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ABSTRACT

This study investigates the linguistic contact and etymological relationships
between Ancient Indo-Aryan languages—Sanskrit, Prakrit, and Pali—and Ancient
Iranian languages, including Avestan, Bactrian, Sogdian, and Old Persian. The
research aims to identify shared lexical and grammatical elements, reconstruct
patterns of mutual influence, and clarify misconceptions arising from stereotypical
assumptions and disinformation. The study employs comparative-linguistic and
etymological methods, analyzing textual materials ranging from religious and epic
sources to everyday documents. Special attention is given to phonological forms,
semantic development, and historical context to distinguish between inherited
cognates and genuine borrowings. Results indicate substantial grammatical and
lexical parallels, supporting the hypothesis of a common Proto-Indo-lranian heritage
rather than unilateral borrowing. Grammatical features include three genders and
three numbers in the nominal system, while the lexicon exhibits hundreds of cognate
words with semantic broadening or narrowing over time. The research demonstrates
that assumptions of direct borrowing from Sanskrit are often overstated, particularly
when shared lexemes reflect the common ancestry of Indo-Aryan and Iranian
speakers.

Analysis of historical, cultural, and religious factors reveals that active
linguistic contact intensified from the Hellenistic period and reached its peak during
the spread of Buddhism in Central Asia. Lexical borrowing occurred across domains
such as religion, administration, commerce, social terminology, and material culture.
Middle Indo-Aryan languages influenced Eastern Iranian languages, while some
Iranian terms entered Prakrit and Pali. The study also highlights the methodological
challenges of differentiating inherited cognates from borrowed terms and emphasizes
the need for careful historical and etymological scrutiny. The findings contribute to a
deeper understanding of Indo-Aryan and Iranian linguistic interactions,
demonstrating that shared features are rooted in historical connections, cultural
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exchange, and regional developments. The research provides a scientifically
grounded reconstruction of Indo-Iranian lexical and grammatical correspondences
and offers a critical correction of persistent stereotypes in the study of ancient
languages.

Keywords: Indo-Aryan languages, Ancient Iranian languages, Sanskrit, Prakrit,
Pali, Avestan, Bactrian, Sogdian, lexical borrowing, comparative linguistics.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

Die vorliegende Studie untersucht den sprachlichen Kontakt und die
etymologischen Beziehungen zwischen den altindoiranischen Sprachen — Sanskrit,
Prakrit und Pali — und den altiranischen Sprachen, darunter Avestisch, Bactrisch,
Sogdisch und Altpersisch. Ziel der Arbeit ist es, gemeinsame lexikalische und
grammatische Elemente zu identifizieren, Muster gegenseitiger Beeinflussung zu
rekonstruieren und Missverstindnisse aufgrund stereotypischer Annahmen und
Fehlinformationen aufzukldren. Die Forschung verwendet vergleichend-linguistische
und etymologische Methoden zur Analyse von Textmaterialien aus religiosen,
epischen und alltdglichen Quellen. Besonderes Augenmerk liegt auf der
phonologischen Form, der semantischen Entwicklung und dem historischen Kontext,
um zwischen vererbten Kognaten und echten Entlehnungen zu unterscheiden. Die
Ergebnisse zeigen erhebliche grammatische und lexikalische Parallelen, die die
Hypothese eines gemeinsamen proto-indoiranischen Erbes bestdtigen, anstatt
einseitiger Entlehnungen. Zu den grammatischen Merkmalen zdhlen drei
Geschlechter und drei Numeri im Nominalsystem, wihrend der Wortschatz hunderte
von Kognaten mit Bedeutungsverschiebungen tiber die Zeit aufweist. Die Studie zeigt,
dass Annahmen tiber direkte Entlehnungen aus dem Sanskrit hiufig tibertrieben sind,
insbesondere wenn gemeinsame Worter die gemeinsame Abstammung der
indoiranischen Sprecher widerspiegeln.

Die Analyse historischer, kultureller und religioser Faktoren verdeutlicht, dass
der aktive sprachliche Kontakt ab der hellenistischen Periode intensiviert wurde und
wdhrend der Verbreitung des Buddhismus in Zentralasien seinen Hohepunkt
erreichte.  Lexikalische  Entlehnungen  betrafen  religiose, administrative,
wirtschaftliche, soziale und materielle Bereiche. Mittelindoarische Sprachen
beeinflussten die dstiranischen Sprachen, wihrend einige iranische Begriffe ins
Prakrit und Pali iibernommen wurden. Die Arbeit hebt auch methodologische
Schwierigkeiten bei der Unterscheidung von vererbten Kognaten und Entlehnungen
hervor und betont die Notwendigkeit sorgfdiltiger historisch-etymologischer Analysen.
Die FErgebnisse tragen zu einem tieferen Verstindnis der indoiranischen
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Sprachinteraktionen bei, zeigen, dass gemeinsame Elemente auf historische
Verbindung, kulturellen Austausch und regionale Entwicklungen zuriickzufiihren sind,
und liefern eine wissenschaftlich fundierte Rekonstruktion lexikalischer und
grammatischer Entsprechungen.

Schliisselworter: Indoarische Sprachen, Altiranische Sprachen, Sanskrit,
Prakrit, Pali, Avestisch, Bactrisch, Sogdisch, lexikalische Entlehnungen,
vergleichende Linguistik.

AHHOTAIUA

B Hacmoswem uccnedosamuu - paccmampusaiomcs — 80NpoOCbl  A3bIKOBO2O
KOHMAKMA U SMUMOSOSUYECKUX OMHOWEHUL MeHCOY OPeBHeUHOUUCKUMU SA3bIKAMU —
CAHCKPUMOM, NpaKpumu u nam — U OPEGHEeUPAHCKUMU A3bIKAMU, GKIIOYAs
asecmutickutl, OAKmpuicKuil, co20ulickuii u opegHenepcuockuu. Llenv pabomuvr —
8bIABUMb 00WUe JIeKCUdecKUue U 2pammamuieckue d1eMenmsl, peKoHCmpyupos8ams
MoOenu 83aUMHO20 GIUAHUSA U NPOACHUMbL 3a0NYHCOeHUs, BO3HUKAOWUE U3
CcmMepeomunHulx NpeonolodceHull u oe3ungopmayuu. B ucciedosanuu npumensaiomes
CPABHUMENLHO-UCOPUYECKULL U IMUMONOSULECKULl MemOObl AHAAU3A MEKCMOBbIX
UCMOYHUKOS8, BKIIOUASl pelucuo3nble, dnuyeckue u oOvimosvie mamepuaivl. Ocoboe
BHUMAHUe YOensiemcss QOHONOSUUECKOU Gopme, CeMAHMUYEeCKOMY DpA3BUMUI0 U
UCTMOpUYEeCKOMY KOHmeKcmy OJisl  pa3iudyeHus HACIe008aHHbIX KOSHAMO8 U
3aumcmeosanui. Pe3ynomamoel nokasvigarom cywecmeenHvle epammamuieckue u
JleKcudeckue napanienu, noomeepicoarwue 2unomesy 0 Cyujecmso8anuu oouje2o
NPAUHOO-UPAHCKO20 — HACNeousi, a He  OOHOCMOPOHHUX — 3AUMCMBOB8AHULL.
I'pammamuueckue ocobeHnocmu 6KIOUAIOM MPU pOOA U MPU YUCIA 8 CUCEME UMEH
CYWeCmBUMENbHbIX, a JIeKCUKA 0eMOHCMpUpyem COMHU KOZHAMO8 C pAcliupeHuem
Unu  cydcenueMm 3Hauenuti co @pemenem. Hccnedosanue  evisgnsaem, umo
NPEONONIONCEHUSL O NPAMBIX 3AUMCMBOBAHUAX U3 CAHCKPUMA 4ACMO Npeyseuietbl,
0COOEeHHO K020a 0buue clo8a ompaxicarom ooujee nPoOUCXoHcOeHue UHOOAPUUCKUX U
UPAHCKUX HOCUMeel.

Ananuz ucmopuueckux, KyibmMypHbIX U PelusUo3HbIX (akmopos noxazvieéaem,
YMo aKMUGHBIU A3bIKOGOU KOHMAKM YCUIULCS C IIIUHUCIIUYECKO20 Nepuooa u
oocmue nuka ¢ pacnpocmpaueruem  Oyoouzma 6 Llenmpanvnot  Asuu.
3aumcmeosanusi  3ampoHyIU  PENUSUO3HVIO,  AOMUHUCMPAMUBHYIO,  MOP208YI0,
COYUANBHYIO U MAMeEPUAnvhylo cgepy. HA3vlku cpeOHeuHOUlcKo20 nepuooa eIusiu Ha
B0CMOUYHOUPAHCKUE A3bIKU, M020a KaK OMOeibHble UPAHCKUE MEPMUHBL NPOHUKAU 8
npakpumu u naau. Paboma maxoice noouepkugaem memoooi0cudecKue CLo#CHOCHU
PA3IUYeHUsT HACIe008AHHbIX KOSHAMO8 U 3AUMCMBOBAHUU U HEe0OX0OUMOCHb
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MWamenbHo20  UCMOPUKO-IMUMON02UYecKo2o ananusa. Ilonyuennvie Oanmbvie
cnocobocmayrom 6onee 21yO00KOMY NOHUMAHUK) UHOOAPUICKO-UPAHCKUX S3bIKOBbIX
83aUMOOeCMBUL, NOKA3bIEAs, YUMo oOwue dj1eMeHmbl 00YCI08/IeHbl UCTNOPUYECKOU
CB8A3b10, KVIbMYPHbIM OOMEHOM U pecUOHANbHbIMU npoyeccamu. HccredoeaHnue
npeonazaem — HAy4HoO — ODOCHOBAHHYIO — DEKOHCMPYKYUl0  JeKCU4eCKux  u
2PAMMAMUYEeCcKUx COOMEEeMCmeUuti U KpUmudecku Koppekmupyem YCmoudusvie
cmepeomunsl 8 Usy4eHuu OPeGHUX SI3bIKO8.

Kniouegvie cnoea: unooapuiickue sA3bIKU, OPeBHEUPAHCKUE SA3bIKU, CAHCKPUM,
npakpumu, naiu, a8eCmulickuil SA3vlK, OAKMPUUCKUL S3bIK, CO2OUUCKUL S3bIK,
JleKCcuyecKue 3auUMCcme08aHus, CpasHUmMeIbHAs TUH2BUCTUKA.

INTRODUCTION

Issues concerning linguistic contact and etymology between Ancient Indo-Aryan
and lIranian languages have long constituted a subject of sustained scholarly interest
in linguistics. This topic is frequently accompanied by stereotypical assumptions and
erroneous hypotheses. For instance, when lexical units of Sanskrit, as well as those of
Middle Indo-Aryan languages such as Prakrit and Pali, exhibit phonological or
semantic similarities to forms found in Ancient Iranian languages, they are often
automatically assumed to be borrowings from Sanskrit. However, historical and
linguistic analyses demonstrate that such assumptions are not always well-founded,
since Ancient Indo-Aryan and Iranian peoples shared a common ancestry and
naturally preserved numerous cognate lexical items within their respective languages.
Consequently, determining which language exerted a more active lexical influence
upon the other constitutes a complex and multi-layered scholarly problem.

The present article focuses on the question of how the process of linguistic
contact unfolded between the ancient Indo-Aryan languages—Sanskrit, Prakrit, and
Pali—and the Ancient Iranian languages—Avestan, Bactrian, Sogdian, and Old
Persian; how their etymological relationships were formed; and how stereotypes and
instances of disinformation emerged in this context. This issue defines the central
direction of the research, and the article seeks to provide a substantiated answer to it.

The aim of the study is to conduct a systematic analysis of shared lexical and
grammatical units in Sanskrit, Prakrit, and Pali in comparison with Ancient Iranian
languages, to identify patterns of mutual linguistic influence, and to interpret these
processes within their historical, cultural, and religious contexts. Within this
framework, several tasks are undertaken: a comparative analysis of shared lexical and
grammatical units in Ancient Indo-Aryan and Iranian languages; an explanation of
borrowing processes between Indo-Aryan and Eastern Iranian languages in relation to
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political, economic, cultural, and religious factors; the identification of stereotypical
and disinformative interpretations and the demonstration of their refutation on a
scientific basis; and the reconstruction of linguistic contact processes in the regions of
Central Asia and the Indian subcontinent.

METHODS

The study employs comparative-linguistic and etymological methods in an
integrated manner. Textual materials in Sanskrit, Prakrit, Pali, and Ancient Iranian
languages (Avestan, Bactrian, Sogdian, and Old Persian), including religious, epic,
and everyday sources, were analyzed. In identifying cases of linguistic interference
and borrowing, attention was paid to phonological form, semantic development, and
historical context. Furthermore, the article aims to detect stereotypical and
disinformative interpretations, thereby providing a scientifically grounded
explanation of the etymological relationships between Sanskrit and the Middle Indo-
Aryan languages on the one hand, and the Ancient Iranian languages on the other.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

When the lexicon of a given language exhibits phonological and semantic
proximity to Sanskrit vocabulary, it is often assumed to constitute a borrowing from
Sanskrit. The primary justification advanced for such an assumption lies in the
elevated status of Sanskrit in world scholarship, culture, and philosophy—in short, in
its high prestige. However, scientific inquiry operates on the basis of specialized
analysis, clearly defined principles, and established methodological frameworks. For
this reason, modern scholarship rejects such stereotypical interpretations.

According to the theories of prominent linguists, the study of Sanskrit and
Avestan in Europe played a decisive role in the emergence and development of
linguistics as an academic discipline. This field enables scholars to identify linguistic
roots, similarities, and transformations occurring across different historical periods
and geographical contexts [Lotfi: 272].

At the end of the eighteenth century, when European scholars began systematic
research on Sanskrit, they relied extensively on the renowned grammatical treatise of
Panini. It was after engaging with this foundational work that the linguist William
Jones, in 1786 in Calcutta, announced that Sanskrit, Greek, and Latin had originated
from a common source that no longer existed as a living language [Lotfi: 274]. This
declaration marked a turning point in comparative linguistics and laid the
groundwork for Indo-European studies.

With regard to the shared features between Ancient Iranian languages and
Sanskrit, their number is considerable. From a grammatical perspective, both
language groups possessed three grammatical genders in the nominal system:
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masculine, feminine, and neuter. Both also exhibited three grammatical numbers:
singular, dual, and plural. Although certain pronouns displayed distinctions in gender,
personal pronouns themselves were not marked for gender and did not express it.
Adjectives, when syntactically linked to nouns, agreed with them in gender and
number.

From a lexical standpoint, the number of common and cognate words is likewise
substantial [Sa’dullayev 2022: 96]. These parallels further substantiate the hypothesis
of a shared Proto-Indo-lranian heritage rather than unilateral borrowing, thereby
reinforcing the necessity of a rigorous comparative and etymological approach in
evaluating linguistic correspondences.

In analyzing the similarities between these two ancient languages, one
fundamental question remains unresolved: which of the two exerted a greater lexical
influence upon the other? Providing a definitive answer to this question is
complicated by the additional fact that the ancestors of the peoples who spoke
Ancient Iranian and Sanskrit were closely related, both belonging to the ancient
Aryan community. This common origin increases the likelihood that numerous
shared or similar lexical items occurred naturally in both languages [Sa’dullayev
2022: 96].

Nevertheless, on the basis of available historical evidence, it is possible to
propose a tentative reconstruction of linguistic influence by taking into account the
respective spheres of achievement attained by the populations of these regions up to
the beginning of the Common Era. For example, when compared to the populations
of ancient Iran and Central Asia, the peoples of ancient India appear to have achieved
a higher level of development in the field of medicine. In light of this, it may be
assumed that a significant portion of the shared or similar medical terminology found
in Iranian and Sanskrit sources is of Sanskrit origin [Sa’dullayev 2022: 96].

The ancient Indo-Iranians preserved their historical traditions not only through
their languages but also within epic and religious texts [Skjerve: 188]. Such
materials provide a unique opportunity to reconstruct aspects of Indo-Iranian material
culture on the basis of textual evidence [Kuz’mina: 304].

Research on Sanskrit has been more extensive and systematic than that on many
other ancient languages, largely because Sanskrit textual sources were not lost over
time; on the contrary, they continued to be transmitted and multiplied. By contrast,
the earliest extant written monument of the Iranian tradition—the Avesta—suffered
severe destruction: a substantial portion of its so-called “golden pages” is reported to
have been burned and destroyed in Persepolis by Alexander the Great [Lotfi: 273].
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One of the most widespread stereotypes regarding Sanskrit and Iranian
languages is the view that the Vedic and Avestan languages represent two dialects of
a single language. Some scholars consider Vedic Sanskrit and Avestan as two dialects
of a common Proto-Indo-Iranian language. However, it is important to emphasize that
although the creators of the Veda and the Avesta belonged to related peoples, the two
languages emerged in different regions, under different conditions, at different times,
and within distinct areal contexts. All Vedic periods are generally dated to
approximately 1500-500 BCE [Witzel: 4].

Orientalist scholars, when comparing Avestan language and mythology, place
the oldest part of the Avesta—the Gathas—on a linguistic level comparable to the
earliest Vedic source, the Rigveda. The pronounced differences between Old Avestan
and Young Avestan indicate that a considerable period elapsed between them;
otherwise, the two would have been spoken simultaneously in the same area [Hintze:
38]. Consequently, modern scholars estimate the age of the Avesta to be roughly
between 1000 and 500 BCE [Bryant: 130].

Both the Avesta and the Vedas were preserved orally over several centuries
before the advent of writing. Some researchers, however, argue that both texts were
documented almost immediately upon their composition. For instance, Lotfi proposes
the hypothesis that the Veda and the Avesta were written down during nearly the
same period—when the Iranian Aryans had just diverged from the Indian Aryans
[Lotfi: 272]. As observed, there is a significant distinction between the period of oral
transmission and the period of textual documentation. Only by the middle of the first
millennium BCE did the conditions exist for recording both texts in written form.
Moreover, whether Avestan or Vedic, the languages in their documented forms no
longer had active communities of native speakers and were restricted to use within
the circles of religious leaders.

Taking such factors into account, the scholar Kuz’mina cautiously states:
“Vedic Sanskrit is indeed so closely related to the ancient Iranian languages,
particularly Avestan, that the two often resemble two dialects rather than two entirely
separate languages” (“not strictly” two separate dialects, but rather “similar to two
distinct dialects”) [Kuz’mina: 304].

Disinformation can also occur in discussions regarding the etymology of
lexemes with common roots. This is often due to a somewhat superficial approach by
the  researcher.  For  example, consider the  following  citation:
“The word ‘ruz’ in Persian is pronounced ‘r6z’ in Kurdish, ‘ruz’ in Kermanshah?,

1 1t seems that the Old Persian language is being referred to.
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‘rd¢> in Balochi, and ‘roja’ in Naeen?. In French, it appears as ‘jor,” which is
considered the reverse form of ‘roz,” and in Italian it appears as ‘giorno.’ In Dari
Persian®, the word is pronounced ‘r6z’ or ‘r6z,’ while in Old Pahlavi it was
pronounced ‘ro¢.” All of these derive from the Avestan root word ‘roaca’ or
‘radCang,” meaning ‘light’” [Lotfi: 275].

As the quotation shows, the scholar implies that Avestan influenced not only
Iranian languages but also Western European languages. Scientifically, given the
religious and ritual context of Avestan, such cross-continental linguistic contact is
impossible. The apparent similarities in word roots across these languages are better
understood through anthropological analysis: the speakers of these languages
belonged to a single population in ancient times, which later dispersed across Eurasia,
preserving their lexical items with minor phonetic or semantic modifications. This
interpretation highlights the significance of historical lineage and shared ancestry in
explaining linguistic correspondences rather than assuming direct borrowing across
geographically distant languages.

Thousands of cognate words exist between Sanskrit and the ancient Iranian
languages (Avestan, Old Persian, Median, and Scythian). Notably, these languages
were not in significant direct linguistic contact during the periods in which they were
actively spoken. The fragmentation of the common Indo-Iranian unity and the
subsequent formation of distinct linguistic areas gave rise to lexemes that were
formally cognate but semantically divergent.

Comparative analysis indicates that Sanskrit and the ancient Iranian languages
share several hundred cognate words whose meanings either broadened or narrowed
over time. Most of these belong to the nominal category, with a significant number
also occurring among verbs. Studying the semantic properties of these cognates
provides insight into how the lexicon of their modern descendants—Indo-Aryan and
Iranian languages—developed, as well as the semantic potential retained in
contemporary vocabularies [Sa’dullayev 2024: 955].

Considering the evidence of mutual lexical exchange, it can be argued that
active linguistic contact between Iranian and Indo-Aryan languages began as early as
the Hellenistic period. This process became particularly prominent from the Middle
Indo-Aryan period (3rd-2nd centuries BCE) onward, coinciding with the widespread
dissemination of Indian philosophy, religion, and cultural values across the ancient
world, including Central Asia, Eastern Turkestan, and China.

2 The author (A. Lotfi) does not specify which language is being referred to. Based on the form of
the given word, it appears that Niya Prakrit is intended.

% |s Dariy a form of Persian, or a separate Iranian language? If it is a variant of Persian, why is it
referred to as a language rather than a dialect? (A citation or explanatory note is required).
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From the 3rd century BCE, the prestige of Classical Sanskrit, which had
previously dominated literary norms in Northern and Central India, began to decline.
It was gradually supplanted by Pali, Prakrit, and their various regional dialects. As a
result, the scope of lexical exchange expanded further, and the dialectological
interrelations among Indo-Aryan languages, as well as their regional diversification,
became increasingly pronounced.

During this period, the Central Asian region was home to Bactrian, Sogdian,
Khwarezmian, Saka (primarily the Khotanese variety), and Tocharian languages.
These languages differed significantly in their dialectal and structural features from
the Western Iranian group, namely the Middle Persian languages (including Pahlavi
and Parthian). For this reason, linguists have conventionally grouped them under the
term “Eastern Iranian languages” [Shimin: §].

Middle Indo-Aryan languages (Pali, Prakrit, and their dialects) maintained
regular linguistic contact with the contemporary Eastern Iranian languages due to
geographic proximity and socio-cultural and economic interactions. The intensity of
these contacts is clearly reflected in the volume of mutual lexical borrowings.

However, determining which lexical items the Eastern Iranian languages of
Central Asia borrowed from Middle Indo-Aryan is one of the more complex
challenges for etymological analysis. A large proportion of words in both language
groups derive from common proto-lexical roots, and traditional comparative-
linguistic methods based on formant and semantic similarity alone are often
insufficient to distinguish between true borrowings and inherited linguistic features.

The adoption of Middle Indo-Aryan lexicon into Eastern Iranian languages of
Central Asia occurred through a complex, multi-stage process of linguistic contact,
closely tied to political, economic, and particularly religious and cultural factors. The
initial active phase corresponds to the Hellenistic period. Following the campaigns of
Alexander the Great, political structures established in Central Asia—such as the
Mauryan, Greco-Bactrian, and later Kushan empires—intensified contacts with India.
During Ashoka’s reign, the official status of Prakrit (through the Ashokan edicts)
facilitated the wider spread of Middle Indo-Aryan elements. It is precisely during this
period that the earliest traces of an Indo-Aryan layer appear in Bactrian.

The most productive phase of lexical borrowing is associated with the spread of
Buddhism into Central Asia. At the beginning of the Common Era, following the
conquest of Northern India by the Kushans, Buddhism first entered Central Asia.
Consequently, during this period, Sanskrit-based Buddhist religious terminology
began to appear in Sogdian and other Eastern Iranian languages [Sa’dullayev 2021:
908]. Religious and philosophical terms were actively adopted through Buddhism.
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For example, the Sanskrit word vikara was borrowed as vahar in Bactrian and farxar
in Sogdian; nirvana became nirfan in Sogdian; and updasaka appeared as updse in
Sogdian. This period represents the most active linguistic interface between Indo-
Aryan and Eastern Iranian languages.

Borrowings are also evident in administrative and commercial domains. For
instance, the Prakrit word dramga was borrowed as dranga (“administration”) in
Bactrian; the compound raja-kula became rajogolo (“royal court”); and the economic
term harga was rendered as harg (“rent”) in Bactrian. Commercial vocabulary shows
similar patterns: the Sanskrit/Prakrit word pana appears as pan (“money”) in Sogdian,
and sartha as sart (“caravan”) in Sogdian.

Social and professional terminology also exhibits Indo-Aryan influence. The
Buddhist Sanskrit @carya was borrowed as acariya in Bactrian and acaré (“teacher”)
in Sogdian; Prakrit duta became dut (“envoy”) in Bactrian. The Sanskrit/Pali term
sramana appears as saman (“monk”) in Sogdian, while the later Sanskrit word vadhu
was adopted as wauo in Sogdian and wud (“wife”) in Khwarezmian. From the Prakrit
verb mosati, the Tocharian form mussa (“thief”) is attested.

Philosophical concepts were also transmitted: Sanskrit akasa became akac
(“cosmos™) in Sogdian, and paraloka appeared as paradok (“the next world”).
Among material culture terms, Sanskrit sazikha became sunk (“conch”) in Sogdian
and later sund in Parthian; ratza became ratn (“gem”) in Sogdian; and ghantika
appears as kantik (“bell””) in Sogdian and Tocharian.

Other areas of borrowing include administrative and geographical vocabulary:
Pali/Prakrit pattana became pattan (“small city”’) in Sogdian; Sanskrit loka (“world”)
was borrowed as ooka in Buddhist Sogdian; samudra became smutr (“ocean”) in
Sogdian; Prakrit arisam appeared as arsanx (“hemorrhoid”); and Pali/Gandhari
yojana was rendered as yucan (a distance measure of approximately 12 km) in
Sogdian.

In the subsequent period, the rise of Turkic political structures in Central Asia
and the introduction of Islamic civilization led to the predominance of Arabic and
Persian lexical layers. As a result, the process of Indo-Aryan borrowing slowed, and
many Eastern Iranian languages gradually fell out of use.

The linguistic interference between Middle Indo-Aryan and Eastern Iranian
languages—particularly during the Hellenistic and Kushan periods—was shaped by
political, commercial, and Buddbhist factors, leaving a lasting imprint on the history of
language and culture in Central Asia. The remarkable intensity of the contact between
now-extinct Sogdian and Sanskrit demonstrates that the speakers of these languages
were in continuous communication with one another [Sadullayev 2021: 912]. In some
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instances, Sanskrit-derived words entered Sogdian and other languages, while in
other cases, Bactrian and Sogdian words were adopted into Sanskrit, Prakrit, and Pali
[Sa’dullayev 2024: 908].

The study of words borrowed from Eastern Iranian languages into Indo-Aryan
(primarily Middle Indo-Aryan) has been undertaken by scholars such as Nicholas
Sims-Williams, Tremblay, Hitch, and Schoubben. Notably, Schoubben examined the
Niya Prakrit corpus and identified 131 words borrowed from Eastern Iranian
languages, primarily from Bactrian, for detailed analysis [Schoubben: 25].

Importantly, the researcher rejected the etymology of 24 of these 131 borrowed
words, and also examined 10 proper nouns, concluding that they were not borrowings.
Schoubben confidently argued that 56 words were directly borrowed from Bactrian,
while 24 others entered Prakrit via Bactrian mediation from other Iranian languages.

According to Schoubben, words such as avimdama (“punishment, fine”), ksuna
(“date, reign period”), gusura (“prince”), lasi (“gift”), sada (“joyful, pleased’), and
amtagi (“local”’) were borrowed directly from Bactrian into Prakrit.

Words such as ajhate (“free, noble™), spasa (‘“observe, guard”), and tavastaga
(“carpet”) were derived from Parthian or Sogdian, while namata (“felt, thin woolen
fabric”), parivanae (“load, to load”), and raji (“woolen garment”) may have entered
Prakrit from Sogdian or the Khotanese dialect of Saka.

CONCLUSION

This study addressed the complex problem of linguistic contact and
etymological relationships between Ancient Indo-Aryan languages—Sanskrit, Prakrit,
and Pali—and Ancient Iranian languages, including Avestan, Bactrian, Sogdian, and
Old Persian. The central question raised in the introduction concerned the
determination of the direction and extent of lexical influence between these language
groups, as well as the identification of misconceptions arising from stereotypical
assumptions about borrowing.

Through a systematic application of comparative-linguistic and etymological
methods, the research analyzed phonological, semantic, and historical aspects of
textual materials from religious, epic, and everyday sources. This approach enabled
the differentiation between inherited cognates and true lexical borrowings, while also
clarifying the role of shared Proto-Indo-Iranian heritage in explaining lexical and
grammatical parallels. Historical, cultural, and religious contexts were incorporated
to reconstruct the dynamics of language contact, including the influence of political
and economic structures, as well as the spread of Buddhism, on the diffusion of Indo-
Aryan elements into Eastern Iranian languages.
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The results demonstrate that a substantial portion of shared vocabulary and
grammatical structures reflects a common ancestry rather than unilateral borrowing.
Active linguistic interaction began during the Hellenistic period and peaked with the
transmission of Buddhist terminology across Central Asia, particularly affecting
Sogdian and Bactrian. The study also highlights reciprocal borrowing between
Middle Indo-Aryan and Eastern Iranian languages, showing that linguistic exchange
was multidirectional and context-dependent. Misinterpretations and disinformation,
such as overstated assumptions of Sanskrit’s unilateral influence, were critically
evaluated and corrected.

In conclusion, the research provides a scientifically grounded resolution to the
problem posed in the introduction: by combining comparative and historical analysis
with careful consideration of sociocultural factors, it reconstructs the patterns of
lexical and grammatical contact between Indo-Aryan and lranian languages and
refutes prevailing stereotypes, offering a nuanced understanding of ancient linguistic
Interactions.
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