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The paper presents the results of the analysis of the relict features of the vertical classification of relatives in Modern Persian, which 
is inherent in the languages of the Altaic areal, Turk, in particular: the term āqā designates “elder brother” and “the eldest brother in 
the family”, as well as the term dādāsh designates “an elder brother”; the use of the term bābā for “father” and “grandfather”, the 
terms jadd for “grandfather”, “great-grandfather” and niyā for “grandfather”, “great-grandfather” and “great-great-grandfather”; 
the dialectal use of the word āqā for “elder brother”, “the eldest brother”, “husband” (formal), “father’s brother” and “granddad”.
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Ways to convey kinship relationships in languages 
present one of the most popular research issues for 
linguists as well as for our scholars of anthropolog-
ic orientation. Today we can confidently assert that 
lexical-semantic systems of the world languages 
comprise, typologically, two big groups of elements 
which form the structure of the semantic field of kin-
ship terms in a given language1. The first group of 
structural features reflects the so-called generational 
system of kinship. It can be found in all highly-devel-
oped communities in the world and is being actively 
adopted by other communities which are willing to 
incorporate into the process of globalization. Chron-
ologically, these systems are of secondary order. The 
second group of structural features is not universal. 
These specific features are characteristic of some par-
ticular languages, groups of related languages, lan-
guages of common areal and dialects of a given lan-
guage. They are relicts of primordial kinship systems, 
different from the traditional generational one.

The research of kinship systems in the primordial 
formation began in the 1870s with the investigation into 
the fact that, unlike the kinship systems of the secondary 
order (the Aryan, or European type), the primary sys-
tems are characterized by group, or classifying, nature 
[9] rather than individual one. These systems present the 

first ascending generation by one male term which in-
cludes father, father’s brother and mother’s brother, i.e. 
all these relatives are designated by one and the same 
word. This generation can be represented by two lex-
emes: father and father’s brother are designated by one 
word, while mother’s brother has a special name. These 
features can be found in present-day well-developed 
languages, but only as a relict with certain stylistic, ge-
neric and ritualistic functions, as well as in other, minor, 
less developed languages in which they form an entirely 
specific kinship term system of their own2.

However, in both cases, these features transfer 
some important linguistic information together with 
that of social, economic and cultural value. The struc-
tural features of the second group reflect the ancient 
stages of ethnocultural history of contemporary high-
ly developed societies. The present article aims to re-
veal and single out the non-generational kinship fea-
tures in the Persian language of today and to explicate 
their existence and functioning in the typological and 
areal perspective.

The generational system of kinship terms. Kin-
ship terms in most contemporary languages of highly 
developed communities are comprehensively deter-
mined by a number of common differential features3 

[11, p. 7].

1 It is worth noting that the social structure of kinship is not only reflected in lexical systems of the language. Grammatical sys-
tem can also provide excellent examples of that. Thus, the Australian language Lardil has two forms for non-singular personal 
pronouns: one is used for persons of even generations with regard to the speaker and the other for persons of odd generations, 
for example, njari “we (1st person, dual number) and he (brother, grandfather, grandson, etc.)”, nja:ni “we and he (father, son, 
great-grandfather etc.)” [1, p. 12–13].
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The first distinguishing feature in the functioning of 
kinship terms in modern languages is the indication of 
generation, which indicates to what generation a par-
ticular relative belongs. This feature presents the op-
position of the following terms: English father – son, 
mother – daughter; French père – fils, mère – fille; 
Spanish padre – hijo, madre – hija and the like. This 
semantic feature can be regarded as a universal and 
also as a typologically relevant characteristic, which 
allows determining the number of generations covered 
by kinship terms in every language. These oppositions, 
or lineal kinship degrees, number, as a rule, no more 
than two or three in the ascending line in modern lan-
guages, for example, Ukrainian pradid “great-grandfa-
ther”, did “grandfather”, bat’ko “father”; and as many 
in the descending line: Ukrainian syn “son”, onuk 
“grandson”, pravnuk “great-grandson”.

The second characteristic feature in the func-
tioning of kinship terms in modern languages is the 
indication of biological sex. It accounts for the op-
position of such terms as English father – mother, 
son – daughter; French père – mère, fils – fille; Span-
ish padre – madre, hijo – hija; Ukrainian did “grand-
father” – baba “grandmother” and the like. The pres-
ence of this feature is obviously a universal, as well as 
a typologically relevant characteristic, which makes 
it possible to determine its relevance for particular 
degrees of kinship.

The third characteristic feature in the functioning 
of kinship terms is the indication of lineality (collat-
eral kinship), which discriminates between the direct 
and collateral kinship. This feature manifests itself in 
the opposition of terms English father – uncle, moth-
er – aunt; French père – oncle, mère – tante; Spanish 
padre – tio, madre – tia; Ukrainian syn “son” – nebiž 
“nephew”, дочка “daughter” – neboha “niece” etc. 
The presence of this semantic feature is not universal, 
but it is still a typologically relevant characteristic, 
enabling to determine which kinship degrees possess 
it and which don’t.

The fourth characteristic feature in the functioning 
of kinship terms in modern languages is the indica-
tion of the side direction, which gives the information 
about the kin person who provided the blood relation-
ship that has a particular name: kinship through fa-
ther, through mother, through son, through daughter 
etc. This feature makes the opposition to the terms 
like Danish farfader “father’s father” – morfader 
“mother’s father”, sønnesøn “son’s son” – dattersøn 

“daughter’s son” etc. Obviously, the presence of this 
semantic feature in certain languages is not a univer-
sal mark, but it is a typologically relevant characteris-
tic which helps to determine those kin representatives 
for whom the differentiation according to the direc-
tion of relationship is salient and meaningful.

The presence of this set of semantic features de-
termines the structure of the semantic field of kinship, 
as well as the number of lexemes to name blood rela-
tives in a given language. Table 1 presents Azerbaija-
ni and Persian lexemes of kinship in comparison with 
English, with all the four above mentioned semantic 
features taken into account. The English language 
is chosen as a typical representative of the modern 
way to express generational system of kinship, while 
Azerbaijani represents the historical areal of the 
spread of Persian.

The data presented in Table 1 prove that the lex-
ical-semantic system of Modern Persian reflects, ba-
sically, the well-known contemporary generational 
system of kinship. It is also easy to notice that differ-
ent languages have similar structural and functional 
features in the semantic fields of kinship.

Firstly, the structural semantic parceling of mi-
cro-fields within the field of kinship is determined by 
the three types of semantic structures, similarly to Eu-
ropean or Slavic languages [6].

І ІІ ІІІ

In the first case, the micro-field comprises one 
term. For example, the micro-field grandson/grand-
daughter is expressed by one term in both Persian 
and Azerbaijani. In the second case, the micro-field 
comprises two terms4. Unlike Azerbaijani and Persian 
the English language has two terms in the micro-field 
grandson/granddaughter. In the third case, the micro 
field comprises four terms. Thus, the micro field male 
cousin/female cousin is composed of four terms in 
Azerbaijani . A lexical micro-field can form, at times, 
a specific type of an asymmetrical structure. For in-
stance, the Kurd dialect Kalhoryoffers three (!) terms 
to mark the micro-field uncle/aunt: mamu “father’s 
brother”, khālu “mother’s brother”, mimeg “father’s 
sister, mother’s sister” [6].

IV

2 Similar identifications of, for example, a male cousin and a nephew, or a female cousin and an aunt, or a sister’s husband and 
one’s own husband, or a granddaughter and a niece, can be traced in the lexical-semantic systems of the languages of Central 
and Eastern Brazil [8, p. 128, 132, 135], Australia [5], and also in the Altai areal.
3 It only concerns differential semantic features. The integral semantic indication of kinship is present in each of the terms and 
does not change its meaning within the semantic field under consideration, thus being immaterial for the differentiation of kin-
ship terms. Conversely, this feature is very important for separating the semantic field of blood relatives from adjacent fields, 
for instance, that of affinity. So, the meaning of such words as Ukrainian bat’ko “father” and test’ “father-in-law”, “one’s wife’s 
father”, or Russian mama “Mum” and kormilitsa “wet-nurse” and the like only differ by the presence/absence of the seme 
“blood relationship”.
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Secondly, each of the languages has a very lim-
ited set of primordial kinship terms, such as English 
father, mother, son, daughter; Ukrainian did “grand-
father”, bat’ko “father”, syn “son”, onuk “grandson”; 
Azerb. baba, ata, oğul etc; Persian pedar, pesar etc 
(these lexemes are given in bold). It is in the mean-
ings of these lexemes that all the afore-mentioned 
differential semantic features are actualized (even if, 
like in Ukrainian, in the dialectal speech only). The 
rest of the words marking the representatives of the 
generations to follow +1, +2 in the ascending line 
and the generation after –1 in the descending line 
and after the generation –2 in the descending line are 
either partially borrowed lexemes, like Persian bor-
rowings in Azerbaijani which indicate the kin repre-
sentatives starting from the generation –2 in the de-
scending line, or the lexemes with very transparent, 
even primitive etymology (i.e. internal borrowings), 
or descriptive phrases based on real foundation (e.g. 
Persian pedarbozorg from pedar and bozorg “big, 
elder”, jadd-e bozorg, jadd’alā (from Arabic alal 
“higher”) “great-grandfather, great-great-grandfa-
ther”, mādarbozorg-e pedar “great-grandmother”; 
Azerb. ulu baba from ulu “great, outstanding” and 
baba, böyük nənə “great-grandmother”, nəvənin oğlu 
literally, “grandson’s son” and many others similar 
kinship terms, particularly, in the ascending line). 
For instance, the word kötük is used in the modern 
language in the meaning “stump, root”. Taking into 
consideration that the Azerbaijani refer to their elder-
ly relatives as evin kötüyi “root, or the foundation of 
the household”, the term kötükcə can be understood 
as the diminutive form of kötük (+cə – a diminutive 
suffix borrowed from Persian). The word yadıca be-
longs to literary Azerbaijani and is derived from the 
stem yad meaning “memory” (borrowed from Per-
sian) and “strange, alien”. Folk etymology links the 
form yadıca with the meaning of “memory”, moti-
vating its formation by the fact that a representative 
of that degree of kinship (generation) is difficult to 
remember, since “ego” who managed to live up to the 
birth of his great-great-grandson must be a very old 
man. Some scholars connect the form yadıca with the 
meaning “stranger”, proceeding from the remoteness 
of this kinship degree (generation). Some dialects 
have preserved the form yetiçə, which is related to 
the verbs yetmək “achieve, be sufficient, reach a cer-
tain boundary” and yelimək “grow, ripen”. The rea-
soning is as follows: the appearance of descendants 
of this kinship degree allows regarding one’s life as 
long enough and fulfilled, so it’s time to leave this 
world. The word ötücə is a derivative from the verb 
ötmək “to pass, to finish, to overstep a boundary”. Its 

semantics is motivated in the following way: the kin-
ship degree –6 in the direct line is the last one, since 
the next kinship degree is, actually, the boundary 
between relatives and non-relatives (strangers). The 
compound word yeddiarxadönən is derived from yed-
di “seven”, arxa “back” та dönən “spinning, turning” 
(Participle I of the verb dönmək “turn, turn out”). Its 
semantic is motivated by the fact that representatives 
of this kinship degree belong to the seventh genera-
tion in the descending line from “ego”. The meaning 
of the Persian kinship term natije “great-grandson” 
is developed from the meaning “result, conclusion, 
achievement” and comes from the Arabic forms nati-
jatun “result, completion” and nitajun “offspring, 
descendants”. The Persian language used to have a 
descriptive phrase pesar-e natije lit. “the concluding, 
final son”, but later only the form natije remained, and 
it was borrowed by Azerbaijani. This meaning is ac-
counted for by the idea that a great-grandson crowns 
all, that he is the acme of human existence, its worthy 
outcome and vain achievement. The meaning of the 
Persian kinship term nadide comes from “unprece-
dented, (hitherto) unseen” (from Past Participle dide 
of the verb didan “see, look” and the negative prefix 
na-); the motivation is as follows: it is quite problem-
atic for “ego”, who must be a very old man at the mo-
ment when his great-grandchildren are born (to say 
nothing of representatives of higher kinship degrees, 
who have already died) to see his great-grandson, 
that’s why the representative of this kinship degree is, 
as a rule, “unseen” or “invisible” [3].

Besides, as it has been pointed out above, most 
lexemes belonging to the large group of secondary 
kinship terms, particularly those which are either 
borrowings or newly-coined words with transparent 
semantics, only indicate the degree of kinship with-
out any gender differentiation. Thus, neither Persian 
lexemes nave, natije, nabire, nor Azerbaijani nəvə, 
nəticə, kötükce and others discriminate the gender of 
the representatives of kinship degrees starting with –2.  
The presence in the Ukrainian language kinship terms 
to designate representatives starting with the seventh 
degree and on in the ascending line can be account-
ed for by the existence of the category of gender in 
Ukrainian, or, in other words, by grammatical rather 
than lexical-semantic or other factors. Another spe-
cific characteristic is that the differentiation between 
direct and collateral kinship is only observed in a part 
of primary terms, namely, for the generations +1, –1 
and the “ego” generation.

All these distinguishing features (the non-indig-
enous character of lexemes, new coinages and their 
descriptive nature, as well as the absence of seman-

4 Unlike Azerbaijani and Persian the Ukrainian language also has two terms in the micro-field grandson/granddaughter, depend-
ing on the gender.
5 Sometimes, the contents of one and the same micro field can be expressed by several terms at once: the micro field uncle/aunt 
can be expressed by two terms in the literary Ukrainian language and by four terms in dialect speech vuy “father’s uncle”, stryy 
“mother’s uncle”, vuyna “father’s aunt”, stryyna “mother’s aunt”.
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Table 1
kinship terms in Modern azerbaijani, english and persian

differential features of kinship Languages

degree Sex direct/
Collateral direction azerbaijani english persian

generation (+4)
Male great-

grandfather jadda’lā

Female great-
grandmother

generation (+3)
Male. ulu baba grandfather jadd

Female böyüknənə grandmother jadde

grandparents’ 
generation (+2)

Male baba grandfather pedarbozorg

Female nənə grandmother mādarbozorg

Fathers’ 
generation (+1)

Male

direct ata father pedar

Collateral
Mother’s side dayı uncle dāyi

Father’s side əmi uncle amu

Female
direct ana mother mādar

Collateral
Mother’s side xala aunt khāle

Father’s side bibi aunt ame

“ego” generation 
(0)

Male

direct qardaş brother barādar

Collateral

By mother’s brother dayıoğlu

male cousin

pesardāyi

By mother’s sister xalaoğlu pesarkhāle

By father’s brother əmioğlu pesaramu

By father’s sister bibioğlu pesarame

Female

direct bacı sister khāhar

collateral

By mother’s brother dayıqızı

female cousin

dokhtardāyi

By mother’s sister xalaqızı dokhtarkhāle

By father’s brother əmiqızı dokhtaramu

By father’s sister bibiqızı dokhtarame

Children’s 
generation (–1)

Male
direct oğul son pesar

Collateral
By sister bacıoğlu

nephew
khāharzāde

Female

By brother
gardaşoğlu barādarzāde

direct gız daughter dokhtar

Collateral
By sister bacıqızı

niece
khāharzāde

By brother gardaşqızı barādarzāde

grandchildren’s 
generation (–2)

Male
nəvə

grandson
nave

Female granddaughter

generation (–3)
nəvənin oğlu

чол.
nəticə, 

nəvənin oğlu

great-grandson
natije

жін. great-
granddaughter

generation
(–4) kötükcə great-great nabire,

nadide

generation (–5) yadıca great-great-
great

generation (–6) ötücə, nədidə great-great-
great-great

generation (–7) yeddiarxadönən
great-great-
great-great-

great
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tic indications of gender/sex and collateral kinship) 
in the group of lexemes of kinship of the secondary, 
later origin separate them distinctly from the group 
of primary kinship terms in various languages. The 
common ground of semantic fields of kinship is the 
distinct differentiation and contrast between the two 
groups of lexemes: the smaller number of primary 
kinship terms and the larger number (with all those 
“great-great”) of secondary kinship terms of later  
origin.

The classification system of kinship terms. To 
counterbalance it, there are lexemes, which are func-
tionally unstable in determining their own mean-
ing, and it becomes an outstanding characteristic 
of various languages. For instance, Persian jadd 
means both “grandfather” and “great-grandfather”, 
niyā means “grandfather”, “great-grandfather” and 
“great-great-grandfather”, bābā is both “Dad” and 
“granddad”. This instability manifests itself at the 
interlingual level, too. Thus, nadide means “grandfa-

ther”, the representative of the fourth degree of kin-
ship in the descending line in Persian and also the 
representative of sixth degree in Azerbaijani. Nane 
means “mother” in colloquial Persian, while nənə is 
used for “grandmother” in literary Azerbaijani. The 
similar situation is observed in Ukrainian, where 
nen’a, nen’ka means “mother” in dialectal speech, 
but in Hutsul vernacular nana or nanashka designates 
one’s “aunt”.

At the end of XIX century L. Sternberg, a famous 
Russian scholar in the field of Asiatic studies, was the 
first to find a most specific system of kinship among 
the Orochi of the Tatar Strait [10]. That system signif-
icantly differed from the kinship system in other lan-
guages. The Orochi kinship system incorporated in 
one common kinship category male (or female) rep-
resentatives of two different generations – the “low-
er” part of a given generation (youngsters) and the 
upper part of the next generation (the elders), or, just 
the other way round, the upper part of some genera-

Table 2
kinship terms in Modern everyday Colloquial persian as Compared to english and azerbaijani

differential kinship features Languages

degree gender direct/
collateral direction azerbaijani english persian

generation 
(+4)

Male great-great-
grandfather niyā

Female great-great-
grandmother

generation 
(+3)

Male ulu baba great-
grandfather jadd, niyā

Female böyüknənə great-
grandmother jadde

generation of 
grandparents 

(+2)

Mal baba grandfather jadd, bābā, 
āqā, niyā

Female nənə grandmother mādarbozorg

generation of 
fathers (+1)

Male
direct ata father bābā

Collateral
By mother dayı uncle dāyi

Female

By father əmi uncle amu, āqā
direct ana mother mādar

Collateral
By mother xala aunt khāle
By father bibi aunt ame

“ego” 
generation (0)

Male
eldest āqā
elder qardaş brother dādāsh, āqā

Younger barādar

Female

direct bacı sister khāhar

Collateral

By mother’s 
brother dayıqızı

female cousin

dokhtardāyi

By mother’s 
sister xalaqızı dokhtarkhāle

By father’s 
brother əmiqızı dokhtaramu

By father’s 
sister bibiqızı dokhtarame
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tion (the elders) and the lower part of the next genera-
tion (youngsters). In that fashion, the representatives 
of one generation (for example, “ego’s” brothers or 
sisters) belonged to different kinship categories and 
had different denominations. In other words, one’s 
elder brother and father were designated by one and 
the same word in that system, one’s elder sister and 
mother likewise. The criterion for that differentiation 
is the relative age of “ego”, his mother and father, 
his grandparents and some other relations. The lan-
guage speakers seem to build up some kinship lines 
(thence a widely-spread term – linear – to designate 
the Aryan kinship systems) in different directions 
from oneself: father, grandfather, great-grandfather 
(the ascending male line), daughter, granddaughter, 
great-granddaughter (the descending female line) etc. 
Later, similar “age-oriented” kinship systems were 
found in Turk, Mongolic, Tungus-Manchurian, Sa-
modian and Finno-Ugric languages. Later still, it was 
revealed that the mixing of generations proceeding 
from the division of one generation into “elders” and 
“youngsters” exists in the systems of kinship terms of 
all peoples who speak Altaic and Uralic languages, 
which constitutes a remarkable feature of their lexi-
cal-semantic systems. It is amazing that this “age-ori-
ented” classification should not be inherent in the 
languages of their eastern and northern neighbors – 
paleo-Asiatic peoples, the Chinese or Indo-Europe-
ans [2].

This specific classification of relatives, according 
to scholars, is the result of the conscious re-organiza-
tion of the system and the banning of marriages be-
tween father and daughter, between mother and son in 
the times of the tribal organization of society. At first, 
each generation was divided into the elder and the 
younger and it was followed be the ban for a woman 
to marry husbands of other women who were older 
than herself. Then, the elder representatives of one 
generation were joined to the next generation, and its 
younger representatives were joined to the preced-
ing generation, which resulted in banning a wom-
an to marry her daughters’ and her younger sisters’ 
husbands. Such classification of relatives allowed, 
firstly, to exclude matrimonial relationships between 
parents and their children; secondly, and this is very 
important, it laid the foundation for singling out the 
terms father, mother, husband and wife and endow-
ing them with individualized meaning only. In oth-
er words, this classification reflects a very important 
process in the social history: the disintegration of the 
tribal system and the formation of separate families 
within a mass of relatives. The very differentiation 
of the terms for father and mother occurred quite late 
in time, when the traditions of the tribal social order 
had already been ruined. So, the transformation (just 
transformation, since the present-day academics have 
rejected the term evolution [4, p. 231]) of kinship sys-
tems went on along the two interrelated ways: firstly, 

by changing the form of preferred marriage through 
introducing bans on more and more distanced kinship 
categories; secondly, by increasing the number of lo-
cal groups to be involved in the kinship circle to solve 
marriage tasks and challenges. So, the appearance of 
secondary kinship systems is constantly increasing 
making the system of kinship term too cumbersome. 
Upon reaching a certain boundary of complexity, the 
kinship term system becomes too awkward, which is 
conducive to either its simplification through alter-
ation (sometimes, cyclical) or to its replacement by 
a more convenient and less sophisticated one. Most 
world languages preserve the relict terms which re-
flect classifying kinship systems and exist alongside 
the linear system, thus performing various sanctioned, 
prohibited, correctional or stylistic-generic and ritual 
functions.

The ordinary tabulation of kinship systems can 
demonstrate the redundant character of idenological 
(from idenonym – “a term of kinship” [4]) typolo-
gy. Almost all languages retain the traces of the stage 
when there were no individual terms to designate fa-
ther and mother. This can be seen in the fact that the 
notions “father”, “grandfather”, “great-grandfather”, 
“ancestor” are, by and large, expressed by the lexeme 
of one and the stem within a descriptive phrase with 
the explaining word “grand”, “great”, “distant” 
and the like. That same group can number the terms 
for ego’s’ father’s parents and his elder brothers; the 
same concerns the notion of mother. The emphasized 
instability of the terms for father and mother, grandfa-
ther and grandmother in kindred languages, adjacent 
languages and even in dialects of one language testi-
fies to the fact that the individualization of the afore 
named terms is a later process. To express one and the 
same notion different terms can be frequently used, 
and the word derived from one stem can acquire a 
different meaning in different languages or dialects.

So, modern Persian is rich the relict features of 
the vertical classification of relatives [2, p. 245–246], 
which is inherent in the languages of the Altaic areal, 
Turk, in particular. They are as follows:

1) The division of the “ego” generation into its 
older and younger representatives. This accounts for 
the existence of two kinship degrees in these systems 
(+1 and –1), each comprising, in its turn, the two cat-
egories of blood relatives (the elder and the younger). 
The relict of this feature in Persian is the function-
ing of the term āqā to designate “elder brother” and 
“the eldest brother in the family”, as well as the term 
dādāsh to designate “an elder brother”. This principle 
is also intrinsic in the lexical systems of Malaysia and 
Australia languages, as well as in Chinese. However, 
if taken separately, this feature does not involve the 
age principle in the classification of relatives. Anoth-
er feature is also obligatory;

2) The presence in these systems of one more as-
cending (+2) and descending (–2) kinship degree. 
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They comprise representatives of the ascending or 
the descending generation (i.e. grandparents and 
grandchildren, respectively), and also a part of the 
representatives of adjacent generations (i.e. a parent 
or both parents, a child or children, respectively). To 
be included to the next kinship degree it is the age of 
the representatives of adjacent generations that matter 
(that is, +1 and –1). The relict of this system in Persian 
is the use of the term bābā for “father” and “grandfa-
ther”, the terms jadd for “grandfather”, “great-grand-
father” and niyā for “grandfather”, “great-grandfa-
ther” and “great-great-grandfather”. As a result, the 
system acquires its third, the most important feature;

3) The merging or mixing of the upper part of the 
elder representatives of the “ego” generation with 
the first ascending generation (+1) and the lower part 

(the younger representatives) of the second ascending 
generation (+2), and also the mixing of the lower part 
(the younger representatives) of the “ego” generation 
with descending generations. The rudiment of this 
system in Persian is the dialectal use of the word āqā 
for “elder brother”, “the eldest brother”, “husband” 
(formal), “father’s brother” and “granddad”.

Table 2 sums up all the afore-discussed issues: the 
kinship term in modern colloquial Persian are pre-
sented in comparison with English and Azerbaijani. 
The five “strange” Persian kin words (bābā, dādāsh, 
āqā, jadd, niyā) are given in bold.

In other words, Persian indigenous kinship terms 
incorporated in the nucleus of the Persian lexical sys-
tem have been adapted to the Turk system of desig-
nating kinship relations.
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