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Abstract—Angika is an Eastern Indo-Aryan language
spoken primarily in the eastern region of Bihar and ad-
joining areas of Jharkhand. Despite its long history and a
substantial speaker community, it remains one of the least
documented languages of the Indo-Aryan family. Ow-
ing to geographical proximity and historical classification,
Angika has often been regarded as a regional variety of
Hindi or Maithili. However, a closer examination of its
grammatical structure reveals systematic linguistic char-
acteristics that distinguish it from Standard Hindi. This
paper presents a comparative analysis of the major lin-
guistic differences between Angika and Hindi with par-
ticular emphasis on morphology and syntax. Using natu-
rally occurring examples accompanied by phonetic tran-
scription and interlinear glossing, the present study ex-
amines differences in verbal agreement, tense and aspect
formation, pronominal systems, honorificity, case mark-
ing, pluralization, possessive constructions, conjunctive
participles and emphatic particles. The analysis demon-
strates that Angika exhibits little or no grammatical gen-
der agreement in verbal morphology, employs an elabo-
rate honorific-based agreement system and displays ag-
glutinative morphological processes that differ substan-
tially from the inflectional patterns found in Hindi. The
study contributes to the linguistic documentation of an
under-resourced Indo-Aryan language and provides a de-
scriptive foundation for future comparative, typological
and computational research. A systematic understanding
of these linguistic differences is also expected to support
the development of more accurate natural language pro-
cessing tools and machine translation systems for Angika.

Keywords—Angika; Hindi; Linguistic divergence; Mor-
phosyntax; verbal agreement; Agglutination.

I. Introduction

The Indo-Aryan language family comprises a large number
of genetically related languages spoken throughout the In-
dian subcontinent. Although these languages share a com-
mon historical origin, they differ considerably in their phono-
logical, morphological, syntactic and lexical characteristics.
Comparative studies of closely related Indo-Aryan languages
are essential for understanding language change, grammat-

ical variation and typological diversity. Such studies also
provide valuable linguistic resources for developing compu-
tational tools for under-resourced languages.
Angika is an Eastern Indo-Aryan language belonging to the

Bihari subgroup of the Indo-Aryan family. It is spoken pre-
dominantly in the historical Anga region of eastern Bihar, par-
ticularly in the districts of Bhagalpur, Banka, Katihar, Purnia,
Madhepura, Saharsa, Munger and Sheikhpura. The language
is also spoken in parts of Sahibganj and Godda districts of
Jharkhand, the Malda district of West Bengal and neighbour-
ing areas of Nepal(Regmi, 2017). According to the Mother
Tongue Survey of India(2023)1, Angika continues to serve
as an important medium of everyday communication across
these regions. It is written primarily in the Devanagari script,
while historical sources indicate that Anga Lipi and later the
Kaithi script were also used for writing the language. George
A. Grierson classified Angika within the Bihari languages in
the Linguistic Survey of India, where it was referred to as
Chika Chiki. Since the 1961 Census of India, the language
has been recorded under the name Angika. Although it has
not yet been included in the Eighth Schedule of the Constitu-
tion of India, it possesses a well-established linguistic identity
and continues to be used by a large speech community. Be-
cause of its geographical proximity to the Hindi-speaking re-
gion and its historical associationwith other Bihari languages,
Angika has frequently been described as a variety of Hindi or
Maithili. Such classifications, however, do not adequately re-
flect its grammatical structure. Earlier linguistic studies have
shown that Angika differs substantially from Standard Hindi
in several domains, including verbal agreement, case mark-
ing, pronominal systems, honorificity, nominal morphology
and clause structure. Many of these features are shared with
other Eastern Indo-Aryan languages, while others are distinc-
tive to Angika itself.
The present paper presents a detailed comparison of the

major linguistic divergences between Angika and Standard
Hindi i.e Khadiboli using naturally occurring examples drawn
from Angika texts. The discussion focuses on verbal agree-
ment, tense and aspect, pronominal systems, honorific dis-
tinctions, case marking, pluralization, possessive construc-
tions, emphatic particles and conjunctive participles. By
documenting these grammatical differences, the study con-
tributes to the linguistic description of Angika and provides a
useful reference for comparative Indo-Aryan linguistics, lan-

1https://language.census.gov.in/infographics/data/showMTSIdata
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guage documentation and computational research involving
under-resourced Indian languages. These structural differ-
ences have important implications not only for descriptive
and comparative linguistics but also for computational appli-
cations such as morphological analysis, syntactic parsing and
machine translation.
The paper is divided into five sections. The section two is

Review of Literature, section three deals with methodology,
section four explains linguistics divergence between Angika
and Hindi. Lastly we conclude the paper in section five.

II. Review of Literature

Although research on Angika remains limited compared with
other Indo-Aryan languages, the existing literature has pro-
gressively enhanced our understanding of its linguistic struc-
ture and sociolinguistic status. Previous studies have exam-
ined its historical classification, language use, phonetic char-
acteristics, morphosyntactic features and emerging computa-
tional resources, establishing Angika as a distinct and struc-
turally rich Eastern Indo-Aryan language.
To establish the sociolinguistic baseline of the language,

Regmi(2017) provides a comprehensive, data-driven pro-
file of the Angika speech community. Utilizing partici-
patory methods and wordlist comparisons, Regmi’s report
challenges previous classifications that labeled Angika as a
”threatened” language. Instead, the study empirically demon-
strates that Angika possesses a ”vigorous” vitality, charac-
terized by near-universal intergenerational transmission and
deep community loyalty, firmly establishing it as an indepen-
dent and actively spoken language in the region.
Kumar(2025) taking a diachronic sociolinguistic approach

examines the variation in Angika copular verbs (chh versus
chhik). The study reveals a significant generational shift:
while older speakers tend to use the Maithili-associated chh,
the younger generation predominantly utilizes chhik. Kumar
argues that this morphological variation is not random but
represents a conscious assertion of a distinct, modern Angika
identity, further separating it from Maithili influence.
Chandrana and Pandey(2022) details the micro-syntactic

structure of Angika. The authors highlight that Angika lacks
a distinct category of definite articles, relying instead on
demonstratives and numeral classifiers. Furthermore, the
paper illustrates how Angika employs unique, agglutinative
genitive markers and specific word orders for quantifiers and
adjectives, distinguishing its nominal architecture from the
inflectional patterns seen in Central Indo-Aryan languages.
Chandrana and Garg (2021) examine agreement patterns in

Angika andMaithili, focusing on gender, number, person and
honorificity. Their analysis shows that verbal agreement in
Angika is primarily governed by person and honorific distinc-
tions rather than grammatical gender and number. The study
highlights important differences in the agreement systems of
the two languages and contributes to the understanding of
Angika verbal morphology. However, its scope is limited to
agreement phenomena and does not examine other aspects of
Angika grammar or its comparison with Standard Hindi.

Lahiri (2021) investigates the case systems of several East-
ern Indo-Aryan languages from a cognitive linguistic per-
spective. The study demonstrates that case markers in Angika
are multifunctional and exhibit semantic variation depending
on their grammatical and discourse contexts. By analysing
case marking within a broader cognitive framework, the book
provides valuable insights into the functional behaviour of
Angika case markers. However, the analysis is not intended
as a direct comparison between Angika and Standard Hindi
and therefore leaves broader morphosyntactic differences un-
explored.
Lahiri(2012) provides a specific cognitive explanation for

case syncretism in Angika. She explores why Angika uses
the exact same postpositional marker (se or sә̃) for both the
ablative and instrumental cases. Lahiri argues that Angika
speakers conceptually map the ”instrument” of an action as
its foundational ”source,” providing a logical, semantic reso-
lution to morphological overlaps that do not exist in Hindi or
Bangla.
Syntactic distinctiveness in Angika extends into its

negative constructions, as analyzed by Abbasi and Su-
laiman(2020). The study highlights a sharp morphologi-
cal contrast: while Urdu (and Hindi) relies on a context-
dependent, tripartite system of negative particles (mәt, nәhĩ,
nә), Angika utilizes a single, versatile negative particle (nE:).
The authors also demonstrate how Angika uses this single
particle to efficiently handle complex pragmatic functions,
including pre-suppositional negation and conveying positive
implicit meanings.
Dorr(1994) proposed a formal framework for addressing

lexical-semantic translation divergences using Lexical Con-
ceptual Structure (LCS) as an interlingua. The study catego-
rized divergences into seven classes and introduced Gener-
alized Linking Routines (GLR) and Canonical Syntactic Re-
alizations (CSR) to map language-independent structures to
surface syntax. Implemented in the UNITRAN system, the
parameterized approach effectively handled both individual
and interacting divergences, demonstrating the value of LCS
for robust and compositional machine translation.
Behera, Maurya, and Pandey(2016) analyzed linguistic

divergences in English-to-Bhojpuri machine translation us-
ing Dorr’s Lexical Conceptual Structure (LCS) framework.
They categorized syntactic and lexical-semantic divergences
and showed that Generalized Linking Routines (GLR) and
Canonical Syntactic Realizations (CSR) can effectively ad-
dress such variations. The study highlighted the limitations
of heuristic rules and emphasized the importance of univer-
sal structural frameworks for accurate MT of less-resourced
languages.

III. Methodology

In the present study The Angika data analyzed were selected
from a manually curated parallel corpus comprising 10,065
Angika–Hindi Parallel corpus. The Angika texts were col-
lected from six printed literary works, digitized throughOCR,
manually corrected and translated into Hindi to create a high-
quality Angika-Hindi parallel corpus. Examples representing
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major grammatical phenomena were extracted from this cor-
pus for qualitative comparative analysis.

IV. Linguistic Divergences Between Angika and
Hindi

While Angika and Standard Hindi share historical roots
within the Indo-Aryan language family, they exhibit pro-
found morphosyntactic, phonological and lexical diver-
gences. Hindi relies heavily on inflectional morphology with
strict gender-number agreements, whereas Angika demon-
strates agglutinative structure, gender-neutrality in verbs and
a complex honorific-based pronominal system. Understand-
ing these structural differences is critical for explaining the
computational challenges faced by machine translation mod-
els.
The paper systematically examines seven distinct mor-

phosyntactic phenomena that structurally differentiate the
two languages. The analysis begins with (1) the com-
plete lack of gender agreement in verbs, demonstrating how
Angika maintains gender neutrality across the past, continu-
ous, present, and future tenses, unlike Hindi’s strict gender
inflection. The section then explores divergences in (2) the
pluralization system, highlightingAngika’s use of uninflected
nouns with agglutinative markers, and (3) case markers and
postpositions, showing how Angika fuses reduced markers
directly onto noun stems. Furthermore, the text details the dif-
ferences in (4) emphatic particles and enclitics, (5) the mor-
phophonological vowel mutations used to create conjunctive
participles, and (6) the highly regular, agglutinative formation
of possessive and reflexive pronouns. Finally, it concludes
by outlining the contrasting syntactic formulas used for (7)
the present continuous tense construction.
The following subsections detail the primary linguistic di-

vergences between Angika and Hindi.

A. Lack of Gender Agreement in Verbs

In Standard Hindi, verbal morphology is heavily dependent
on grammatical gender, requiring strict agreement between
the verb and its subject (or object, in ergative constructions).
For instance, a masculine subject takes a masculine verb form
(rA:m@

>
dZA:t”A: HE: [masculine], ‘Ram goes’), while a femi-

nine subject necessitates a feminine verb form (si:t”A:
>
dZA:t”i:

HE: [feminine], ‘Sita goes’). In contrast, Angika exhibits
complete gender neutrality in its verbal paradigm. The verb
form remains entirely invariant regardless of whether the sub-
ject is masculine or feminine. This is evident in Angika where
both rA:m@

>
dZA:j

>
tShE: ‘Ram goes’ and si:t”A:

>
dZA:j

>
tShE: ’Sita

goes’ utilize the identical verb phrase >
dZA:j

>
tShE: ’goes’.

1) Past Tense

(1) so:n@mA:

Sonma.[Fem]
Ẽ:g@nHE:

courtyard.EMPH
sẽ:

from
g@r@

>
dZi:

roaring
ke:

having
bo:l@lE:

spoke

‘Sonma roared from the courtyard itself and spoke.’
Hindi: so:n@mA: Ã:g@n@ se: Hi: g@r@

>
dZ@ k@r@ bo:li:

(2) b@te:s@r@

Batesar.[Masc]
go:ssA:

anger
mẽ:

in
lA:l@

red
Ho:t”̃e:

becoming
bo:l@lE:

spoke
‘Batesar spoke with anger.’
Hindi: b@te:s@r@ gusse: mẽ: lA:l@ Ho:t”e: Hue:

bo:lA:

A comparative analysis of Examples (1) and (2) clearly
illustrates that typological divergence in the past tense. In
Angika, the past tense verb bo:l@lE: (‘spoke’) surfaces in an
identical form for both the feminine subject (so:n@mA:) and
the masculine subject (b@te:s@r@). The morphological struc-
ture of Angika prioritizes tense and person markers over gen-
der, resulting in a unified, gender-agnostic verbal suffix.
Conversely, Standard Hindi enforces gender concord on

the main verb. To express the exact same narrative event,
Hindi alters its verbal roots, requiring the feminine past tense
inflection -i: for the feminine subject Sonma (bo:li:) and
the masculine past tense inflection -A: for the masculine sub-
ject Batesar (bo:lA:). This fundamental lack of gender inflec-
tion in Angika significantly distinguishes it from the gender-
sensitive inflectional rules governing Central Indo-Aryan lan-
guages like Hindi.

2) Past Continuous Tense

(3) d”@m@j@nt”i:

Damayanti.[Fem]

>
tSu:lHA:

stove
thijÃ:

near
bE:th@li:

seated
so:

>
tSi:

thinking
r@H@lo:

remaining

>
tShe:lE:

was
‘Damayanti was thinking sitting near the stove.’
Hindi: d”@m@j@nt”i:

>
tSu:lHe: ke: pA:s@ bE:thi: so:

>
tS@

r@Hi: t”hi:

(4) @b@

now
t”Ã:j@

until
r@mUa:

Ramua.[Masc]
j@Hi:

this.only
so:

>
tSi:

thinking
r@H@lo:

remaining

>
tShe:lE:

was
‘Ramua was thinking only this till now.’
Hindi: @b@ t”@k@ r@mUa: j@Hi: so:

>
tS@ r@HA: t”hA:

Examples (3) and (4) demonstrate complete gender neu-
trality in the continuous aspect. In Standard Hindi, continu-
ous and progressive states mandate active gender agreement
on both the main verb’s aspectual marker and the auxiliary
verb. Thus, Hindi uses the feminine r@Hi: t”hi: for Damayanti
and the masculine r@HA: t”hA: for the masculine subject Ra-
mua. In stark contrast, Angika relies on a regularized, gender-
agnostic construction. Regardless of whether the subject is
masculine or feminine, Angika maintains the invariant con-
tinuous marker and auxiliary sequence r@H@lo:

>
tShe:lE:.

3) Present Tense

(5) suk@ri:

Shukri.[Fem]
khe:t”õ:

fields
mẽ:

in
@s@k@lli:je:

alone.EMPH
kA:m@

work
k@rE:

doing

>
tShE:

is
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‘Shukri works alone in the fields.’
Hindi: suk@ri: khe:t”õ: mẽ: @ke:li: Hi: kA:m@

k@r@t”i: HE:

(6) vis@nA:

Vishana.[Masc]
d”in@-d”in@

day-day
bh@ri:

full
khe:t”õ:

fields
mẽ:

in
kA:m@

work
k@rE:

doing

>
tShE:

is
‘Vishana works all day in the fields.’
Hindi: vis@nA: d”in@-d”in@ bh@r@ khe:t”õ: mẽ: kA:m@

k@r@t”A: HE:

The divergence in present tense constructions, as seen in
Examples (5) and (6), further highlights the fundamental mor-
phological differences between Angika and Hindi. In Hindi,
the present imperfective (habitual) suffix directly encodes the
gender of the subject, mutating the verb into the feminine
k@r@t”i: HE: or the masculine k@r@t”A: HE:. In Angika, this
distinction is entirely absent. The present tense verb phrase
k@rE:

>
tShE: acts as a universal, gender-agnostic marker ap-

plied uniformly to both the feminine subject Shukri and the
masculine subject Vishana.

4) Future Tense

(7) A:be:

now
kO:s@ljA:

Kaushalya.[Fem]
ke:

GEN

>
dZin@gi:

life
niHA:l@

fulfilled
Ho:j@

happen
E:t”E:

will.go
‘Kaushalya’s life will be fulfilled now.’
Hindi: @b@ kO:s@ljA: ki:

>
dZInd”@gi: niHA:l@ Ho:

>
dZA:e:gi:

(8) d”@s@

ten
sA:lo:

years
sẽ:

from
k@r

>
dZA:

debt
sẽ:

from
l@d”@lo:

loaded
m@̃g@l@

Mangal.[Masc]
A:p@no:

own
p@rivA:r@

family
s@me:t”@

with
m@ri:

die
>
dZE:t”E:

will.go
‘Loaded with debt for ten years, Mangal will die
along with his family.’
Hindi: d”@s@ sA:lõ: se: k@r

>
dZ@ se: l@d”A: m@̃g@l@

@p@ne: p@rivA:r@ s@me:t”@ m@r@
>
dZA:e:gA:

Finally, Examples (7) and (8) illustrate that gender inflec-
tion is equally absent in the Angika future tense. Standard
Hindi maps future tense gender using a strict -gA: (mascu-
line) / -gi: (feminine) / -ge: (plural) suffix paradigm, visi-
bly alternating between the feminine >

dZA:e:gi: and the mas-
culine >

dZA:e:gA:. Angika bypasses gender entirely, utiliz-
ing a person-based future paradigm. Consequently, it ap-
plies the identical third-person future suffixes, whether E:t”E:

or >
dZE:t”E:, uniformly, irrespective of whether the subject is

the feminine Kaushalya or the masculine Mangal.

B. Pluralization System

To pluralize nouns, Standard Hindi generally modifies the
terminal vowel of the noun (e.g., l@r@kA: → l@r@ke:). Cru-

cially, in Hindi, when the subject noun is pluralized, the verb
must also inflect to agree with the plural number. Conversely,
Angika utilizes an agglutinative system where the noun itself
remains unchanged, but a separate pluralization marker (such
as s@b@ or si:ni:) is attached directly to the noun. Further-
more, Angika verbs do not inflect for number; the verb form
remains completely invariant whether the subject is singular
or plural.

(9) >
tShO:rA:

boy
khe:li:

playing
r@H@lo:

remaining

>
tShE:

is
‘The boy is playing.’
Hindi: l@r@kA: khe:l@ r@HA: HE:

(10) >
tShO:rA:

boy.PL
si:ni:

playing
khe:li:

remaining
r@H@lo:

is

>
tShE:

‘The boys are playing.’
Hindi: l@r@ke: khe:l@ r@He: HẼ:

Examples (9) and (10) clearly demonstrate this typological
difference. In (10), the noun >

tShO:rA: (boy) is not inflected to
show plurality; instead, the agglutinative marker si:ni: is ap-
pended. More importantly, notice that the Angika verb phrase
khe:li: r@H@lo:

>
tShE: remains exactly the same in both the sin-

gular (9) and plural (10) constructions in Angika. In Hindi,
however, both the noun and the entire verb phrase must un-
dergo inflection, shifting from the singular l@r@kA: . . . r@HA:

HE: to the plural l@r@ke: . . . r@He: HẼ:.

(11) be:tA:

son.PL
s@b@

on
p@r@

much
b@Hute:

trust
bh@ro:sA:

is

>
tShE:

him
o:k@rA:

‘He has a lot of trust in all his sons.’

(12) m@ne:-m@n@

in-mind
p@t”uA:

Patua
b@k@rijA:sini:

goat.PL
kẽ:

ACC
b@cA:bA:i

save.INF
ke:

GEN

>
dZugut”@

trick
kho:

>
dZA:i

searching
lA:g@lA:i

started
‘In his mind, Patua started looking for a trick to save
the goats.’

Examples (11) and (12) further illustrate the productiv-
ity of these plural markers. In (11), the marker s@b@ at-
taches to be:tA: (son) to mean ”sons.” In (12), the marker
sini: attaches to b@k@rijA: (goat) to indicate plurality, yield-
ing b@k@rijA:sini: (”goats”). In all cases, the root noun re-
mains structurally unaltered, confirming Angika’s agglutina-
tive approach to pluralization.

C. Case Markers and Postpositions

In Angika the functional case markers (postpositions) differ
from those in StandardHindi. While Hindi generally employs
stand alone postpositional words, Angika markers frequently
exhibit agglutination, attaching directly to the noun stem, or
they fundamentally alter the phonetic shape of the root word.
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(13) m@̃g@l@

Mangal
k@

ACC
H@me:sA:

always
le:li:

for
s@

>
dZA:

punishment
d”E:

giving
ke:

of
s@b@sẽ:

best
@

>
tS

>
tShA:

method
t”@ri:kA:..

‘The best way to punish Mangal forever...’
Hindi: m@̃g@l@ ko: H@me:sA: ke: lie: s@

>
dZa: d”e:ne:

kA: s@b@se: @
>
tS

>
tShA: t”@ri:ka:...

In example (13), demonstrating the accusative/dative case,
the Standard Hindi standalone marker ko: is entirely replaced
by reduced Angika marker k@.

(14) bA:bu:

Father
ro:

GEN
nid”h@n@

demise
d”u:

two
m@Hi:nA:

months
pE:nH̃e:

before
Ho:j@

happen
ge:lo:

went
r@HE:

was
‘Father’s demise had happened two months ago.’
Hindi: bA:bu:

>
dZi: kA: nid”h@n@ d”o: m@Hi:ne:

p@H@le: Ho: g@jA: t”hA:

In example (14), demonstrating the genitive case, Angika
utilizes the distinct marker ro: to indicate possession or rela-
tionship. This completely replaces the inflected Hindi geni-
tive paradigm of kA:/ki:/ke:.

(15) so:n@mA:

Sonma
Ẽ:g@nHE:

courtyard
sẽ:

from
g@r@

>
dZi:

roaring
ke:

having
bo:l@lE:..

spoke
‘Sonma roared from the courtyard itself and spoke...’
Hindi: so:n@mA: Ã:g@n@ se: Hi: g@r@

>
dZ@ k@r@

bo:li:..

Example (15) highlights the ablative/instrumental case.
The Standard Hindi marker se: is rendered in Angika as sẽ:,
heavily relying on nasalization.

(16) b@te:s@rẽ:

Batesar.ERG
k@H@l@kẽ:

said
bh@g@vA:nẽ:

God.ERG

>
dZ@mi:

heavy
k@

ACC
bA:ris@

rain
d”e:lE:

gave

>
tShe:lE:

was
‘Batesar said God had given heavy rain to the land.’
Hindi: b@te:s@r@ ne: k@HA: bh@g@vA:n@ ne:

>
dZ@m@

ke: bA:ris@ d”i: t”hi:

Example (16) highlights a structural divergence in the erga-
tive case (used for past tense transitive subjects). In Hindi,
the ergative case is marked by the separate, standalone post-
position ne: (b@te:s@r@ ne: and bh@g@vA:n@ ne:). In contrast,
the Angika ergative case is agglutinative; the marker fuses di-
rectly onto the subject noun as a nasalized -ẽ: suffix, yielding
single tokens like b@te:s@rẽ: and bh@g@vA:nẽ:.

(17) t”o:ro:

Your
gH@ro:

house.LOC
mẽ:

in
ro:

>
dZe:

daily
j@Hi:

this
r@̃

like

>
dZh@g@rA:

fight
Ho:j@

happens

>
tShO:

is
‘Fights happen like this daily in your house.’
Hindi: t”umHA:re: gH@r@ mẽ: ro:

>
dZ@ isi: t”@r@H@

>
dZh@g@ra: Ho:t”A: HE:

Example (17) demonstrates the locative case and its asso-
ciated phonological rounding. In Standard Hindi, the locative
marker mẽ: (in) simply follows the uninflected noun gH@r@

(house). In Angika, the application of a locative marker (mẽ:

or p@r@) frequently forces a phonological shift in the root
noun, altering its terminal vowel to an -o: ending, thereby
changing gH@r@ to gH@ro: (gH@ro: mẽ:).

D. Emphatic Particles and Enclitics

Standard Hindi utilizes separate, standalone lexical words
to indicate emphasis, such as Hi: (only/exactly, indicating
exclusivity) and bhi: (also/even, indicating inclusivity). In
contrast, Angika relies heavily on morphological enclitics.
Rather than using separate words, Angika merges these em-
phatic markers directly into the preceding noun, pronoun, or
adverb by altering its terminal vowel. Typically, exclusivity
is marked by a shift to -e/je, while inclusivity is marked by a
shift to -O:.

(18) suk@ri:

Shukri
khe:t”õ:

fields
mẽ:

in
@s@k@lli:je:

alone.EMPH
kA:m@

work
k@rE:

doing
>
tShE:

is
‘Shukri works in the fields completely alone.’
Hindi: suk@ri: khe:t”õ: mẽ: @ke:li: Hi: kA:m@

k@r@t”i: HE:

In Example (18), the Hindi construction uses the sepa-
rate particle Hi: to emphasize exclusivity (@ke:li: Hi:, ‘alone
only’). In Angika, this emphasis is fused directly into a single
word, @s@k@lli:je:, where the -je: suffix intrinsically carries
the exclusive emphatic meaning without requiring an addi-
tional lexical particle.

(19) suni:t”O:

Sunita.EMPH

>
dZE:t”E:

will.go
‘Sunita will also go.’
Hindi: suni:t”A: bhi:

>
dZA:e:gi:

Example (19) illustrates inclusive emphasis. Standard
Hindi uses the standalone inclusive marker bhi: (suni:t”A:

bhi:). Angika dispenses with the separate marker entirely.
Instead, the terminal vowel of the proper noun mutates; the
base name suni:t”A: is altered to end in the -O: suffix, result-
ing in the fused emphatic form suni:t”O:. This agglutinative
enclitic system is a defining phonological and morphological
characteristic of Angika.

E. Conjunctive Participles

Conjunctive participles are used to link sequential actions
(e.g., “having done X, Y happened”). Standard Hindi forms
conjunctive participles by appending the standalone invariant
markers k@r@ or k@r@ke: directly to the uninflected verb root
(e.g., >

dZA:k@r@, khA:k@r@). Angika utilizes a highly distinct
agglutinative and morphophonological process to achieve
this. It appends the reduced particles ke: or k@ (often written

5
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with an Avagraha as kā) and crucially, it mutates the termi-
nal vowel of the verb root, typically shifting it to an -i or -y
ending.

(20) r@muA:

Ramua
pE:no:

stick
e:k@

one
ko:nA:

corner
mẽ:

in
phẽ:ki:

throwing
k@

having
u

>
tS

>
tSo:

high
A:vA:

>
dZo:

voice
mẽ:

in
b@te:s@r@

Batesar
ke:

ACC
s@khijA:rE:

explaining
>
tShE:

is
‘Ramua, having thrown the stick in a corner, is ex-
plaining to Batesar in a loud voice...’
Hindi: r@muA: â@nâA: e:k@ ko:ne: mẽ: phẽ:k@ k@r@

ũ:
>
tSi: A:vA:

>
dZ@ mẽ: b@te:s@r@ ko: s@phA:i: d”e:t”A:

HE:

In Example (20), the Hindi conjunctive participle phẽ:k@

k@r@ (having thrown) translates to Angika as phẽ:ki: k@. The
base verb phẽ:k@ takes an i vowel suffix (phẽ:ki:) and the
Hindi k@r@ is replaced by the uniquely reduced Angika parti-
cle k@.

(21) t”@bhije:

Then.only
b@te:s@r@

Batesar
l@p@ki:

leaping
ke:

having
o:k@ro:

his
HA:t”h@

hand
p@k@ôi:

grabbing
lE:

takes

>
tShE:

is
‘Right then Batesar, having leaped, grabs his hand...’
Hindi: t”@bhi: b@te:s@r@ l@p@k@ k@r@ us@kA: HA:t”h@

p@k@ô@ le:t”A: HE:

Example (21) further demonstrates this vowel mutation.
The Hindi verb root l@p@k@ (leap/grab) remains uninflected
before k@r@. In Angika, the root mutates to l@p@ki:, followed
by the particle ke:.

(22) bit”t”A:

Hand-span
bh@ri:

full
gho:gho:

veil
sẽ:

from

>
dZhÃ:ki:

peeking
k@

having
vẽ:

she
d”e:kh@nẽ:

seeing

>
tShe:lE:

was

>
dZi:t”@nA:

Jeetna
kẽ:

ACC
‘She had seen Jeetna by peeking through a hand-span
long veil.’
Hindi: bit”t”A: bh@r@ ghũ:gh@t@ se:

>
dZhÃ:k@ k@r@

us@ne: d”e:khA: t”hA:
>
dZi:t”@nA: ko:

In Example (22), the Hindi >
dZhÃ:k@ k@r@ (having peeked)

maps to the Angika >
dZhÃ:ki: k@. The use of k@ represents a

highly authentic phonetic feature of rural Angika, character-
ized by an exceptionally light, almost swallowed k articula-
tion compared to the hard Hindi kar.

(23) so:n@mA:

Sonma
ke:

ACC
s@m@

>
dZhA:j@-bu

>
dZhA:j@

explaining-consoling
k@

having
>
dZ@be:

when
u:

he
t”h@kki:

tired
ge:lE:

went
‘When he got tired having consoled and explained to
Sonma...’
Hindi: so:n@mA: ko: s@m@

>
dZhA:-bu

>
dZhA: k@r@

>
dZ@b@ v@H@ t”h@k@ g@jA:

Example (23) illustrates a paired conjunctive participle.
While Hindi uses s@m@

>
dZhA:-bu

>
dZhA: k@r@, Angika ap-

plies the -y mutation to verbs ending in a vowels, yielding
s@m@

>
dZhA:j@-bu

>
dZhA:j@, followed by the k@ particle.

(24) nE

No
nE

no
k@rt”Eñ

doing.while
s@rb@t”

syrup
e:k:e:

one.EMPH
sA:ñsoñ

breath
sẽ:

in
s@âs@âa:j

slurping
k@

having
pi:vi:

drink
ge:lIjE...

went
‘Saying no-no, he drank the syrup in one single
breath, slurping it down...’
Hindi: nA: nA: k@rt”e: Hue: S@rb@t” e:k Hi: sA:ñs

mẽ: s@âs@âa: k@r@ pi: g@e:...

Example (24) further corroborates the -y mutation rule.
When the verb root terminates in an -aa vowel (such as the
onomatopoeic s@âs@âa:), Angika avoids the -i suffix. Instead,
it appends a -y suffix to create the conjunctive form (s@âs@âa:

+ j = s@âs@âa:j), resulting in s@âs@âa:j k@.

(25) vẽ:

He
binA:

without
ku

>
tSh@

anything
so:

>
tS@lẽ:

thinking.having
p@Hilẽ:

first
>
dZile:bi:

jilebi
ke:

ACC
A:p@no:

own
mũHo:

mouth
mẽ:

in
âA:l@nA:

putting
suru:

start
k@r@l@kẽ:

did
‘Without thinking anything, he first put the jilebi in
his mouth...’
Hindi: us@ne: binA: ku

>
tSh@ so:

>
tSe: p@H@le:

>
dZ@le:bi: ko: @p@ne: mũH@ mẽ: âA:l@nA: suru:

kijA:

(26) gH@ro:

House.LOC
mẽ:

in
bInA:

without
kUtSH

anything
b@t”E:nẽ:

telling.having
o:krOñ

him
sA:t”H

with

>
tS@li:

walk
d”e:lIjE.

gave
‘...without telling anything in the house, [he] left with
him.’
Hindi: gH@r mẽ: bInA: kUtSH b@t”a:e: Uske: sA:t”H
>
tS@l d”Ie:.

Examples (25) and (26) demonstrate a highly distinct, zero-
particle conjunctive structure. In these constructions, Angika
circumvents the use of ke: or k@ entirely. Instead, a con-
junctive or participial meaning (“having thought” or “having
told”) is generated strictly through agglutinative suffixes. The
verb so:

>
tS (think) takes the suffix -lẽ: (so:

>
tS@lẽ:) and b@t”a:

(tell) takes the suffix -nẽ: (b@t”E:nẽ:).

F. Possessive and Reflexive Pronouns

In Standard Hindi, the root forms of first and second-person
pronouns undergo a complete, irregular morphological trans-
formation when inflected for the possessive genitive case
(e.g., mẼ: [I] → me:rA: [my]; t”u: [you] → t”e:rA: [your]).
Angika, however, utilizes a highly regular, agglutinative ap-
proach. It retains the original pronominal root and directly
attaches the genitive marker (such as ro: or ke:), preserving
the base morphology of the pronoun without irregular stem
changes.

6
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(27) H@m@ro:

My
gu

>
dZA:rA:

survival
je:

this
m@r@d”@

man
ke:

GEN
sA:t”Hẽ:

with
nE

not
Ho:t”E:

will.be
‘My survival will not happen with this man.’
Hindi: me:rA: guzA:rA: is@ m@rd”@ ke: sA:t”H@

n@Hi:ñ Ho:gA:

In Example (27), the Angika possessive H@m@ro: (my) is
formed simply by attaching the genitive particle ro: directly
to the first-person root H@m@ (I/we). This contrasts sharply
with the irregular Hindi shift to me:rA:.

(28) t”o:ro:

Your
gH@ro:

house.LOC
mẽ:

in
ro:

>
dZe:

daily
j@Hi:

this
r@̃

like

>
dZH@g@ôA:

fight
Ho:j@

happens

>
tSHO:

is
‘Fights happen like this daily in your house.’
Hindi: t”umHA:re: gH@r@ mẽ: ro:z@ isi: t”@r@H@
>
dZH@g@ôA: Ho:t”A: HE:

Similarly, in Example (28), the second-person possessive
t”o:ro: (your) is formed by agglutinating the genitive ro: to
the base root t”o:.

(29) ko:j@

Nobody
o:k@ro:

his/her
bA:t”@

matter
nE

not
uTHa:bE:

overturns

>
tSHE:

is
‘Nobody overrides his/her word/decision.’
Hindi: ko:i: us@ki: bA:t”@ n@Hi:ñ t”A:l@t”A: HE:

Example (29) demonstrates the third-person possessive
o:k@ro: (his/her). Notice that due to Angika’s inherent gender
neutrality, o:k@ro: applies universally to both masculine and
feminine subjects, whereas Hindi actively shifts its posses-
sive pronouns between us@kA:, us@ki:, and us@ke: depending
entirely on the grammatical gender of the possessed object.

G. Present Continuous Tense Construction

The syntactic formula for constructing the present contin-
uous (progressive) tense diverges significantly between the
two languages. Standard Hindi utilizes the structure: [Verb
Root + r@HA:/r@Hi:/r@He: + HE:/HẼ:]. Angika, however, uti-
lizes a mutated verbal root structure paired with an invariant
continuous marker: [Verb Root +i: + r@H@lo: + >

tSHE:].
Crucially, in Angika, the continuous aspect marker

(r@H@lo:) is entirely static and gender-neutral, unlike the
highly inflected Hindi markers (r@HA:/r@Hi:/r@He:).

(30) r@muA:

Ramua.
nA:

>
dZA:j@

>
dZ@

illegitimate
bo:li:

speaking
r@H@lO:

remaining

>
tSHẽ:

is.[NH]
‘Ramua is speaking nonsense.’
Hindi: r@muA: nA:

>
dZA:j@z@ bo:l@ r@HA: HE:

In Example (30), the Angika continuous tense mutates the
base verb root bo:l@ (speak) into bo:li: by appending an -i
suffix. The continuous state is denoted by r@H@lO:, followed
by the non-honorific auxiliary >

tSHẽ:.

(31) suk@ri:

Shukri.
j@Ho:

this
s@b@

also.
so:

>
tSi:

all
r@H@lo:

thinking

>
tSHe:lE:

remaining was
‘Shukri was thinking all this too.’
Hindi: suk@ri: j@H@ s@b@ bhi: so:

>
tS@ r@Hi: t”Hi:

Example (31) illustrates this phenomenon seamlessly in the
past continuous tense. The verb root so:

>
tS@ (think) mutates to

so:
>
tSi:. Despite the narrative subject being strictly feminine,

Angika utilizes the gender-neutral continuous marker r@H@lo:

instead of a feminine equivalent. In contrast, the Hindi output
explicitly enforces feminine gender agreement via both the
continuous marker r@Hi: and the auxiliary t”Hi:.

V. Conclusion

This study presents a systematic comparison of the grammat-
ical structures of Angika and Standard Hindi, demonstrat-
ing that they differ across several phonological, morpholog-
ical and syntactic domains. The analysis shows that, unlike
Standard Hindi, Angika exhibits little or no grammatical gen-
der agreement in verbal morphology, employs an extensive
honorific-based pronominal system and displays agglutina-
tive tendencies in case marking, plural formation and con-
junctive participle constructions. The findings contribute to
the linguistic documentation of Angika by providing a uni-
fied description of its major grammatical features in compar-
ison with Standard Hindi. Such comparative analyses are im-
portant for understanding linguistic diversity within the Indo-
Aryan language family and for improving the documentation
of under-resourced languages. The study also provides a de-
scriptive foundation for future research in comparative lin-
guistics, language documentation and computational linguis-
tics, particularly in the development of language-specific re-
sources and Natural Language Processing tools for Angika.
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