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Khowar (ISO 639-3: khw) is an Indo-Aryan language spoken by 200,000-300,000 (Decker 

1992:31–32, Bashir 2003:843) people in Pakistan’s Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Province (formerly 

North-West Frontier Province). The majority of the speakers are found in Chitral (a district and 

erstwhile princely state bordering Afghanistan), where the language is used as a lingua franca, 

but there are also important pockets of speaker groups in adjacent areas of Gilgit-Baltistan and 

Swat District as well as a considerable number of recent migrants to larger cities such as 

Peshawar and Rawalpindi (Decker 1992:25–26). Its closest linguistic relative is Kalasha, a 

much smaller language spoken in a few villages in southern Chitral (Morgenstierne 1961:138; 

Strand 1973:302, 2001:252). While Khowar has preserved a number of features (phonological, 

morphological as well as lexical) now lost in other Indo-Aryan languages of the surrounding 

Hindukush-Karakoram mountain region, it has, over time, incorporated a massive amount of 

lexical material from neighbouring or influential Iranian languages (Morgenstierne 1936) - and 

with it, new phonological distinctions. Certain features might also be attributable to formerly 

dominant languages (e.g. Turkic), or to linguistic substrates, either in the form of, or related to, 

the language isolate Burushaski, or other, now extinct, languages previously spoken in the area 

(Bashir 2007:208–214; Morgenstierne 1947:6, 1932:48). There is relatively little dialectal 

mailto:henrik@ling.su.se
mailto:afsarchinar@gmail.com


1 
 

1 
 

variation among the speakers in Chitral itself, probably attributable to the relative recency of 

the present expansion of the language (Morgenstierne 1932:50).  

The speech described here is primarily that of Mastuj in upper Chitral. The transcription is 

based on a recording of the speech of the second author, Afsar Ali Khan, himself a native 

speaker, born 1984 in Chinar, Mastuj, now residing in Islamabad. The orthography used in the 

sample below is essentially one that was gradually developed from the early 20th century 

onward by Mehtar (ruler of Chitral) Nasir-ul-Mulk, Mirza Mohammad Ghufran, and the father-

and-son team of Prince Hisam-ul-Mulk and Prince Samsam-ul-Mulk, and subsequently 

promoted by Anjuman-e-taraqqi-e-Khowar ‘the Society for the Promotion of Khowar’ 

(Shahzad 1989:32, Munnings 1990a:18–20, Buddruss 1982:7–27). 
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Consonants 

 
 Bilabial Dental/alveolar Postalveolar 

(apical) 

Postalveolar 

(laminal) 

Velar Uvular Glottal 

Plosive p b t d       ʈ ɖ      k     ɡ     q  

 pʰ  tʰ  ʈʰ    kʰ    

Nasal  m  n         

Affricate   t͡s d͡z ʈ͡ʂ ɖ͡ʐ t͡ɕ d͡ʑ     

   t͡sʰ  ʈ͡ʂʰ  t͡ɕʰ      

Fricative f  s z ʂ ʐ ɕ ʑ x ɣ  h 

Tap    ɾ         

Approximant  ʋ      j     

Lateral approximant    ɫ    l     

 
 
 

Khowar makes use of seven places of articulation, of which five (excluding the more marginally 

used uvular and glottal places) play a major contrasting role within its manner-of-articulation 

subsets. The plosives within the area labelled dental/alveolar have a distinctively dental, or even 

interdental, closure, whereas for the affricates and fricatives, the tongue touches the alveolar 

ridge near the upper row of teeth. The consonants belonging to this set all have, as far as we 

have been able to determine, an apical articulation. 

Two of the columns are labelled postalveolar, emphasizing that the primary contrast is one 

between (retracted) apical and laminal articulations. Following a traditional treatment, the 
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sounds in the apical postalveolar set are transcribed using the symbols for retroflexion, as they 

often are pronounced with the tongue slightly curled back, with the tip meeting the region 

posterior to the alveolar ridge. It should be noted, however, that the degree of retroflexion is 

lesser than that of many of the more well-known South Asian languages. As for the laminal 

postalveolar consonants, the closure, using the blade of the tongue, covers a larger area than 

that of the corresponding apical sounds, stretching from the alveolar ridge, or the area just 

posterior to it, to the palatal region, which is the reason we have chosen to represent the 

affricates and fricatives with symbols normally reserved for alveolo-palatal sounds.   

While the occurrence of the sounds /f/, /q/, /x/, and /ɣ/, in most other Indo-Aryan languages, 

even in the surrounding region, is restricted to relatively recent (but pervasive) loans from 

Persian and Arabic, they occur in Khowar quite frequently also in native and basic vocabulary 

items (Bashir 2007:217), for example: /qɑf/ ‘paw’, /lɔq/ ‘rags’, /ɣɑɫ/ ‘polo, game’, /mɔx/ ‘face’. 

The plosive contrast /k/ vs. /q/ is well-established and consistently upheld, an areal feature of 

adjacent Central Asia rather than of South Asia and Indo-Aryan at large (Tikkanen 2008:252–

254). There is no corresponding velar-uvular contrast in the fricative set; instead, there is a 

wider articulatory scope of the fricatives /x/ and /ɣ/ listed in the velar column; they are often 

realized as [χ] and [ʁ], respectively.  

The only unambiguous contrast in the nasal set is that between /m/ and /n/. Nasals with 

laminal postalveolar, apical postalveolar or velar places of articulation should probably be 

regarded as environmentally conditioned allophones of /n/. A palatal (or alveolo-palatal) 

allophone often occurs immediately preceding a laminal postalveolar affricate, /d͡ʑɑnd͡ʑɑl/ 

[d͡ʑɐ̃ɲˈdʑ͡ɜl] ‘dispute’; a retroflex one preceding an apical postalveolar occlusive segment, 

/ɖ͡ʐɛnɖ͡ʐɛɾ/ [ɖ͡ʐɛɳ̃ˈɖ͡ʐɛːɾ] ‘chain’ (< Persian /zænd͡ʒir/); and a velar preceding a velar occlusive, 

/ɑnɡɑɾ/ [ɐ̃ŋˈɡɑːɾ] ‘fire’. There are also some indications that retroflex assimilation may apply 

across entire syllables (and beyond), as in /ʈʰun/ [ʈʰũɳ] ‘pillar’ or /ʂɑnɑx/ [ʂɐ̃ˈɳɐx] ‘white-faced 

(cattle)’, an areal feature in line with the findings of Arsenault (2015). A plosive preceded by a 
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nasal segment can be dropped when in coda position, as in /ɖɑnɡ/ [ɖɐ̃ŋ] (also realized as [ɖɐ̃ŋk]) 

‘hard’.   

The placement in the table of the two contrasting lateral approximants is somewhat 

debatable. /l/ is either alveolar or postalveolar, and it is often slightly palatalized, whereas /ɫ/ is 

dental and velarized. Khowar has no retroflex flap in its inventory. Instead, /ɫ/ corresponds 

regularly to /ɽ/ in loans from e.g. Urdu: /ɡɑɫ�/́ ‘(wrist-)watch’ (< /ɡʱaɽi/). Although the Khowar 

orthography also makes use of the same symbol that signifies Urdu /ɽ/ for Khowar /ɫ/, it should 

be duly noted, as already pointed out by Bashir (1988:37–38), that the Khowar sound is not 

retroflex.1 

While /ɾ/ in careful speech indeed has a tap pronunciation, it shows a great deal of variation 

in connected speech, although we are not at this point able to systematically account for its 

allophonic variation. It is sometimes realized as an approximant [ɹ], and, especially word-

finally, it is often wholly or partly devoiced, as in /tɑqɑtdɑɾ/ [tɐ̪qəˈdɑ̪ːɾ]̥ ‘powerful’. 

The approximant /ʋ/ is mostly labiodental but has a rather wide articulatory range, including 

labiodental [ʋ] as well as bilabial [w] realizations. Apart from the lexically defined approximants 

/ʋ/ and /j/, occurring unambiguously mainly at word boundaries, [ʋ] and [j] may also be inserted 

epenthetically at syllable boundaries, to separate two vowels, /tʰuɛk/ [tʰuʋɛk]. The glottal 

fricative /h/ has a voiced allophone [ɦ], mostly occurring intervocalically. 

 

p pɑz ‘chest’ ɑpɑk ‘mouth’ bɑp ‘old man, 

grandfather’ 

pʰ pʰuk ‘little, little 

child’ 

kɑpʰɔɫ ‘hat (Chitrali style)’   

b bɑx ‘hole’ ʂɑbɔk ‘bride’   

f fɑqɛɾ ‘mendicant, 

ascetic’ 

kɑfɛɾ ‘infidel’ qɑf ‘paw’ 
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m mɑɫ ‘nest’ ʂɑmɑɣ ‘veil’ d͡ʑɑm ‘fine’ 

ʋ ʋɑʋ ‘old woman, 

grandmother’ 

ɑʋɑ ‘I’ ʋɑʋ ‘old woman, 

grandmother’ 

t tɑt ‘father’ bɑtin ‘leash, lead’ tɑt ‘father’ 

tʰ tʰuɛk ‘gun’ ʋɛtʰuk ‘stick’   

d dɔɫ ‘loud’ bɑdɛl ‘exchange’   

n nɑn ‘mother’ ʂɑnɑx ‘white-faced 

(cattle)’ 

nɑn ‘mother’ 

t͡s t͡sɛq ‘child’ ɾɑtɛt͡sik ‘beating’ bit͡s ‘chest, bust’ 

t͡sʰ t͡sʰɔk ‘bundle of thorny 

branches’ 

mɑt͡sʰi ‘fish’   

d͡z d͡zɑh ‘curry; wet’     

s sɑl ‘year; plummet’ bɑsiɾ ‘young female goat’ bɑs ‘stop; enough’ 

z zɔm ‘mountain’ pɑzɛk ‘black dog with 

white chest’ 

  

ɾ ɾɑh ‘road’ jɑɾɑq ‘weapon’ bɾɑɾ ‘brother’ 

l lɔq ‘rags; worn, 

useless’ 

tulɛni ‘wooden kajal 

applicator’ 

sɑl ‘year; plummet’ 

ɫ ɫɔʋ ‘fox’ ɑɫi ‘duck’ mɑɫ ‘nest’ 

ʈ ʈiki ‘bread (small)’ bɑʈuɫ ‘small milk pot’ bɾɑʈ ‘a kind of thick 

bread’ 

ʈʰ ʈʰun ‘pillar’ kuʈʰu ‘shoulder’   

ɖ ɖɑnɡ ‘hard’ bɑɖɛɾ ‘border guard’   

ʈ͡ʂ  ʈ͡ʂɑnɡ ‘hug’ tɾɑʈ͡ʂɔn ‘carpenter’ pɛʈ͡ʂ ‘hot’ 

ʈ͡ʂʰ ʈ͡ʂʰɑn ‘leaf’ bɑʈ͡ʂʰɔɫ ‘calf’   

ɖ͡ʐ ɖ͡ʐɛnɖ͡ʐɛɾ ‘chain’     
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ʂ ʂɑpik ‘bread, food’ bɑʂɔɣ ‘tributary’ tuʂ ‘hay’ 

ʐ ʐɑɾ ‘poison’ bɑʐɑlɑpi ‘pitchfork’   

t͡ɕ t͡ɕɑɾ ‘cliff’ kɑt͡ɕuɾ ‘local medicine’ bɛt͡ɕ ‘aunt’ 

t͡ɕʰ t͡ɕʰɔɾ ‘four’ pɾɑt͡ɕʰɑɾ ‘crop wages’   

d͡ʑ d͡ʑɑm ‘fine’ ɡud͡ʑuɾ ‘Gujur (person 

belonging to 

nomadic group)’ 

  

ɕ ɕɛɾ ‘lion; is (inan)’ lɛɕu ‘cow’ mɔɕ ‘man’ 

ʑ ʑɑn ‘soul’ ɑʑɛli ‘child, offspring’   

j jɑɾɑq ‘weapon’ t͡ɕʰɛjɑq ‘rear part of horse’ t͡ɕɑj ‘tea’ 

k kɑɾ ‘ear’ mɔkuɫ ‘monkey’ kahak ‘hen’ 

kʰ kʰɔj ‘cap’ nɔkʰi ‘chute’   

ɡ ɡɔɫ ‘front part of 

neck’ 

mɑɡɑs ‘fly’   

x xɑl ‘taste’ uxɑɾ ‘ladder’ mɔx ‘face’ 

ɣ ɣɑɫ ‘polo, game’ bɔɣuzu ‘frog’   

q qɑf ‘paw’ fɑqɛɾ ‘saint, ascetic’ ɖɑq ‘boy’ 

h hɑɫ ‘goal’ kahak ‘hen’ bɑh ‘kiss’ 

 

We conclude that contrasts in voicing and aspiration are neutralized word- or utterance-

finally, noted as well by Endresen & Kristiansen (1981:238). Therefore, no examples are shown 

in the table of voiced or aspirated plosives, affricates or fricatives in final position. We only 

have stable evidence of plosive sounds with a voiceless unaspirated realization in utterance-

final environments. This process is also reflected through regular voicing and aspiration 

alternations in inflectional paradigms:  
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/tʰux/ [tʰʊx] ‘steam’ vs. /tʰuxɔ/ [tʰʊˈxɔ] ‘steam OBL’ 

/tʰɑɣ/ [tʰɑˑx] ‘new twig’ vs. /tʰɑɣɔ/ [tʰɜˈɣɔ] ‘new twig OBL’ 

/krɔʈʰ/ [kroʈ] ‘tree trunk’ vs. /krɔʈʰɔ/ [krɔˈʈʰɔ] ‘tree trunk OBL’ 

 

However, a reason for regarding the final sound of e.g. /pɑz/ ‘chest’ or /tʰɑɣ/ ‘new twig’ as 

underlyingly voiced, is the consistent lengthening of the vowel preceding it (see below) along 

with native-speaker intuition. Whether there are other acoustic traces of voicing or aspiration 

in de-voiced or de-aspirated items, and whether de-voicing or de-aspiration should be seen as 

gradual rather than complete (as seems to be what Baart (1997:13–15) suggests for utterance-

final de-voicing in Indo-Aryan Kalam Kohistani), remain pending questions. 

The contrast between the voiced fricatives /z/, /ʐ/, /ʑ/, and their affricate counterparts /d͡z/, 

/ɖ͡ʐ/, /d͡ʑ/, is marginal, partly allophonic, and far from uniform throughout the speaker 

community. Of these, the phonemic status of /d͡z/ seems particularly uncertain (Bashir 

2007:237). The contrast is in any case neutralized following a nasal, an environment where only 

an affricate pronunciation occurs. We have found no examples of intervocalic /d͡z/ or /ɖ͡ʐ/. While 

the evidence for a phonological contrast between voiceless unaspirated and voiceless aspirated 

affricates has been identified as weak (Endresen & Kristiansen 1981:239), our own acoustic 

data indicate significant phonetic differences between such segments across near-minimal pairs 

(as can be seen in Figure 1).  
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Figure 1 

Spectrograms showing the unaspirated and aspirated affricates in the near-minimal pair 

/ʈ͡ʂɑnɡ/ ‘hug’ and /ʈ͡ʂʰɑn/ ‘leaf’. The words are uttered in the middle of an identical sentence 

frame, /hɑmɔtɛ ___ ɾɛɾ/ ‘This is called ___’ (lit. To this ____ he/she says). 

 

The segment of friction in the aspirated item is both longer in duration and of higher 

intensity, and there is a concomitant lowering of the F0 on the following vowel. However, some 

evidence seems to indicate that the realization of aspiration, at least with affricates, might be 

limited to stressed syllables (cf. [dɾɔˈʈ͡ʂʰɔ] ‘grapes OBL’ and [ˈdɾɔʈ͡ʂɑ] ‘grapes LOC’, the phonetic 

realizations of two different case forms of /dɾɔʈ͡ʂʰ/ ‘grapes’).  

In the speech of the second author, the affricate vs. fricative contrasts, along with a three-

way voicing and aspiration contrast, are consistently upheld in word-initial position, thus giving 

us a set of nine affricates, which is in line with previous reports (Munnings 1990b:6) of the 

speech typical of Upper Chitral, i.e. the original homeland of the language. 
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Vowels 

 

 

 

Khowar has five contrastive vowels. The chart represents target articulations of those, 

especially as they are realized in stressed positions. Unlike many other Indo-Aryan languages, 

nasalization is not distinctive, but any vowel adjacent to, particularly preceding, a nasal 

consonant becomes slightly nasalized.  There is no evidence of duration as a primary contrast 

within the vowel system, although lengthening of vowels occurs concomitant with a few other 

phonological features (see below). The distinguishing features are front /i ɛ/ vs. back /u ɔ ɑ/; 

open /ɛ ɑ ɔ/ vs. close /i u/; and unrounded /i ɛ ɑ/ vs. rounded /u ɔ/. Our conclusion is therefore 

that the main distinguishing feature between /ɑ/ and /ɔ/ is roundedness rather than tongue 

position, further evidenced by the overlapping /ɑ/ and /ɔ/ tokens plotted in Figure 2. 
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i dik ‘to beat’ 

 bi ‘seed’ 

ɛ ɖɛk ‘leg’ 

 hɛ ‘that’ 

ɑ ɖɑq ‘boy’ 

 dɑ ‘take!’ 

u buk ‘throat’ 

 ɕu ‘porcupine’ 

ɔ ɖɔk ‘carried on back’ 

 ʑɔ ‘grain’ 

 

Each of the five vowels has a wider, and often overlapping, range of realizations in natural 

speech, as can be seen in Figure 2, where the measurements of F1 and F2 of individual vowels 

are plotted in a vowel space chart. Most of the vowels have more centralized allophones, 

particularly in unstressed syllables. Vowels may also in connected speech take on a breathy or 

rhotic pronunciation (see, Narrow transcription of the recorded passage), primarily as the result 

of assimilation with features of surrounding consonants.  
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Figure 2 

Khowar vowels in F1 vs. F2 space. The measurements were those of vowels occurring in 64 

vocabulary items uttered within an identical sentence frame (see Figure 1 caption) by one male 

speaker. 

 

Stress, tone and vowel duration 

The placement of stress is lexically contrastive in Khowar. The most frequent stress pattern is 

one with main stress on the final syllable, but it may also fall on the penultimate (and possibly 

even the antepenultimate) syllable of an uninflected word (here marked with an acute accent). 

 

kɑɫ́i ‘kind of (noodle) soup’ vs. kɑɫ� ́ ‘yoke collar stick’ 

tɑɾ́u  ‘fast runner’ vs. tɑɾú ‘batter’ 

bɛɫ́u ‘basket, weight measure (ab. 20 kg)’ vs. bɛɫú ‘flute’ 

 

The most prominent acoustic correlate of stress is pitch height or pitch change associated 

with the syllable nucleus, but it is often accompanied by greater intensity as compared with 
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adjacent unstressed syllables. Differences in vowel duration or vowel quality, on the other hand, 

do not seem to bear any direct significance as far as stress is concerned, although, as we will 

return to shortly, only vowels in stressed syllables can be subject to lengthening. Apart from 

making purely lexemic differentiations, stress placement can have derivational or inflectional 

functions (/ɡɑrúʈi/ ‘leprosy patient’ vs. /ɡɑruʈ�/́ ‘leprosy’; /ʈ͡ʂʰɛt́rɔ/ ‘field LOC’ vs. /ʈ͡ʂʰɛtrɔ/́ ‘field 

OBL’). A minority group of affixes are lexically stressed. When more than one stressed 

morpheme occurs in a word, the main stress (normally) falls on the right-most lexically stressed 

syllable.  

Apart from stress, as described above, a number of items have a low tone, lexically assigned 

to a vowel (as previously noted by Morgenstierne (1932:49–50) and Bashir (2007:237)). In 

those cases, stress is associated with the locus of the low tone (here marked with a grave accent), 

usually realized as a noticeably low-rising pitch throughout the vowel, the latter of significantly 

longer duration than vowels occurring in otherwise identical or analogous environments, as 

exemplified by the non-low vs. low tone monosyllabic minimal pairs below.  

 

bɑs [bɑs] ‘bus; enough’ vs. bɑs̀ [bɑ̌ː s] ‘flame’ 

dɔn [dɔn] ‘tooth’ vs. dɔǹ [dɔ̌ː n] ‘ghee’ 

lɛn [lɛn] ‘knot’ vs. lɛǹ [lɛ ̌ː n] ‘a type of flower’2 

 

While Old Indo-Aryan  had voiced aspirated consonants (Cardona & Jain 2003:10), many 

of the descendant languages in the region, including Khowar, have lost those as distinctive 

segments. There is, however, a notable co-occurrence of a low tone with (preserved) voiceless 

aspiration in Khowar; and there is also the occurrence of a low tone in words that involved 

voiced aspiration in the ancestor language (Buddruss 1982:26–27), although with a far from 

total one-to-one mapping, e.g., /bɑs̀/ ‘flame’ < Old Indo-Aryan bhas̄a-́ ‘light’ (Turner 

1966:9480); and /dɔǹ/ ‘ghee’ < *dhadan- < OIA dadhan- (Morgenstierne 1932:49). While in 
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the speech of the second author, the only reflex of this historical voiced aspiration is the low-

rising pitch, Morgenstierne (1932:49–50) reported almost a century ago that there were traces 

of aspiration with voiced plosives in some varieties of the language.  

Figure 3 

F0 in /dɔ̀n/ ‘ghee’ and /dɔ̀nɔ/ ‘ghee OBL’, respectively. 

 

 

Figure 4 

F0 in /dɔn/ ‘tooth’ and /dɔnɔ/́ ‘tooth OBL’, respectively. 

 

Stress of this latter kind further stays on the tone-bearing unit of the root even when a 

normally stressed affix is added to it (as illustrated with the lexical item /dɔǹ/ ‘ghee’ in its basic 

and inflected form, respectively, in Figure 3; this contrasts with the stress shift that /dɔn/ ‘tooth’ 
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undergoes when inflected, as can be seen in Figure 4), at least as far as we have been able to 

account for.   

Apart from the significantly longer vowel duration concomitant with a low-rising pitch (as 

pointed out above), it has been suggested (Bashir 2003:843, 2007:237) that certain lexical items 

contain a (half-)long vowel with falling pitch and that Khowar therefore may be analysed (and 

represented) similarly to e.g. neighbouring Shina languages, in which the tone-bearing unit 

equals a vocalic mora (Radloff 1999:57–88, Schmidt & Kohistani 2008:24–27, Liljegren & 

Haider 2009:385).3 This analysis has not been confirmed in our study. Instead, we found that 

vowels often are pronounced with a longer duration if stressed (cf. Morgenstierne (1955)) and 

followed by a voiced consonant, particularly so in closed syllables with /ɾ/ or /ɫ/ in the coda. 

Such lengthened vowels may in addition display a (high-)falling pitch pattern: as in /kɑr/ [kɑ̂ˑ r] 

‘ear’ and /ɣɑɫ/ [ɣɑ̂ˑ ɫ] ‘polo, game’. As already mentioned, this is also the case when an 

underlyingly voiced consonant is subject to utterance-final devoicing: /pɑz/ [pɑ̂ˑ s] ‘chest’. The 

only instance where we find it necessary to use two identical vowel symbols adjacent to one 

another in the representation of Khowar (phonological) words is when a vocalic morpheme is 

suffixed to a stem ending in an identical (stressed) vowel, thus creating a long stressed vowel 

/ɑlmɑɾ�í/ [ɑlmɑˈɾiː] ‘in the cupboard’ (< /ɑlmɑɾ�/́ ‘cupboard’+/i/ ‘LOC’).         
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Broad transcription of recorded passage 

ɕuˈmɑlɔ ɡɑn ʋɑ jɔɾ d͡ʑɑnˈd͡ʑɑl kɔˈɾɑʋ ɔˈɕɔni, hɑˈsɛ d͡ʑɑnˈd͡ʑɑl bɔ sɑxt ɔˈɕɔj, ˈkjɑʋɑt ki musɑˈfɛɾ 

hɑj bɔsk ɕɔˈqɔ ˈkɑɫi pɛˈt͡sʰi, hɑˈtɛt hɑˈjɑ ˈluɔ ˈpɾɑni ki, kɑ ki hɛ musɑfɛˈɾɔ ʈ͡ʂɑˈkɛ ɕɔˈqɔ ki 

pɛˈt͡sʰɛtɑj, hɑˈsɛ d͡ʑit bɔj. ʋɑ hɑʂ d͡ʑɔˈʂɔnu bɔj ki, hɑˈsɛ bɔ tɑqɑtˈdɑɾ. ɾɛ tʰɛ hɑˈsɛ ɕuˈmɑlɔ ɡɑn 

ˈhɑni pin hɔj ki, kɑnˈduɾi ki hɑˈtɔ ʋɑˈsɑ hɔj. ˈmɑɡɑm musɑˈfɛɾ tɑn ɕɔˈqɔ ˈɾɑnɑɾɑn ɖɑŋɡ bɔtitɑj. 

ɑˈxɛɾi ɡɑn ˈbɛht͡ɕi pɛˈt͡sʰitɑj. kjɑˈʋɑt ki jɔɾ pin bik ɕuˈɾuɣ ɑˈɾɛɾ, musɑˈfɛɾ tɑn ɕɔˈqɔ ˈjɑkdɑm 

pɛˈt͡sʰitɑj. hɑʂˈtɑn ˈt͡ɕɑqɑ ɕuˈmɑlɔ ɡɑn mɑd͡ʑbuˈɾɑn mɑniˈtɑj ki, jɔɾ tɑqɑtˈdɑɾ hɛ d͡ʑuˈjɛn ˈmuʑi. 

 

Narrow transcription of recorded passage 

ɕʊ̃ˈmɑːlɵ ɡɑ̤̃ː n ̪ʋɐˈjoᵊɾ ˌd͡ʑɐɲ̃ˈd͡ʑɜl kɵˈɾɔʋo ˈɕəñ̪i | hɐˈsɨ ˌd͡ʑɐ̃ɲˈdʑ͡ɜl ˌbɵˈsɑχ tɵ̪ˈɕəi | ˌkɪɔˈʋɑtk� ̃

mʉsɜˈfeːɾ ɦa̤ː ɪ bɔsk ɕɔˈqoˑ ˈkɑɫɪ pɛˈt͡sʰiˑ | hɑˈtɪ̪ t ̪h ɐ̤̍ ɛ ˈlʲʊwɵ ˈpɾɐ̃n̪ikiˑ | ˈkɑːki ˈɦɛ̤m̃ʉˌsɑˑfɪˈɾɵ ˞ʈ͡ʂɜ˞ˈkeˑ 

ɕɔˈqoːki pɛˈt͡sʰɛːtɐ̪ɪ | hɐˈsɨ d͡ʑid ̪bɵɪ ‖ ʋɑˈɦɑ˞ːʂ d͡ʑɵ˞̍ʂɔ̃ː n̪ʊ ˈbɞˑɪki | hɐˈsɨ bɵˌtɐ̪qəˈdɑ̪ːɾ ̥| ˈɾɛːtʰe ̤ˌɦɐˈsɨ 

ɕʊ̃ˈmɑːlɵ ɡɑ̤̃ː n ̪ˈhɐ̃ˑn̪ɨ ˈp�ñ̪ˌɦɔikiˑ | kɐ̃n̪̍ dʉ̪ɾiˌkiˑ hɜˈto̪ˑʋɐˌsɜ ɦɔˑɪ ‖ ˌmɐɡʌ̃mʉsə ˈfɛːɦˌtɑ̪̃ˑ ɲ ɕɔˈqoː 

ˈɾɑ̃ː nɜ̪ˌɾɑ̃ː n̪ ɖɐ̃ŋ ˈbɔˑti̪tɜ̪ɪ ‖ ˌɐχɛˈɾi ɡɑ̤̃ː n̪ ˈbeh̤t͡ɕi pɛˈtsʰɨtə̪ɪ ‖ ˌkɪɔˈʋɑtkiˑ ˈjoᵊɾ ˈp�m̃bik ɕʊˈɾuː ʁɜˈɾɛːɾ ̥| 

mʊsɜˈfɛːɦˌtɑ̪̃ˑ ɲ ɕɔˈqoː ˈjɜɡdɐ̪̃m pɛˈt͡sʰɨtɛ̪ɪ ‖ hɜ˞̍ ʂʈɑ̃ː ɲ ˈtɕ͡ɜqɐ ɕʉ̃̍ mɑːlɵ ɡɑ̤̃ː n̪ ˌmɐdʑ͡bʊˈɾɑ̃ː n̪ ˌmɜñ̪iˈtɛikiˑ 

| joᵊɾ ˌtɐ̪qəˈdɑ̪ːɾ ˌhɪˈdʑ͡ʉ̃ᶦn̪ ˈmʉʑi ‖ 
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Orthographic version 

کیاوت کی مسافر خت اوشؤے س وجنجال ب سےاوشونی ہ ان وا یور جنجال کوراؤگ شمالو

 کے شوقو اپرانی کی کا کی ہے مسافرو ݯ  یہ  لُوؤت ہیہت یھڅڑی پیہأے بوسک شوقو ک

کی ہسے بو طاقتدار رے تھے ہسے  ݰ جوݰونو بوۓ کی پیڅھیتأے ہسے جیت بؤے وا ہ

ن شوقو راناران ؤے کی کندوری کی ہتو واسہ ہؤے مگم مسافر تہن یشمالو گان ہانی پ

پِن بِک شروع اریر مسافر تان  نگ بوتیتأے اخری گان بہچی پیڅھیتأے کیاوت کی یوراڈ

ن یار ہے جویدمانیتائےکی یور طاقت اً چقہ شمالو گان مجبور شوقو یکدم پیڅھیتأے ہݰتان 

 موژی۔
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1 While /ɫ/ is not retroflex in the cardinal, posterior, sense, its correspondence in loanwords with retroflex 

segments makes sense when considering that both apicality and velarization are common articulatory properties 

of retroflex segments in languages with such consonants (Hamann 2003:32–38). We are grateful to one of the 

anonymous reviewers for pointing this out to us. 

2 Red or white flower, used for medicinal purposes. 

3 The difference between the higher prominence of tonal contours in Shina as compared to that of Khowar, 

described somewhat impressionistically by Buddruss (1995:163–164), seems to reflect a very real difference 

between the moraic assignment of tone in a language with phonemic vowel length as the former, and pitch 

contours resulting from secondary vowel lengthening in a language, such as the latter, lacking such phonemic 

length contrasts. 

                                                 


