< Tuarkish Studies - Language and Literature !‘

ANK.AR& SC!ENCE
www.turkishstudies.net/language eISSN: 2667-5641 UNIVERSITY

Research Article / Arastirma Makalesi

Iranian Influence on Turkish Syntax: Post-verbal Order in East Anatolian Turkish

Irani Dillerin Tiirk¢enin Sozdizimi Uzerindeki Etkisi: Dogu Grubu Agizlarinda Yiiklem Ardina
Atilan Unsurlar

Bilgit Saglam”

Abstract: This study examines the post-verbal order in East Anatolian Turkish within the concept of
language contact. Iranian and Turkic varieties have been in intensive contact as neighboring languages for
nearly a thousand years. In a vast linguistic area-Arexes-lIran linguistic area- stretching from the Central Asia
to the Caucases and central Anatolia, a great number of languages have been scrutinized with regard to their
shared contact-induced mechanisms. Little attention, however, has been paid to the degree of Iranian
influence on the syntactic features of East Anatolian Turkish despite located in the same region.

Although Iranian influence can be observed in different degrees in the entire Turkish dialects, most
intensively influenced language areas are the Southeastern Anatolia and the southern borders of the Eastern
Anatolia where bilingual speaker population is high. Thus, this paper zooms in on the Iranian-induced word
order features of East Anatolian Turkish based on the spoken data collected from the cities Diyarbakir,
Elazig, Tunceli, Van, and Bitlis. The findings reveal that the Iranian influence on post-verbal word order
exerts itself on four syntactic domains: dative elements expreesing direction and purpose, direct objects of
verb of saying and perception, adverbial clauses, and modal structures. These contact-induced innovations
appear to be triggered by modal Iranian codes. In all sections, the evaluations are supported with the relevant
equivalent examples from possible contact languages.

Structured Abstract: This study aims at exploring the extent of Iranian influence on the word order of East
Anatolian Turkish (EAT). Iranian and Turkic varieties have shared an intense linguistic relationship for
almost a millennium, resulting in significant syntactic convergence. Despite the extensive study of Iranian
influence on various Turkic varieties, the syntactic features of EAT have been relatively understudied. This
research aims to fill that gap by examining spoken data from cities Diyarbakir, Elaz1g, Tunceli, Van, and
Bitlis where bilingual population is high. Comparative analysis with Iranian languages is conducted to
identify syntactic parallels. In all sections, findings are supported by the equivalent examples from possible
contact languages, i.e. Persian, Kurmanji, and Zazaki.

The findings reveal that the Iranian influence on EAT’s post-verbal word order exerts itself on four
syntactic domains: dative elements expreesing direction and purpose, direct objects of verb of saying and
perception, adverbial clauses, and modal structures.
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In standard Turkish, dative elements indicating direction and purpose precede the main verb.
However, in EAT, these elements often occur post-verbally. This mirrors the structure found in Iranian
languages like Persian, Kurmanji, and Zazaki. Unlike standard Turkish, dative elements often occur in
postverbal position in EAT. Even though the verb git- ‘to go’, ver- ‘to give’ and basla- ‘to start’ does not
allow indirect object to be in postverbal position in standard Turkish, inverted sentence order is frequently
used in EAT. EAT consistently positions the dative elemets of these verbs post-verbally, similar to the
structure in Iranian languages. Ne zaman Koyiiniim géTse — benim evime, birahma. ‘Whenever my sheep
goes to my home, don’t let it then.’

The examples that most clearly show the word order deviation from standard Turkish appear is
sentences with the verbs of saying and perception in EAT. For instance, in Persian, the verb goften ‘to say’
precedes the quotation. In EAT, a sentence like Oglan demis ben senin bohgeni alem ‘The Kid said: ‘T will
take your parcel’ shows the direct object following the verb, unlike standard Turkish. The same order
tendency can be observed with the complement clauses of verbs of perception in EAT. The verb gan- for
instance (< TT kan-) does not allow postverbal direct object in Standard Turkish. In EAT, on the other hand,
direct object in these sentences follows the verb consistently: Gandi ki bu isi bizim basimiza getiren
Kiilegirendi. ‘He was convinced that Kiilegiren was responsible for what happened to us’.

As the previous studies on Turkic-Iranian language contact, most of the Turkic varieties under
Iranian languages, including EAT, uses the Turkic optative marker {-(y)A} to express the Iranian subjunctive
mood, leading to the replacement of Turkic non-finite clauses with Iranian model finite clauses. This is seen
in sentences with hypothetical verbs, purpose clauses and modal constructions. Following the neighbouring
Iranian languages, in EAT, verbs that are used to refer to a hypothetical situation or to express a wish,
suggestion etc., takes subjunctive subordinate clauses. Therefore, on the modal of Iranian subjunctive mood,
EAT almost completely replaced the Turkic non-finite subordinate clause constructions and replaced them
with Iranian postverbal subordinate clauses, which are connected to the main verb with the copied Iranian
optional conjunction ki as in the following example: utandim senin yanina getiram ‘1 was ashamed to bring it
to you’.

EAT frequently employs post-verbal purpose clauses connected with the conjunction ki, a pattern
copied from Iranian languages. For example, ¢esmeye gél ki gorem ‘Come to the fountain so that | see you’
shows the purpose clause following the main clause, an Iranian wordorder feture uncommon in standard
Turkish.

Lastly, EAT adopts Iranian modal constructions where the subordinate verb appears in the optative-
subjunctive mood at the end of the sentence. This construction is evident in expressions of (in)ability,
volition, and necessity. For instance, as in the example ben daha edemam gidam ‘I cannot go anymore’, EAT
uses the optative-subjunctive form, a reflection of Iranian type modal verb+subjunctive constructions.

The study highlights the significant Iranian influence on the syntactic structure of EAT, showcasing
the deep-rooted linguistic interaction between Iranian and Turkic languages in the region. The syntactic
changes in EAT underscore the impact of prolonged language contact and bilingualism among the
populations.

Key words: Language contact, word order, syntax, East Anatolian Turkish, Iranian languages.

Oz: Bu calisma, Dogu Grubu Agizlarinda sikhikla gozlemlenen devrik tiimce yapilarim dil iliskileri
baglaminda incelemeyi amaglamaktadir. Orta Asya'dan Kafkasya ve Anadolu'ya kadar uzanarak Dogu Grubu
Agizlarim da icine alan Aral-iran dilbilim bolgesinde irani diller ile Tiirkgenin cesitli degiskeleri yaklasik bin
yildir komsu diller olarak yogun temas i¢inde bulunmuslardir. Dil ilisklileri sonucunda bolgedeki Irani diller
ile Tiirk¢enin degigkeleri arasinda dilin hemen her asamasinda kopyalamalar gerceklesmistir. Alanyazinda bu
dil sahasinda yasayan bir¢ok dil, dil iliskileri baglammda incelenmis olsa da Dogu Grubu Agizlarinin
sozdizimsel dzellikleri {izerindeki irani etki iizerine yeterli calisma olmadig1 gériilmektedir.

Irani etki, Tiirkiye Tiirkgesi agizlarimn tamaminda farkli derecelerde gdzlemlense de en yogun etkilenen dil
sahalar iki dilli niifusun yogun olarak bulundugu Giineydogu Anadolu ve Dogu Anadolu Bolgesinin giiney
simirlaridir. Bu nedenle, ¢alismada Dogu Grubu Agizlarinda goriilen Irani kaynakli sdzciik dizilis 6zellikleri
Diyarbakir, Elazig, Tunceli, Van ve Bitlis illerinden yapilan derlemeler temel alinarak incelenmistir.
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Calismada, Dogu Grubu Agizlarinda yiiklem ardma atilan unsurlar; yon ve amag ifadeli tiimlegler, sdylem ve
alg1 eylemlerinin dolaysiz nesneleri, zarf islevli yantiimceler ve kiplik yapilari olmak {izere dort altbaslikta
incelenmistir. Calismada adi gegen unsurlarla olusturulan devrik tiimce yapilarin Tiirkgenin dil tipolojisine
aykir ozellikleri vurgulanarak bu kullanimlarin bégedeki Irani dillerle olan temastan kaynaklandigi iddia
edilmis ve degerlendirmeler ilgili temas dillerinden esdeger drneklerle desteklenmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Dil iliskileri, devrik tiimce, s6zdizim, Dogu Grubu Agizlari, irani diller.

Introduction

Iranian-Turkic language contact has a long history. During the 11th century, the invasion of
the Saljugs has brought a massive number of Turkic population into Iran, Iraq and Anatolia (Bulut,
2018b: 399). Since then, the dominance of the region has changed between Turkic and Iranian
states causing bilateral movement of the population between Iranian and Turkic tribes. The
successive invasions of Safavid and Ottomans in the region paved the way for the formation of the
socio-linguistic structure that is very suitable for intensive language contact (Bulut, 2006:187). The
coexistence of the Iranian and Turkic languages, especially Oghuz Turkic varieties, as neighboring
languages for nearly a thousand of years has led to the realization of intensive language contact
between typologically different languages. Intensive language contact has led to non-Turkic copies
to be seen in all Turkic varieties with different gradations. Starting from Turkic varieties in Iran,
gradual Iranian effect can saliently be observed until West Anatolian dialects.

In addition to the geographical proximity and historical contact with Persian, bilingual
population of East Anatolia also favors the Iranian influence. Many speakers of the area have an
Iranian mother tongue (Kurmanji and/or Zazaki) and Turkish as their second language (Johanson,
1998; Keskin, 2010; Opengin, 2010). Kurmanji and/or Zazaki speakers in the region acquire
Turkish in their daily life and through education, as the official language is Turkish, which shows
bilingualism in EAT can be described as ‘natural bilingualism’ (Kesmez, 2015: 159).

Although Turkic varieties under strong Iranian influence have been extensively studied
(c.f. Soper 1987, Erickson 2001, Kiral 2001, 2005 Bulut & Kiral, 2004, Johanson & Bulut, 2006,
Bulut 2000, 2007, 2016, 2018a, 2018b, Erfani, 2012) Iranian influence on East Anatolian Turkish
(EAT) has not been subject to detailed linguistic studies. Therefore, the aim of the study is to
determine the contact-induced syntactic changes in EAT and to contribute to draw isoglosses by
showing the extent to which these features overlap with other Turkic varieties under Iranian
influence.

1. Arexes-Iran linguistic area and EAT

Linguistic area is defined as a geographic region in which genealogically different
languages have influenced each one another, resulting in remarkable linguistically similar features.
The Araxes-Iran linguistic area (AILA), identified by Donald Stilo (2015) as the first researcher to
recognize it as a linguistic zone, encompasses a region marked by significant ethnic and linguistic
diversity across the South Caucasus (Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan), Northern Iran, Northern Iraqg,
and Eastern Turkey. EAT, as determined in Karahan (2011), is a sub-region within the Araxes-Iran
linguistic area, where members of different language families have influenced each other.

www.turkishstudies.net/language
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Figure 1: Arexes-Iran linguistic area (adopted from Stilo, 2018: 348)
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AILA presents extensive linguistic interaction, leading to the sharing of numerous
linguistic features among six distinct linguistic entities in five different language families,
including two branches of Indo-European (Stilo, 2015).

Stilo (2018: 345) demonstrates the following the most common syntactic features shared by
AILA languages:

1. The absence of the infinitive form, a characteristic shared with Balkan languages, is
notable. Despite the presence of an infinitive or equivalent verbal noun in most AILA languages,
the subjunctive form is employed following modal verbs and some main verbs, even when the
subjects of both verbs are the same.

2. The typical sentence order is verb-final. Although SOV order is prevalent in these
languages, it is not strictly adhered to, as definite nouns may occasionally appear after the verb.

3. The modal (or main verb) is not consistently positioned at the end of the clause and may
not always directly precede the subordinate verb it governs, although there is some flexibility in its
placement.

4. Singular forms of nouns are generally used following numerals.

5. A numeral classifier is used between the numeral and the noun (“three grain apple”). The
classifier systems of these languages are very simple, not usually exhibiting more than two
classifiers, although a few others are sometimes used.

Although these five characteristics exhibit a typologically distinctive perspective, this study
will focus on the first three, which exibits non-Turkic characteristics (for the numeral classifier
system in AILA, see Stilo, 2018).

Turkish Studies - Language, 19(4)
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2. Some general remarks of the typological features of the languages in discussion

Turkic and Iranian® languages differ from each other structurally in several respects. Since
Greenberg’s universals (1963), it is widely known that some languages ‘tend consistently to put
modifying or limiting elements before those modified or limited, while others just as consistently
do the opposite’ (Greenberg, 1963:76) and this main syntactic pattern mostly corelates with the
order of subject and object in languages. Turkic, as its V-final, agglutinative and left-branching
character, presents all patterns of a consistent OV language. As a result of its typology, Turkic
languages i) orders dative elements and adverbial clauses before verbs, ii) orders the heads at the
end of the phrases, iii) does not tend to use finite-clauses, and iv) does not have modal
verb+subjunctive constructions. Altough Iranian languages’ main word order is SOV, they present
most of SVO pattern. They allow postverbal position of dative elements (directions, receipents,
addressee) and adverbial clauses. Iranian languages are head-initial in terms of constituent order of
relative clauses?, use finite clauses and modal verb+subjunctive structures.

3. Data

Although Iranian influence can be observed in the entire EAT with different gradation,
most intensively influenced language areas are the Southeastern Anatolia and the southern borders
of the Eastern Anatolia where bilingual speaker population is high. For this reason, the evidences
given in the study were collected from language areas where bilingual speakers are concentrated
within the boundaries of EAT. In this context, the texts in the studies on the dialects of Diyarbakir
(Erten 1994), Elaz1g (Giilensoy & Buran 1994), Tunceli (Tosun, 1996), Kars (Ercilasun, 2002),
Van and Bitlis (Gokglir 2012) constitute the materials of the study. Evidences from contact
languages are taken from linguistic studies insofar as possible. Since detailed studies on Kurmanji
and Zazaki are lacking, some of the examples are prepared by the author for Kurmanji and by the
native speakers for Zazaki.

4. Post-verbal elements in EAT

As discussed in Section 2, Turkish is characterized as a consistently V-final language.
Nevertheless, due to its use of suffixes to indicate syntactic functions, Turkish allows postverbal
elements. This flexibility in word order, however, is subject to several constraints, including focus
and information structure, as noted by Erguvanli (1984) and Issever (2000). In Sections 5.1 and 5.2,
we examine the deviations in word order that occur despite these constraints.

4.1. Postverbal position of dative elements

In standard Turkish, dative case indicates direction, beneficiary and purpose of an action
expressed by the verb and precedes the main verb:

Standard Turkish:

(1) [...] ne zaman Kitapsan’a gitsem aliyordum.
what time Kitapsan:par 00:COND:15G al:pst:PrRe156
‘Whenever I go to Kitapsan, I would buy (one).’
(2) mp3 playeri Nursel'e verdim.
mp3 player:acc Nursel:pat give:pstisc
‘I gave mp3 player to Nursel.’
(3) Seni gormeye geldim.
YyOU:acc SEEIINF:DAT COME:ipsT:15G

1 Although, the three possible contact languages in discussion, Persian, Kurmanji, and Zazaki have different structural
features in several respects, as will be shown in following chapters, they display edaquate level of syntactic and
morphosyntactic similarities to be treated as one, which is called ‘Iranian’ through the paper.

2 Within the framework of this study, finite clause structures and head-initial structures will not be addressed. For the use
of finite subordinate clauses in EAT, see Akkus (2019) and Saglam & Buran (2022); for head-initiality and relativization
strategies, see Bulut (2006).
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‘I came to see you.’

Although Persian mostly presents V-final characteristics, postverbal position of the dative
elements is very common in colloquial Persian (Yousef, 2018:266). In postverbal order, the
morphological marker (be “to”) of the dative element is optional. In this case, the dative element is
marked by word order (4a). In other potential contact languages in the region, Kurmanji and
Zazaki, dative elements indicating directivity have postverbal position as a rule (5-6) (Haig, 2015).

Persian:
(4) [...] hamsarash be Mashhad bargasht.
SPOUSE:poss:3sG to Mashad return:psrasc

(4a) [...] hamsarash  bargasht Mashhad
‘his/her spouse returned to Mashhad.” (Yousef, 2018:266).

Kurmaniji:
(5) waxte éo bo male
when gO:psT:3sG to house:osL
‘When he went to the house’ (Haig, 2015:419).
Zazaki:
(6) lazek Sino dewda X0.
boy J0:PRs:35G village:ez REFL

‘The boy goes to his village.” (Paul, 2009:567).

Unlike standard Turkish, dative elements often occur in postverbal position in EAT. As can
be seen in the examples below, even though the verb git- ‘to go’, ver- “to give” and basla- “to
start” does not allow indirect object to be in postverbal position in standard Turkish (1-3) inverted
sentence order is frequently used in EAT (7-9). However, unlike their Iranian counterparts, dative
marking {-(y)A} is not optional for the postverbal dative elements in EAT. It should also be noted
that infinitive purpose clauses with dative as in (9) are rarely used, since purpose clauses mostly
have a finite verb in EAT (see 6.2). However when infinitive constrtuctions is used, it is mostly
ordered post-verbally (9).

EAT::
(D[...] ne zaman Koyuiniim géTse benim evime, birahma
Whenever  sheepirossiss  gOiconpsse MYy house:poss 1s6:0AT. l€tiNeG:15G
‘Whenever my sheep goes to my home, don’t let it then.” (Gokgiir, 2012:361)
(8) sacimin telinda iki tel veracam sana.
hair:possise:cen barbairosssse:aeLtwo  barba  give:rurise YOU:pAT
‘I will give you two of my hair strand.’ (Giilensoy&Buran, 1994:201)
(9) ben basladim saban yapmaya.
| startipstisc feer  do:inrpaT

“I started feering.” (Giilensoy&Buran, 1994:143)

Postverbal order of dative elements is frequently seen in other Turkic varieties across the
region, which indicates that the deviation in word order is a syntactic copy from Iranian languages
(Bulut, 2018a, 2018b; Kiral, 2001). See examples from Iraq-Turkic, Songor, and Iranian
Azerbaijan below:

Irag-Turkic:
(10) para vdrrdm sdnd
money give:aori1sc 2SG:DAT

‘I will give you money.’ (Bulut, 2018a:368)

3 Different phonetic transcriptions are used in the collections used. In this study, we sticked to the phonetic transcriptions
used in the cited studies.

Turkish Studies - Language, 19(4)
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Songor Turkic:

(11) vad bu gdlmi Songore
and this  come:pre Songor:par
‘and this (guy) came to Sonqor.” (Bulut 2018b: 428)

Iranian Azerbaijan:

(12) Mirza Bayer geddi Teflisd [...]
Mirza Bayer JO:psT:3sG TbliSi:DAT
‘Mirza Bayer went to Tblisi.” (Kiral, 2001: 78).

4.2. Postverbal position of direct objects of verbs of saying and perception

The examples that most clearly show the word order deviation from standard Turkish
appear with the verbs of saying and perception in EAT. Although standard Turkish orders direct
objects of these verbs preverbally, EAT consistently positions them postverbally following Iranian
neighbouring languages.

The verbs ‘to say’ in Iranian languages, Persian goften, Kurmanji gosin and Zazaki vatin,
precedes the direct quotation as a rule:

Persian:
(13) [...]goft ke eshteha nadarad (Yousef, 2018:162)
Say:psT:35G cony  appetite:pr neG:Nave:sse
‘He/she said that he/she is not hungry/ had no appetite.”
Kurmanji:
(14) jinike disa  got, -Eré, ma ne wilo  ye?
woman again  say:pstasc yes PTC NEG such  aor

‘The woman said once again, “Yes, that’s how it is, isn’t it?” “(Thackston, 2006, s.80)
Zazaki:

15) Mi tora va ‘Ewro guré mi est.’
g
I youipar  Say:pstisc today work:ez 156 AOR

‘I said to you ‘I have things to do today.’

In contrast with Iranian languages, in standard Turkish the object of the verb de- ‘to say’
precedes the verb as a rule (16). The only exception to this rule occurs when the object is connected
to the verb with the conjunction ki, which is an Iranian copy (17). Another equivalent verb soyle-
‘to say’ and sor- ‘to ask’ in standard Turkish orders direct object preverbally and requires non-
finite structures (18-21)*:

Standard Turkish:

(16) ‘Senin diigmanin var mi?’  dedi.
YOU.GeEN E€NEMY:.poss:2sG exist T Say.psT:3sG
(17) Dedi ki senin diigsmanin var mi?
SaY psT:3sG CONJ YOU:Gen€ nemy:zsc exist Nt
‘He/she said/asked (me): ‘Do you have an enemy?’
(18) Diismanimin oldugunu soyledi.
enemy:is:Gen exist:nom:3se:Acc tell:pst:3sc

4 The only exception to this rule is the sentences with Turkish conjunction diye (Diismanin var mi diye sordu? ‘He/she
asked me whether I have an enemy.”) in which complement clause is still in preverbal position.
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(19) *Soyledi ki diismanin var.

tell:pst:3sc cons  enemy:asg exist:cop:asc
‘He/She said (to me): ‘You have an enemy’
(20) Diismanimin olup olmadigini sordu.
enemy:isc:Gen exist:cer EXiSt:NEG:GER:35G:ACC ask:pst:3s6
(21) *Sordu ki diigmanin var mi?
asKpsT:3sccony  ENeMY:zsc exist Nt

‘He/She said/asked (me) whether I have an enemy.’

In EAT, the word order in such sentences is often similar to that of Iranian languages and
copied Iranian conjunction ki (<ke) is often omitted:

(22) Oglan demis ben  senin bohgeni alem.
kid. say:prrssc. I YOU:GEN fardel:poss:2sc:acc. take:susi1sc
‘The kid said (to her/him): ‘Let me take your parcel.” (Giilensoy & Buran, 1994:62)

The verb soyle- ‘to say’ and sor- ‘to ask’, on the other hand, not only positions the
complement clause postverbally but also allows finite clauses in EAT (Saglam & Buran, 2022).

(23) soyliyir ki «gart, ben bir  hasil yuduzdum.
teu:pRs;gse CONJ wife: |l a haSll IOSGIPST:1SG
‘He says: ‘My wife, I have lost a hasil (kind offood) in the game.” (Ercilasun, 2002, s. 164)
(24) soriller ki padisahlar hangi sarayda [...] otiiriiler.
aSkZpRs;spL CONJ sultan:pL which palace:Loc |iV€ZPRs;3P|_

‘They ask: Where do sultans live?’/‘They ask where do Sultans live?” (Ercilasun, 2002, s.
191)

The same order tendency can be observed with the complement clauses of verbs of
perception in EAT. Note that the verb gan- (< TT kan-)‘to be convinced’ in (27) does not allow
finite subordinate clause in standard Turkish (Saglam & Buran, 2022):

(25) ama bilidih olecah.
but KNOW:proG:psT:1PL die:rutase
‘but we knew that s/he was going to die.” (Gokeiir, 2012: 327)

(26) annadim ki birbirlerini Sirdilar.
understand:pstiisc  cony  each otheriposs:api:acc  Slaughter:pst:aer
‘I understood that they slaughtered each other.” (Giilensoy & Buran, 1994:75)

(27) Gandi ki bu isi bizim basimiza getiren Kiilegirendi.
believe:pstase cons that thing:acc We:icen head:ssepat bring:part Kiilegiren:cop:pst:ase

‘He was convinced that Kiilegiren was responsible for what happened to us’ (Ercilasun,
2002: 331)

In other Turkic varieties under Iranian influence the direct objects of verbs of saying and
perception mostly follow the main verb as in EAT, which show that the deviated word order with
these verbs is Iranian copy. See the examples in Turkic varieties in Iran (28) and Iraq (29):

Kalhor of Bayadestan:

(28) Dedim ki ilan cox  daha Vvarde.
say:pstasc cons  Shake many more existent:cop:prs:asc
‘I said that there were many more snakes.” (Bulut, 2018b: 435)

Iragi Turkmen:

(29) Bild' ki b qiz¢l edr’ b is'.
Iearn:psmse CONJ this gir'Zposp dOZPRs3SG this taSkZAcc

Turkish Studies - Language, 19(4)



Iranian Influence on Turkish Syntax: Post-verbal Order in East Anatolian Turkish 1741

‘He understood that he (the young man) does this for the girl’s sake.” (Bulut, 2000: 168)

6. The use of optative {-(y)A} as subjunctive: Post-verbal position of subordinate
clauses

As is known although subjunctive and optative mood overlaps with each other in several
respects, they have distinct functions and contexts where one is preferred over another. While
optative mood is used for expressing desire, wish, hopes etc., subjunctive is used for expressing
various states of unreality such as wishes, suggestions, possibilities, hypothetical situations, or
commands. Therefore, subjunctive is used in borader contexts across languages, including Iranian
languages. In Persian, for example, subjunctive (khale iltizami - /31! J=) is a dependent mood
selected by verbs of different semantic classes, such as volition (xasteen ‘want’), permission (ejaze-
dadan) ‘allow’, prohibition (mamnu’-kerden ‘prohibit’), direction) destur-daden ‘order’),
suggestion (towsiye kerdaen ‘advise’, pis'naehad-kerdaen ‘suggest’), verbs of fear (tersiden ‘be
afraid’), and commission/implication (majbur-buden ‘have to’, majbur-kerden ‘force
somebody’) and some modals (momken-budaen ‘may’), etc. (Darzi &Kwak, 2015:2). In Persian
subjunctive mood is mostly restricted to depended clauses in agreement with cross-linguistic
observation and purpose clauses are necessarily in subjunctive mood (Darzi & Kwak, 2015:2)°.

As is discussed in earlier Turkic-Iranian contact studies (Kiral, 2001; Bulut, 2000; Demir &
Aslan, 2010) historical and modern Turkic varieties have extended the use of Turkic optative
marker ({-(y)A}<Old Turkic {-GAy}) onto the modal of Iranian subjunctive mood. Through a
process of semantic mapping assimilation (Gast & van der Auwera, 2012), the utilization of the
Turkic optative marker use has been extended to subordinate clauses to express irrealis value. This
expansion has led to the disuse of Turkic-type non-finite clauses, as will be exemplified in the next
section.

6.1. Hypothetical verbs

Verbs that are used to refer to a hypothetical situation or to express a wish, suggestion etc.
takes subjunctive subordinate clauses in Iranian languages. Therefore, subordinate clauses of the
verbs that indicate a certain situation or action which is not known or certain to have taken place at
the moment are in subjunctive mood. As in Persian examples below (30-31) when the main verb
indicates the action indicated in subordinate clause did not take place at the moment of speech, the
verb in subordinate clause is marked by subjunctive (avorden in (30) and giriften in (31)). In
Iranian languages subordinate clauses follows the main verb:

Persian:
(30) Hicalet  mikesem in ra berat biyarem.
shame rrs:pull:ise that  acc for:poss:2sc sue:bring:ise
‘I am ashamed to bring it to you.’
(31) Men mitersem (ki) polisha me(n)ra begirend.
| prs.SCarei1sc  cony  Officer:p. I:acc sues:hold:spL

‘T was scared that officers will arrest me.’

Standard Turkish, on the other hand, lacks subjunctive mood. As exemplified below, verbs
in subordinate clauses of hypothetical verbs® are eighther nominalized by infinitive markers (32) or
linked to the main verb by Turkish obligatory conjunction diye (33a).

Standard Turkish:

5 Following the Iranian model, conditional clauses can also be in optative-subjunctive mood in the Turkic varieties under
Iranian influence (see Bulut, 2018b).

6 The term hypothetical in this section is used to cover various semantic classes of verbs indicating the action is not taken
place.
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(32) Bunu sana getirmeye utaniyorum.
that:acc you:par bring:inepat  Shame:prs:ise

‘I am ashamed to bring it to you.’

(33) Polislerin beni  tutuklamasindan korktum.
officer:pL.cen liacc  arrestiinessc:ABL SCare:psT:1sG6

(33a) Polisler beni  tutuklayacaklar diye  korktum.
officer:;p.  liacc  arrest:rurt:seL CONJ Scare:pst:1sG
‘I was scared that officers will arrest me.’

EAT, on the other hand, presents significant deviations from the Turkic pattern. Although
both finite and non-finite clauses are used, the frequency of use differs from standard Turkish.
Unlike standard Turkish, EAT displays fewer verbal nouns and gerunds. On the modal of Iranian
subjunctive mood, EAT almost completely replaced the Turkic non-finite subordinate clauses and
replaced them with Iranian postverbal counterparts, which are connected to the main verb with the
copied optional conjunction ki.

(34) utandim senin  yamina getiram.
be ashamed:pst:156 YOU:GEN beside:pat bringiop‘ms@
‘I was ashamed to bring (it) to you.’ (Giilensoy & Buran, 1994:212)
(35) cécimleri Kiymezdile yeére sereler.
Kilim:pL.acc  have heart to do:neg:psT:3pL. floor:pat Iay out:opT:3pL.

‘They wouldn’t have hearth to lay out the kilims to the floor.” (Gokgiir, 2012:421)

Figure 2: Copied Iranian type of subordinate clauses in EAT

/r Sana getirmeye wtandrm (Turkic infinitive strategy of subordination) \

Hicalet mikegem berat biyarem (Iranian subjunctive strategy of subordination)

Lol

\ Utandim yamna  getirem (Optative-subjunctive strategy of subordination in EAT) /

The tendency of using postverbal subjunctive subordinate clause can be observed in other
Turkic varieties of the region:

Iranian Azerbaijaninan:

(36) /.../man gorxuram ki fdrhdnge Sdrzdaminhd:ye Seni

| scare:prs:1s6 cong culture:ez land:pL.ez desert
bomba:ran altinda beynndn gessiin
bOmb:pL beneath:GEN;Loc fIat:ABL gO;SUB;ssG.’ (Kll‘al, 2001: 61)

‘I fear that the culture of the desert countries will be destroyed by the bombing.’
(translation mine)

6.2. Postverbal position of purpose clauses:

In Turkish, purpose clauses can be finite or non-finite. Finite purpose clauses are all
marked by eighter the Iranian copied conjunction ki (A), which stands at the beginning of the
subordinate clause in optative mood as in Geldim ki seni goreyim ‘1 came here to see you” or by
diye (B), which stands at the end of the subordinate clause in optative mood or in present and future
tense, as in Seni goreyim/goriiriim/gorecegim diye geldim ‘1 come to see you’. If the subject of the
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subordinate clause and the main clause is the same, non-finite clauses are formed by a verbal noun
in {-mAKk} + postposition icin (C), as in Seni gérmek icin geldim ‘I came to see you’ and a verbal
noun in dative case (D), as in Seni gérmeye geldim; if the subordinate clause and the main clause
have different subjects the construction of {-mA + agentive personal suffix} combined with the
postposition i¢in (D), as in Cocugu seni gérmesi icin getirdim ‘I brought the kid to see you” is
used.

Among the four types of purpose clauses mentioned above, three of them have Turkic
pattern, as can easily be recognized by the word order. While in (B), (C) and (D) the purpose
clauses precedes the main clause, in (A), which is an Iranian copy, the purpose clause follows the
main clause.

The most frequently used type of purpose clauses in EAT is (A), the construction imitating
Iranian pattern. EAT replaced the Turkic type finite and non-finite purpose clauses with Iranian
finite clauses which conjugated to the main verb with the Iranian conjunction ki. Therefore,
purpose clauses in EAT precedes the main verb causing inverted sentence order. Note that similar
with Iranian subjunctive, the verb of the purpose clauses with Iranian pattern can be in optative-
subjunctive mood in EAT, which mostly functions as infinitive in standard Turkish:

(37) gapida  behliyiler meni  tutubliyalar.
dooripat  Wait:prs:3pL l:acc  arrestiopr:apL
‘They are waiting at the door to arrest me.” (Gokgiir, 2012, s. 340)

(38) cesmeye gél ki gorem.
fountain:par COMEiimP:2sG CONJ S€e.opPT:15G
‘Come to the fountain, so that I see you?’ (Tosun, 1996: 215)

Figure 3: Copied Iranian type of purpose clauses in EAT

Seni ghemek icin geldim, (Turkic infinitive strategy of purpose clawses)
2
'\-\...\:q____:-r,\_\_\‘..
& T,

LUmedem k-:]t- ] h{'b"ln:'m (lmnian subjunctive strategy of purpose clauses)

R

Geldim ki seni ghrem. (Optative-subjusctive strategy of purpose clauses in EAT)

J/

The inverted sentence order with purpose clauses is widespread among the other Turkic
varieties under Iranian influence. Bulut (2018a, 2018b) mentions the same tendency in Irag-Turkic
and Kahalaj of Bayadestan:

Irag-Turkic:

(39) Gdlmdizsiz mdni aparasiz 0 daligd?
COME:AOR:NEG:2PL liacc  bring:opr:2pL this hole.par
“Won’t you (2pl) come along to guide me to this cave?’ (Bulut, 20183, s. 376)

Khalaj of Bayadestan:

(40) yart gecd Al gadlar munuy usayin apara
midnight Al COME:A0R:35G her chid:poss:3sc:acc take away: orT:3sG
‘At midnight the Al comes to take her child away.” (Bulut, 2018b: 438).
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6.3. Modality

Turkish uses non-finite verbal forms to exprees various moods, as its typological tendency
requires. The combination of main verb with a nominalizer suffix, mostly infinitival suffix {-mA}
or {-mAKk} or gerundium suffix {-A} and an auxiliary verb, e.g., bil- ‘to know’ for ability, iste- ‘to
want’ for voluntative, is the main structure for modality in Turkish. In Iranian languages, on the
other hand, modality is expressed by modal verbs followed by main verbs inflected in subjunctive
mood. As will be exemplified below, as a result of intensive contact with Iranian languages, many
Turkic varieties in the region, including EAT, have changed Turkic non-finite modal expressions
with Iranian subjunctive (Bulut 2000).

Figure 4: Copied Iranian type of modal constructions in EAT

N

/- Seni gdremiyorum. (Turkic infinitive strategy of modality)

Ne mitunem to ra bebinem (Iranian modal verb+subjunctive strategy of modality)

\ Edemim seni gorem. (Copied modal verb+optative-subjunctive strategy of modality in EAT}/

(In)Ability

Turkish does not posses modal verbs and uses the combination of the gerundium suffix {-
A} and the auxiliary verb bil- ‘to know’ to express ability (and possibility): {verb + A + bil- +
Psuff.}. Although different preferences exist in terms of suffix and auxiliary verb selection, the
same structure is used in all Turkic varieties’:

(41) Bu isi iki kisi ~ bitirebilir.

this work:acc two  person finish:cer.agiL:Prs:3sG
“Two persons can finish this job.’
(42) Ogleden sonra giines agabilir.

noon.ag. after  sun OPEN.GER:ABIL:3SG

‘Sun may shine this afternoon.’

In Iranian languages, in contrast to Turkish, modal auxiliary verbs is used for the
expression of ability. With the subordinate verb in subjunctive mood at the end of the sentences the
expression of ability is constructed with the modal verbs, Persian tavanesten, Kurmanji kerden,
Zazaki sayis:

Persian:
(43) Tavanesti ketab ra pevda (be)koni?
modal verb:prs:2sc  book ACC find  (susy:do:izsc
‘Could/did you manage to find the book?’
Kurmanji:
(44) Hin dikarin bi tirki biaxifin?
you modal verb:zp. ABL Turkish sues:Speak:asc
‘Can you speak Turkish?’
Zazaki:
(45) Ma  nesa déwi bikigim
we NEG:modaI verb:pST giant susJZki”ZlSG

" All Oghuz varieties use the combination of {-a+bil- ‘to know’}, Kipchak and Qarluq varieties use the combination of {-
a+al- ‘to take’} and Northeastern varieties use {-ip+bol-} ‘to be’} to express ability (see Rentzsch, 2015; Ersoy, 2016).
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“We couldn’t kill the giant?”  (Werner, 2012:20)

In addition Turkic type structure with the unit {-Abil}, EAT uses the verb et- “to do” as a
‘modal auxiliary verb’ and to express ability. The subordinate verb is in optative-subjunctive mood
and ordered at the end of the sentences as in Iranian languages:

(46) ben daha edemam gidam.
| no more dO:iMPOSS:NEG:PRS:1SG gJOlorT:15G

‘I cannot go (there) anymore.’ (Giilensoy & Buran, 1994:216)

It should be noted that this type of expression of modality has very restricted usage in EAT.
Iranian type of ability is exemplified only in negative sentences with present and past tense forms
in our data.
47) ki kisi edemidi bitireydi.
two person  do:iMPoss:PRS:PST:35G finish:opt.psT:3s6
‘Two persons were not able to finish (it).” (Erten, 1994:93)

We see similar structure with different modal verbs in other Turkic varieties across the
Iranian region. Qasqay, Sonqor and Khorasani Turkic uses the verb bagar- ‘to achieve’ (Atici,
2018; Gokdag, 2016), while Iranian Azerbaijan eyle- ‘to do’ (Kiral, 2005). The fact that, unlike
EAT, positive use of this construction can be found in these varieties shows that more intensive
Iranian influence can be seen as one gets closer from periphersitic regions to the central Iran.

Iranian Azerbaijanian:

(48) eliydbillldr birbiriyndn  orda  zinddgi eliydlldr.
do:aABIL:3sG together:ABL there:pat life do:opT:3s6

‘They can/manage to live there together.” (Kiral, 2001: 85)

Qasqay:

(49) scn basayirdy geddy.
you achieve:agiL:2sc §0:0pT:256

“You can go.” (Kiral, 2005:290).

Songor:

(50) basardah azerbaycanjni kesen damigah.
achieveipsr:ipL Azerbaijanian:acc good  speak:opT:1pL

‘We could/managed to speak Azerbaijanian very well.” (Atici, 2018:81)
Volution

In both standard Turkish and EAT, the modality of volution is expressed with the verb iste-
‘to want’. In standard Turkish, the head of the subordinate clause is non-finite verb forms with {-
mA} or {-mAKk}. When the subject of the modal verb and the embedded verb is different, Turkish
uses {-mA + agentive personal suffixes} construction, while the infinitive in {~mAk} is used when
they refer to the same person:

(51) Gitmek istiyorum.

goine  Wantiproc:1se
‘I want to go.’

(52) Gitmesini istiyorum.
JO:INF:POSS3SG:ACC want:proc:156
‘I want him/her to go’
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As can be seen in the examples below, to express volution, Iranian languages, on the other
hand, use a left branching contruction, i.e., a main verb indicating the request followed by a
subordinate clause with the verb in subjunctive mood:

Persian:

(53) Mikham an name ra emruz benevisam.
proG:WaNt:1sg that letter acc today suBJWrite:1sg

‘I want to write that letter today.” (Yousef, 2018:229)

Kurmaniji:

(54) Ez dixwazim bicim.

I want:prs:1sc suBJ:g0:1sG
‘I want to go.” (Thackston, 2006:43)

Zazaki:

(55) Ezo wazena destané X0 bisuwa.
I want:prs:1s6 hand:pi.cen REFL sus:wash:ise
‘I want to wash my hands.” (Werner, 2012:9)

In EAT, both Iranian and Turkic pattern for expression of volution can be seen. Although
the subject of the main and the subordinate clause is the same in the example (56) above, the use of
Iranian left-branching construction of volution with same-subject sentences is rather sparse. Iranian
type construction with optional conjunction ki is mostly preferred when the main and the
subordinate clause has different subjects.

(56) intikam  almah isTiyiler.
revenge take:INF want.proc:3pL
‘They want to take revenge. > (Gokgiir, 2012, s. 145)
(57) [...] babam isdedi ki anami vura.

father:poss:1se Want:pst:3se cony  Mother:poss:ise.ace beat:oprase
‘My father wanted to beat my mom.” (Ercilasun, 2002:346)

Iranian type voluntative construction is widespread across the region. Most of the varieties
under strong Iranian influence replaced the Turkic type nonfinite voluntative constructions with the
Iranian counterpart:

Iranian Azerbaijanian:

(58) vd biri munun evin istirdi ala [...]
and someone DEM:GEN NOUSE:possasc:Ace want:prs:psT3sG bUy:OPTzasG

‘And someone wanted to buy his/her house...” (Kiral, 2001:82)

Iragi Turkmen:

(59) Ist'r yés'n 0:2"nii

want:prs 156 eat:mp 3sc RFL:ACC
‘He wants to eat her.” (Bulut, 2000: 167)
Necessity

In standard Turkish, the expression of necessity is established with eighter suffix {-mAll}
or with the nominalized verb + gerek (or ldzim) which indicates the necessity. When the agent of
the action of the verb has no importance for the communication, one can use the infinitive suffix {-
mAKk} instead of {-mA}:
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(60) Biz bu kitabi okumalryiz.
we that book:acc read:Neces:1pL
(61) Bizim bu kitab okumamiz gerek.
We:GEN that  book.acc read:ineposs:1pL NECESSAry
‘We have to read that book.’
(62) Bu kitabi okumak gerek.
that book:acc read:inr necessary

‘This book has to be read.’

In addition to these constructions, EAT, uses a combination consisting of gerek (or ldzim)
as the indicator of the necessity followed by a subordinate clause with the verb in subjunctive
mood:

(63) Sen gereh bu isleri yapmiyasin.
you necessary:Aor:3sc that  jobpL:acc do:NeG:0PT:25G

“You ought not to do this kind of jobs.” (Ercilasun, 2002:196)

(64) Gerek iki yomye vere san.
necessary:aorsss twWo  wage giveortasc  YOUIDAT

‘He has to give you two days wage.” (Gokgiir, 2012:625)

(65) lazimdwr ki garisdralim.

NECeSSary:aAor:3sc  CoNJ MiX:opT:1PL
‘We have to mix (it).” (Gokgiir, 2012:365)

(66) gereK bilem
Necessary:aor:3sc know:opt:1s6
‘I need to know / It is necessary for me to know.” (Tosun, 1996:151).

The fact that expression of necessity in Iranian languages is established with the same
combination - a word indication the necessity with a subordinate clause whose verb is in
subjunctive mood - leaves no doubt that this form of expressing necessity is an lranian copy in
EAT:

Persian:
(67) lazem ast inja  bemani
necessary copula here  sugsStay.se
“You must stay here.” (Yousef, 2018:194)
Kurmanji:
(68) Lazim e tu Kurmanci biaxivi.
necessary copula you  Kurmanji sussspeak:2sc
“Y ou must speak Kurmanji.’
Zazaki:
(69) Ma mejbir e to birise
we obliged cop you  sueysend:ipL

‘We have to send you (there).’
7. Conclusion

This study has provided an exploration of the Iranian influence on the syntactic structure of
EAT, focusing particularly on the post-verbal word order. Through the analysis of spoken data
from Diyarbakir, Elazig, Tunceli, Van, and Bitlis, and comparisons with Iranian languages, it has
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been established that Iranian languages have significantly influenced the syntactic patterns of EAT.
The primary areas of influence identified are the post-verbal positioning of dative elements, direct
objects of verbs of saying and perception, adverbial clauses, and modal structures.

Findings demonstrate that EAT often orders dative elements and direct objects in post-
verbal positions, imitating the Iranian counterparts. This is a clear deviation from the standard
Turkish word order, where these elements typically precede the main verb. The same tendency
observed with the direct objects of verbs of saying and perception. Unlike standard Turkish, EAT
positions the direct objects of these verbs postverbally.

Furthermore, the use of the optative {-(y)A} to express subjunctive mood in EAT reveals a
shift from Turkic non-finite clauses to Iranian-type finite clauses. This change is evident in
sentences with hypothetical verbs, purpose clauses, and modal constructions, where subordinate
clauses frequently follow the main verb and are connected with the copied Iranian conjunction ki.

Additionally, the modal constructions in EAT, where expressions of (in)ability, volition,
and necessity copied the Iranian modal structure, with the subordinate verb appearing in the
optative-subjunctive mood at the end of the sentence.

Another finding of the study is the gradual influence of Iranian languages on Turkic
varieties. Unlike other Turkish varieties under Iranian influence (Iranian Azerbaijani, Qashkay
etc.), modal construction expressing (in)ability is only used in negative sentences in EAT.

To summarize, the findings underlines the significant Iranian influence on word order in
EAT, illustrating the extensive linguistic interaction between Iranian and Turkic languages in the
region. This syntactic convergence highlights the importance of considering language contact
phenomena in understanding the development and variation within Turkic varieties.
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