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Abstract

In this paper, I provide an analysis of the clause structure of Bartangi, an East-
ern Iranian language spoken in the Pamirs, which has a configurational clause
structure and varying positions of agreement markers (second-position clitics and
affixes) depending on tense. I show how an LrFG account can generalize the ap-
parent variability from a regular, largely invariable c-structure. I also propose a
modification to the mechanism of spanning in LrFG to account for irregular forms
instantiating nonadjacent nodes.

1 Introduction

The typology of clause structure and configurationality is one of the central topics dis-
cussed in the LFG literature (see Snijders 2015) due to the framework’s analytic versa-
tility in the choice of clausal projections and structural positions for grammatical and
discourse functions.” In this paper, I provide a detailed analysis of the simple clause
structure of Bartangi, an Iranian Pamir language. The paper aims to be both an empiri-
cal contribution to the typology of configurationality in LFG and an attempt at provid-
ing a novel, non-lexicalist take on the traditional LFG notion of morphology competing
with syntax (see i.a. Austin & Bresnan 1996, Bresnan 1998), by using LrFG (Asudeh &
Siddiqi 2022) as a model of the morphology-syntax interface. Instead of a strict separa-
tion between morphology and syntax as distinct levels of representation, LrFG allows
defining the same c-structure node as having either “syntactic” (clitics or independent
words) or “morphological” (affixal) exponents depending on its environment. I argue
that Bartangi combines a configurational core with a clause-initial topic position. A cru-
cial feature of Bartangi is tense-dependent expression of agreement: by verbal affixes
in the present and by second-position clitics in the past and perfect. In this analysis, I
propose that both types of markers are associated with an Agr node that immediately
follows the clause-initial topic; the difference between two modes of expression is re-
duced to the distinction between the vocabulary items (VIs) instantiating this node. This
directly captures the complementary distribution between two marker types. I also dis-
cuss the syntax of suppletive and “zero-stem” forms and how it can be captured in LtFG
in nonlocal structural configurations.

The paper has the following structure. In section 2, I provide general information
on the Bartangi language. In section 3, I describe the clause syntax of Bartangi from
a descriptive perspective. Finally, in section 4, I propose an LrFG analyis of Bartangi
clause structure and agreement.

This research has been supported by the Russian Science Foundation, project no. 24-18-00199 “Clause
structure and positional phenomena in SOV languages”. I am grateful to participants of the LrFG lab at the
University of Rochester, in particular Ash Asudeh, Nadeem Siddiqi, Frances Dowle, Bronwyn Bjorkman
and Danil Alekseev, for their in-depth discussion of an earlier draft of this paper, as well as to the audience of
LFG25 in Barcelona for an informative discussion. I would also like to thank two anonymous reviewers for
their helpful and engaging comments, and Miriam Butt, Jamie Findlay and Ida Toivonen for their editorial
work.
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Figure 1: The Pamir languages, map © Yuri Koryakov and Maksim Melenchenko

2 General information on Bartangi

Bartangi is an Eastern Iranian language belonging to the Shughni-Rushani group, spo-
ken in the valley of the river Bartang in the Gorno-Badakhshan Autonomous Oblast
(GBAO) of Tajikistan by a few thousand speakers. Bartangi belongs to the so-called
Pamir languages, an areal (Wendtland 2009) group of Iranian varieties spoken in the
GBAO and in the neighbouring Afghan province of Badakhshan, and as such is char-
acterized by many features common to this linguistic area, including SOV word order,
three degrees of deixis, a two-case system on pronouns, a binary semantic gender dis-
tinction, optionality of number marking on nouns, a complex system of verbal stems,
and preverbal subordinators. The area where Bartangi is spoken can be seen in the map
in Figure 1.

There has been little work on Bartangi since the 1970s; two major sources on the
languages are the text collection and dictionary by Sokolova (1960) and the grammar
by Karamxudoev (1973). In this paper, I mostly rely on data collected during my own
fieldwork in 2023-2025 in Basid, GBAO. I am grateful to all native speakers I have
worked with during these field trips, in particular, to Fayzmamad Nazariyev, Anoyatsho
Soibnazarov, Jonali Pirmamadov, Pulod Kuchakshoev, Kuchaksho Soibnazarov, Asad
Niyozov, Khushqadam Bogbonov and Sabzpari Makhramova. Needless to say, all errors
are mine.
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3 Clause syntax

3.1 Basic word order

Like other Iranian languages, Bartangi has basic SOV word order, as illustrated by the
following examples:

(1) pulod ripc wint
P. fox see.pstT

‘Pulod saw a fox.’

2) az =um az wi yac wint
L.LNoM=1sG 0BJ D3.M.0BL boy see.psT
‘I saw the boy.’

However, the order is not strictly SOV and is in fact freer than described for closely
related languages such as Shughni and Roshani. Sokolova (1960: 7) connected this rel-
ative freedom with the fact that Bartangi extensively uses differential object marking by
means of the preposition az; and indeed, az-marked arguments seem more likely to be lo-
cated in a noncanonical position (3). However, unmarked objects can also be displaced,
especially postverbally (4).

(3) az portugaliya griziya ayod
oBJ P. G. carry.pST
‘Georgia defeated Portugal.’

(4) pulod wint  ripc
P. see.psT fox

‘Pulod saw a fox.’

But Bartangi cannot be characterized as a “free word order” language, because SOV
is strongly preferred in all contexts, regardless of information-structure properties and
other factors that may influence word order. This sets Bartangi apart from so-called dis-
course configurational languages, such as Ossetic (Belyaev 2022) or Hungarian (Payne &
Chisarik 2000, Laczko6 2014), which have highly grammaticalized topic and focus po-
sitions. This is illustrated by (5)—(6), which differ in whether the subject is the topic
and the object the focus (5) or vice versa (6), but which maintain the same word order;
that is, the order of constituents is based on their grammtical function rather than their
discourse function.

(5) pulod az ¢t wint? — ya az asad wint
P. oBJ] who see.pST D3.SG.NOM OBJ A.  See.PST

‘Who did Pulod see? — He saw Asad.’

(6) ¢t az asad wint? — pulod az asad wint
who oBy A. seepst P OBJ A.  see.psT

‘Who saw Asad? — Pulod saw Asad.’
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3.2 NP structure
3.2.1 Case marking

Like many Iranian languages, Bartangi has a two-case system that contrasts nominative
(used for subjects)! with oblique (used in all other positions). Overt case marking only
appears on personal and demonstrative pronouns, as seen in the following examples:

(7) az =um az ta win-t
I.~oM=1sG oBJs thou.oBL see-pST
‘I saw you.’

) ya yadd az um yac win-t

p3.sG.NoM boy oBJ D3.ROBL girl see-psT

‘The boy saw the girl.’

In (8), we can see that case distinctions in demonstratives are also observed when these
demonstratives occur as modifiers with nouns (independent and adnominal forms of
demonstratives are identical). In Bartangi and other Pamir languages, adnominal demon-
stratives are used as definite articles (Edelman 1990: 174); more specifically, as anaphoric
articles, as described for Shughni in Parker (2023: 142). Hence, while case distinctions
are only retained in a limited morphological class of elements, NPs in naturally occurring
texts quite often have case distinctions due to the presence of adnominal demonstratives.

3.2.2 Differential object marking

Differential object marking (DOM) in Bartangi seems to be based on NP structure rather
than semantics. It is more grammaticalized than in other Pamir languages, except Ro-
shorvi and Sarikoli. The following NP types are obligatorily marked by the object-
marking preposition az:?

* human proper nouns (5), and optionally, nonhuman proper nouns, as in (3);
* pronouns (7);

* DPs with demonstrative determiners (8).

Other NPs are generally left unmarked, regardless of their semantics. This is especially
well-illustrated by the behaviour of possessive NPs, which, although clearly semanti-
cally definite in the sense of identifying a unique referent, are not marked by az if they
have no determiner. This can be seen in (9), where the possessor is the unmarked proper
noun jonali ‘Jonali’, and in (10), where the adnominal demonstrative um is interpreted as
the possessor due to mismatching gender; in the general case, demonstrative determiners
in oblique case and possessor are homonymous, such that um mod (p3.r.oBL mother) can

'Historically, Bartangi used to mark past-tense transitive subjects by the oblique case, in a split ergative
pattern. This system has all but disappeared in the modern language and is partly preserved only by some
of the older speakers (Sergienko 2025).

?The object-marking preposition is formally identical to the preposition az ‘from’; I gloss the former as
oy and the latter as ABL to avoid confusion.
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mead both ‘her mother’ and ‘the/that mother’ (obl.), and um um mod (p3.F.OBL D3.F.OBL
mother) means ‘that mother of hers’.
©9) az =um (‘az ) jonali pid wint

ILnom=1sG oB1 J. father see.psT

‘I saw Jonali’s father.’

(10) dado um muroa um-ri divis-t =at...
then p3.r.oBL dead body D3.F.OBL-DAT show.PRs-3sG =CONJ
‘Then he shows her its dead body and...’ (Sokolova 1960: 15)

The same applies to other unique but non-anaphoric definites: these trigger neither az
nor the demonstrative, as seen in (11) for a superlative description.

(11) anoyatxo ar mas maktab ("az) sarbasand talaba Xoyond
A. Loc.DOWN we school oBJy best student teach.psT

‘Anoyatsho taught the best student at our school.’

3.2.3 NP structure

Based on the facts described above, I propose the structure in Figure 2 for the Bartangi
noun phrase and the object marker az. Since the latter predominantly occurs on NPs
with determiners, or on elements from specific lexical classes which can be viewed as
inherently involving a determiner (pronouns, proper nouns), I assume that Bartangi has
a DP and az is licensed by the object being a DP. The possessor is located within NP
because of both its position closer to the head than the determiner and the fact that the
presence of a possessor does not by itself license az.

The structure in Figure 2 has some properties that are unfamiliar from the perspec-
tive of traditional LFG. In LrFG, the terminal nodes of the c-structure tree itself are not
morphological words or morphemes but the category nodes (P, D, v/ and n) supplied
with their f-descriptions just as words are in standard LFG.? These terminal nodes are
mapped via the projection function v to exponents — formalized in LrFG as v-structures
(Asudeh, Bogel & Siddiqi 2023) —that are defined by vocabulary items (VIs) such as one
in (22) below that couple a v-structure with a pair consisting of a list of c-structure cat-
egories and an f-description. As per the Elsewhere Principle, the realization for a given
terminal node is the most specific match for this node’s category and f-description. A VI
can define a list of c-structure categories; in this case, it instantiates all these categories
at once if they are adjacent, similarly to lexical sharing (Wescoat 2002); the resulting

3Work in LrFG has been somewhat ambiguous on the status of these terminal nodes and their associated
f-descriptions, and on whether these f-descriptions have to be reified in any sense. The current line of
thinking (Ash Asudeh, p.c.) is that the category nodes together with their f-descriptions are stored in a
“syntactic lexicon” — the so-called syntacticon — that acts as a language-specific repository of exponenda,
things that can be realized by the morphology. Note that any realizational theory needs such an enumeration
of exponenda — for example, a similar role is played by the content paradigm in PFM2 (Stewart & Stump
2007). The nodes stored in the syntacticon are inserted into the c-structure as per standard LFG mechanisms,
but the f-description for each syntacticon entry is also interpreted by the function ® that takes an f-structure
and returns the (possibly empty) set of f-structures that it describes. It is against these sets of f-structures
that f-descriptions in VIs are compared. A more explicit formalization of this mechanism is to be published
in future work.
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Figure 2: The general structure of Bartangi DPs

realization is called a lexical span. Lexical spanning models cumulation and suppletion
and, if available, is always preferred to separate realization; an example of a lexical span
in Figure 2 is the realization of / and n by can.* If a node has no suitable realization,
so-called Pac-Man spanning can link it to an adjacent node that maps to the same c-
structure. For a more detailed and explicit discussion of LrFG’s formal mechanisms,
see Asudeh & Siddiqi (2022).

Bartangi (and Pamir languages in general) is one of the few Iranian languages that
has retained a gender system, albeit in a highly modified form. The gender distinction
itself is binary (masculine vs. feminine), but only based on sex for higher animals; lower
animals and inanimates are assigned to various genders based on complex, poorly under-
stood semantic factors; see Karamsoev (1978). In terms of marking, nouns do not have
productive formal gender marking while agreement targets distinguish gender by means
of vowel and stem change. Gender is marked on demonstratives, some verb forms and a
few adjectives (cf. m. su/ vs. f. 3il ‘small’, although not all speakers use this distinction
in the modern language).

Since demonstratives figure prominently in the examples in this paper, I provide the
demonstrative paradigm in Table 1. Demonstratives distinguish between three degrees of
deixis (proximal, medial and distal), number, case, and gender (in the oblique singular
only). I do not use a cask feature, because for modern Bartangi, a simple inside-out
subject/nonsubject distinction is sufficient.

There are other complications in the NP/DP structure and object marking that I will
not go into here, as the purpose of this paper is to describe the clause structure of Bar-

*Nodes like n are called categorizers and are a convention that LrFG inherits from DM that models
cross-categorial roots. For the purposes of describing Bartangi, all stems (except perhaps non-verbal com-
ponents of complex verbs) can be viewed as root + categorizer lexical spans.
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Table 1: Demonstrative forms

Dl D2 D3

CASE M F PL M F PL M F PL

NOM yim mao yid dao ya wao
OBL miI mim mif di dim dif wi um uf

Table 2: Diagnostic forms of the verbs sifedow ‘go up’, cegow ‘do’ and waydow ‘shout’

PRS PRS.3SG PST.M PST.F/PL PEM PFPL PEF INF

sifan-  sifen-t  sifo-d  sifa-d  sifo-j  sifa;j  sife-c  sife-d(-ow)
kin- kixt Cii-g ciy ce-g(-ow)
way- way-d way-j way-d(-ow)

tangi.

3.3 Verb morphology
3.3.1 Stems

Like in all other modern Iranian languages, Bartangi verb inflection is based on a sys-
tem of stems whose formation involves a number of irregularities. In Bartangi, verbs
maximally distinguish between eight different basic forms: the present stem;’ a spe-
cial irregular form for 3rd person singular present; the masculine and feminine/plural
past-tense forms; the masculine, plural, and feminine perfect forms; and the infinitive.
In practice, most verbs do not have all eight forms; in particular, gender distinctions
are only found in a subset of intransitive verbs. Minimally, verbs have to distinguish be-
tween the present (unmarked), the past+infinitive and the perfect, the latter two of which
use distinct suffixes. In Table 2, I show the simplest case (waydow ‘to shout” with just
one stem), the most complex case (sifedow ‘to go up’ with all eight distinct forms) and
a more typical “middle ground”, cegow ‘to do’.

This system of gender marking via ablaut is quite unusual and has been the object of
several explanation attempts, both synchronic (Muravyeva 1975, Makarov & Plungian
2023, Makarov 2024, Stump & Hippisley 2011) and diachronic (Edelman & Jusufbekov
1999). A concise overview of the historical development of verb stems in Shughni is
found in Parker (2023).

While it may be possible to provide a synchronic account of gender agreement by
treating vowels as some kind of autosegmental morphemes, the value of such an ap-
proach is doubtful, considering that the total number of verbs that have gender agree-
ment of any kind in the dictionary of Sokolova (1960) is only 29 (out of a total of 131).
Therefore, I consider treating all stems as listed items to be justified.

> use the term “stem” to designate the part of the verb form which precedes the tense or infinitive suffix:
e.g., for the past-tense form axovd ‘slept’, the stem is axov- while -d is the tense suffix. This is different
from common usage in the Iranological tradition, where the whole form axovd is commonly treated as a
past stem.
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However, this does not mean that one cannot capture any regularities involved in
Bartangi verb inflection. The past-tense and infinitive always use the same suffix, which
is -d/t for all verbs, with the exception of five verbs — ce-g-ow ‘do’, me-g-ow ‘die’,
ve-g-ow ‘bring’, xe-g-ow, zide-g-ow ‘sweep’ — which use -g.% The perfect suffix is -¢/j;
-c is used in the feminine with those verbs that display a gender distinction in the perfect.
Further, stems can be organized into two hiearchies: PRS > PST > PRF and PRS > PST
> INF, on which each distinct stem must occupy a continuous area. There are other,
more complex interactions involving gender (e.g. if there is a distinct feminine perfect
form, then there is also a distinct infinitive stem, and these two forms share a vowel),
but gender agreement is a separate issue that is beyond the scope of this paper.

3.3.2 Person-number marking

Finite verbs in Bartangi always agree in person and number with the subject. The ex-
pression of this agreement differs in the present tense on the one hand, and in the past
and perfect, on the other. In the present tense, person and number are expressed by af-
fixes that attach to the verb, regardless of its linear position (12). In the past and perfect
forms, second-position clitics are used instead; the clitic typically stands after the first
NP or adverb in the clause (13), but, if the verb is clause-initial, it follows the verb (14).

(12) az az pulod win-um
I.~oMm oBJ P. see.PRS-1sG
‘I see Pulod.’

(13) az=um az pulod wint
I.nom=1sG oBJ P. See.PST

‘I saw Pulod.’

(14)  wint=um az-1
see.PST=1SG OBJ-D3.M.OBL
‘See him, I did.’

The affixes and clitics are mutually exclusive within a single clause. Their paradigms
have many things in common but are generally distinct, as seen in Tables 3 and 4. In the
affix paradigm, the 2nd person singular is unmarked, and the two allomorphs in 3rd per-
son singular are phonologically distributed. In the clitic paradigm, it is the 3rd person
singular that is unmarked, while the 3rd person plural has two variants: the general =an
and the specialized =af, which only occurs with transitive verbs (and some unergatives;
see Chistyakova 2025) and has an additional restriction: it is only used when the sub-
ject is pro-dropped (15). The only exception from this generalization is the combination
uf=af (16), which combines the oblique form of the 3rd person plural distal demon-
strative (a relic of the earlier split ergativity) with =af. In all other forms, pro-drop is
optional, as seen from the use of =an in both sentences in (15).

SThis historically goes back to the stem-final change *rd — g; cf. Persian kard-an ‘do’, mord-an “die’,
bord-an ‘bring’, xord-an ‘eat’. However, in Bartangi this is not a synchronic process anymore as it does
not occur, for example, in the present tense: xer-d ‘eats’, but not *xeg.
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Table 3: Person-number affixes Table 4: Person-number clitics

SG PL SG PL
1 -um -an 1 =um =an
2 0 -afl-at 2 =at =af/=at
3 -d/it  -an 3 0 =an,=af (tr.)
(15) a. wao =an/ *=af az-t kud wint
p3.pL.NOM=3PL  =3PL.TR OBJ-D3.M.OBL dog(m) see.pPST

‘They saw the dog.’

b. az1 kud  =af/ =an wint
oBJ-D3.M.0BL dog(m)=3PL.TR =3PL S€e€.PST
id.
(16) uf =af az-1 kud wint

D3.PL.OBL=3PL.TR OBJ-D3.M.OBL dog(M) see.PST

‘They saw the dog.’

There are no idiosyncrasies or phonological constraints involved in the attachment of
clitics to their hosts, with the exception of the optional elision of the initial vowel after the
final vowel of the host (tii=at ~ tii=t) and equally optional y-epenthesis (zarifa=(y)um).
But in the affix paradigm, there are three types of irregularities. First, many verbs have
irregular 3rd person singular present forms, such as the verb ‘do’ shown in Table 2,
which has the present stem kin- but the 3rd person kixz. Second, a few frequently used
forms have contracted present forms, e.g. sam ‘1 go’, sam ‘we go’ for saw-um, saw-an.
Third, while the imperative and the 2nd person present are generally not distinguished
in Bartangi, some verbs drop the final consonant in the imperative (with compensatory
lengthening) but not in the present: saw ‘thou goest’, sd ‘go’; pataw ‘thou throwest’,
patd ‘throw’ (Karamxudoev 1973: 175).

3.4 The second-position constraint

Cross-linguistically, second-position clitics can be licensed prosodically, syntactically,
or via a mixed approach. In Bartangi, purely syntactic licensing seems to be sufficient.
The pre-clitic material always forms a single constituent; in particular, NPs cannot be
split by clitics, as seen in (17), where angle brackets indicate two potential positions for
the clitics, only one of which is grammatical.”

(17) pulod <* =um> cod < =um> wint
P. =1sc house =1sG see.pST

‘I saw Pulod’s house.’

7 An exception is when the possessor is marked by the special case/adposition -@ and — in most instances
— doubled by a possessive pronoun, such as pulod-a =yum wi ¢éd wint (P.-poss =1sG p3.M.0BL house
see.psT) ‘I saw Pulod’s house’, lit. ‘to Pulod his house I saw’. But the possessor in such constructions
seems to be external, attaching at clause level; cf. Serdobolskaya & Belyaev (2022) for the analysis of a
similar construction in Ossetic.
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Furthermore, the pre-clitic constituent has a special information-structure status.
As seen in (5)—(6) above, the subject can occupy the initial position regardless of its
information-structure status.® But when another argument occupies this position, it must
be topical: in (18), the answer is illicit because Asad is treated as topical, but would have
been felicitous if the question was ‘Who saw Asad?’.

(18) tu=t az ¢ wint? — #az asad=um az wint
thou.NoM=2sG oBJ who see.psT oBJ A=Isc I.NoM see.PST
‘Whom did you see? — # I saw Asad.’

The initial position is especially common for topical, stage-setting adverbs. As seen in
(19), in this case the rest of the arguments follow in their standard configurational order.
In terms of clause structure, this seems to suggest an initial topical position marked by
the clitic followed by the configurational core of the clause.

(19) biyor  =um az Xac  birozd
yesterday=1sG [.~om water drink.psT

‘Yesterday I drank water.’

4 Analysis

The overall structure I propose for the Bartangi clause is displayed in Figure 3, which
illustrates (19). I postulate that the Bartangi clause has three layers: AgrP, TP and VP. 1
will now provide a motivation and description for each of these levels in turn.

4.1 AgrP: The finite clause

AgrP is the layer where the person-number markers are introduced. As we saw above,
the pre-clitic position must be occupied either by the subject or by a topic constituent.”
This is reflected in the phrase structure rule in (20). I assume a flat structure for AgrP
because I see no good evidence for treating the clitic as forming a constituent with the
following TP.
(20) AgrP — XP Agr TP

{ , (ter) =1 | (Tsumy) =] } =i

T4 DF) = TOPIC

Both the initial XP and Agr are obligatory. The Agr is a terminal, and is thus provided
with no f-description in the rule; the f-description is inserted from the syntacticon, which
provides all combinations of person-number features of the subject, plus an optional
PRED. Agr is realized by a clitic or an affix depending on the conditions for the corre-
sponding vocabulary items (VIs). For this reason, the affix/clitic properties of the marker
can be associated with its VI directly, as described in detail in section 4.4 below.

8 An anonymous reviewer suggests that subjects appear in this position more often than other con-
stituents because they are default topics. However, this is contradicted by examples like (6), where the
subject is clearly in focus.

°This analysis does not currently handle verb fronting: if V is allowed to appear in the initial position,
the tense affix will be unable to find a valid host. It is possible that verb-initial clauses should be given a
prosodic treatment; more research on this topic is needed.
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AgrP [PrED  “drink’ )
TENSE &
4\ PAST @
(,L‘STD(;}?::TﬁPIC PRED ‘pro ’
AdvP Agr TP SUBJ PERS 1
((1 suBs PRED) ="pro”) NUM SG
‘ (1 suByPERS)=1 /\
Adv (1 suBINUM)=sG 4 sus)=4 ~ PRED ‘water’
(1 PrED) ="‘yesterday” DP T OBJ GENDER MASC
‘ /\ PERS 3
VP T ADI  [PRED ‘yesterday’]
(1 prep)="pro’ @pst .
(1 pERS)=1 /\
(1 NuM)=sG
(1 on)=4
NP \%
N V4 v
/\(T PRED) ="‘drink’

(1 prED) ="‘water’
(1 GENDER) =MASC
(1 pERS)=3

biyor =um az Xac biroz-d
yesterday  1sG I water  drink-psT

Figure 3: Clause structure with clitic person-number marker

4.2 TP: The clausal core

TP is headed by the T that is instantiated by the tense suffixes on the verb and includes the
subject. The reason for positioning T relatively high in the tree and placing the subject in
SpecTP rather than VP is the behaviour of infinitival clauses. So-called “infinitives” in
Bartangi are rather nominalizations, mixed categories that combine internal verbal and
external nominal syntax. The direct object in Bartangi infinitives can be expressed in the
same way as in independent sentences (21) or by a possessive phrase, while the subject
can only be expressed by a possessor, which is seen from the ungrammaticality of using
the nominative pronoun. From this, I conclude that Bartangi infinitives construct NP on
top of VP, and the infinitive marker realizes the N head.!® A sample structure for an
infinitival clause is shown in Figure 4.!!

10This analysis implies that the identity of the infinival marker -d/f and the past stem marker -d/t is due
to homonymy. But note that -d/t is also used as the 3rd person singular present ending, which is certainly
not to be considered the same morpheme. As for the affinity between the infinitival and past stems, of
the 131 simplex verbs in Sokolova (1960), only 15 have the same vowel in the infinitive and past stems
that is different from the vowel in the present stem, and the majority of these verbs use the vowel e, the
same vowel that is always used in infinitives having their own distinct stem. Overall, it is unclear how a
nominalization and a past tense could be connected in the syntax from the synchronic point of view.

""The complex category Ny is used following Asudeh & Siddigi (2022) to capture the selectivity of this
N with respect to verbal complements. A possible alternative is to handle such constraints at v-structure,
i.e. in the morphological projection.
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NPy

‘/,\

(1 ross)=4 -
DP Ny
D VP Nv

(1 prED) ="pro’

(1 pers)=2 //\
(1 NUM)=sG

(1 oB)=]
PP \Y
P DP RV v
(0B 1) /\ (1 PrED)="eat’

(1 DEIXIS) =MED

(1 NuM)=sG /\

(1 GENDER) =FEM

(1 prED) ="shorba’
(1 GENDER) =FEM
(1 pERS)=3

ta az dim Xurvo xe-g
thee.oBL  0OBJ D2.F.OBL shorba eat-INF

Figure 4: Structure of an infinitival clause (up to NP)

21) ta/ *tm az dim Xurvo Xxe-g-qati mas san
thou.oBL thou.NoMm oBJ D2.F.OBL shorba eat-PsT-INS we g0.PRS:1PL

‘We will go after you eat this shorba.’ (lit. “with your eating this shorba’)

The VIs for the tense markers that realize T are provided in (22); curly braces around
f-descriptions are included for clarity. The present-tense feature has no associated VI,
while the past and perfect have their own consistent exponents, with the exception of
the -g past stem,!? feminine perfect -c, which has to be morphologically conditioned to
attach only to stems that are defined as having a feminine distinction in the perfect. The
templates for the tense features themselves will be explained in the next section.

(22) a. past
([T], {@psT}) % ¢
b. pastin-g

PHONREP /g/
([T], {@psT}) &% | DEP LT
HOST [cLASS G-PsT]

c. perfect
([T], {@PrF}) & ¢

12 Alternatively, since there are only five verbs with this stem ending, the whole words ¢iig, viig etc. can
be treated as vocabulary spans.
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d. feminine perfect

@PRF

(I, {(T SUBJ GENDER) = FEM peP o

} PHONREP /ts/
> 14
HOST [CLAss PRF-F]

4.3 VP: The verbal stem and direct object

Above I motivated the positioning of the direct object inside VP, as opposed to the higher
subject in TP. Whether other verbal complements, such as recipients, or obliques, are
also positioned as VP complements, or lack their own positions and are adjoined at
different levels in the clause, is a question for further research.

Turning now to the verbal stems, under this analysis they are stored as vocabulary
spans specified for tense features. According to the description in section 3.3.1, [ use a
template inheritance hierarchy for tenses shown in (23), in the spirit of Asudeh et al.’s
(2024) analysis of Latin case. I will also define templates to be used in defining the re-
current irregular forms of verbal stems in (24). Double angle brackets are an LrFG con-
vention for indicating constraining equations; VIs only instantiate defining equations,
and constraining equations within VIs provide additional context that must be satisfied
for the VI to be a valid realization.

(23) a. @prs:= (fTENSE) =@
b. @PST:= @PRS

(TPasT) = @
c. @PRF:= @PsT
(T PERF) = B

(24) a. template for past/perfect masculine stem
@PST-M ;= @PST
{((1 sUBJTGENDER) = MASC))

b. template for perfect feminine stem
@PRF-F:= (@PRF
{((1 sUBJ GENDER) = FEM))

This hierarchy'® ensures that the absence of a VI for a stem lower in the hierarchy will
lead to the realization for the less-marked stem being used in its stead. Thus, for instance,
the verb waydow ‘shout’ from Figure 2 will have a single stem which is not marked for
tense at all, as it is also used in the infinitive. The VI in (25) will thus be compatible with
features from all three templates in (23). The verb birextow ‘to drink’ (26) will have a

B3 The original version of this paper defined @Prs as having the feature prs = +, which meant that the
past tense was defined as having the features prs and pst simultaneously. An anonymous reviewer observed
that this looks self-contradictory, thus I changed the prs feature to TENSE: this captures the intuition that the
present is the least marked “tensed” form, from which all other tenses inherit. I retained the label PERF for
the perfect because, while today it is more of a past evidential than a perfect (Melenchenko 2023), its full
range of uses is too complex for any simple label to be an exact fit. The & sign is a notational convention
to indicate that these are privative features.
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present stem, a past stem (that is used as both past and perfect) and an infinitive stem,'*

which I treat as unspecified for tense. Thus among the forms in (26), the unmarked form
will only surface if the TENSE feature is not present, because there are more marked forms
available; similarly, the present stem will only be used in the present tense, because there
is a specialized past stem. Finally, the maximally distinctive verb sifedow ‘to go up’ (27)
has an infinitive stem, a present stem, specialized stems for masculine past/perfect and
feminine perfect,'> and a general past stem which emerges as the unmarked in all other
combinations of gender and number.

(25) ([v_.v], {(TprED) = ‘shout’}) % wayd

(26) a. infinitive stem (inf. birex-t(-ow))
([v.v], {(1 PrED) = “drink’}) > birex

b. present stem (prs. biroz-)
= ‘drink’ |, v ,.
(v vl {(T PR?(%%PRS» i }> — biroz

c. past+ perfect stem (pst. birox-t, prf. birox-c)
(TPrED) = “drink’ |, v ,. .
([v~ vl { (@pst) ) — birox

infinitive stem (inf. sife-d-ow)
([v~ V1, {(1 PeD) = “go up’}) % sife

b. present stem (prs. sifan-)
1 PRED) = ‘go up’

<[vﬁﬂﬂa{( (@prs) }>f$sﬁan

c. past/perfect masculine stem (pst. m. sifo-d, prf. m. sifé-j)

(VR il SRR

d. perfect feminine (prf. f. sife-c)
([v V1, {(T PRED) = ‘g0 Up }> LA |:PHONREP /SIfeI/:|

(( @PRF-F)) CLASS PRF-F

e. past feminine / plural and perfect plural
(unmarked past stem: pst. f./pl. sifa-d, pst. pl. sifa-j)

(v {1 2 s

27

®

4.4 Person-number markers

The distribution of the affix and clitic markers is captured in LrFG by defining them as
such: the former, as an affix, through the feature [HosT IDENT +], while the latter, through

'*It might be that the consonantal alternation in the past and infinitive (z+¢ — X7) is morphophonological.
If so, this verb can be described as having just two stems: present and infinitive.

'3The equivalence of the vowel in the infinitive and perfect feminine is a recurring feature in all Bartangi
verbs. However, I have to view these forms as homonymous because there is no natural class where these
two forms would fit; neither can they be viewed as the unmarked case. In the feminine perfect, I also make
use of the cLass feature to ensure that such forms always use the special feminine perfect affix -c.
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AgrP [PrRED  “drink’
TENSE D

PAST D
(Tar)=1 PRED ‘pro’
SUBJ

(4 & DF)=TOPIC

AdvP Agr TP PERS 1
((1 suBy PRED) ="pro0’) SG
‘ (1 susy PERS) =1 /\
Adv (1 sUBI NUM)=SG * som)=L PRED ‘water’
(1 PrRED) ="tomorrow’ DP T OBJ GENDER MASC
‘ /\ PERS
D VP T ADJ { PRED ‘tOmMOIrow ] }
(1 PRED) ="pro’ @PST - -
(1 pERS)=1 N
(1 NuM)=SsG \
(+ omn)=1 \
NP v

(1 PrRED) =‘water’
(1 GENDER) =MASC
(1 PERS)=3

Sart az Xac biroz-um
tomorrow 1 water drink.Prs-1sG

Figure 5: Clause structure with affixal person-number marker

left-dependence and prosodic constraints. The clitic will be linearized in its c-structure
position, while the affix will attach to the closest c-structure node it c-commands that
maps to the same f-structure (Asudeh, Bogel & Siddigi 2023). The VIs for a sample
affix and clitic are given in (28); the feature hierarchy in (23) ensures that the clitics
defined as @psT will also be used in the perfect. The PFRAMES given in the v-structures
are not meant as fully formalized representations; they merely serve to indicate that the
exponent must stand at the end of a phonological word. A sample affixal realization,
for the sentence in (29), is shown in Figure 5. Dashed lines indicate so-called Pac-Man
spanning, where a VI co-instantiates an adjacent node if the latter has no licit realization.

(T suBspers) = 1 i;I;)AI\IIfEEP /(Um/( o)
(28) a. ([Agr], { (1 SUBINUM) = sG p) = DEP LEPT 7
<<@PRS>> HOST [IDENT +]
(T suBsPERS) =1 [ PHON.REP /Um/
b. ([Agr], { (1 suBiNUM) =sG p) = |PFRAME  (...( " )o)w
<< @ PST>> | DEP LEFT ]
(29) Sart az Xac  biroz-um

tomorrow I.Nom water drink.prs-1sG

‘Tomorrow I will drink water.’

Neither of these VIs realizes the PRED feature because they are compatible with both
overt and pro drop subjects. However, there is one clitic marker, =af, which is incom-
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patible with overt subjects (see example 15 above); I model this by having its VI also
instantiate the prRED feature (30). The analysis of the fossilized combination uf=af, which
seems to allow an overt pronoun to co-occur with =af, is unclear at the moment; further
information is needed on the morphosyntactic status of this combination.

(T suBJPERS) = 3

(1 suBINUM) = PL PHON.REP /af/
(30) ([Agr], < (T suBiprED) = ‘pro’ ) = |PFRAME  (()( " )o)w
« @ p5T>> DEP LEFT

(1 oB1))

4.5 Zero forms, irregular forms and spanning

There are two phenomena in the behaviour of Bartangi person-number markers that do
not have a simple solution in the current version of LrFG: zero realizations of certain
person-number combinations and the existence of irregular 3rd person singular present
forms.

Recall that there are certain slots in the paradigms of the person-number markers (Ta-
bles 3 and 4) that have zero realizations: 3rd person singular in the past/perfect and 2nd
person singular in the present. Normally, zero realization is modeled in LrFG through
a mechanism called Pac-Man spanning: a VI can co-instantiate an adjacent c-structure
node if the latter cannot be realized by any VI in the vocabulary. Pac-Man spanning has
not been extensively discussed in the literature, but it seems to be implicitly assumed
that it can only occur with nodes that map to the same f-structure; otherwise it would be
possible for arbitrary nodes to Pac-Man span their neighbours, making the mechanism
too powerful. Thus, in this case, we expect Agr to be Pac-Man spanned with one of the
verbal projections; but this is not possible, because none of the verbal projections are
adjacent to Agr. Hence, to model zero marking, we will have to resort to rules such as
(31), which is an awkward way to model something that should follow from the structure
of the paradigm.

(31) AgrP— XP {Agr| €
(TsuB)=L 1=| { (T PERS) = 3

(T NUM) = sG
@PRS

(TNUM) = sG
@pst

+ TP
(1 PERS) = 2 } =i

Irregular person-number forms in Bartangi are only attested in the present tense
(which is fitting, considering that agreement markers are affixal in the present) and, as
discussed above, belong to three types: irregular 3rd person singular (such as ixt ‘does’
from kin- ‘do’), contracted forms (sam ‘I go’ for saw-um, san ‘we/they go’ for saw-an)
and final consonant dropping in the imperative (sa ‘go!” but saw ‘thou goest’). The
standard way of modelling such inflectional irregularities in LrFG would be through
vocabulary spans, but, again, this mechanism is not available because the verbal root, v
and Agr are not adjacent.

I suggest that the impossiblity of modelling these forms as irregular is due to a con-
tradiction in the architecture of LrFG. In modelling affixes through host identification
by c-command, it abandons the idea that c-structure adjacency is equivalent to linear ad-
jacency of morphemes. Yet the notion of spans remains dependent on linear adjacency,
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observing the same restrictions as lexical sharing (Wescoat 2002, Lowe 2016). My pro-
posal is to disconnect spanning from c-structure adjacency and model it on the same
principles as host identification, namely, c-command and f-structure mapping. This can
be done by adopting the following two principles:

(32) Spanning
C-structure nodes that map to the same v-structure (= are spanned) must be in a
successive c-command relation and map to the same f-structure. The linear po-
sition of the phonological form of a span corresponds to the node that does not
asymmetrically c-command any other node in the span (i.e. its lowest node).

(33) Pac-Man spanning
If a c-structure node 11 has no suitable realization, then, if there is a node no such
that ¢(n1) = ¢(n2) and closest(n,n2), v(ni) = v(na).

In other words, spans can be non-adjacent as long as the nodes involved map to the same
f-structure and are in a c-command relationship; Pac-Man spanning proceeds down-
wards, to the closest (Asudeh, Bogel & Siddiqi 2023) node it c-commands that maps to
the same f-structure.

These are not meant to be fully formalized definitions; the notion of “linear posi-
tion of a span” is especially unclear. I propose the following informal generalization to
capture the ordering of VIs (which applies to the mapping of v-structures to p-structure):

(34) a. Phonological forms of v-structures lacking the feature pep (independent VIs)
are ordered according to the c-structure order of the lowest nodes instantiated
by each v-structure.

b. Phonological forms of v-structures having the feature pep (affixes and clitics)
are ordered relative to the v-structure occupying their HosT feature according
to the value of DEP (LEFT, RIGHT).

The intuition behind these preliminary definitions seems clear enough to capture the
cases at hand. Zero realization of 2nd person singular present and 3rd person singular
past is now possible: since there is no VI in the vocabulary that is compatible with these
features, Pac-Man spanning ensures that Agr is mapped to the same v-structure as the T
node, as in Figure 6.

Irregular forms can now be defined as vocabulary spans, as in the following VI for
the short 1st person singular present form of the verb ‘go’ (35), which corresponds to
the tree in Figure 7. The form is spanned across several nodes, but positioned according
to the linear location of the verbal root and v.

(T PRED) = ‘g0

(T suBiPERS) = 1

(T SUBINUM) = SG
@PRS

)

(35 ([Agrv Tl

The extended approach to spanning also allows us to capture the existence of a “zero”
realization of the verb ‘do’!® in the present tense, as seen in the following examples:

SFor Shughni, it has been observed in Parker (2023) with complex predicates only, but Maksim Me-
lenchenko (p. c.) has demonstrated that it is also possible with the lexical verb ‘do’.
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AgrP

/H\

(1 sumn)=1 =
NP Agr TP
‘ ((1 suBy PRED) ="pro”) ‘
|
N \\ T
\
/\ . /\
n \ VP T
(1 PrED) ="boy’ \
@ PERS)f3 /\
(1 GENDER) =MASC 4 o= N
NP
N
/\(T PRED) =‘drink’
n
(1 PrED) ="‘water’
(1 pERS)=3

PRED ‘drink’
TENSE D
PAST D
PRED
SUBJ GENDER
PERS
NUM
PRED
OBJ GENDER
PERS

4b0y7
MASC

‘water
MASC

3

s

biroz-d
drink-psT

Xac
water

yaoa
boy

Figure 6: Long-distance Pac-Man spanning of zero Agr

AgrP r

PRED ‘g0’
%\ TENSE B
r SBBIJ)):L I“zi P PRED ‘pro’
&r SUBJ PERS |
‘ ((Tsummn):pro)/\ NUM SG
D PRED ‘Basid’
(1 PrRED) ="pro’ PP
(L rens)=1 ADJ GENDER MASC
(1 NUM)=sG PERS 3
PCASE  UP

(1 prED)="Basid’

(1 prED)="‘g0’
(1 GENDER)=MASC
(1 peERS)=3

sam
g0.PRS.1SG

az pa basid

I LOC.UP Basid

Figure 7: Long-distance vocabulary spanning (‘I go to Basid’)
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(36) az kor-um/ kor kin-um
I.nom work-1sG work do.prs-1sG

‘I am working.’

37 az salat-um
I.Nvom salad-1sG

‘I am making a salad.’

(38) az tar xamb-um az xu
I.xNoMm LocC.EQ shelter-1sG OBJ REFL

‘I am hiding myself.’

This construction most commonly occurs with complex predicates where ‘do’ is a light
verb, as in (36), but it can equally well be used when ‘do’ is used in the lexical sense, as in
(37), where ‘make a salad’ can hardly be considered a complex predicate. Example (38)
shows that this “zero” verb is not sensitive to the category of the preceding constituent,
here attaching to a noun that forms part of a PP.

Under the approach I propose, this exceptional verb can be accounted for by treating
these forms as spans of Agr, v/ , v and T that have clitic status, as in (39).

(TPrED) = ‘d0’

(T suBsPERrs) = 1

(T suBINUM) = sG
@pst

PHON.REP /0om/
YL [prRAME (... (" )o)w
DEP LEFT

(39 ([Agrv Tl

This correctly predicts that this “zero” version of the verb cannot be used when the
corresponding full verb has a zero ending, as in the 2nd person singular (40). If we were
to analyze (36)—(38) as a genuine zero realization of the present stem, we would have
been able to Pac-Man span this “zero VI” with the Agr lacking an exponent.

(40) i kor  *(kin)?
thou.nom work  do.prs[2sG]
‘Are you working?’

The fact that these forms are unavailable for the 3rd person singular (41) also sug-
gests an analysis in terms of spans stored directly in the vocabulary, where a 3rd person
clitic form of the verb ‘do’ is simply unavailable (presumably due to the complex mor-
phonological combinations of -t with its host, which would require storing individual
host + affix combinations in the vocabulary, as done for irregular 3rd person singular
present forms).

(41) asad *kor-t/ ORkor  kixt
A. work-3sc  work do.prs:3sG

‘Asad is working’
S Conclusions

In this paper, I have provided an LrFG analysis of clause structure in Bartangi. Under
this analysis, the language has a three-layer clause structure consisting of a VP that in-
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cludes the direct object, TP that includes the subject, and AgrP that includes the clause-
initial topic. In the area of clausal agreement, Bartangi demonstrates a mismatch be-
tween distribution and linear exponence: the clitic and affix person-number markers are
in complementary distribution depending on tense, but have distinct linear positions.
In LrFG, their distributional equivalence can be captured by consistently introducing
the person-number features in the same c-structure node Agr; the difference in linear
order is captured by competition between a clitic that leans to the topical constituent
to its left in the past and perfect tenses, and an affix that attaches to the verb stem in
the present tense, through LrFG’s mechanism of host identification (Asudeh, Bogel &
Siddiqi 2023). I have further proposed a modification to LrFG’s notion of spanning to ac-
count for spans that seemingly instantiate non-adjacent nodes, allowing the modelling of
irregular present-tense forms, including apparent “zero” realizations of the present stem
of the verb ‘do’. Whether this modification proves to be too powerful is to be decided
in future work.

There are further features of Bartangi clause structure that require an explanation
in future work. Bartangi allows scrambling to non-topical positions and postverbal ar-
guments, as seen in (4), but the status of such elements is not accounted for under the
current analysis. Whether arguments beyond subjects and direct objects have default
structural positions for realization is also an open question. Bartangi also has a system
of subordinating and coordinating conjunctions with a large number of distinct linear
positions (preverbal, clause-initial, clause-final, second; see Belyaev 2025); these have
to be integrated into the clause structure proposed in this paper.

List of glossing abbreviations

conJ: conjunction; p3: distal; F: feminine; INs: instrumental; Loc.DOWN: preposition de-
noting location below speaker; Loc.EQ: preposition denoting location at equal level with
speaker; Loc.uUP: preposition denoting location above speaker; m: masculine; Nom: nomi-
native; oBJ: object marker; oBL: oblique; psT: past; REFL: reflexive; sG: singular; TR: tran-
sitive.
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