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Abstract 
‘Şexbizinî’ is mainly the designation of a Kurdish tribal confederation and has recently more and more 
become a designation of its language. This language is linguistically not described and, at the same 
time, endangered. Even in the main settlement area of Central Anatolia, it is only spoken by the 
generation of parents and grandparents. Nevertheless, there is a growing interest in the language by 
its speakers manifested in social media. This contribution investigates Facebook groups with a themat-
ical connection to Şexbizinî. The main questions concern the function of the virtual space for the 
linguistic community, the development of communicative practices that can combat a language shift, 
and the codification of the language. The analysis is based on an online ethnography, the data 
consisting of a corpus of wall events, that is analyzed with regard to language use, the discursive 
position of Şexbizinî within the Kurdish languages, and the function of the groups with respect to social 
cohesion in the context of migration, as well as a questionnaire and a focus group which aimed to 
embed the results in a wider sociolinguistic context. 

Key terms: Şexbizinî-Kurdish; language reclamation through language instruction; virtual communities 
as spaces for codification 

 

Abstract 
‚Şexbizinî’ ist primär die Bezeichnung einer kurdischen Stammeskonföderation; in den letzten Jahren 
ist Şexbizinî jedoch auch mehr und mehr zur Bezeichnung ihrer Sprache geworden. Diese ist immer 
noch kaum erforscht und zudem als gefährdete Sprache zu bezeichnen – denn selbst im Haupt-
siedlungsgebiet Zentralanatolien wird Şexbizinî nur mehr von der Eltern- und Großelterngeneration 
gesprochen. Gleichzeitig ist von Seiten der SprecherInnen das Interesse am Şexbizinî neu erwacht, 
artikuliert unter anderem in sozialen Medien und Netzwerken. Der vorliegende Beitrag hat es sich 
deshalb zum Ziel gesetzt, Facebook-Gruppen näher zu betrachten, die die kurdische Sprache Şexbizinî 
zum Inhalt haben. Die zentrale Frage dabei ist, inwieweit sich in diesen Gruppen kommunikative 
Praktiken etablieren, die dem drohenden Sprachverlust begegnen. Die Analyse der Facebook-Daten 
basiert auf einer Online-Ethnographie, die bestimmte Userpostings (sog. ‚wall events’) untersucht. Die 
Relevanz der Postings besteht erstens in der Sprachverwendung und Sprachwahl der Facebook-
UserInnen, zweitens in der Art und Weise, wie das Şexbizinî innerhalb der kurdischen Sprachen 
diskursiv verortet wird, und drittens in der Funktion der untersuchten Facebook-Gruppen in Bezug auf 
sozialen Zusammenhalt in der Migration bzw. Diaspora. Zusätzlich werden von UserInnen ausgefüllte 
Fragebögen und eine Fokusgruppe herangezogen, um die Ergebnisse in einen weiteren sozio-
linguistischen Kontext einzubetten. 

Schlüsselbegriffe: Şexbizinî-Kurdisch; Reklamation von Sprache durch Unterricht; virtuelle Räume als 
Orte der Kodifizierung 
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1. Introduction 
The term Şexbizinî refers to a Western Iranian tribal confederation and its language. Concerning the 
genetic affiliation, Şexbizinî belongs to the Kurdic group with languages such as Kurmanji, Sorani, the 
Southern Kurdish languages, Zazaki and Gorani (see e.g., Anonby et al., 2016; Haig & Öpengin, 2014, 
p. 110). First analytical steps have shown that far-reaching phonological and morphological similarities 
(Çelebi, 2017, p. 74–75) indicate a classification among the southern Kurdish group alongside lan-
guages such as Kelhuri and Laki. 

The Şexbizinî-tribes can be traced back to the Early Middle Ages as they are mentioned by historians 
like e.g., Ibn Chordadbeh (820–912) and in works on history such as the Şarafname (1597) (Çelebi, 
2017, p. 64). Later, the Şexbizinî-tribes appear in the travelogues of Carsten Niebuhr (1774) and Vital 
Cuinet (1892)1. Through these historical sources, the history and the paths of migration of the 
Şexbizinî-tribes to their present main settlement area in Central Anatolia are documented. Despite this 
impressive history that can be traced through a period of more than one millennium, the language of 
the tribal confederation is undocumented and undescribed. Şexbizinî is a language that does not exist 
in a written form and has exclusively been transmitted orally. That might be one of the reasons why 
until today it has nearly completely escaped linguistic attention. At the same time, the number of 
speakers is severely decreasing (Çelebi, 2017).  

During the last few years, a growing awareness concerning Şexbizinî can be observed. Very typical 
for the socio-technological development of the last decades, this new interest became manifest in a 
rising number of virtual communities on various social media platforms. Especially the Facebook 
groups that are dedicated to the Şexbizinî tribes enable their members to take part in socio-culturally 
significant events such as births, weddings, and deaths, even if they do not live in the rural main 
settlement areas of Central Anatolia, but in the larger Turkish cities or the European diaspora. The 
groups enable the exchange of historical identity-forming events, stories, and chants and strengthen 
social cohesion in the situation of migration and diaspora by establishing a virtual common everyday 
life by sharing aphorisms and greetings (Grond, forthcoming). 

Parallel to this emerging interest on the part of the speakers, scientific research regarding 
linguistics, sociolinguistics, and history of Şexbizinî started. In 1997, Mahmûd Lewendî published an 
article titled Kurdên Şexbizinî which includes information on the main settlement areas, phonetics, and 
a comparison of numbers, pronouns, and verb conjugation with related languages such as Kurmanji, 
Sorani, Hawrami, and Feyli. Furthermore, the article contains a selection of spoken texts such as 
dialogues, biographical narratives, and a traditional story. The texts were collected in the 1990ies in 
Turkey/Haymana and Europe and transcribed in Kurmanji orthography. This paper was followed by 
several further contributions on the language or the history of the tribes in the Journal Bîrnebûn. After 
the article of Lewendî, Şexbizinî was mentioned as an unresearched ethnolinguistic group settling 
mainly in Central Anatolia by Matras (2017), Haig and Öpengin (2018) and Grond (2018).  

In 2017, Cemile Çelebi published a paper in the Wiener Jahrbuch für Kurdische Studien that 
highlights the migration history of the Şexbizinî confederation from its Western Iranian origins to its 
nowadays Central Anatolian main settlement area and that presents preliminary insights in terms of 
phonological and morphological aspects. The research is based on data collected in Central Anatolia. 
Çelebi uses the language designation Bezeynî and provides an abstract in the Şexbizinî-language, using 
the Southern Kurdish transliteration convention proposed by Fattah (2000). In the same year, 2017, 
Mehmet Fiğan completed his master thesis on communicative strategies of the linguistically and 

 

1  For a more comprehensive historical overview see Celebi (2017). 
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culturally diverse population of Central Anatolia, which was published in 2021 (Fiğan, 2021). The work 
provides a comprehensive overview of historical documents concerning the migration of the Şexbizinî 
tribes from Iran/Iraq to the current main settlement area in Central Anatolia. From 2016 onwards, a 
growing number of conference contributions mirror an arising research interest in the language of the 
Şexbizinî tribes, among them Akın (2016), and Çelebi (2016 and 2019), both providing linguistic 
descriptions and Grond (2019 a and b) evaluating the sociolinguistic situation of Şexbizinî communities.  

To a very large extent, the sociolinguistic situation is characterized by marginalization: Şexbizinî is 
dominated by Turkish which is the language of administration and education, and by Kurmanji which 
is the larger contact language with a century-long literary tradition. As mentioned above, Şexbizinî is 
neither described nor analyzed, and, thus, has not undergone general standardization. That means, 
that in predominantly written surroundings such as Facebook walls, new communicative strategies are 
developed and formerly not relevant topics such as standard and orthography become important. 

In this contribution, I will focus on linguistic actions in the newly arising Facebook groups aiming at 
the standardization of the orthography and the grammar of the Şexbizinî language as a community-
wide endeavour. The main questions concern 

• the function of the virtual context as a space where the marginalized language is explored and 
expanded into new domains, 

• how the multi- and plurilingual experience of the community members is employed as a 
resource when using the first language in new contexts and topics, and 

• how community members make use of their experiences with educational instruction when 
writing down their previously unwritten language. 

 

2. Theoretical Background and Related Studies 
The theoretical concept of this contribution is based on the notion of linguistic citizenship (LC), which 
was developed by Christopher Stroud in the course of his work on language teaching in South Africa’s 
multilingual classes (see e.g., Stroud, 2015). LC is deeply engaged with social participation and espe-
cially the participation of groups without officially approved linguistic resources2. At first glance, LC 
shows similarities with the concept of Linguistic Human Rights (LHR) (e.g., Skutnabb-Kangas & 
Phillipson, 2017). While LHR is focused on institutional, mostly top-down activities granted by the 
various bodies of the state, LC includes, but is not restricted to, bottom-up actions and recognizes all 
sorts of linguistic practices (Stroud, 2001; see also Rampton et al., 2018 and forthcoming). 

The most profound difference between LHR and LC is the perception of language behind the two 
approaches: LHR relies on the widespread view of language as a ‘named language’. Languages are here 
seen as bounded, pure, natural objects, consisting of structured sounds, grammar, and lexicon. On the 
other hand, LC applies the notion of ‘linguistic repertoires’ (Blommaert & Backus, 2017): boundaries 
between linguistic features get blurred when these features picked up during a linguistic biography get 
clustered together in the act of communication. One of the central aspects of LC is the concept of 
voice, defined as “individual communicative power in the here-&-now” (Rampton et al., 2018, p. 71). 

 

2  When I speak about linguistic competence and linguistic resources in this contribution, I follow the definitions 
given in Blommaert & Backus (2011, p. 7) who regard “linguistic competence as someone’s inventory of 
linguistic resources.” Linguistic resources comprise both “traditional linguistic elements of sounds, words and 
patterns” (Blommaert & Backus, 2011, p. 7) and “discourse patterns and cultural behavioral patterns” 
(Blommaert & Backus, 2011, p. 7). 
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This communicative act of participation, the raising of one’s voice, has then to be remembered, re-
corded, or reproduced in other contexts to other audiences. This is what Rampton et al. (2018, p. 71) 
call “text trajectories”. Communicative acts are transported into other settings (“decontextualized”) 
where they are again interpreted (“recontextualized”). The framework LC with the analytical category 
‘voice’, thus, enables us to describe and analyze the “resonance of communicative practices” (Ramp-
ton et al., 2018, p. 71). These communicative practices can be best described within the concept of 
‘translanguaging’: translanguaging analyses the strategic employment of linguistic resources when 
speakers navigate through the communicative demands of a linguistically complex and diverse envir-
onment (e.g., Wei, 2018). 

In the above-mentioned LC-publications (Stroud, 2001; Rampton et al., 2018 and forthcoming), LC 
is analysed in the context of classroom situations. The growth of Computer-mediated-communication 
and, in this field, especially the development of social media has started a linguistic change that is 
deeply affecting communicative practices and interaction patterns. Under these reorganized con-
ditions, new opportunities for social interaction are arising, but are not equally available to the 
speakers of all languages. For little-documented languages, access to new technological developments 
is incomparably more difficult than for well-documented languages. András Kornai (2013), for instance, 
assumes that 59 % of the global population uses the internet, whereas only 5 % of languages have an 
online representation. Especially regarding developments such as speech recognition and artificial 
intelligence, barriers arise for poorly documented languages, as speech recognition software requires 
a high degree of description at all linguistic levels. At the same time, languages that are not written 
and standardized are confronted with various problems on social media platforms in contrast to 
educational or state languages. Despite this so-called “digital language divide” (Kornai, 2013) and the 
challenge to raise one’s voice in the never practised written form, social media online sites can 
represent niches where minority languages are used and explored in new domains and various written 
forms. This form of explorative language use – despite uneven access to necessary re-sources – is 
described for Udmurt (Pischlöger, 2016), Frisian (Jongbloed-Faber et al., 2016), Low German 
(Reershemius, 2017), and Irish (Kelly-Holmes & Atkinson, 2017). In the same way, the speakers of the 
various minority languages of Turkey create spaces on social media that make them visible, enable 
social exchange in migration contexts, and provide the possibility for written language use of non-
standardized languages. 

 

3. Methods and Sample 
Methodologically, the project draws on a mixed-methods approach which consists of an “online 
ethnography” (Androtsopoulos, 2015, p. 192) and an (offline) focus group. The focus group was 
organized in the form of a workshop during which the results of the online ethnography have been 
presented to community members. Subsequently, the results of the investigation were discussed with 
the participants, and their view on the findings has been reintegrated into the project results. 

The interest in the online ethnography was directed toward screen-based and user-based data. The 
screen-based data are a corpus of online postings that were collected through regular visits to the 
respective Facebook groups in a 12-month observation period. These screen data were completed 
with a user-based online questionnaire that was distributed among the users of the investigated 
Facebook groups, and that aimed at language use in everyday situations and ways of language 
transmission to put the findings of the online ethnography into a larger sociolinguistic context. The 
idea of adding a focus group to the online ethnography was primarily not included in the research 
design, it evolved rather during the process of analysis when the insight grew that language reclama-
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tion was organized as a participatory way of negotiation in the investigated groups. The focus groups 
were then intended to mirror these “acts of citizenship” (Isin, 2008) completed in the linguistic com-
munity and to transfer them to the research process. The focus groups themselves were met with vivid 
interest from the part of the community. The opportunity for participants to contribute to the process 
of knowledge creation, instead of leaving this part of the study solely to the researcher was welcomed 
and highly appreciated within the community. 

The sample consisted of the following Facebook groups: 

Group/Page Languages Members/ 
Followers 

Şexbizini aşireti  

https://www.facebook.com/groups/1156204204
01 

Turkish; Kurmanji 653 

Şeyhbızın aşireti (şexbızıni aşireti) 

https://www.facebook.com/seyhbizin 

Turkish; Kurmanji; Şexbizinî 624 

Denge Şeyhbızınî 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/5253668050
72117 

  1187 

Şeyhbızın Aşireti 

https://www.facebook.com/dengeseyhbiziniyel 

Turkish; Kurmanji; Şexbizinî 12450 

Bayburtlu Sheybızınlar 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/33918829 
582 

Turkish; Kurmanji; Şexbizinî 703 

Düzceli Şeybizinlar 

https://www.facebook.com/DuzceSeyhbizinlar 

 Turkish; Kurmanji; Şexbizinî 497 

Havzalı Şehbızınların Buluşma Noktası 

group closed 

Turkish; Kurmanji 890 

Şeybıziniler 

https://www.facebook.com/Şeyhbıziniler-
1202976819776279 

Turkish, Kurmanji, Şexbizinî 57 

Denge Bacihesar 

https://www.facebook.com/Denge-Bacihesar-
1926338810817975 

Turkish; Kurmanji; Şexbizinî 4197 

Zwanê Kurdî ye Şexbizinî 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/8714457262
00003 

Şexbizinî; Kurmanji; Turkish; 
Zazaki; Sorani; Arabisch; 
Farsi 

2105 

Rîzwani Kurdî Şexbizinî 

https://www.facebook.com/zwanname 

Şexbizinî; Kurmanji; Turkish 439 
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Şeyhbizinıler Dernek Başkanlığı 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/1949662217
47545 

Turkish; Kurmanji; Şexbizinî 3997 

Sürgün Şeyhbızın Aşireti 

ttps://www.facebook.com/groups/13203439683
1586 

Turkish, Kurmanji 396 

Kurdî Şêxbızınî-Feylî/kelhurî(kırmanşanî-güney 
kürtçesi) 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/2303136780
96130 

Şexbizinî; Kurmanji; Turkish; 
Zazaki; Sorani; Arabisch; 
Farsi; Luri 

1386 

Table 1:  Sample of investigated Şexbizinî Facebook groups during the 12 months observation period 

Analysis (see Grond, forthcoming) has shown that there are two categories of group topics: the 
majority of the groups are dedicated to the stilling of the social needs of the group members, most of 
whom live in the Turkish or European diaspora. The topics of the postings concern the most central 
socio-cultural events around birth, weddings, and death and create a kind of online everyday life for 
the dispersed community members. These groups are characterized by their close connection to a city 
or region in Turkey which is often evident in the group name, like, for example, the group Denge 
Bacihesar [voice of [the Turkish city of] Balcıkhisar]. At the same time, the structure of the users is 
transnational. As the analysis of the online questionnaire has shown, the members are widespread in 
Turkey and various European countries. The most prominent function of these groups is keeping the 
diaspora communities together.  

The second category, namely the groups Zwanê Kurdî ye Şexbizinî, Rîzwani Kurdî Şexbizinî and Kurdî 
Şêxbızınî- Feylî/kelhurî(kırmanşanî-güney kürtçesi) is explicitly dedicated to the reading and writing of 
the Şexbizinî-language. The main group activities evolve around the topics of learning, teaching, and 
the codification and standardization of Şexbizinî. The first two of the four rules of conduct of the group 
Zwanê Kurdî ye Şexbizinî state (in Şexbizinî): 

Example 1: 

1. Eyre, platformi taşîn û taşandini kurdî şêxbizinî estin. Ra eye, xwezîn beşewkirdingeliman le ser 
zanî û rîzwani kurdî şêxbizinî û zarawageli din i kurdî wiwû. [This is a platform to learn and teach 
Şêxbızınî-Kurdish. Your postings, thus, must deal with the language and literature of Şêxbızınî-
Kurdish and other Kurdish dialects.] 

2. Ey kûma, ra sererastkirdin û gewrakirdini şêxbizinî hatiwîye kirdin. Ra eye, le eyre xwezîn ramyarî 
neyay kirdin û nüstegeli ramyarîwarî neyan beşewkirdin. [This group has been founded to 
develop the Şexbizinî language and to make it grow. For this reason, it is not allowed to make 
politics here, or to share postings with political content.] 

For this contribution, the three linguistically focused groups were chosen for detailed analysis in terms 
of screen data and user profiles based on the questionnaire. The analysis of the screen data is directed 
towards postings with language instructional content. The didactic attitude toward the minoritized 
community language is analyzed along with Engin Isin’s “acts of citizenship”-approach. Isin’s approach 
describes the actions of people who are not recognized as citizens by their residential states. The “act 
of citizenship” is the event through which a not officially recognized person positions him/herself as a 
citizen, and thus, claims the rights and duties usually attributed to an official citizen (Isin, 2008).  
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The units of analysis are sequences of postings. In reference to Hymes‘ (1972, p. 151) “speech 
events”, Androtsopoulos (2015, p. 193) refers to such sequences as “wall events”. Wall events can 
consist of sequences of interactions displayed on the wall of a group or a user. A wall event can be a 
single posting and it can be followed by likes or comments. Analytical categories are member roles, 
types of initial postings, and the relation of initial posts and comments. The examples chosen for this 
contribution represent typical linguistic acts concerning the development of a Şexbizinî voice as a 
community-wide participatory endeavour. 

 

4. Writing and Teaching Şexbizinî as an “Act of Linguistic Citizenship” 
The situation of non-Turkish languages in the public and educational systems of Turkey has been 
extensively described.3 Languages without official status stay invisible4 in the educational systems. In 
this setting, the minority languages without official status cannot be acquired in their written form, 
and, consequently, they have not undergone standardization. By questioning the oral-only status, 
speakers of Şexbizinî are claiming visibility in the context of the multimodal, but primarily written 
Facebook walls. Since ‘writing’ stands always in close connection with the transmission of its accom-
panying knowledge and techniques, the act of writing and teaching a language that is denied this form 
of communication in the public space is analyzed as an “act of linguistic citizenship” (Isin, 2008) in the 
following section.  
Example 2: 

The following wall event was posted in the group Şêxbızınî-Feylî/kelhurî(kırmanşanî-güney kürtçesi). It 
is a typical example of the orientation of the group toward teaching and learning their own language. 
This didactic attitude dominates the conversations in the groups to a large extent. The wall events 
usually combine information on the meaning or grammar of a certain word or sentence with infor-
mation concerning the history and the culture of the Şexbizinî tribes. These types of postings often 
have a complex structure and contain elaborated images, audio, or video material. The posting in 
question presents the Şexbizinî verb çaşîn and its linguistic history. It starts with a Turkish 100-words-
introduction of the etymology of the verb çaşîn, describing the link from the Avestan and Old Persian 
languages over the Parthian language to modern Kurdish languages and varieties. The introduction 
ends with a 19th century-poem in the Luri-language in Arabic script, transliterated to Latin letters and 
finally translated to Turkish: 

  

 

3  As soon, as a nation-state requests the knowledge of a certain language as a prerequisite for citizenship and 
naturalisation, language and citizenship enter into a powerful relationship. The use of any minority language 
and likewise the insufficient knowledge of the official language is displayed “as a threat to social cohesion 
and national security” (Rampton et al., forthcoming, p. 4). Consequently, other languages than the official 
one get into a disadvantaged situation. Language use in administration, in the media and the position of the 
language in the education system, is then dominated by the state language. As a result, speakers of non-
official languages find themselves in precarious linguistic situations in everyday situations in the context of 
public services, health, housing and school. 

4  The term ‘invisibilisation’ was applied by Geoffrey Haig (2004) for linguistic exclusion through the state. 
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Posting Translation 

Şêxbizinîcede kullanılan “Çaşîn” fiilinin eski İrani 
dillerdeki biçimleri. 

Avestacada “Čaš(çeş)” fiil kökü "Dini ve cennet 
ile ilgili ilimleri öğrenmek ve öğretmek anlamına 
geliyordu.Bu fiil daha sonraki dönemlerde 
Kürtçeyle beraber Kuzey Batı irani dilleri 
arasında yeralan Partçada “Čāš (Çaş)” şeklinde 
Öğretmek anlamında kullanılmış.Sasanilerde de 
“Čāšītan (Çaşîten)” fiili gene aynı şekilde 
öğrenmek ve öğretmek anlamında 
kullanılıyordu.Sasanilerde bu fiilden tüketilmiş 
ayrıca kelimelerde bulunuyordu. Örneğin 

The verb “Çaşîn”, which is used in Şexbizinî, is a 
form of the old Iranian languages. 

In Avestan, the verb stem “Čaš(çeş)” had the 
meaning “To learn or to teach the science 
regarding religion and paradise”. In the following 
periods, it was used in the Partian language 
which is together with Kurdish a Northwestern 
Iranian language in the form “Čāš (Çaş)” and had 
the meaning “to teach”. The verb “Čāšītan 
(Çaşîten)” was used by the Sassanids in the same 
way as the meaning “to teach” and “to learn”. 
Furthermore, the Sassanids used the following 
derivations of this verb. for example. 

Čāšītār ( Çaşîtar) : Dini ilimler öğreten öğretmen 

Čāštāg (Çaştag) : Yorumlama,Yorum 

Čāšišnīh (Çaşîşnîh) : Eğitim 

A teacher teaching religious sciences 

commenting, comment 

education 

Bu fiil ayrıca Lurcada unutulmuş bir fiil olarak 
karşımıza çıkıyor.1903 senesinde vefat etmiş 
Pîreza isminde bir Lur şairin şiirinde “Çaş” fiil 
kökünü terbiye etmek ve öğretmek anlamında 
kullanılmış.Günümüzde ise bu fiil Lurcada 
kullanılmamaktadır. 

Pîreza ismindeki şairin Lurca beyti 

Furthermore, we meet the verb in the Luri-
language as a forgotten verb. The Luri poet 
named Pîreza who died in the year 1903 used the 
verb stem “Çaş” in one of his poems with the 
meaning “to discipline” and “to teach”. These 
days, the verb is not used in Luri. 

The beyti5 of the Luri poet named Pîreza 

 Yا
[

ٱنشاچٱن ن̀_خود  jklاد رٱه  

اY اqم ؽزۊر
[

اناuسsگ 
[

 vٱنشاتٱ  

Har dāyê ke doxteren naçāšna 

Rüzê mêyā ka gêsyāna batāšna 

Every mother who does not discipline her 
daughter 

The day will come that she is cutting her hair  

 

Türkçe çevirisi 

Kızını terbiye etmeyen her anne 
 

Gün gelir (kahrından) kendi saçını keser 

Turkish translation 

Every mother who does not discipline her 
daughter 

The day will come that she is cutting her hair (in 
pain) 

Table 2: Multilingual posting and translation to English 

The posting covers the millenary history of a lexeme by relating the recent form to more closely or 
more distantly related lexemes from Old Persian, Avestan to Luri. A picture presenting a kind of Old 
Iranian religious ceremony with allusions to Iranian fire cults illustrates the initial posting. The depic-

 

5  A Beyti is the basic verse form of divan-poetry. 
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tion of the people taking part in the ceremony recalls the style of depictions on ancient Iranian stone 
carvings. The picture is completed with a summary of the initial posting in Turkish language. 

 

Translation 

 

in Şexbizinî Kurdish 

to learn, to get used to 

 

in Avestan 

to learn or to teach in the 
context of religion 

 

in Parthian 

to teach 

 

in Middle Persian 

to learn to teach 

Figure 1: Illustration of the posting and translation 

1 A: [In Şexbizinî] We şêxbızınî=taşandın…. 

Dîyarê şêxbızınî heymene énqere nawçê anadolî [In Şexbizinî= taşandın….In the world of 
Şexbizinî Haymana, Ankara, Middle Anatolia] 

2 B: [In Turkish] sen hangi köylüsün toprağım şexbızınce wıtaş olması [What village are you from, 
because in the Şexbizinî of my region it must be wıtaş] 

3 A: [In Şexbizinî with translation to Turkish]  

Wıtaş=öğren [learn!] 

Taşandın=öğrenmek-öğretmek [to learn-to teach] 

Taşîya=öğrendi [he/she learnt] 

Dıtaşî=öğreniyor [he/she learns] 

Nêtaşî=öğrenmiyor [he/she doesn’t learn] 

[In Şexbizinî] Mın je to tuqulaxım-yeşilköy-oze [I am from Tuqulax-Yeşilköy-Oze] 

4 C: [In Turkish] kelimenin kökeni bizde Taş-andın dır [the word stem here is Taş-andın]  

[In Şexbizinî with translation to Turkish] 

Wıtaşe : öğren fiilinin emir kipidir [learn! It is the imperative of the verb] 

Wıtaşî: öğrensin [He/she should learn!] 
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Wıtaşîn: öğrenelim [Let’s learn!] 

Wıtaşın: öğrenin [learn! [(2nd person plural)] 

Wıtaşınê : ögret [teach! 2nd person singular] 

Metaşe : öğrenme gibi [about: don’t learn! 

5 B: [In Turkish] doğru [In Kurmanji] bra [right, brother] 

6 D: [In Şexbizinî] le imey ij diwisin ke çaşandin [But we also say çaşandin] 

7 A: [In Turkish] Demekki bu paylaşım doğru, yani dilimiz hem awesta’ya uyuyor,hemde aryen(eski 
Pehlevi-partça) dili ile birebir örtüşüyo [That means, my sharing is correct, that is, our language 
fits both Avestian and Ariyan (former Pahlavi-part) language.] 

8 E: [In Şexbizinî with translation to Turkish] 

Taşandın; öğrenmek [to learn] 

Şanrandın; göstermek, öğretmek [to show, to teach] 

Min î kare, le tû taşamê. Ben bu işi senden öğrendim. [I learnt this work from you] 

Î kare, tû şanim day. Bu işi bana sen öğrettin. ( gösterdin) [You taught me this work] 

Hesen kare netaşa. Hasan işi öğrenmedi. [Hasan didn’t learn the work] 

Sakarya Akyazı & Düzce Şeyxbizinî [Şexbizinî from Sakarya Akyazı & Düzce] 

Table 3:  User discussion following the posting 

The first comment mentions the infinitive form of a local version of the verb discussed in the wall 
event: taşandın. The next comment questions this version by introducing the imperative form into the 
discussion. This leads to a chain of explanations regarding the formal structure of the verb stem and 
the imperative form: Comment 3 lists various forms of the verb: Imperative, infinitive, past, present, 
and negation forms in the 3rd person singular. Comment 4 completes comment 3 by adding more ex-
amples of imperative forms. Comment 5 approves the examples. Among all the bi- or trilingual com-
ments, comment 5 is the only utterance that can be regarded as translanguaging practice. The 
utterance corresponds to the everyday practice to address communication partners in the minority 
language (in this case: Kurmanji) and using the majority language for content. Comment 6 introduces 
a new infinitive form into the discussion: çaşandin which is interpreted as verification of the initial 
posting in comment 7. The last comment of this wall event mentions infinitive forms with the meanings 
of ‘to learn’ and ‘to teach’. Both infinitives are illustrated with example sentences. 

The line of argument in this discussion is characterized by the experiences of the participants with 
similar discussions in language lessons. Listing verb tenses, opposing prefixes, conjugating, and pre-
senting example sentences: these argumentative procedures are frequently used in language teaching 
to substantiate language-structural phenomena. 

 

5. Writing Down the Unwritten: Some Notes on Orthography 
As the examples show, Şexbizinî is used in written form in the wall events. The social media platform 
Facebook is a medium that requires written statements from its users, which can be embedded in 
multimodal wall events (see Reershemius, 2017, p. 42). For languages without codification and written 
tradition, such a communicative environment is a challenge that forces users to break new linguistic 
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ground. First attempts concerning script and standard started directly with the beginning of the 
scientific engagement with Şexbizinî. In his afore-mentioned paper, Lewendî (1997) suggested a 
writing system that was inspired by the so-called Hawar alphabet used for Kurmanji. Lewendî enriched 
the Hawar alphabet with two graphemes for the fine-tuning of the vowel system (<ö> and <ü>). The 
efforts in the Facebook groups are directed toward the recognition of this writing system and its 
establishment as a general standard. Writing postings or comments in the respective groups means 
that there is a frame of reference clearly defining the orthographic norms. 

In everyday life, the majority of the speakers of Şexbizinî write neither in Şexbizinî nor in Kurmanji 
(Grond, 2018), since both languages are largely invisible in the Turkish educational system.6 Despite 
reforms regarding the teaching of minority languages in the Turkish school system, literacy acquisition 
takes place exclusively in the Turkish language. Also in the further school career, there are more 
obstacles than opportunities in the current curriculum to learn one of the minority languages in school 
lessons and in written form. The writing system of Şexbizinî and even that of Kurmanji which can be 
regarded as a kind of matrix alphabet for Şexbizinî is inaccessible for most of its users. Unsurprisingly, 
a large percentage of the activities on Social media in connection with orthography and writing is 
dedicated to explanations concerning the grapheme repertoire and its correct usage. 

Example 3: 

This wall event is an example of activities paying attention to elements that most obviously distinguish 
the Şexbizinî alphabet from the dominating Turkish standard. The initial posting is followed by 6 likes. 

  

[In Şexbizinî, followed by a translation to Turkish] 
The letters “Îî” and “Ii” 

 

[In Şexbizinî, followed by a translation to Turkish] 
In Şexbizinî Kurdish, the letter “ı” does not exist. 
Instead, there is “i”. 

 

Figure 2:  Posting concerning the writing system 

Unlike in the Turkish orthography, the central vowel /ɨ/ is represented by the grapheme <i> 
(Turkish<ı>), while /i/ is represented by <î> in Şexbizinî (<i> in Turkish). In examples 1 and 2, the 
treatment of the long vowel /i/ is mostly consistent: it is written <î> as e.g., in şêxbızınî, anadolî, Taşîya. 
The writing of the central vowel /ɨ/ in example 1, on the other hand, is written <ı> as required in the 
Turkish system, instead of <i>, as required in the Şexbizinî system by all commenters. This shows the 
influence of the Turkish standard in which all users were socialized. 

Example 4: 

The next example is part of a conversation and as such without a thematical connection to the learning 
or teaching of Şexbizinî. It is taking place in a bilingual Kurmanji-Şexbizinî conversation and fulfils rather 

 

6  For an overview concerning mother tongue and minority languages education in the Turkish school system 
see e.g., Derince, 2012, or Ceyhan, 2016. 
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social than informational needs. After the exchange of greeting formulas in the two languages, the 
conversation goes on as follows: 

 1 A: [in Şexbizinî] Rûjê nûwetan xweş wû. [Your new day may be fine.] 

 2 B: [in Kurmanji] Roja te jî xweş û geş be [Your day may be fine and bright as well] 

 3 A: [in Şexbizinî] İmé ci Şexbızınîyım. Lə Səkərya akyazı rünişin, lə Kərkük- Sülemaniyə hatiyin. 
[We are from the Şexbizinîs. We are living in Sarkarya-Akyazı, we came from Kerkuk-
Sulaymania] 

 4 B: [in Kurmanji] Ez gurmancım mın gışt fahmkır te xweş nivisiye kekémin [I am Kurd, I 
understand everything, you have written very well, my brother] 

Table 4: Conversation among group members 

The language use of the first two comments is analyzed as “copy/paste language” by Androtsopoulos 
(2013, p. 189). Copy/paste language makes use of aphorisms, parts of well-known song texts, or 
greeting formulas and serves as an identity marker in multilingual communication, especially in cases 
where the speaker is not fully competent in the respective language. The spellings follow the 
conventions of the Lewendî- and the Hawar-system. 

The spellings of the next two comments are experimental and reflect the writing experiences of the 
writers. The basis of the Şexbizinî transcription is the Kurmanji Hawar alphabet with the extensions 
suggested by Lewendî (1997, p. 83). Additionally, the writer feels the necessity to use three graphemes 
for the central vowel /ɨ/: <ı>, <i>, and <ə>. While the origin of <ı> (Turkish alphabet) and <i> (Hawar 
alphabet) is undoubted, the source for the grapheme <ə> is not so obvious. The grapheme could 
originate from the phonetic transcription method used in a foreign language (mainly English) 
education. Together with diacritics for stressed vowels [İmé] and the orthographic extensions 
introduced by Lewendî, the writer employs a highly graded system for the representation of the vowel 
inventory of Şexbizinî. The comment in Kurmanji is based on Turkish orthography with its continuous 
use of the grapheme <ı> for the central vowel. 

This last example shows that the Facebook groups are not only concerned about pedagogical 
activities but also offer the opportunity to work out the proposed standards in lexicon, grammar, and 
orthography. While the pedagogical activities require a high level of language awareness and written 
language skills, the conversational activities are directed toward the exploration of the language and 
its expansion into new domains. Consequently, only a few group members participate in the first 
activity type, namely members with tertiary education, as the user profiles based on the questionnaire 
indicate. Other members contribute with local variations of the word/topic in questions or in a passive 
way by adding a “like”. In the second activity type, the conversations are joined by a larger pool of the 
audience. When exploring the language in written conversations, the comportment of the group 
members is characterized by tolerance against many forms of variation. This ensures that all those who 
want, can participate and draw from the entirety of their multilingual resources. 

 

6. Conclusion 
The findings of the Facebook project show clearly that virtual communities on social media have the 
potential to initiate sociolinguistic change and to constitute spaces where speakers of a minoritized 
language can explore their language, expand their communicative strategies into new domains and, 
thus, learn to raise their voice. This process happens in three dimensions.  



Community-Based Online Language Teaching as an “Act of Linguistic Citizenship” 

https://doi.org/10.18452/25390 25 

• The first dimension concerns the creation of a view of a society that is different from that of the 
countries the Şexbizinî communities are living in. It can be described as a general attitude to-
wards multilingualism and diversity. Both Turkey and the European diaspora countries link 
citizen rights with the mastery and the predominant use of the respective state language 
because the basis of this nation-state-ideology is a homogeneous, monolingual population. 
Contrary to the nation-state, online communities enhance societal and linguistic diversity. This 
development of a community voice takes place via the perception of the language. The Facebook 
groups emphasize and practice linguistic diversity. In this way, group members can contribute 
their individually specific linguistic resources, while at the same time creating a common socio-
cultural linguistic space. Multilingualism and translanguaging practices are omnipresent in the 
communicative actions on Facebook walls. This includes a general tolerance towards lexical 
varieties differing from the own variety, as well as orthographic variation.  

• The creation of a community-specific attitude toward linguistic diversity goes hand in hand with 
the development of a new view towards the own language and its history. While the nation-
state frames languages other than the official languages as somehow deviant7, the online 
communities explore the historical roots of their language, positioning it among highly presti-
gious varieties such as Old Persian and Avestan. The virtual communities constitute an oppor-
tunity to emphasize cultural and political participation (Rampton et al., 2018) on the one hand, 
and to create the communities’ own look at historical events which is often very different from 
the view of the respective nation-states. The Facebook groups in their entirety are a bottom-up 
activity allowing their members to mitigate the consequences of marginalization both in their 
home countries and in the diaspora. 

• The third dimension concerns the area of literacy which is a prerequisite for societal partici-
pation. For speakers of non-standardized languages, educational systems focusing on official 
languages constitute substantial barriers to the acquisition of the relevant competencies. The 
efforts of the Şexbizinî online communities are directed toward the establishment of a standard 
concerning orthography and grammar. The groups see the achievement of a standard as an 
important step to higher visibility and increased opportunities to claim linguistic rights.  

A special feature of the Facebook wall events is the didactic attitude occurring in the wall events. This 
concerns a specific area of responsibility that the state does not fulfil for the community, i.e., the 
teaching of the first language in the spoken as well as in the written domain. The acquisition of literacy 
has always been part of the educational sphere and has been neglected concerning minority lan-
guages. This task is taken over by the virtual communities in a participatory process. The group 
members use the experiences they have gained in official language classes and apply them to their 
specific communicative needs. In this way, teaching one’s language becomes a model for the linguistic 
rights that are claimed by the communities and is thus an “act of linguistic citizenship”. The conditions 
of virtual communities allow the involvement of a large part of the dispersed linguistic community and 
the systematic collective use of the linguistic resources of the group members. In this respect, the 
virtual communities have the potential to be a space fostering the development of a ‘Şexbizinî’ voice 
with external visibility as well as with a writing system and a generally accepted standard. 

 

 

7  See e.g., the famous designation of Kurds as mountain Turks by a General of the Turkish Army (Haig, 2004), 
or the invisibilisation of minority languages in the Turkish (Derince, 2012) as well as the European (Brizić, 
2021) educational systems. 
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