkic (Pisowicz, pp. 112-4). It is
likewise hard to demonstrate systematic Turkic influence on Persian sentence
syntax or the verbal system, though it has been suggested that the use of the
perfect tenses (rafte-ast, mi-rafte-ast, rafte bude-ast) in an evidential or
noncommittal mode is of Turkic inspiration (Soper, pp. 356-57). Turkicism is
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most probably no longer a productive feature of Standard Persian, though
selective Turkicization continues in local areas of Iranian speech in western
Iran.

The Iranian languages other than Persian that are most strongly subject to
Turkic influence are Kurdish (Bulut) and some dialects of Tāti and Talyši in
Azarbaijan. It has been argued that the verb systems of the latter two have
been changing from an Iranian to a more Turkic type (Stilo, 1981; Windfuhr,
1987).

Turkic influence on Tajik. Since the 16th century, the Persian dialects of the
regions where Tajiks and Uzbeks intermingled, especially Bukhara and
Samarqand and the Farghana and Zarafshan valleys, came increasingly under
the influence of Uzbek (central asia xiv, in EIr V, pp. 226-35; Soper, pp. 82-104,
277-329, 409; Windfuhr, forthcoming). In addition to lexical borrowings from
Uzbek, Tajik adopted function words, such as the interrogative particle mi,
which follows the component questioned (Table 1.7), a series of indefinite
pronouns formed with the interrogative pronoun kim- (e. g., kim-kujo
“somewhere or other”), and postpositions, both Uzbek originals (e.g., –dan
“from”), and Persian prepositions used analogically after their nouns (e. g.,
bozor-ba “to the market”).

Turkic syntactic structures, especially those involving non-finite verb forms,
were imitated with Persian morphs, for example, in styles of reporting speech:
kud-i u kist? gufta man pursidam “‘Who is he, exactly?’ I asked” (lit., “saying, I
asked”)(cf. Uzbek use of deb from demak “to say”). A figurative extension of
this construction is used in Turkic languages to express a purpose or result
clause, such as, har otiš-rā ajinna gufta me-tarsidam “I thought every fire was a
jinn, and was scared” (lit. “Having called every fire a jinn, I became scared”).
Other examples are the nominalization of sentential complements through
infinitives (e. g., mo kujo raftan-e ḵud-ro me-donem “we know where we are
going”) and nominalization of relative clauses by means of substantivized
participles (e. g., dar ḵona budagi-ho heč na-dida budand “those who were in
the house saw nothing”). Other analogical uses of the Persian past participial
form in the manner of a Turkic non-finite form are the dependent verb of
tavonistan “to be able” (e. g., rafta me-tavonam “I can go”) and especially
conjunct or serial verb constructions, of which 17 types have been recorded
(e.g., self-benefactive is navišta giriftam “I copied down”) (central asia xiv, p.
232 is a list of Uzbek-Tajik correspondences).

https://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/abdallah-khan-uzbek
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This analogical expansion of the verb system is the most pervasive result of
Uzbek influence on Tajik. Other facets are an expanded and productive
repertory of denominal and causative verbs (e.g., mukofot-on-idan “to requite,
reward,” which is derived from a borrowed Arabic action noun) and,
arguably, an evidential mode that uses the present, progressive, and past
perfect tenses (e.g., naḡz jo-e buda-ast “[I’m sure] it’s a nice place” or “it’s
supposed to be a nice place”).

All of these features were incorporated to varying degrees by Soviet writers in
Modern Literary Tajik, the approved style of the language from the 1930s until
the later 1980s. But several features are already proving to be ephemeral, as
they are no longer actively imitated by younger writers. Some extreme
Uzbekisms were never emulated in literature, though they are still features of
Northern Tajik speech, such are Turkic personal inflections on verbs, as in
ḵondagi-man “I’ve read [it]” (cf. literary Tajik ḵonda-am) and Turkic-style
possessive noun phrases with –ro, for example, muallim-a kitob-aš (cf.
muallim-ro) for “the teacher’s book” (cf. Uzbek muallim-ning kitob-i replacing
the Persian eżāfa construction).
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