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Abstract:

This research investigated diachronic variation in Urdu writings in prose. In the present
research, representative writers of prose from different ages were selected for analysis of
their writings for language variation. These writers are Mir Aman, Asad ul Allah Ghalib,
Deputy Nazeer Ahmed, Saadat Hasan Munto, Qurat ul Ain Haider, and Ahmad Nadeem
Qasmi. The investigation indicated that Urdu prose writings had undergone a complex
evolution. The analysis reveals that the old version of Urdu writing processed through
complex fruition. The complex, wordy and logquacious fabric of Urdu language changes
into a simple and communicative lingua franca. However, this simplicity does not turn
new language into taciturn usage of language. Different phases of evolution were found
as the key variational milestones in Urdu prose. These variational segments and
proportional combination of the words from different languages in Urdu prose are found
as significant findings in this research.

Introduction:

Urdu prose was developed in the 19" century with the efforts of Gil Christ at Fort
William College. Poetry was a dominant genre of the early Urdu period. Persian and
Arabic lexicon with their syntactic structures were the only writings in prose but they
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cannot be identified as pieces of Urdu prose. The earlier prose writings in Urdu were
translations of different religious, mystic and folk literature. This beginning was
transformed into Urdu prose. Different writers contributed through their writings in
different ages to change the shape of Urdu prose.

Language variation is a signal to reveal different aspects of social identity, social status,
gender, age, ethnicity and membership of different groups of society (Holmes, 2013;
Wardhaugh, 2005). One of the important tasks in sociolinguistics is to measure variation
and change of language in society. There exists a considerable internal variation in
language among the users for specific purposes in society but this variation has its limits
according to the acceptable forms of accuracy in a language (Wardhaugh, 2005).
Research may have synchronic or diachronic evolution for linguistic items as a diachronic
approach of Traugott and Trousdale (2013) was used by Shao, Cai and Trousdale (2019)
for Investigation of ‘A Bunch of NOUN’. The variation may be analysed in
pronunciation (spellings if written), choice of words, and grammatical constructions.
Following are the changes that can occur in the languages:

i Lexical: Etymologically languages can borrow words from different languages
for communication in society. Languages also drop or lose many obsolete and
archaic words.

Phonological: Many changes are sound related. William Labov (1963, 1966) has
produced an important contribution to describe the relationship between society and
change in sounds. Labov has described in detail that there may occur a cycle of change in
the phonemic sounds (vowel Shift) due to media broadcast and other reasons.

Spellings: Spellings are an orthographic representation of spoken words. This
orthography of words is representative of their sounds. Still, the borrowing and ease for
writing and reading have manipulated the spellings. The words drop the final alphabet of
spellings or add some alphabets within a word.

Semantic: Lexical items change their meanings diachronically. These changes may occur
on the following four aspects:

Pejoration, negative meanings are linked with the words
Amelioration, positive meanings are linked with words
Widening, term acquires broad meanings

Narrowing, a term acquires narrow meanings

Syntax: Syntactic representation of the sentence becomes more complex or simple having
different types of adjectives and their placement.

Along with different social variables, the language variation may be linked with age,
gender and geography. Language variation can be examined through both diachronic and
synchronic linguistics. Language has a symbolic utility for the control of society and
power emerges through certain varieties and standards of language (Bourdieu, 1991).
Power plays an important role in the development of a language and sometimes the
external and internal factors work side by side for this process of evolution as we are
going to discuss the case of Urdu.
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i. Literature Review:

Before the birth of Christ, Sanskrit was the language that was used in India. Sanskrit is a
broad language that has the quality to perform all the functions of a language in both
literature and communication. However, with the social and historical changes, the local
languages that are known as ‘Prakrat’ replaced Sanskrit (Qadri, 1988). Around 50 BC,
during the reign of Raja Vikarmajeet, a pandit Dararochi (1868) wrote a book of the
grammar for the language Braj Bhasha. This two thousand years old book was reprinted
in 1868 from London. This book has many words that are now part of the present Urdu
language.

Alexander the Great invaded India in 325 BC and Arab traders visited India after
569A.D, which caused the origin of the Urdu language. Urdu has many developmental
phases in its production. Even Ghalib has used the word Reekhta for the Urdu language:

S 2 O ) el S A
Translation: Ghalib! You are not alone the master of Reekhta.

In response to Shahjahan’s letter, the Mogul Emperor Alamgir wrote the word ‘Hindi’ in
his Urdu language (quoted in Qadri, 1988):

‘:“"“u'.'h"‘u.-.“ AfWDJyJéuAﬁJuaBkﬁqu‘ GJJT!OQJJJASL’JLQ OLQJé‘j
Translation: King decrees that signature must be made in Hindi, and here it is done to
make it a reference

Molana Muhammad Bagir Aagah Dakini (1791) wrote the reason for his writing as
Dakini Urdu in these words (quoted in Qadri, 1988):

0t LS o o S S 930) L) o LS odbu ) dilia S 9 LS S s oL e gsibe) e )
O o R (A8 e g Al ) O O g e Sl ) S Gl g i A8 Sl g LS
Translation: | have not written poetry in these magazines but expressed myself in simple
language which is not Urdu because the people of this city do not know it. Dear brother!
These magazines are in the Dakini language.

This discussion indicates that the Urdu language was developed under the
influence of many languages and it has developed itself as a lingua franca for the people.
Dr. Jamil Jalbi (1987) has discussed in detail the differences in Urdu language usage
between the Northern and Southern parts of the subcontinent of India. He has provided
examples to prove the fact that in the beginning usage of Persian words was considered
inapt for Urdu lexis and syntax. Hatim (1755-56) in his preface to poetical works
criticized the usage of Persian words in Urdu. In this reference, he quoted the verse of
Aabro (1733) from his “Diwan-e-Qadeem” (quoted in Jalbi, 1987):

i g dad S uld (e i) 2 Y AS s

o A o SR S ol dad S

Translation: Person who uses Persian words in Reekhta
His verbs are worse and Reekhta is impure.

There are ample examples available for the intermingling of verbs, adjectives, and
transformation of words meanings and writing scripts (spellings) and syntax that later
achieved the status of standard Urdu language. Over centuries Urdu language
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continuously changed itself and sometimes it is difficult to conclude the process of
development of the Urdu language. However, it is an admitted fact that on Urdu there
were influences of many languages among which main languages are Sanskrit or Hindi,
Persian, Arabic, and English.

2.1 The historical roles of Sanskrit, Persian and English in the development of Urdu:

South Asia (India, Pakistan, Nepal Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Bhutan and Maldives) is
known as ‘the linguistic laboratory of the world” because of its linguistic diversity with
four language families and more than six hundred and fifty languages (Bhatia & Ritchie,
2013). Language contact affects the shape and usability of a language. It also develops a
new environment for the birth of new languages. For the evolution of Urdu, the major
contribution in this process was of Sanskrit, Persian and English. Hindi and Urdu both are
intelligible but Hindi is written in Devanagri script having traditions of Sanskrit while
Urdu is written in Preso-Arabic script having Persian and Arabic literary traditions
(Bhatia & Ritchie, 2013). Urdu language accepted the influences of Hindi (Sanskrit) and
shaped itself as a more rich language.

2.1.1 Sanskrit:

¢ Sanskrit was the language of all the religious books of Hindu’s in Indo-Pak. The old
literature in Sanskrit produced the basic philosophies in this geography (Bhasham, 1954).

¢ Sanskrit was the basic language that played an important role in the process of the
Aryanization of Dravidian and other languages.

¢ Dravidian languages have borrowed many syntactic and lexical features from Sanskrit.
According to Sjoberg and Sjoberg (1956), about 20% of the non-cultural part of basic
vocabulary in literary Dravidian languages is loaned from Indo-Aryan mostly from
Sanskrit. This resulted not only in the replacement of content and function words but also
had a substantive impact on the phonological, morphological, and syntactic structures of
the Dravidian languages.

¢ Sanskrit has a deep-rooted effect and functions as a language in all the fields of life-
related to religion, philosophy, literature, inventions, and mathematics. Sanskrit has a
great impact on the culture of Indo-Pak (Bright & Ramanjuan, 1964).

2.1.2 Persian:

Persian came into contact in the region of Indo-Pak after the invasion of Mahmud
Ghaznavi in the twelfth century. This language contact has four stages:

i. Linguistic isolationism(1150-1400): In this period, Persian remained in isolation for
these two centuries. A study of official documents and inscriptions from Rajasthan
during this period, reveals facts and borrowing patterns that there are only two words
borrowed from Persian (Muhammad and Islam) that appear in the written documents of
all Indian languages.

I. Linguistic accommodation (1400-1600): In the second phase, about twenty words that
are used for royal administration and military organization were borrowed into Hindi
from Persian (e.g., fauz ‘army,’ shahanshaah ‘king,” hukum ‘order’).

i. Linguistic assimilation (1600-1750): In the third phase, Persian borrowings began after
the fusion of the two distinct cultures. Linguistic borrowing took place at all the levels of
lexicon, morphology and syntax of the Persian language.

I. Linguistic acculturation (1750-1836): In this last phase, Persian acquired the
administrative role as a language. The effects were on the social and educational domains.
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Persian was the language of court and power began to shift gradually in favor of Persian.
Different religious books of Hindu culture and religion like Mahabharata, Ramayana,
Shivapurana, and the Bhagavad-Gita were being read in Persian.

The language-contact situation with Persian was different from the Sanskritization
of Indian languages.

= Persian was the language of foreign rulers, therefore, it was viewed as an imposed
language. The hostility of the natives of the land was natural against the Persian language.
The Persianization and Arbicization took a new shape in Pakistan and India. In Pakistan,
Hindi was restricted and in India Persian and Arabic were restricted.

The effects of Sanskrit and Persianization on Indian languages were both on the lexicon
(content and function words) as well as on grammar. Inflectional Morphology (plural
markers) and word compounding with Persian became a part of modern Indo-Aryan
languages e.g. (sher-e-panjaab ‘the tiger of Punjab’ rather than— panjaab kaa sher
‘Punjab’s tiger) (Abidi & Gargesh, 2008).

2.1.3 English:

English is an important linguistic factor of South Asia (SA) in general but of India and
Pakistan in particular. English began to develop its roots in education during the British
colonial era. The aim of educational policies was not to introduce an additive bilingual
education (English + Indian languages) in India but to set a stage for subtractive
bilingualism (monolingualism in English). The following statement of Lord Macaulay’s
Minute (Feb 02, 1835) reflects his negative attitude not only towards Indian languages but
also toward the languages of Southwest Asia — particularly, Arabic.
I have no knowledge of either Sanskrit or Arabic. However, | have done what | could to
form a correct estimate of their value . . . I am quite ready to take the oriental learning at
the valuation of the orientalists themselves. | have never found one amongst them who
could deny that a single shelf of a good European library was worth the whole native
literature of India and Arabia (Bhatia & Ritchie, 2013).
= English enjoyed the status as the language of the colonial power and holds its place
in the Indian linguistic mosaic.
= English has occupied domains such as education, law, government, media, and
science and technology, which once belonged to either Sanskrit or Persian.
= English has become one of the official languages of the nation and thus continues to
enjoy the patronage of the Indian and Pakistani elite.

We can conclude that Urdu in India was largely nourished naturally rather than by
the forces of prescriptivism. This means to say Urdu in India is shaped primarily by
natural forces of networking and communication (e.g., media, trade, multiple identities)
rather than being the result of externally imposed models and government planning. The
process may be visualized through the following figure: 1.

Sources and Processes of Urdu:
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Linguistic diversity Promotion (grow)

Sources Socio cultural diversity -~ ———» processes

Language contact Termination(dies)

Reshaping the language
Sanskrit Persian English
RISE / \all / \
Promotion Termination
Figure: 1

Table:1. The Influences of three languages on Urdu may be surveyed with the

following
Sanskrit Persian English
History History History
Sources 1)Indo-European Indo-Aryan, and Dravidian British colonial era,
Languages languages and Turkish ruler Macaulay’s education
12 major...... 6 minor Mahmud Gaznavi. policies. Three types of
education, the
2)Dravidian Languages Englishization of
3)Munda and Mon-Khmer Indian languages.
languages
4)Tibeto-Burrnan
Languages
Promotion Hindu scriptures, classical Four stages The official language
literature, philosophical i. Linguistic isolationism of the nation.
and technical literature. (1150-1400): two words An integral part of the
Sanskrit education by the borrowed from Persian Indian linguistic
Brahmins and royal (Muhammad and Islam). mosaic.
patronage. Aryanization of |i. Linguistic accommodation
Dravidian and other (1400-1600): 20 words
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languages.

related to royal
administration and military
organization. (e.g., fauz
‘army,” shahanshaah ‘king,’
hukum ‘order”).
I.  Linguistic assimilation
(1600-1750).
I. Linguistic acculturation
(1750-1836). Persianization
of Indian languages.

Revitalization

Domains;
Religion, philosophy,
poetics, science,
technology, etc.

Domains; Kashmiri culture,
law, sports, and business.

Domains
Such as education, law,
government, media,
and science and
technology.

English replaced Persian.

The process of

Termination | Persian replaced Sanskrit. nativization of Indian
English continues to
this day
Table: 1

The two specific cultural identities for Urdu are known as the states of Golkanda s3 J <
and Beejapur _s: s where Persian was used in the literature but the latter state has more
influence than the former state (Kashmiri, 2003). These arguments present a picture of
different shades and variational factors of the Urdu language.

Research Methods and Data Collection:

The data was collected from the writings of representatives of the ages from 1800 to
2000. There may be a different choice for some other type of analysis. However, it is a
descriptive effort to identify the pattern which is imprinted in Urdu prose. However, there
may be made different illustrations for the same. The data collection detail is given
below. The data is collected from the initial scripts of the writings of the writers.

Serial
1

2

Date Piece of Work Symbol Writer
1801 D sl N o) e
Bagh-o Bahar Meer Aman
1857 AU Szsose e - lle bagha B Glle dl sl
Letters of Ghalib: Meer Mehdi Asad- Allah Ghalib
Majroh key Naam
1920 sl D deal i (A5
Tubat-un-Noosoh Deputy Nazir Ahmed
1950 e (g @) S Guea lan
Pas Manzar Saadat Hassan Munto
1971 Lak& R s palll 3
Aag Ka Darya Qurat-ul-Ain Haider
1990 Jse 8 s I (anld 232 daa)

Kapas Ka Phool

Ahmed Nadeem Qasmi
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The initial paragraphs of the said scripts that contain about one thousand to fifteen
hundred words were analysed through content analysis and Key Words In Context
(KWIC) to collect the lexical items. These lexical items were examined through the
dictionary to know their origin and were organized according to language. The above-
stated symbols reveal the author who utilized them in their script. This exercise provided
the items from different languages and it becomes possible to analyse the utility of the
items in different combinations of language metaphors.

The collected items are shown in the following tables which represent author wise usage
of words in Urdu:

Table:2
Ol e
Meer Aman 1801
Hindi BIE L cJL}J ¢ A (Caila (o ‘J\S.A: oS cd@_): cLJ:\AAJ\ s\.'\n.ﬁ\ c).gg ‘_Tﬂ.@j\ uTJ
Liga 53 ¢ cgnn ¢ LN Ua ¢ 68 Ll oSl el o o (b i s(&“_aud)\_’a}m sl
PEVEIPEN cJ\j:v cJ@g c.@es
Persian ‘)\% ‘di_'\; CCOAT (AT Cx\.} céd.u c&\.} <Olok celdialy ‘JL“—] ch}u;\ e A\J" ‘?‘J] bl
OlScaiy cnw &y ad 2l OSa e e Hlg e A LA ddaa
‘e b «Ja ‘@\gm) by o ali g i ¢yl g yadi g8 (LS cel_': ‘M ‘O‘J)g
Arabic c)';\.:: (8 pa ¢ Huw ccuilally cuLkL.u ¢ glan (Cue c\J.J «ald s,~.|\); c(ﬁl; [JESTEN céb
s/\_sl)A ‘J)A\A cdll ‘f’?!)S $:A§ «Caand c({a\ﬁ [T TS Jile clc “"_u\_u: cJae ccllae
2 (rua c)ru ee bl o galy Jad oyl ((Sala oSt ¢ yilica
Sanskrit NIL
Turkish G933 ¢yl
English NIL
Qlle dth o)
1857Asad Ullah Ghalib
Hindi Ui e (02 o ol Blise il ) eo sl Ko e
‘g._\.;c\)\.ﬁﬁso)ajg‘w\ﬁ‘dﬁ
.ﬁa)‘))s‘su}gsoj_;}acd.aui_,jc\.@ﬁc\,ﬁc(M)dﬁc‘;ﬂ.&ssﬁuc%mujdco:\?c\ﬁ}ﬁc/____ﬁf\?
(g ae BaciS ¢ ogaed Saeli saciilan i sen eagle e (2
CR gda ¢ ‘L"Sl; [RTEN cﬁcu@cuﬂgc\jcd\c& ‘C).J.S‘f‘-’..‘/_—}‘_):‘@-.‘:‘@\;"w\
Persian | el s el la 53 ¢ e by A cna il a2 el 830 cguy Ok« R
“;1@.3.\) ‘elé_]\ ‘L;‘,_'\S SO s)'g)za ¢ U\aj);é ‘@)S S OIS Al 4(3;11..1) RY|IN
Arabic ¢l (Jila c(-a.f; (adade (Cudle ¢ yha ¢ A i ‘(‘\5‘3 “_;_.,é; “;‘u&l\ salaa (sl caliul
‘?)X"‘ B (B g 63y g coll g cel:'a.'l (San cndd) 1 giSa Qe (2 s (siha (s ‘?Jﬁ
“)?.m el
Sanskri NIL
t
Turkish NIL
EnglISh (OS5 = « SIS ESE
daal )m.s &i
Deputy Nazir Ahmed 1920
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Hindi

Uipe egaS ¢ L clila clga ga el ‘631;".'\ Uoer e e
jﬁ‘)&:}‘ng‘\i}ngg‘\jg‘u&)gs,\?gs@g‘u:\\‘)jd:\hd\‘@a\su.;‘\j;\‘)\)'gs‘sﬁi\;i\‘)és\@j\
ci\i.‘»cdhm\.}})cjjc(‘)?ﬁ:)ulzm c&c%cJ&Jﬁc%cﬁA@ eola oo gl (S
UJ\:’ ‘Lg.ﬁ‘ujﬁs)\:\s\ ‘.@3\_‘1“5'34“dS‘Q\)ﬁ%@ﬁéﬁsw‘gxﬁséﬁ‘é&\;@‘és\)}ﬁs‘m

Persian

c&z:\n.? Al ¢ lard ¢ 86 Sy e o0 g ¢ lam cdly e il ¢yl b AR cl.?.'f}
s.\.'a)'g cJ\)'g s(;)g ‘L‘!.\m €A i ¢ g ) o) caddy cand s,\j\g}.: <8 ¢ el A
¢ &j\...\c‘)zaccﬁ‘)aa <L cuj\‘)..g)cASchu}j\} c%&d%c&t;&cﬁy ‘o sla
Jda 6‘5.\@.).\) ¢Jga thé)g

Arabic

AR G oS i (a6 ¢ e <l el ol (DAL (Y e slae cclidla
¢l c‘)i.ﬁa S (il ‘GSL:I: AIKP ‘?)‘“’ L) (e &I ¢ )9d dled (ol
e ‘&\ULA ‘d)S TN (Lad ‘L._x;a)ﬁ s.:\._._\)é sua)s (U e ‘QJ\._._\:; ‘(JL:; “_uch ‘C)L
(Cray el cL.ﬁ_g§_94 cui;}e ¢ ga ‘B.J.A‘JA “Lll!.d ‘C)A (Cuuaq uﬁ\}wq «Jida (@
shiecayh c‘saj Qg Cady ¢l ¢ i g (Cana g cCudia g (b g caaian

Sanskri
t

Turkis
h

NIL

English

NIL

‘9& STEN il
Saadat Hassan Munto 1950

Hindi

c&l.u)..:c\)._un.i.ﬂc.@l\.‘acéac&sﬁ|)c£%coﬂcﬁcdc%c@lﬁcw\’U)A’G‘

‘Uj\;s;i*@js\ﬁlgjsﬁﬁswd%caﬁ‘dggc%sw;&@sm@sﬁcuﬂgcﬁ_jcﬁﬁ

cdi_'\ 61.'\.43 c(e\.ﬁ)‘).\.d:u(u; c‘sgs A2 c\.'}.@a_.m.u ST T cU:U o > s.%jgtt)_;
¢ ‘U‘M‘uexj‘d\-ﬁ‘e)“i‘e‘té‘uaﬁ

Persian

A O ¢Ola o) Qs su_ﬂ;_\:a ‘cJI% = ‘JA‘).} ¢Uib ¢l gn ‘Jtiﬁ)g ‘J’_}J ¢ b ‘e\;_'a\
‘(“Lq'.’ ‘AE’JS ‘UM“JS IaEEN (,S ‘(ﬁs J.‘ Y’S ‘els PRI 6\‘}»: cuigdi\‘)JJ cJ.A\JJ ¢ ,_..MS SPEN
o Ok

Arabic

¢ A e Sa (D an il 62 A Cldy ealagl ¢ HLAL camy ¢ Hdat ccayla c‘saé_\ se)la.a
‘J}L c;i.ﬁnc,\_’aug)ﬁ: ‘g\)ﬁ‘ﬁgh‘@h‘)ﬂwaam‘@ﬁ (A ceﬁi
(e ) e ¢ candia calalaa ot po Ui e jle g B cliand (eilad (e (e
A < s s edld < s pa o 5 ) e b

Sanskrit

NIL

o

Turkish

English

S1p5S l eCiiad ) K (S S Jus iy ol sy

BYEQUEiE:
Qurat-ul-Ain Haider 1971

Hindi

‘u_“dl_} L;d'\ ‘u.nj\ (S ‘C\gY\ ct\:\:\ ‘ujlg: gl ‘L_sj‘h': <SS ‘.@:1111 cU.@j:\g cob Ul O cu_\\.@_\
‘%\ﬁ'cu‘)ﬁ e AP E ‘h)\ﬂ_v cd}g_\ e\.\e.u,ﬁ cAj.:a Cpmag ¢l ¢l ¢ Al ‘\‘)go_\
colad ¢ J gad i jal c(djg_\) [EPENILEN cc'ngA L& (s s & B Sl

N . ~ . . w é. %

AR ‘(?L’) ‘;\MJ\‘)M csbj:\u c\?}u ‘(V"L‘) (g sujl...u PPk I cl.é_) “_;QJJ LN
S50 T 1 1 e (EIES s 535 05 1S LS S
“;11.1 s(e\.’a) ‘54_"1‘)1,33‘5 “_AL‘...):‘ “sdsjl.u “)1,:\ cle.:ﬁ\ ‘((’U) Sha yi (g c)\? (e e\.'\.gl dﬁ‘}S s‘)?J

Ly ¢ 31 iy

Persian

co\ﬂucé‘}uc‘)}jcd‘).ajcdﬁz‘j‘)ujj‘)cﬁiu\‘)c‘)\‘}g‘)\)ﬁmc&ijdc‘}gﬁc‘)ﬁc‘}\}]
@j)\j&)}acﬁ.ﬁnﬂc;‘u\:ﬂﬁs

Arabic

‘) c?lcg._ﬂtla‘g”_\u‘dmi“smyai‘d;c)w\ c‘_;,\l.;\ ‘Q}‘&})ﬁ‘d\:\icﬁ

D VT 9 ccvu\ (atiiie ¢ il (S
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4. | Sanskrit (eU) e cuj\...g):! cu.éj\.m cJ\.g ‘()1,.1)1.15\3 RS o ‘?‘
5. | Turkish NIL
6. | English NIL
W\é Al daa)
Ahmed Nadeem Qasmi 1990
1. Hindi N ‘.gj" Ll (b ) ‘Uj\;’ ‘Cj? (O oAl cp ‘)?\A sU?S (o s\j..a “..—’L‘ ‘L‘?‘l? ‘C‘
[JESEN c)ﬁc& cua,);mf\ ey cﬁu s\J}:}. ‘9 cUﬁ&.ﬂ: cia\.g.g ‘u»ng c.mj.; cuit..\ cl_'\ijg_j
‘.@.5\&1“;.4_)“ «Sg) a3 <R (g so)ﬁc)i% cul_}j%c\.u___\; O LSalea
cfés)aéscdgs c_)§ cuj\g (1 6S ¢ S oS (LileS cain\.gﬁ 6‘;:\...\5 c(d.::u)h}m Uit cgnam
¢u\.._.\js LGy “5.\1_: e eh@e}.} eJU e S c})gx.f\} ‘ﬁjﬁaj}f ‘\5\3:1 ey )
2. Persian ‘6):’“3:‘5"“‘)“"L“"j})‘)‘):m‘U‘J‘OF“T’\F‘&‘%‘&@‘#‘C"\;"U‘Q
a0k (s
3. Arabic (cuae ale s(e\_'a) Qlal ) caadla sa)L'; PN (O S ¢ g ¢ () cg_h)ln
¢ s cd.&.q ¢ i (S shan (e ¢ Hla ccanlal c(-».uﬁ ‘?ﬁ Lad s(elj) U.-.'JCS‘Q ‘raal
LJLA‘JJF‘@ms(eU)‘Ac&J\)‘\)?\
4. | Sanskrit NIL
5. | Turkish NIL
6. | English BOW

Here in Table:2, we find that there are words from different origins and different authors
have utilized them in different eras in a different combination. This usage of language
created a linguistic variation not only in choices of words but also in patterns and
stylistics of the language. Some of these phases are identified as, formal, conversational,
metaphorical, global, symbolic and religious mythological segments.

Results:

Variation of usage of words:

Collected data reveals the following analysis regarding the usage of words in Urdu related
to different languages.

Hindi | Persian | Arabic | Sanskrit | Turkish | English | Total

Meer Aman 31 34 36 02 103

Ghalib 58 24 28 03 113

Nazir Ahmed 60 46 63 01 170

Munto 50 26 40 02 05 123

Qurat-ul-Ain Haider 76 17 18 07 118

Ahmed Nadeem 69 19 29 01 118
Qasmi

344 166 214 08 04 09 745

Table: 3 The data reveals that there is an increase in Hindi words in the later works
of authors and Persian and Arabic words are decreased. This fact becomes more
visible when it is analysed in percentage.

Results in Percentage

Hindi

Persian

Arabic

Sanskrit

Turkish

English

Total

Meer Aman

30.1

33.09

35.00

0

1.94

0

100
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Ghalib 51.32 | 21.23 24.77 0 0 2.65 100

Nazir Ahmed 35.30 | 27.00 37.05 0.58 0 0 100
Munto 40.65 | 21.13 32.52 0 1.62 4.65 100
Qurat-ul-Ain Haider 64.40 | 14.40 15.25 5.93 0 0 100
Ahmed Nadeem Qasmi 58.47 | 16.01 24.57 0 0 0.84 100

Table:4

The results reveal that Hindi words are most commonly used in all the six writers
of Urdu prose. However, there is a variation in the combination of Hindi, Persian, and
Arabic words. During 1800, Meer Aman has used Hindi, Arabic and Persian words in
equal combination. After this in the 1850’s the usage of Persian words is decreased from
33 percent to 21 percent and Hindi words are increased from 30 percent to 51 percent. In
the 1920’s, once again we find an approximately equal combination of Hindi, Persian and
Arabic words. However, Persian words were in decreased utility. During the 1950’s
Persian words were further decreased and Hindi words were increased up to 40 percent
and the utility of the Arabic words were on the second rank. During this period, English
words were being incorporated into Urdu prose. During the 1970’s both the Persian and
Arabic words were further decreased and Hindi words were highly increased. While
Sanskrit words were also used. During the 2000’s the same tendency prevailed with an
exceptional increase of Arabic and English words. The continuum of the usage of words
of different languages can be revealed with the following equation.

The sign ‘<’ reveals increase while >’ reveals decrease.
Hindi = 30 < 51 >35 <40<64>58

Persian= 33>21<27>21>14>16

Arabic= 35>24<37>32>15>24

This continuum reveals overall Persian, Arabic words were decreased, and Hindi words
were increased during the last two hundred years. The same may be endorsed as both
inter-languages and intra-language variation diachronically. Franco and Sali (2020) have
also shown the lexical variation in English patterns over the twentieth century.

i. Variation in Style:

As discussed in previous lines the combination of words has been changed during the last
two centuries. At the start, there was found a high Persian stylistic effect on Urdu writings
of Meer Aman. However, in Ghalib, this Persian stylistic effect was started diluting itself
with a conversational style of daily language. Nazeer Ahmed changes his style that was
simple in narrative and without any complicated metaphors or pithy language styles.
During the 1950’s Munto expressed the simple common man’s abstract aesthetic senses
through expressive language that can bear the inner conflict of the human mind and soul.
Here we find simple language in style but loaded with high themes. In the 1970’s Qurat ul
Ain Haider changed the style completely by using words that express more abstract and
visionary words heavy with symbolic metaphors. She turned the style of prose into a
symbolic monograph. Ahmed Nadeem Qasmi represents the common man’s local
experiences which were not entertained before this in prose. His efforts brought many
new common themes and words which represent the common man’s society and common
man’s vocabulary items having the universal theme of humanity. Thus, we find that style
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in prose is continuously in transition and can be elaborated with more detail and
explanations.
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