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1. Introduction

The Great Caucasus range is famous for its linguitiersity, and perhaps most deservedly
so in its Eastern corner, a region covering Soutlghestan and the North of Azerbaijan.
Three linguistic families meet there: East-Caucasidgth at least thirty languages; Turkic,
represented by Azerbaijani and Kumyk; and Indo-Beam, with Tati, (like Persian) a South-
West-Iranian Indo-European language. This diversigkes the region an open laboratory for
the study of language-contact: genetically reldtedjuages will diverge according to which
unrelated languages they are in contact with, wdeleetically unrelated languages will, after
some period of bilingualism, show convergence phenaniretheir typological features. It is
well-known, for instance, that Azerbaijani, althbugery close genetically to Turkey Turkish,
shows features in its syntax which can be ascribeithe influence of Persian as a prestige
language in the area. Conversely, altholigh dialects share the overwhelming majority of
their lexical items with Persian (more than 80 % afi Twvords have Persian cognates), they
show a considerable number of idiosyncratic typiglaigfeatures in their syntax, which, along
with a new phonological system and a very diffeleM system, set them apart as a separate

language, comprizing several “dialects” that arentaliigible to speakers of Persian.

Most Tati varieties are poorly documented, and noprehensive overall description of the
language is available. Northern varieties are mospgken by Jewish communities in
Southern Daghestan and cities of the Northern Gascavhile the Southern varieties are
spoken in the Republic of Azerbaijan, mostly by Nlustommunities. Tati has thus been in
intimate contact for a long time with Azerbaijanidaaiso with various Caucasian languages.
According to Grjunberg1963) Tati is a string of dialects extending from the Apon |
peninsula as far as the town of Nalchik in Kabaveldalkharia. But in fact, the easternmost
varieties spoken by Jewish communities in GrozngjcNik and Mozdok appear to be part of
the Kaitag dialect, spoken just North of Derb&i.the Old town of Derbent itself, the '[ar
speaking population is Jewish, while Tati speakiiigges surrounding Derbent, like Djalgan

of Nugedi, are Muslim today. In Azerbaijan, Tatitlse language of many thousands of



Muslim inhabitants of the Quba, Ismailli, Apsherorstdcts and other adjacent regions.
Jewish Tati-speaking communities are flourishing urb& but moribund in Oghuz (formerly
Vartashen). While variation between adjacent dialenay allow intercomprehension, Tat
speakers from the Apsheron peninsula near BakuMa#llim) cannot understand even the
written version of a text in the ‘dialect’ spokeny the Jewish community of Derbent in
Daghestan. Northern (Derbent Jewish) Tati is ratvedr documenteti(though there is still no

comprehensive grammar of the language), but otheieties like the one here called
“ApsheronTati”, which is spoken near Baku, are much more iednef investigation. This

paper is intended as a contribution to the degorigf this dialect.

Relative clauses in Tati dialects have not beedistuin the scanty literature available on this

language. This paper is thus the first publicatoncerned with this issue, dealing with just

one strateqy, “head-internal”, found in one varigtzerbaijan at least.

Five strategies for the formation of relative clauseslmaidentified across Tati dialects:

« the participial strateqgy, found in all varietiegshbeen inherited from middle Iranian,

but has withessed a remarkable extension due pratslence in surrounding Turkic

and Caucasian languages;

« the relative pronoun strategy, commonly found inuh#ten language of the Jewish

dialect in Daghestan, due to code-copying of RusRi@s;

» the ‘pluralised-finite’ form strategy found in atal& two independant dialects, Lahi¢
and Derberft

e thecorrelative strategy, in which the head is expré$semeans of an interrogative fomund

the main clause contains a resumptive element;

» the head-internal strateg§a subtype of the preceding typ&und, as far as | know,

only in the Apsheron dialecplaces the head inside the relative clause andhasg no

resumptive element in the main clause. This lgst ¢pnstitutes the topic of this paper.

There is no evidence of a Persian-type relativorastrategy (i.e. a finite postposed relative
clause, cf. Section 2.2) in any dialect of Tati mobAzerbaijani. In the latter language as well
as in ApsheronrTati, relative clauses are of two types, with sonoenglementarity and

overlap: ‘participial’ vs. ‘head-internal’ (or ‘coglative’). In the following, we will describe



these types and examine the criteria for thiatribution. As an instance of relevant

discrepancies between dialects, the type of hemdaial relative clauses under analysis in this

paper seems to be a feature specific to this Apshdiadect, which was not recognized ag a

valid strategy by Tati speakers in Daghestan. ehast yet been able to test other Southern

dialects.

The paper is structured as follows: Sectiqgm@videsan overview of the participle strategy i

=

Azerbaijani and Apsheroffiati. Section 3 (‘Non-participial relative clausegresents the

head-internal strategy in Azerbaijani and Apshérati. Section 4 summarizes the results.

2. Participial relative clauses
2.1. Participial RCs in Azerbaijani

The participle strategy is dominanin the great majority of Turkic languages. Standard
Azerbaijani, like Turkish, makes use of mainly twes of participles to relativize either
subjects or other functions: (i) th€y)An participle (glossedsuBJPART) is used to relativize
subjects with no past-time reference; (ii) the p#pté in—mls (glossed PERFPART) also has

S/A (subject) orientation like the one #y)An, but it is used with past time reference (cf.

[1]).
(1) Azerbaijani

son-in - qardg-in-i do-wn [/ doy-mi

2-GEN brotherro2-Acc beatsUBIJPART beatPERPART

adam bu kond-cbn deyil.

person this village-ABL NEGCOR

‘The person who beats / has beaten up your bragheat from this village.{fn)

In order to relativise other positions than subjiecta participial clause, Azerbaijani, like

Turkish, mostly makes use of tbéQ-participle (cf. [2]-[4]).



(2) sn-in gardg-In-in doy-diy-i adam bu deyil.
2-GEN brotherPOR-GEN  beatNONSUBJPARFTPOS3 person  this NEGCOR

‘The person your brother has beaten up is notaiés’ (fn)

(3) non-i ist-yan oglan  qoy-dig-um sart-a

l-acc  wantsuBJPART boy PUNONSUBJPARFPOSL  conditionbAT

amol et-mlidir.

practice dmEB3

The boy who wants [to have] me must fulfill the diion | put.
(Sohrli nagillar,® sahzad Bandali)

(4) alma-ni zhorla-yan  0-nun inan-g§-1 Vozir idi
appleACC poisonsuBJ ANAPH-GEN trustNONSUB3}POS3 vizier COPPST3
The one who had poisoned the apple was the mimistenom he had trust.

(SN, Quru kll2)

In (4), theconstituentelativised isa dativeargumentwhich is required by the veibanmagq
‘believe’. When relativising a dativargument orresponding to the Recipient (the third
argument of a three-place verb), this position maydbeupied in the relative clause by a

pronoun marked for the corresponding case(n [5]).’

(5) pisiyin (ona) sican ver-diyi wag-a bax
CatGEN DIST-DAT mouse  giVENONSUBJPARTPOS3  child-DAT  look.mp

‘Look at the child to whom the cat has given a nedugn)

Possessors can also be relativized. As a ruletapluaric possessive suffix appears on the
possessum within the relative clause in this casiatipg to the postposed head noun as the
possessor. This is not rare, sometiriwesd instead oRecipient relativising constructions, as
in (6):



(6) ata-si-nin (ona paltar  al-dg-1 qiz  sevin-ir.

fatherPOS3-GEN  DIST-DAT  dress takedyONSUBIPOS3  girl  rejoicePRS3
‘The girl whose father has bought a dress foriqaappy.’(fn)

If the possessum functions as a subject in the RECsuibject-oriented participles are used (cf.

[7]); otherwise a participle irDIQ- is employed (cf. [8]):
(7) ata-si ol-my [/ dlsn oglan  agla-yir.

fatherPos3 diePERPART die-SUBJPART  boy CryPRS3
‘The boy whose father has died / is dying, ismgyi(fn) |
(8) tilsim-i-ni sindir-dg-in otag smt-i-nth gedscok-n
CcursePO3-ACC  breakNONSUB3POS®2 room  directiorPO3-LOC  gO+FUT-2
‘You will go in the direction of the room whose saryou have broken.’
(SN, Agir Hoson)

The participial strategy is dominant in Azerbaijabecause theDIQ-participle takes

(possessive) indexation of the subject within teétive clause, a feature which is of
considerable help in recovering the other functietativised. By contrast, Indo-european
participles do not bear such personal indexestladare usually specialized and restricted to

the relativisation of subject and direct objet fiimres.

Headless participial relative clauses are much fiegpuent than headed ones, even for the
relativization of subjects (unlike in Turkish, wieethis is very frequent). One example could
be observed in (4) above. Usually headless paididiplatives are in the plural form (cf. [9]),

or based on a passive verb, as in (10):



(9)

(10)

gelsn-lar
COMESUBJPARFPL

‘the arriving ones{fn)

devyil-an-» gor->
SayPASSSUBJPARFDAT seeev

‘according to what is saidfn)

Note that in current Azerbaijani (not influenced Byrkish) DIQ-participles may head only
relatively short RCs, as in (11) and (12):

(11)

(12)

axtar-dg-1m-1 tap-mg-am
look_forNoNsuBJPARF1-AcC find-PERF1

‘I found what | was looking for.” (SNTapdiq

biz-im  bugin kerosin adlandirghmiz neft-dir
1PL-GEN today kerosene callonsuB3POS1PL  0il-cOR3
‘What we call today ,kerosene’ is just ail.’

(Forid ©lakbarov, Sair Mikayil MUsfiq, Azerbaijan International jurnali, 2002)

2.2. Participial vs. finite strategies in Persian

In Persian, relative clauses using the participiedtegy are always short, postposed to their

head, linked by an ezafe as in any other complexaN® restricted to relativizing the subject

of intransitive verbs (cf. [13]) and the objecttdnsitive verbs (cf. [14]; in the latter case, the

subject cannot be expressed). Such constructiansnetr much different from NPs with

adjectives.



(13) Persian
name-ye rasi-de az Tehran
letterEz  arrivePERFRART  from Teheran

‘a letter arrived from Tehrarfn)

(14) sag-e kotak za-de
dogEz  kick beatPERFPART
‘a beaten dog(fn)

The dominant RC-forming strategy in Persian is apmsstd finite clause introduced by the
general subordinatdi. The antecedent noun takes a suHffixvhich is often considered to be
a variant of the ezafe found in other noun-compleingnt(adjectival, genitival)

construction$.If the subject-position is relativized, there igap in the relative clause:
(15) zan-i [ke 1] tanhd yek gusfand @§
womangz REL (Nom) alone one sheep haveT

‘a woman who had only one shegfl)

(16) sag-i [ke mardom-r& gaz migir-ad be-u

dogDEF REL peopleacc bitingpPrsstrike-3  DAT-3 |

ostoxan nade!

bone PROH(Qive

‘Do not give a bone to the dog which bites peogfe)

This gapping strategy is also common with relatidizdjects, the gapped function being

easily inferable from the presence of an unmarked matme argument. (cf. [17]).



17)

gusfand-i ke gorg bor-d
sheepper REL wolf(Nom)  carryPs13

‘The sheep which the wolf has taken awéin)

Other, oblique syntactic positions of the head-nowenaarcupied by a resumptive pronoun or

clitic inside the relative clause (n [18] and-s in [19]).

(18)

(19)

sag-i [ke  be-u ostoxadn  midjm u-ra nakuf !
dog-DEF REL DAT-DIST bone PRSgive.lPL 3-ACC  PROHbeat

‘Do not beat the dog to which we give a borfan)

zan-i [ke gorg gusfandse bor-d
womanber REL wolf(NoMm)  sheepros3 carrypsi3

‘the woman whose sheep a wolf had taken avfay’

Note that this strategy for forming restrictive t&la clauses is probably derived from an

‘adjoined relative clause’ tydén whichkeis used as a general linker and no affix is found t

mark definiteness on the head-noun, and in whiaesamptive pronoun (including one

functioning as a direct object) is grammatical, tHoatyvays optional (cf. [20]).

(20)

zan yek gusfand dé

woman one sheep hawe13

ke (an-rd gorg (az-y bor-d

REL (DIST-AcC) wolf  (ABL-3) carryPs13

‘The woman had a sheep, which a wolf took awé)

2.3. The patrticipial strategy in Tati

All Tati dialects make use of the particp suffix inherited from (old) Persianta-ka-

(derived ofindo-European #o0-), with the two allomorphsde (after consonant-stems) asé



(after vowel-stems), hereafter subsumed un@e However, Apsheroati,'® which has
been in contact with Azerbaijani for many centurieakes much wider use of participles than

PersianWe will first describe how Apsheron Tati uses thedrited participle without the

orientation constraint _usually associated with tieéated forms in other Indo-Europedn

languages, and second, how the rather restrictesiaReagent noun forms ending-idegor

has become a productive participle formation.

2.3.1.The inherited participial strategy in Tati

In contrast to Persian, the participial strategglésinant inApsheron Tati, certainly as an
imitation of the surrounding Azerbaijani. The relaticlause headed by suBle-participles
continues to behave like its Indo-European couatgspin that it permits relativisation of
intransitive subjects (cf. [21]) and direct objediat also transitive subjects and some oblique

positions in any factual — either past or non-pasbntext.

(21) Apsheron Tati
e-piyer-i men-de ye-to baq gb
ABL-fatherPOS3 remainPART one garden hawes13

‘He had a garden which remained from his fath@n)

The exact temporal interpretation of such partiggepends on the context (cf. [22])/present
and [23]/past).

(22) rous-de seg dendu ne-bzeren
barkPART dog tooth NEGEVT.strike.3
‘A dog who barks does not bitefh) ‘

(23) rous-de seg kuf-de bi

barkPART dog beafART bepsT.3
‘The dog who barked was beatefiri) ‘

When the direct object is relativised, the subgect be omitted, as in (24).



(24) nug vogci-re gendiim-yo
new collectPART cornPL

‘the corn newly reapedfn)

If, however the subject is expressed in the RQ@enbains in the nominative case (a feature
sometimes found in informal spoken Azerbaijani ad)wahd an attributive marker issually

added to the participle endiffign (25), but not in (26))

(25) [imu kuf-de-yji seg
1PLNOM  beatPART-ATTR  dog
‘the dog which we have beatg(fih)

(26) merd-i Usde-re xXune be-xo zen ne-ma-ren.
manPos3  buyPART house DAT-pleasure  woman NEG-COMePRS3

‘The house that her husband has bought does eas@his wife.(fn)

This construction with an overt subject within tledative clause is the one normally found

when the position relativised is the Recipient diteansitive verb (cf. [27]).

(27) imu sugum de-re-yi seg
1pL  bone gIVEPART-ATTR dog

‘the dog to whom we gave a borié?)

Note that the attributive ending should be cargfulistinguished from the third person
possessive suffix (a morphological borrowing from egiani), which appears in those RCs

where the head-noun is a possessor, as in (28).

(28) imu guy-yeyi-re ke-re-yi seg
we  earsLPOS3-ACC  pUll-PART-ATTR dog

‘the dog whose ears we pull(-edhh)



If the head of the RC is a noun expressing spdc@]) or time (cf. [30]), a syntactic gap in

the RC is noleading to similar ambiguitiedts probable function being obvious and ea#ily

recoverable, the TaiDe-participle can be used in very much the same wathadIQ-

participle of Azerbaijani (cf. Section 2.1):

(29) be  xisi-re cege ure tike-tike enci-r-tnd,
DAT sleepPART place DIST-ACC piece-piece cuksT3PL

‘at the place where he was sleeping, they cut hipigces'(fn)

(30) ser-e na-re saat xo ber-d u-re.
headacc putPART hour sleep carrpsi3 DIST-ACC

‘As soon as he put his head down, sleep took Hiim).’

The use of the participial strategy in attributhetative clauses is thus not restricted to the
relativization of the single argument of intrangisvand the Patient of transitives. This
strategy allows the relativization of most syntagisitions, including that of a transitive

subject this is an innovation, and a major deviant featitom the inherent S/P orientation ¢f

the corresponding Persian patrticiple

2.3.2Voice neutralityof the S/P oriented participle in Tati

SinceTati, unlike Azerbaijani, has only one participatributive verb-form, the participial
strategy alone cannot disambiguattweenobject and subjeatelativizationby way of the

inherent ‘orientation’ of the participle employedhél De-participle had a inherited,

ergatively patternedrientation, permitting relativisation of intrangé subjects and direct

objects, while for the relativisation of an agembther participle, lost in Tati, was used.

Nevertheless, the once S/P oriented participléss @sed in agentive function.

In someidiomatic expressionge.g. [31] and [32]), the objeatannotbe markedfor the

definite-accusative case and the predicat®t prototypicallytransitive:



(31) dinya di-re adam-yo
world seePART personPL

‘people who have seen the worléh)

(32) Molla yeto xob-e sir de-re go do-de-s.
Molla one goodaTTR milk give-PART cow havePERF3

‘Mulla had a cow giving good milk.” ( = ‘good milgiving cow’) (fn)

However, relativised subjects can have a defifigect @ccusative-markedn the participial
RC:

(33) sir-e xar-de nozu ez-i xune nisda.
milk-Acc  eatPART cat ABL-PROX house NEGCOR
‘The cat who has drunk the milk is not from this seu(fn)

Participial RCs may also relativise possessors sf@asa with subject function in the RC (cf.

[34]), as well as possessors of nominals with ndsjes function (cf. [35]).

(34) piyer-i mir-de gede herey ze-ren.
fatherr0s3  diePART  boy  shout  strikeelR3
‘The boy whose father has died is crying)

(35) Xxuniyi-re tu  di-re kile e-mi xuvar-mu-nd.
houseros3-AcC 2 seePART girl ABL-1 sister-1leor3

‘The girl whose house you see is my sistén)

‘Voice neutral partiples are also found in neighbouring East-Caucataguages with

ergative case-markingf. for instance Authier 2009 for Kryz, spokenAzerbaijan where it

neighbours with the main Tati speaking ardédwever, unlike these languages, Tati has no

ergative marking of core arguments, retaining aeés Indo-European nominative-accusative
alignment. This is sufficient to disambiguate Agentd &atient roles, one of these being

usually expressed and duely flagged within thetivadaclause.



2.3.3Headless participial RCs in Tati

Headless RCs are only rarely derived from attriluparticipial constructions in Apsheron
Tati. In some instances the patrticiple can be nonziedlif it relativises a direct object. In this
case, the subject is treated as the possessopagsassive NP in which the participle is the
possessum, and as such marked by the ezafelSufiis seems to be the most probable
origin of the attributive suffix illustrated abovathough the syntactic reordering is difficult to

explain):

(36) di-re-yi sumu  des-yo-mi nista
SEePART-EZ you  armpPL-POSL  NEG.COP.3

‘What you see are not my armén)

Unlike in Azerbaijani, Tati participles relativizinoblique positions cannot be nominalized: a
generic head-noun is added, liken‘woman’ in the translation of the Azerbaidjani exdenp
in (37), which is given in (38).

(37) Azerbaijani
son-in - dang-dig-in mpn-im  ana-m ol-ub.
2-GEN talkNONSUBJPARFPOR2 1-GEN  motherposl bePERR
‘The woman you were talking to was my mother.’
(SN, Tapdiq

(38) Aspheron Tati
tu hadi sax-de-yi an a-mu  moy-mi bi-res
2 talk doPERFPARFEZ woman ABL-1 motherrosl bePERE3

‘The woman you were talking to was my mothéin’)

If the position relativized is the one of a subjéictiransitive or transitive/Agent), or the
possessor of the RC’s subject, either a derived fior-gar (cf. [39a]) or a generic noun (cf.
[39b]) or has to be used, or both (cf. [40]).



(39) a. burvar-ti-ne kig-degar ez-i di nisdu.
brotherro2-Acc  Kill-PARTSUBST ABL-PROX Village NEGCOR
b. kis-de adam
kill-PART person

‘The one / person who killed your brother is rmoinfi this village.’(fn)

(40) burvar-ti-ne kig-de-gar adan? di-imu nisdu.
brotherro2-acc  Kill-PARTSUBST person  village-8L  NEGCO

‘The one who killed your brother is not a persoomni this village.’(fn)

Further examples ofjar-participles are given in (41)-(43). Note that tfosm is also

found in Persian, where it deriveemina agentis

(41) ay mi-ne  xas-degar-yo!
Oh 1Acc  wantSUBJPARFPL

‘Oh, you who love mel{fn)

(42) be-mocud bi-regar-yo hamme xis-ren
DAT-mosque  besuBJPARFPL  all sleepPrs3

‘All those who are in the mosque are sleepifig.)

(43) mir-degar, des-i xurd bi-regar
diesuBJPART handPos3 broken besUBIPART

‘deads, people whose hand was cfiitr)

3. Non-participial RCs

Non-participial strategies for forming relative et®s are a largely neglected aspect of the
syntax of Turkic languages, due to the fascinagmarted by their participial strategies on

linguists accustomed to finite strategies typiddEoropean languages. They certainly deserve



more attention, especially when they are shareddoy-Turkic languages in contact with

Turkic ones, and when they are of such a rareaggeead-internal RCE8ut before turning to

the description of head-intermal RCs, let's firshsider another non patrticipial strategy,

namely the correlative one, which is found mostlthvdonditional verb forms.

3.1. Non-participial strategies in Azerbaijani

Non participial relative clauses are almost newvemtioned m grammars, including thos
published in Azerbaijan. This is whegxkamples héh to be colleced in a corpus of publishe
texts, and focus on those that were most easilytifagbie, i.e. ones containing the

interrogative worchansi‘which’.

3.1.1Headless non-patrticipial RCs

Azerbaijani has sentence-initial headless relatisasesn which aninterrogative pronoun

correlats with a resumptive element in the main clawaseillustrated in (44).

(44) Azerbaidjani
kim dgnmen  magin-1-ni saxla-yir-my,

who enemy CaPOS3-ACC  StOpPPRSPSTEVID

o] masin  ol-urmuy hamin yaragli-nin

DIST car bePRSPSTEVID FOC.PROX fighter-GEN |

‘(He) who would stop an enemy’s car, would keep ttar.’

(S. ©hmodli 6miir Uras) 2000) |

Suchcorrelative clauses are translatable into Tati (c&]J4However, this type of relativet:

clause appears to be rare.



(45) Apsheron Tati
ki masin - dismen-o m-poyn-d-i,  hmin masin - birebl az-u.
who car enemyCcc EVT-StopPSF3 FOCPROX car bePERE3 ABL-DIST
= (44)

3.1.2 Head-internal non-participial RCs

In a sub-type of non-patrticipial RCs, the interidgaword functions as gapecifier(‘which’)
of the head-noun, which appears inside the RC. Sthidegy is available for the relativization

of any syntacticfunction, which is refleced on the embedded head noun by a case suffix. This

sub-type is rather common, especially in oral infarspeech. Such constructions are
stigmatized by purists asrtmoni budaqg cimisi’, that is “Armenian subordinate clauses”, and
as such notmentionedin reference grammars and schoolbooks, but exampé&esasily

elicited and can also be found in published teytslassic authors.

Relativising Goals, Recipients and Possessors, hwviscrather rare with the participial
strategy, isvery straightforward if one employs a non-participialagtigy which flags the
relativised function on the head itself, very muchhe same way as in European-type RCs
using a relative pronoun flagged by cases or atlposi Thus, in cases in which relativising
the possessor or an adjunct function would renkersentence akward, the head-internal
strategy may be used for more clarity, though usuwaillly conditional modality. The internal
head(s) is/are marked for the required cases. Amgtue pronoun (or a generic noun) in the

matrix clause establishes a correlation (cf. [4631.

(46) hansi is-2 al at-ir-am, o-nu gadazan  eb-yir.

«--" [ Tableau mis en forme




which work-DAT hand throwPRS1 DIST-ACC forbidden do-PRrs

‘Whatever work | take on, he forbids itAzarbaycan nallari, Pinaci ila sah

Abbag

(47) hansi c¢ox-du, o-ndan  siz  yapk-In iki-al-li.
which much€orP bDisT-ABL 2PL catchimpP.PL two-handwiTH

‘Take the one which is heavier with both handsN (Bas Gz’

(48) ayag-In-i hansi ilan gol-di  qoy o-nun  Ust-U-m.
foot-PO2-AcC which snake come putimpP 3-gen ON-POS3-DAT

‘Put your foot on the (first) snake which will cornésSN, Das UziB

In (49) and (50), the head-internal constructiomldonot be matched by an equivalent

participial construction, which means that the &nttonstructiorfills a functional gap that

emerge®nly at the lower end of the accessibility scale:

(49) hansi giz-in ayg&i-na ol-sa grok

which  girl-GEN foot-POS3-DAT beHYP.3 DEBPTCL

hamin gozl-i al-a-m.

FOC.PROX beauty-acc takeopT-1

‘| have to marry the girl whose foot it goes t&N, Ibrahim)

(50) hansi padah-la dava el-so-m, o0-nun torpag-1-ni

which  kingwitH war  doHyp-1 DIST-GEN earthPos3-AccC

torba il dasi-mag-a glc-im cat-ar

bag with  carryiNF-DAT  strengthposl  reachevT.3

‘Whichever king | make war with, | have the poveicarry his earth away in a bag.’

(Azorbaycan naillari, Kegl)




If the internal head has subject (cf. [51]) or abjef. [52]) function in the matrix clause, it is

usually gapped, and this also happens with othregtiions in ‘loose’ spoken style (cf. [53] and

| [54]) or in the languagased in theater plays operalibretti (cf. [55] and [56]):

(51)

(52)

(53)

kagiz-I hansi diw gosbr-so-n, 9 sn-i apar-acaq
letteracc  which demorsAT showHYP-2 (NOM) 2-ACC carry+ut.3

‘The first devil you will show the letter to, witlarry you.'(fn)

Hansi at X®-U-na @l-ir, 6z-Un

which  horse pleasumas3-DAT CcOMePRS3  REFL-2

%] seg /] min get!

(Acc) choosemp (DAT) mountiMP  goIMP

‘Which horse you like (lit. “pleases you”), (whicls) good, choose (it), mount (on it),
and go!’(fn)

Hansi  Olle-yo ist-yir-san, @ gedo-k.
which countrypAT wantPRsS2 (DAT) (oO-OPT-1PL

‘Let’s go to whichever country you wishfn)



(54)

(55)

(56)

Biz-im hansi-miz-in al-i-na pul diy-so-ydi

1PL-GEN which-1PL-GEN handPOS3-DAT money fallHYP-PST

bazar-dan @ ulduz al-ar-di.

marketABL (com) star  takeevT-pPST

‘Any of us could buy stars (= distinctions) fronethazar with whatever money might

land in his hand.” (Mlbrahimkpyov, Plisb Agaci, contemporary)

hansi  by-in giz-1-ni isi-9-n ged-m @

which lordGeN girl-POS3-acC  wantHYP-2 goiMPl (ACC)

SN2  al-im.

2DAT takeivprl

‘Which lord’s daughter you ever may wish, I'll godafetch her for you.’
(U. Hacilvyov, Arsin Mal Alan 1913)

kand-lor-in hansi-nda aylan-ibdir, 14/] gol-ar cix-ar.
villagePL-GEN which+1oc have_funPERF (ABL) COmegevT.3 come_OUtEVT.3
‘Whichever village he may be [hiding] enjoying aogiatime, he will reappear and

come out of it.” (M_E. Axundov, Srglzsti mordi xasis or Hacl Qarg 1852)

3.1.3Conditional RCs in Azerbaijani

The other case in which the use of a finite styategtead of a participial one is common is

when it is strongly motivated by the necessity tprexs non-factual modality in the RC.

Usually the Azerbaijani subordinate verb-form iaditional form (Hyp’ in [57]-[60]):

(57)

hansi stz lazim-1ydi-sa, o] soz-i 2 d de-di.
which  word  necessaryoPPST3-HYP DIST wordACC FOC sayPsST.3

‘He would pronounce the necessary words.’ (EI€myusun diri galmas) 1987)



(58) hansi-niz mn-im  amr-im-cbn CIX-sa, o-nu oldisecay-am.
whichPos2pPL  1-GEN orderPosl-ABL go_outHyP DIST-AcC Kill-FuT-1

‘Whoever of you goes against my order, I'll kilhii' (SN, Aygir Hason)
(59) kim hansi glan-1  isb-yir-so, alma-ni o-na at-sin.
who which boy-aAcc wantPRSHYP appleAcc DIST-DAT throw-oPT

‘Which boy she wishes, let her throw the apple .hifn)

(60) wn-> hansi gozl-i de-$-n [%] al-ar-am.

2DAT which beautyAcc sayHYP-2 (ACC) takeevt-1

‘| shall take for you whichever beautiful (girlpy say.’(fn)

The fact that such conditional relative clauses yngbicalisation is a well-known
phenomenon across languadgsy Azerbaijani, the focus of tHeypothesis an additionally
be moved away from the verb onto one of his argunmntditicising to it a conditional
copula (cf. [61]).

(61) hansi  xatip-lor-i-sa yad-i-na

which  memoryPL-COF3-HYP  mind-POS3-DAT

sal-1b bag-1-ni yellb-di.

letPERF headPoS3-AcCc shakepsT

‘He shaked his head, remembering some mema(isdr, Dantenin Yubileyi
1988)

3.1.4Multiple-head RCs in Azerbaijani

A case in which the use of the finite, non-parimipstrategy employing interrogative
pronouns appears to be obligatory in the writtemmd@ when two syntactic positions are
relativized in the same RC. In one instance (cf])[6te interrogative wordhansi‘which’
was found tdbear on(logically) two internal heads:



P [ Tableau mis en forme

(62) hansi usag-in bag-I Ust-U-n bu ¢ pari  gol-sa-ydi,
which child-GeN headPos3 o0n-POS3-DAT THIS three fairy comeHYP-PST
bir-i Op-or-di 0-nu, bir-i boxseyis  ver-or-di 1]

oneros3  KiSSEVT-PST DIST-ACC 0nePOS3 present QiveEVT-PST (DAT)

‘[Of] these three fairies who would come upon tleadh ofthe (lit. which) child, one would

give him a kiss, one would give him a preser®.’ Coforzac, Ug 6piy, 1982)

However, usuallyhansiis repeated (cf. [63] and [64]), or used jointlittwan interrogative

pronoun, as in (65) and (66).

(63) Hansi ews hansi  doygci  birinci  gir-di, homin ev

which housesaT which wrestler first entepsST FOC.PROX house

biatin asya-si ib ol-ur-mus o-nun.

all furniturePos83 with beevVT-PSTEVID DIST-GEN

‘Which house which wrestler first entered, all theniture of this house would be his.’
(Sabirohmodli, Omur uras) 2000)

(64) hor bir  kas hansi  mzlwb-dbn hansi

every one person which sedt which

moztvb->  isb-s kecgo bil-sin.

SEeCtbAT wantHYP pasSPAT CanOPT

‘Let everyone have the possibility to abide by fdiéh he wishes.(fn)



(65) kim-i hansi  némr-ni ver-ir hemin palto-nu da al-ir.
whoP0os3 which numbemcc givePRS this very coakcC FOC  takePRS
‘which number one gives gets the [correspondingl’'d@nar, Asqiligda jlayan gadinin
s6hbti, 1988)

(66) harada hansi ticait mibs®s-i-nb  qara parga var-sa,

where  which business plapts3-Loc black fabric exisHYP

yigis-il-sin.
requisitionPASSOPT

‘Whereever, in whichever business black fabrid b available, let it be requisitioned.’
(Sabirohmodli, Qara bayraglar 2003)

3.2. Use ofki in Azerbaijani head-internal RCs

The particleki is almost never used in Azerbaijani finite relatolauses, at least in written
texts. We found only two instances in a corpusarhe 2000 pages, and they are typically

descriptive, not restrictive RCs, as in (67) arng)(6

(67) ig-a-k hbmin o] mhoblet  korpl-su-ndn ig-1-na,
drink-oPT-1PL  FOC.PROX DIST love bridgePOs3-GEN  healthPOS3-DAT
hansi-nin ki, bir uc-u bu dam-da-dir, bir uc-u
which-GEN ki one endrPOs3 PROX roof-Loc-coP3 one endros3
o] dam-da glan ev-i-ymn giz ev-i-nin
DIST roofLoc boy  houserOs3-wiTH girl  houserPOS3-GEN
ara-si-nda!..

intervalPOs3-LOC



(68)

‘Let’s drink to this bridge of love, [| mean] whosee end is on one of the roofs, the
other end on the other roof, between the houskeeofitoom and the roof of the bride.’
(S. Qadirzade Bondwa, 1969)

olifba-miz (hansi ki, Turk #ifba-si-na

alphabetroslpL  which ki Turk alphaberos3-DAT

yaxin idi) doyisdir-il-di.

close CoOPPST changePASSPST

‘Our alphabet (which was close to the Turkish alpit) was changed.’ (Blokborov,

Olyazmalar Institutu Axbaycanda erkn olifbalar, Azerbaijan International jurnali, 2000)

The preceding examples should be considered desightthehansiconstruction withouki,

but they seem to have moved one step forward inditeetion of forming European-type

relative pronouns. This is not directly comparabi¢h the use ofki in Tati head-internal

restrictive relative clauses.

3.2.1.The head-internal strategy in Tati

The presence of an attributive participial form ddpaof relativising subjects, objects and

most oblique positions in Tati is doubled by then1participial, head-internal strategy. It can

be headed by a pronoun in initial position (cf.]j6®r by a NP made up of the head-noun

preceded by the adjectikiam meaning ‘which’ (cf. [70]).

(69)

(70)

ki ki burvar-ti-ne kirde-s,

who(NomM) kI brotherpo2-acc  Kkill- PERF3

adam  di-imu nisda.

person village-IPL  NEGCOR

‘The one who killed your brother is not a perswomnt this village.'(fn)

kitam adam ki burvar-ti-ne kide-s



which  person kI brotherro2-acc  Kkill-PERF3

ez-i di nisdd.

ABL-PROX village NEGCOR

‘The person who killed your brother is not a parffom this village.'(fn)

As in Azerbaijani, the main asset of this strategthie finiteness of the verb form employed,

which allows for a switch in tense and mood catexgoftf. [71]).

(71) kitam adam ki  burvar-ti-ne kuf-den

which  person kI  brotherro2-AcCc  beatPRS3

ez-i di nisdd.

ABL-PROX village NEGCOR

‘The person who is beating up your brother isaaperson from this village(fn)

Tati usually adds the particld after the head-noun marked for its syntactic fumctand
before the verb (cf. [70] and [71] above). The nxatlause may contain a resumptive

pronoun, in which case we are dealing with a catigd construction, as in (72).

(72) [kitam seg ki dendu bzefden bo-u sugum  medi!
which dog kI tooth  EvT.strike.3 DAT-DIST bone  PROHgive
‘Do not give a bone to the dog which bitg$m)

Most frequently, however, and systematically if #rgecedent head has subject function in

the matrix clause, the latter contains a gap @] and [74]):



(73) kitam nozu ki sir-e xar-de-s,  ez-i Xune nisda.
which cat Kl - milk-Acc  eatPERF3 ABL-PROX house NEGCOR
‘The cat who has drunk the milk is not from thisuke.’(fn)

(74) kitam  xune-re (ki) merd Usde-re-6.)

which  house Ki man buyPERF3
‘The house that her husband has bought (doedemdehis wife).{fn)

In some instances, a shared argument other tharetiterioun is repeated (exgine‘house’
in [75]).

(75) kitam merd ki xune Usde-re-s, xune-re

which man Ki house buyrERF3 houseAcc

be-zen xasden volen-den.

DAT-wOman SELF showPRs3

‘The husband who has bought a house shows istwifé.’ (fn)

Possessors can be relativised, whether or not plossessa are subjects in the relative clause

(cf. [75] for a subject possessum and [76] for a-gsobject possessum).

(75)  e-kitam gede ki piyer-i mir-de-s  herey ze-ren.
ABL which boy k1 fatherpos3  diePERF3 shout  strikePRS3
‘The boy whose father has died is cryingx)

(76)  e-kitam kile ki  xuniyi-re  di-rini e-mu xuvar-mu-ni
ABL-which girl kI house SEeer ABL-1  sisterposl-cor3

‘The girl whose house you see is my sistén) |



If the head-noun is the possessor of an argumetiieofnatrix clause (e.geg ‘dog’ and
gusyeyi ‘ear’ in [77]), it appears in the case correspagdio its function in the RC, and is

cross-referenced by a possessive suffix on theegeam in the matrix clause:

(77) [kitam seg ki  rousdén gus-yeyi-re me-ke !
which  dog kI bark-PRS.3 eamt.POos3-AcC  PROHpuUIl
‘The dog which barks, do not pull his eargh)

As can be seen in (77), in such head-internal ivelatlauseski is used not as a linker
morpheme, like in Persian, but as a marker of faguthe preceding wordhead of the RC.
Without this particle the clause takes an indedinihore general meaning, thus compensating

for the absence of a conditional form (cf. [78] 4Ad]):

(78) kitam seg rousden...
which dog bark-PRS.3
‘Whichever dog barks..(fn)

(79) be-kitam kar des gsen-dunum, be-u gade na-ren.
DAT-which  work hand throwRrsl DAT-DIST interdiction putPrRS3
‘Whatever work | take on, he forbids iffh)

The strategy illustrated above is used wheneveh#agl-noun is highly topical and has to be
preposed to the RC, a feature quite systematiagbociated with the semantic role of
(transitive) Agent, and the fronting movement inwah\by this strategy is a way toark the

head of the RC astapic. It is, however, not restricted to filling any fuitnal gap left by the

disappearance of the Indo-European active paricghce it is also found in relative clauses

in which the syntactic position of transitive sudtjenay be relativised.

3.2.2 Pragmatic andnon factua) modal motivation

Grammatically,the question-word using strategyaynbe called a “primary strategy”, since it

allows for the relativization of all syntactic ptiens including subjects, but pragmatically, it

is not dominant and highly marked for an additioralle:



The use of the head-internal strategy allows spsake
» topicalize the head and the function relativized,;

» express non-factual modality in the relative clause.

Non-factual modality is expressed on the verb, Ugimithe ‘eventual* form; recall that the

particleki is always omitted in this case:

(80) be-kitam Olke m-yo ti-ne, b-re-m.
DAT-which country EvVT-come.3 YOUACC SUBJQO-1pL

‘Let’s go to whatever country you wan(th)

(81) e-kitam beg kiliyi-re m-xas-di

ABL-which lord girlPOos3-AcC  EVT-wantPSF2

bu-ra-m  xas-d-um bere-ti.

suB}go-1 askpPstl for-2

‘Whichever lord’s daughter you wish | will ask fgou.’ (fn)

3.2.3Restrictions on the patrticipial strategy

Three-place predicates give rise to rather heavycpaal clauses, and even if the relativised
position is that of a subject, the participial doastion is accepted as grammatically correct

when it is suggested to informantsut the translation first given by our informarges the

head-internal equivalent construction (cf. [82]).

(82) Dbe-ayol mig de-re nozu-re  girind
DAT-child mouse giveeART catAcc catchivppL
‘Catch the cat which has given a mouse to the ¢hiid) ‘

(83) kitam nozu ki be-ayol nau de-re-s, u-re girind.

which cat kI DAT-child mouse (giveERF3 DIST-ACC  catchiMPPL |



=(82)

In other cases, the motivation for choosing thiateffy was the categorical inability of the

Tati De-articiple to relativise functions lower down onetlaccessibility (or ‘Keenan-

Comrie’) scale. The participial strategy was rejéctend the head-internal one was judged the

only possibility. The functions concerned are thoke

(84)

(85)

(86)

a Recipient marked by the dative-directive pro-clite- (cf. [84]);

a Beneficiary introduced by the preposition beog’ ‘tcf. [85]);

animate argument of a verb “take” marked with thet proclitic (cf. [86]);
comitative with prepositioboy (cf. [87]);

and possessor of a noun which is not subject oRtBécf. [88]).

be-kitam ayol ki nozu mu de-re-s, be-u dey
DAT-which  child ki cat mouse  giveeERF3 DAT-DIST  lookimpP
‘Look at the child to whom the cat has given a mbuse

bere  kitam  kile ki  piyer-i nig-e lupke Usde-re-s

for which  girl kI fatherPOS3 newATTR dress  buyERF3

be-u dey.

DAT-DIST look.imP

‘Look at the girl for whom her / whose father hasight a new dress(fn)
e-kitam nozu ki ayol mu Usde-re-s, u-re girind.
ABL-which  cat Ki - child mouse takeerrF3 DIST-ACC  catchivp

‘Catch the cat from whom the child has receivediemtd a mouse!{fn)



(87) bas kitam pagah davo s-um, ez-u xak-i-re

WITH which king fight dosuB31l ABL-DIST earthPOS3-AccC

be turbi es bere keren avar-den zir-mi m-ras-u,

DAT-bagez horse FOR pull-INF  carryiNF  strengthposl  EvT-reach-3

‘Whichever king | make war with, | have the powerdarry his earth away in a

bag.” example translated from Azerbaijani

(88) e-kitam eyol ki mumser-i-re pare sax-dem
ABL-which child ki hairPos3-acc  cut doPERF1PL

‘The child whose hair we cut / have cufr)

In some interesting cases (e.g. [89]), the markertheftwo different syntactic relations

(possessm ard Patient argument) can scramblée e- genitive proclitic goes with th

possessive suffix in the main clause, while teeccusative enclitic is governed by the main

verb)

(89) [e-kitam seg-e ki gye-yi-re ke-ren-im| mo-kuf !
of-which dogacc ki earspos3-AcC  pull-PRs1-PL  PROHbeat

(lit.) “The dog whose ears we pull, do not be&t(in)

3.2.4Double relativisation

In the case of double relativisation, the headrivdkstrategy has to be used in Tati. The
double RCsprovidedabove from our Azerbaijani corpus can be translatem Tati with a

parallel construction:



(90) ki-re e-kitam gede x0 ma-ren,

whoAcc ABL-which boy well comeRs3

sib-e be-u b-san-i

appleAcc DAT-DIST suBxthrow-3

‘Which boy pleases to whom”, let her throw the appleim. (fn)

(91) her gsexs e-kitam mezheb be-kitam mezheb

each person AaBL-which religion DAT-which religion

xas-d-{ tan-0 gldao-den.

wantPsT3 cansuB}3 passWF

‘Let everyone have the possibility to abide by fhiéh he wishes.’

4. Conclusion

It is well known that relativizing strategies cam ¢opied, from one language to another, even
across linguistic families. For instance, all Kashldialects of Southern Iran, though
genetically South-West Turkic like Azerbaijdfihave lost most of the preposed participial
strategies typical of the Turkic family and have laepd it with the strategy found in
surrounding — and genetically unrelated — Persigrich involves a general subordinating
morphemeki and a pronominal anaphora for all relativized posg other than subject and
object. This seems not to have happened in Northeenbaijani dialects. Indeed Persian and
standard Azerbaijani use two very different stretgego form relative clauses. In Northern
Azerbaijan, it is rather the Iranian language Tladit has extended the use of participles under

the influence of the dominant Azerbaijani language.

The greater capacity of Turkic participles to dlasyntactic roles within the RC certainly
accounts for the fact that, unlike Indo-Europeargleages, most Turkic languages have not

developed finite relative clause strategies, andrnwsuch finite RC occur, they are clearly a



result of language contact. Apart from the case ahkay mentioned in the introduction,
Gagauz and Balkan varieties of Turkish have alspiecb RC from surrounding Slavic
languages® And Azerbaijani has a finite RC-forming strategy, inieththe relative clauset
contains the head noun, is headed by a finite f@rh; and precedes the matrix clause. While
not very widely used, it can be found in all s@mtsAzerbaijani texts, as the examples given

above have shown.

In boththe Azerbaijani and Tati head-internal relativeuska constructions, the relative clause
1) is preposed to the matrix clause, 2) has its domain embedded and markeditercase / |
function in the relative clause; and 3) the laitempreceded by an inflected interrogative
pronoun (‘which’). It is the matrix clause which heisher zero anaphora (if the head-noun
inside it is subject, transitive or not, or objeat)a resumptive pronoun marked for case (for
functions other than subject or objedthelieved at first that this new head-internal etygt|
had been copied by Azerbaijani from Tati, becaus¢he past, in all likelihood, Tati, not
Azerbaijani, was the dominant language, and the genee of a new strategy may have been
motivated, in Tati only, by the disappearance &f dlctive participle and the need for a new
strategy to relativize transitive subjects. ButiTrticiples have lost their original (Indo-
European) S/P or “passive” orientation, and theyreow used to relativise transitive subjects
as well as other functions. This may have resultedhfthe influence of East-Caucasian

ergative dependent-marking languages with non-tateparticiples, butuseh a developmen‘

would be far-fetched for the Apsheron dialect weendealt with, which has not been in
contact with any language other than Azerbaijazierhaijani does have, along with the two
complementarily oriented participles #y)An (S/A or ‘agentive’) andDBIQ- (non agentive),
a perfect participle inmls (S/P or ‘patientive’): all theseptionsto relativise syntactic rolesf
are conflated in the syntactic behaviour of theyguarticiple of Tati. Only the lowest syntactic
function on the accessibility scale prompted theeptstrategy as the only grammatically

correct choice.

Finally, one may assume that instances of similartoact®ons in neighbouring languages

represent an areal syntactic feature. The sameaveelabnstruction is found in Northern

Taleshi (another Iranian languages spoken in thdéh®on part of Azerbaijan and across the

border in Iran, but not closely related with Caumad at dialects):

(92) [kom maktabli ve bal qgirda bi-ka,] av mukafat ba-ste




which schoolchild much point collection mob-makeopPT 3 prize  FuT-take
‘[Whichever schoolchild collects most points], hdlwéceive a prize.’

cf. the corresponding question:

(93) kom  maktabli ve bal girda ba-karde?
which schoolchild much point collection FuT-make

‘Which schoolchild will collect most points?’

(94) [ba ciki sx&n bi-mand-o,] bi-zin, hagigi peygambar av e
to whose word MOD-stay©OPT MOD-know genuine prophet 3 3cop

‘[At whosesoever word (the sea) stays still,] kntnvat he is the genuine prophet.’

(95) [ba ciki sx&n ba-mande?
to whose word FUT-Stay-OPT

‘At whose word will (the sea) stay still?’

But in Northern Taleshi, when this strateqy is us$kd relative clause is most commonly of
the headless kind:

(96) [ba t1 st avlod cic bi-ka, bi-zin,
to 2 2pos child what mob-dosuBi2 mMobp-know

ba-vindt 1sta avlod-on-ku ay-an
FUT-see REFL child-pL-from 3-FOC

‘[What your child does to you,] know that he wgie it also from his own children.’

cf. ba t1 st1 avlod cic bakarde? ‘What will your child do toy?’

Correlative relative clauses made up of an indipecametric question are also found in a non
Turkic, non Iranian language of Azerbaijan, as exdieg by Haspelmath (1993):

(97) wvuj K'anik akat-ay-t'a,
[who:ABS below comeAORPART-CND]

hada Vici-n q'usun-ar g'ulugh cugwa-da
thatErRe) self-GEN troopPL  back pull-FuT

‘Whoever is defeated shall withdraw his troops.’

(98) Hinal yif xha-yi-t'a,
[whereon night becomeAORPART-CND]

hanal am yal jag-un patal ag:waz-zava.
thereon he rest hitMsD for stop-ipf



‘Wherever the night falls, there he stops to rest.’

And in Lezgian also, when the interrogative worthis determiner hi ‘which’, the full NP
may be repeated in the main clause.

(99) Abur hi gaf.uni-z  taluq’ ya-t'a,
[they which wordDAT belonging COPCND]

ha gaf.uni-n Kanikaj ts’'ar cug-u.
that word-GEN below line drawdPF

‘Whichever word they belong to, draw a line beldattword.’

Such correlative relative clauses with the verthaindicative are found in the proverbs:

(100) (Qel hi kas.di ne-da, hada yad ghwa-da.
[salt which manErG) eatrut] thatErG) water drink-FUT

‘Whoever eats salt will drink water.’

Haspelmath further states that “This constructionmere usual in the neighboring

languages Budukh and Kryz”, referring to Boguslayakl981, to which should now be added

Authier (2009) on Kryz. This is enough to show thia¢ correlative constructions are npt

restricted to the Apsheron peninsula, or a merediogectal feature of the outskirts of Baku,| |

think that they are rather a fashionable stiligéttern: the last to examples from Lezgian gre

typical ready-made sentences, easily borrowed inilmglial environments.

However,it should be emphasized that in Tati and Azerbaijh@ head-internatubtype

has extendedts domainfor discursive purposesirigée a case marker signals the relativized

function (contrary to most previously described herernal relative clauses), they may we

be found to relativize any syntactic functions loé tvell-know accessibility scale, but they j:e

most widely used for Agents (transitive subjectiitive and possessor functions, which are

D

naturally most topical, because (while certaimyost relatie clauses belong to th

presupposed part of a sentend®erbaijani and Tati head-internal R@stail outright

topicalization They signal high topicality of the head noun andghbsequent matrix claus

[¢)

is in focus.



Abbreviations

1 1st person

2 2nd person

3 3rd person
ABL ablative

ATTR attributive marker
CND conditional

DIST distal anaphora
PROX proximal anaphora
CAUS causative

DAT dative

EVT eventual mood
EZ ezafe

GEN genitive

HORT hortative

HYP hypothetic

IMP imperative

INF infinitive

LOC locative

MSD masdar

NEG negation

OPT optative

PASS passive

PL plural

PERF perfect

PRS present

PROH prohibitive
PART participle

REL relator

SUBJ subjunctive



References

Izgijaeva E.
206 Tatsko-Russkij slovarMaxachkala

Authier, G.
2009 Grammaire kryzParis

in preparatiorLe judéo-tat, langue iranienne des Juifs du Dagdrest

Keenan, E. & Comrie, B.

1977 Noun phrase accessibility and universal grambiaguistic Inquiry 8.63-99.
Haiman, J.

1978 Conditionals are topictn Language 54, 3, 564-89

Gorgu T.

2008 Shrli nagillar, Baku

Grjunberg A. L.

1963 Grinberg, A. 1963. Jazyk severoazerbajdzhatestiiv. Moskva: Nauka

Hale, K.

1976 The adjoined relative clause in Austrglidn Grammatical categories in
Australian Languagesd. by Dixon R., Camberra

Haspelmath M.

1993 A Grammar of LezgigrMouton, Berlin

Lazard, G.

1975 La catégorie de éventueln Mélanges linguistiques offerts a E. BenveniBtais,
Peeters. p. 347-358.

Matras Y. & Tufan, S.

2008 Contact-induced change in Macedonian TurlishGrammatical Borrowing in

Cross-Linguistic Perspective. Edited by Yaron Mstrand Jeanette Sakel.
Mouton, Berlin

Samvelian, P.

2006 L'enclitique—i introducteur de relative en persan : déterminambrairphe de
I’ ez&feou autre chose encore 3tudia Iranica34/2, 7-34.

SchachterP.

1973 Focus and relativization Language 49, 19-46.



! The data for this article are either drawn from iadgjani published texts, most of them
available on the internet (reference after eachmgka) or from data collected by myself
(field notes). Field trips were funded by the Centational de la Recherche Scientifique
and the Institut National des Langues et Civilasi Orientales. | wish to thank my main
informant Mrs Naiba Mammadova for sharing with me keowledge of such a rare
language as Tati, and Mr Elvin Abbabeyli for theeArijani elicited example$ am also

indebted to V. Gast for improving my English and imhand G. Lazard for valuable

remarks

2 cf. 1zgijaeva2003.

3 Original literary works, translations, primers, aadnewspapers have been published in
Derbent from the early 20’s.

4 cf. Authier, in preparation.

° cf. Comrie & Keenan 1977.

6 Hereafter SN.

" This would be totally incorrect in standard Tulkis

8 For a different opinion, see Samvelian 2008??7?

9 cf. Hale

10 The naméTati is sometimes applied (especially by Yarshater Siilo) to residual North-
West Iranian languages of Southern (Iranian) Azgba we choose to stick to the
European tradition and will callati only the language spoken in the North-Caucasus
the North-Eastern Part of the Republic of Azerbaija

11 Note that the ezafe is found in Tati only on woedsling with a vowel.

12 Recall that there is no ezafe on words ending witbonsonant !

13 See of course Haiman 1978.

14 ¢f. Lazard 1975

15 There is an almost perfect mutual intelligibilitytween Azerbaijani and Kashkai speakers.
| tested this personally by submitting recordingbtdh audiences. Northern Azerbaijani
people understand in fact better Kashkai than ‘8tdimTurkish.

16 ¢f, Matras & Tufan 2007



