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Thesis Abstract
Yagmur Sag, “The Verbal Functional Domain in the Denizli Dialect of Turkish”

In this thesis, | study the verbal domain in the Denizli Dialect of Turkish including
syntactic and morphological characteristics of the functional categories (Tense,
Aspect, Modality), the copulas i- and ol-, and person agreement markers.

| first aim at presenting a novel look at the morpho-syntax of the Turkish
verbal domain, in light of two realizational theories, Distributed Morphology (Halle
& Marantz, 1993, among others) and Nano-syntax (Starke, 2009, among others ),
which to my knowledge has not been done for Turkish before. Standard Turkish and
Denizli Dialect behave the same in this respect. | try to give an account on the
distribution of copula and the reason why it is realized in the structure. | argue that
the copula is merged in order to satisfy the requirements of the functional categories
to have a visible VP in their domains (cf. Eng, 2004, Kelepir, 2003).

As for the nature of the insertion of phonological pieces to the structure
produced by the syntax, because of the exceptional behavior of -m/s in terms of the
Subset Principle of Distributive Morphology, | adopt Nano-syntactic theory and its
most basic principle, The Superset Principle and present an analysis based on its
tenets.

Lastly, I outline an analysis on the person agreement mechanism of the
Denizli Dialect. The verbal and nominal person agreement (spelled-out by two
different paradigms) show differences in the Denizli Dialect and in capturing the
different behaviors of them, | claim that the two agreement types (verbal and
nominal) have different syntactic positions, establishing different kinds of relations.
The verbal agreement relation is established inside the predicate structure, whereas
the nominal agreement relation is established outside the predicate, in the C level
(following Miyagawa, 2010). In addition to the different behaviors of the two
agreement types, the spell-out mechanism of the person agreement is also analyzed
within the Nano-syntactic framework.



Tez Ozeti

Yagmur Sag, “Tiirk¢e nin Denizli Agzi’ndaki Islevsel Eylem Bélgesi”

Bu tezde, Denizli Agzi’nin islevsel eylem bolgesi ¢alisilmistir. Bu bolge islevsel
ulamlarin (Zaman, Goriintis, Kiplik) sozdizimsel ve bigimbirimsel 6zelliklerini, i- ve
ol- kosaclarini ve kisi uyumunu igermektedir.

[1k olarak Tiirk¢e nin bi¢im-sozdizimsel eylem bdlgesine yeni bir bakisi
sunmay1 amag¢lamaktayim. Bu yeni bakis iki gerceklestirme kuramlar olan
Dagitilmis Bigimbilgisi (Halle & Marantz, 1993 ve digerleri) ve benim bilgim
dahilinde daha 6nce Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlanmamis Nano-sézdizim (Starke, 2009 ve
digerleri) kuramlari gergevesindedir. Olgiinlii Tiirkge ve Denizli Agz1 bu baglamda
benzerdirler. Kosacin dagilimini ve yapida neden ortaya ¢iktigini aciklamaya
caligmaktayim. Kosacin eylem bolgesindeki islevsel ulamlarin sézdizimsel
gerekliligi sonucu ortaya ¢iktigini savunmaktayim. Bu ulamlarin alanlarinda
goriilebilen bir Eylem Obegine ihtiyaglari olduklarin1 nermekteyim. Kosag boyle bir
Eylem Obeginin yapida eksik olmas1 durumunda ortaya ¢ikar (cf. Eng, 2004, Kelepir,
2003).

Sesbilimsel pargalarin s6zdizim tarafindan olusturulan yapiya girmesinin
dogasina gelince, -mls ekinin Dagitilmis Bigimbilgisi kuraminmn Altkiime ilkesi dis1
davranista bulunmasi nedeniyle, Nano-s6zdizim kuramini edinmekteyim. Bu
kuramin temel ilkesi Ustkiime ilkesidir ve bu tez Nano-sézdizim kuraminin temel
pargalarina ve ilkelerine dayanan bir analiz sunmaktadir.

Son olarak, Denizli Agzindaki kisi uyum mekanizmasi tizerine bir analiz
sunmaktayim. Eylemcil ve adsil kisi uyumu (iki farkl dizil tarafindan
gercgeklestirilen) Denizli Agzinda farklilik gostermektedir. Bu farkliliklar
aciklayabilmek i¢in, iki uyum ¢esidinin (eylemcil ve adsil) farkli s6zdizimsel yerleri
oldugunu ve bu uyumlarin farkli iliskiler kurdugunu savunmaktayim. Eylemcil uyum
iligkisi yiiklem yapist i¢cinde kurulurken, adsil uyum iligkisi yiiklem yapis1 diginda
olup Tiimleyici bolgesinde kurulur (Miyagawa, 2010). iki uyum cesidinin farkli
davraniglarina ek olarak, kisi uyumunun gerceklestirilme mekanizmasi da Nano-
s0zdizim kurami gergevesinde analiz edilmistir.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Aim of the Thesis

This thesis is mainly concerned with the verbal domain in the Denizli Dialect of
Turkish (henceforth, DD)* including syntactic and morphological characteristics of
the functional categories (Tense, Aspect, Modality), the copulas i- and ol-, and
person agreement markers. The first main question that this thesis raises is the

following:

a. In what position are the two copulas, i- and ol- realized in the structure?

What is their purpose (syntactic and semantic)?

As far as the distribution of the copula in Turkish is concerned, the main assumption
that has received a wide focus in this thesis is Kelepir (2003) whose analysis is the
following. The copula is inserted as a [+verbal] feature under the functional
categories that dominate the VP, with the proposal that the insertion of the copula is
a syntactic requirement of those functional categories, clustering around three
different areas of the syntactic structure. These three areas are called as Zone 1, Zone
2 and Zone 3 in Eng (2004). Zone 1 heads are the lowest and Zone 3 heads are the

highest in the structure.

! The data of DD is collected from Cameli region. Note that the dialect shows variances in different
parts of Denizli.



| follow Kelepir (2003) in that the copula is a syntactic requirement of

functional categories, but, I also claim the following:

(i) The copula is not a [+verbal] feature that is inserted into the functional nodes,
but it heads a VP projection. | adopt the claims that there are two different
copulas in Turkish (i- the ‘high copula’ and ol- the ‘low copula’ (Goksel,
2001, Kelepir, 2007) and that their positions are in a hierarchical relation.

(ii) In the absence of a visible VP in the structure, the copula is merged in order
to satisfy the requirements of the functional categories to have a visible VP in

their domains (cf. Eng, 2004, Kelepir, 2003).

In order to capture the role of the copula, | analyze the combined predicate structures
where the functional layers are repeated in the syntactic structure, which results in
the copula insertion. (I adopt Svenonius’s (2008) terminology for complex predicate
structures of ‘low predicate’ and ‘high predicate.’)

The second main question that the thesis attempts to answer is the

following:

b. What kind of spell-out mechanism is applied in the functional structure

of complex verbal predication?

To find an answer to this question, this thesis is based on the realizational theory,
Nano-syntax (Starke, 2009, Caha, 2009, Taraldsen and Medova, 2007, among others)

which to my knowledge has not been applied to Turkish before. I also present a



Distributed Morphological analysis (Halle and Marantz, 1993, Embick, 1995,
Harley, 1994, among others) for the comparative purposes.

| aim at showing that my data is best analyzed with the Nano-syntactic
theory, where lexical entries are represented in the lexicon as tree structures (lexical
trees) and are inserted into the syntactic structure in accordance with the Superset
Principle (Starke, 2009). According to the Superset Principle, a lexical tree can spell-
out a syntactic structure if it matches either the superset or all of the syntactic
structure. | use the Nano-syntactic model enriched by the recent proposal in Starke
(2011), Caha and Pantcheva (2012), which allows for the appearance of a single
morpheme when more than one are expected. As for the Distributed Morphology, |
present arguments that an analysis along the lines of this framework does not account
for all of the Turkish data.

The last main question that this thesis seeks an answer for is related to the

person agreement mechanism in DD. So the following question is asked:

c. The verbal and nominal agreement show different behavior in DD. Why
and how are the nominal and verbal agreement mechanisms different

from each other and how can this difference be accounted for?

There are seven person agreement paradigms in the nominal and verbal domains in
DD. This thesis groups them under two main headings, the k paradigm and the z
paradigm (terms used for Standard Turkish- henceforth ST-as well), based on the
differences and the similarities of the particular person markings within them.

The main differences between the two paradigms can be summarized as

follows:



(i) The single predicates, nominal or verbal, are always marked for
person agreement (both the k and z paradigms).

(i) Inthe combined predicates (in the question and coordinated
structures), the low predicate can have person agreement on it (the k
paradigm) at the same time with the high predicate (both k and z
paradigms), resulting in double agreement.

(iii) The agreement on the low predicate as well as on the high predicate is
attested only if the low predicate is verbal (the k paradigm), not
nominal/participle. While the z paradigm can only be seen in the
predicate final position of a combined predicate structure, differently

from it, the k paradigm can also be seen on the low predicate.

In capturing the different behaviors of the k and z paradigms, | claim that the two
agreement types, verbal (k paradigm) and nominal (z paradigm), have different
syntactic positions, establishing different kinds of relations. The verbal agreement
relation is established inside the predicate structure; however, the nominal agreement
relation is established outside the predicate, in the C level (Miyagawa, 2010).

In addition to the different behaviors of the two agreement types, the spell-
out mechanism of the person agreement is also analyzed in light of the Nano-
syntactic framework as part of the second main question shown in (b).

The first two main questions include the data which are common to both DD
and ST, where the copulas and the predicate structures have the same characteristics.
For that reason, while attempting to answer those questions, | do not separate the DD

and ST data but present a uniform account. On the other hand, the final question is



mainly focused on the DD data, without including a study on the person agreement
mechanism in ST as the latter would require a separate study.
In the next section, I will introduce Nano-syntax, which is the main

framework used in this thesis, and its basic tenets.

1.2 Nano-syntax: Basic Mechanisms and Operations

Nano-syntax is a novel approach to the spell-out mechanism of syntactic structures,
first put forward by Starke (2009) (see also Caha, 2009, Taraldsen and Medova,
2007, Pantcheva, 2009, among others) which assumes that the terminals cannot be
lexical items (words or morphemes) and syntax is not a place to arrange lexical
items. The theory basically claims that the terminals are submorphemic and they
correspond to an entire sub-tree rather than corresponding to a terminal. This implies
that the lexicon contains sub-trees, paired with phonological and conceptual
information. Spell-out is the operation which matches the tree constructed by syntax
with the tree structure stored in the lexicon. Syntax is entirely pre-lexical, and there
is no lexicon (lexical entries) feeding syntax (Starke, 2009).

The matching of a tree stored in the lexicon with the tree constructed by

syntax is along the lines of (1), which is the SUPERSET PRINCIPLE:

(1) A lexically stored tree matches a syntactic node iff the lexically stored tree

contains the syntactic node.

Based on (1), the lexical tree will either be the superset of the syntax it spells-out or

it will perfectly match the syntax.



Spell-out is taken to be cyclic, with a spell-out attempt after each merge, and
each successful spell-out overrides the previous successful spell-outs. The merger is
assumed to be bottom-up, the biggest match will always override the smaller

matches, which leads to a theorem shown in (2) also called as OVERRIDE EFFECT.

(2) OVERRIDE EFFECT: the biggest wins.

When two or more than two lexical items can spell-out a syntactic tree in one go,

ELSEWHERE PRINCIPLE shown in (3) works.

(3) Ateach cycle, if several lexical items match the root node, the candidate

with least unused nodes wins.

Throughout the thesis, the data of DD will be represented in this theory, and some

modifications will be suggested.

1.3 The Outline of the Thesis

In Chapter 2, | discuss the previous studies on DD and ST regarding the copula,
functional categories and the person agreement mechanism. The works that | mainly
refer to throughout the thesis are summarized in this section. These are Kornfilt
(1996), Erdal (2000), Goksel (2001), Kelepir (2003) and Eng (2004).

In Chapter 3, which includes the discussion of the copula and some
tense/aspect/modality markers which are identical in the two dialects, I give an

account of the distribution of the copula and the reasons why it is realized in the



structure. In Section 3.1, | focus on the previous studies of the copula in the syntactic
structure, in Section 3.2, | extend the insertion of the copula to the conditions where
the combined predicate structures occur and in Section 3.3 | present the analysis on
the distribution of the copula.

Chapter 4 presents an analysis of the spell-out mechanism of the Turkish
verbal domain, in light of two realizational theories, Distributed Morphology (i.e
Halle and Marantz, 1993) and Nano-syntax (i.e. Starke, 2009). In 4.1, | present a
Nano-syntactic analysis and show how the Superset Principle and pointers can
explain the phonological realization of the Turkish data. In Section 4.2 | show that
the Subset Principle in Distributed Morphology remains insufficient in accounting
for this.

Chapters 3 and 4 include the verbal domain of Turkish which is common to
the two dialects; therefore, | present a uniform account which represent the data in
both DD and ST.

However, in Chapter 5, which presents an analysis of the person agreement
mechanism, | rotate my aims to DD data only where the verbal and nominal
agreement show distinct behaviors, excluding any analysis of ST. In Sections 5.2 and
5.3 I analyze the syntactic positions of the two person agreement types. In Section
5.4 | present a Nano-syntactic analysis on the spell-out mechanism of the person
agreement in DD.

In Chapter 6, | summarize the basic claims of the thesis and present the

remaining issues waiting to be addressed in future studies.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE SURVEY

2.1 The Previous Studies on the Denizli Dialect of Turkish

In the literature, the dialect of Turkish spoken in Denizli has not been studied from a
formal perspective. The studies on this dialect mostly focus on the phonetic
description of its sounds, words, and some morphological elements and their
historical changes.

Korkmaz (1994) presents texts that have been collected from the Denizli
region and its districts, and gives phonetic information about the dialects spoken in
Denizli. The study is descriptive and it does not give a formal analysis.

Karahan (1996) groups Denizli dialect as the first sub-group of Western
Anatolian dialects. The criteria for grouping are based on phonetic properties and
changes of dialects.

Akar (2004) describes the phonetic, phonological, and morphological
elements of Mugla dialect, a dialect which is similar to DD, at least to the dialects in
Acipayam and Cameli regions. Thus, the data in Akar’s work can be thought of as
parallel to the data which have been collected from the Cameli region for this thesis.

Tok (2003, 2006a, 2006b, 2006¢, 2008a, 2008b, 2009) has studied the
dialects spoken in Acipayam and Cal regions of Denizli. The focus of these studies is
on the description of phonetic and phonological properties, the usage of some

morphological elements, and historical changes in them.



Besides those studies, there are thesis works on Denizli dialect. The works
of Canbaz (1997), Onder (1988), Derin (1995), Ok (1968), Giirel (1975), Karahisarli
(1983), Tanrikulu (1973), Arslan (1993), Bacanli (2000), Bozbiyik (1976), ikizoglu

(1976) are among some of them (cited in Giilensoy and Alkaya, 2003).

2.2 The Studies on the Turkish Verbal Domain

In this section, I will summarize the core studies that I mainly refer to in the whole
thesis. I will point out five main works: Kornfilt (1996), Erdal (2000), Goksel (2001),
Kelepir (2003), and Eng (2004). I present them in the order of the publication. In
Kornfilt (1996), the verbal forms and the copula i-, which are also one of the core
points in this thesis, are the main focus. Erdal (2000) is about the nature of clitics in
Turkish and the reason for presenting this work in this chapter, although it is not
referred to as much as the other works throughout the thesis, is to introduce the
reader to the clitics in Turkish as they widely present the data studied in this thesis.
Goksel (2001) analyzes the copula ol- both in the matrix and the embedded
structures. Kelepir (2003) also deals with the nature of the copular verbs i- and ol-,
which constitute the main blocks of the whole thesis, and this work is widely referred
to throughout Chapter 3. Eng (2004) is another study that [ mainly concentrate on in
Chapter 3 and it is a valuable work on the verbal domain of Turkish, which includes

the functional categories, person agreement and the copular verbs i- and ol-.



2.2.1 Kornfilt (1996): Verbal Forms and the Copula i-

According to Kornfilt (1996), in ST there are two kinds of verbal forms, genuine
verbal forms, and fake or copular verbal forms. The former includes the definite past
-DI and the conditional -sA, while the latter includes all the other tense-aspect-mood
inflections, which are claimed to be the inflections on the copula, not the main verb.
The two groups also show differences in subject agreement suffixes and stress
patterns, which are regular in the former and irregular in the latter.

The palatal glide -y is the cliticized version of the free (strong) copula i-,
and word stress is determined before cliticization. However, vowel harmony is done
after it.

There are three basic claims in this study. Firstly, the copula in the present
tense for both strong and clitic forms is null. Otherwise, it is i- in the strong forms
and -y in the cliticized forms. Secondly, the domain of vowel harmony is the word
while the domain of stress is the ‘small word’, the domain preceding the clitic.
Finally, the simple verb forms are actually participles with the exceptions of the
definite past and the conditional; they have exceptional stress pattern and different
shape of agreement suffixes than the genuine verbal forms.

According to Kornfilt, in the genuine verbal forms in Turkish, the stress is
on the final syllable, so agreement markers do not attach to the copula but directly to
the verbal structure as shown in (1a). However, in nominal forms (participles), there
is a null copula (the present tense form of the copula i-) between the participle and
the person agreement markers as shown in (1b), based on the fact that the stress is on
the syllable before the agreement marker. Kornfilt claims that the reason why the

person agreement markers on the participles do not receive stress is the result of their
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attachment to the copula. Because the copular verb i- in Turkish is a clitic, it cannot

receive stress, but the stress falls on the preceding syllable.

(1) a. git-ti-m genuine verbal form+ person marker
go-past.1sg
‘I went.”
b. gid-eceg-@-im fake verbal form+ copula+ person marker

go-fut-cop-1sg

‘I'will go.”

The conclusion that Kornfilt reaches is that the cliticization occurs in PF. The
syntactic phrase structure tress with their lexical and functional projections of the
main verb and the copula are separate. Morphological inflection which is truly
agglutinative is the result of head-to-head movement. Cliticization is the result of

PR-movement of the copular tress down to the main verb trees.

2.2.2 Erdal (2000): The Nature of Clitics in Turkish

Erdal (2000) discusses the clitics in Turkish in this study and compares them with
affixes and words. He defines clitics as meaning-bearing entities forming a
phonological unit, but not a morphological unit, with an independent word that they
attach to. They behave as an affix at the phonological level, but independent words at
the morphological level. The morphological host words are grammatical without the

clitics.
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The differences between the clitics and affixes that are put forward in this

study are the following.

(i) While affixes have a high degree of selectivity in combinatorial
possibilities, clitics can attach to high variety of word classes.

(i) No words can enter between a word and an affix but certain verbs can
intervene between a clitic and the word that hosts it.

(iii) Affixes can have the normal stress pattern, but clitics cannot. Clitics can

be assigned to word classes, whereas most of the affixes cannot.

The differences between clitics and words are summarized as follows.

(i) Clitics bear stress either by a grammatical rule or for highlighting
reasons, otherwise they are not stressed, but words have always a

stressed syllable.

(ii) Clitics are rigidly ordered with respect to their host, but words can

have flexibility.

(iii) Finally, the affixed words can be affected by syntactic operations, while
clitic groups cannot be affected by them. Affixes precede cliticization,

and cliticization occurs after syntactic operations have been completed.

Erdal classifies Turkish clitics into six groups and defines this grouping as arbitrarily

done.
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Group 1: The clitic -(y)ken ‘while’, which is a temporal conjunction appended to the
clause that it subordinates. The syntactic scope of this clitic is the whole
proposition, not just the host word.

Group 2: The postpositional -(y)IA ‘with’ and -DIr . The former has also a
conjunction role coordinating noun phrases, but the latter has more than one
function.

Group 3: The two participial markers -(y)mls and -DIr which are used in an
epistemic way. Unlike the first group of clitics, they join their host by
undergoing vowel harmony and voicing assimilation.

Group 4: The question particle ml, the clitic dA, the particle bile, and the particle for
topic contrast -(y)sA, which are uninflected as the members of group one
and two.

Group 5: The elements -(y)Im (the first person singular marker), -sin (the second
person singular marker), -(y)Iz (the first person plural marker), and -sinlz
(the second person plural marker), which Erdal rejects to be subject
agreement suffixes, but accepts as pronominal subjects.

Group 6: Two copula forms -(y)DI and -(y)sA (the copular forms of the past and the
conditional respectively) , which are inflected for reference to subject.
When these copulas are present in the word, they open a morphological
position for the subject, and the clitic pronouns in group 5 become
redundant. The copula clitics always accompany a non-verbal predicate and
are never verbally negated. Instead, they are negated through the word degil.

Thus, neither the suffixes nor the stem of the copula gets stressed.
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Erdal states that many Turkish affixes can be adjoined to nouns, pronouns, adjectives
and even numerals with a low degree of selectivity, but attachment of clitics to noun
phrases is unusual, except for two clitics which are -(y)IA and the topicalizing
particle -(y)sA.

In terms of morphophonemics, Erdal makes three points. The first one is
that many clitics undergo vowel harmony with the preceding word, but words do not.
The second one is that many Turkish clitics start out with consonant clusters unlike
suffixes. The final one is that in verb forms low vowels are raised if a suffix
following them starts with a /y/. However, clitics do not show this behavior.

Finally, clitics are never stressed, but Turkish words always have a stressed
syllable. The word stress is not affected by the presence of a clitic.

In summary, Erdal compares clitics with affixes and words, and shows the

differences between them.

2.2.3 Goksel (2001): The Auxiliary Verb ol-

Goksel (2001) focuses on the auxiliary verb ol- that is considered to be the indicator
of perfect aspect. She shows that the behavior of this verb is not uniform. In main
clauses, it contributes to the interpretation of the clause, but in
O(bject)R(elative)C(lause)s it is semantically and syntactically inactive, and it is
required only for morphological reasons.

Goksel shows that a main clause has up to three positions for functional
morphemes. Some morphemes cannot co-occur in one verbal form because they
compete for the same slot. When a verbal form has more than three functional

suffixes, it contains an additional stem, which is formed with the copula i-.
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Goksel defines the term compound verb as verbal constructions that contain
a main verb and at least one auxiliary verb. The auxiliary verb ol- cannot occur with
all of the temporal and modal adverbs, which shows that it has aspectual properties.
The ungrammaticality of ol- with an adverb like gecen yil ‘last year’, certain
adverbials like en sonunda ‘finally’ and zamaninda ‘on time’, and the grammaticality
of ol- with some adverbs like boylecene ‘so’ show that ol- functions as an auxiliary
verb which has semantic and syntactic properties in main clauses. Conversely, in
ORC:s the auxiliary ol- is semantically and syntactically inactive. The evidence is that
the presence of ol- in ORCs does not affect the selection of adverbs. Hence, the
auxiliary has a syntactic and semantic function in main clauses and it is a syntactic
head that projects a phrasal category, whereas in ORCs it cannot be a syntactic head.

Goksel also supports the difference of the behavior of ol- in the main
clauses and in ORCs with the placement and interpretation of negation. The negation
suffix -mA can be attached to either a main or auxiliary verb. In main clauses with ol-
the particular position of the negative suffix can yield different readings, while these
distinctions are not seen in ORCs with ol-. In addition to that, the verb forms with ol-
in main clauses allow the insertion of the interrogative clitic ml and the particle bile,
whereas in ORCs with ol-, the grammaticality of their insertion depends on the
position of the insertion. In conclusion, the function of the auxiliary ol- in the
structure of main clauses and ORCs is not uniform. Based on these differences in
both structures, Goksel claims that the verb stem ol- is not a part of syntactic
structure in ORCs, but a morphological requirement.

Goksel excludes the auxiliary verb ol- from the syntactic structure of ORCs
while she maintains its presence in the structure of main clauses. Then she brings

about the question of what forces its presence in the morphology of the ORC:s.
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Goksel suggests that besides the restriction on the ORCs, which is that it requires
auxiliary verb for morphological reasons, there is another restriction on the structure,
namely constraints on the upper limit of affixation. She states that one of the
conditions on the well-formedness of morphological strings is the position of a
particular suffix with respect to the morphemes adjacent to it. This constraint which
does not allow the occurrence of morphemes in particular positions is referred as
slot-type mismatches.

In light of this suggestion she concludes that the palatal glide in -(y)DI is the
weak form of the copula i-, it is a separate suffix from -DI. The copula combines
with a number of affixes, one of which is -DI. So, she does not accept the suffixes -
DI and -(y)DI as separate suffixes, instead of that, -DI attaches to the copula i-. This
shows that i- is also a verb, which is a stress assigner. Thus, a word like gel-mis -ti
‘He/She/It had come.” actually contains two separate phonological domains. Its
morphological properties should be investigated based on the restrictions posed by
other well-formedness conditions on structure.

The slot that hosts the copular suffixes -(y)DlI, -(y)mls and -(y)sA does not
stand as separate slot anymore.

These suggestions present a new insight into the size of a verb, in terms of
the number of affixes that a stem can allow. Goksel suggests parameterization of
languages in terms of the number of affixes they allow after a stem, namely it cannot
exceed the maximum defined for the language. She states this number as three for
Turkish. When the maximum is exceeded the copula is inserted to host for the new
slot.

In summary, the auxiliary ol- emerges for the slot-type mismatches and

word size conditions, forming a new phonological domain.
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2.2.4 Kelepir (2003): The Copulas i- and ol- as [+verbal] Features

Kelepir (2003) aims to show that the copula is not a verb, but a [+verbal] feature
whose phonological shape depends on the head where it is inserted and the features
around it. When this feature is inserted into a T head, the shape of it is -y/0/i-, but
when it is inserted in a V head it is realized as ol-. She rejects the word degil as the
negated form of the copula, but takes it as a second negation head which is above the
head of the negation suffix -mA and the heads of participles in the hierarchy. Finally,
she suggests that the person markers which are generally accepted as copular forms
are not actually so, but which person marker groups will be used depends on the last
morpheme in the verbal form. She explains their structures in light of Distributed
Morphology and Government and Binding theory.

Kelepir shows that a nominal structure whose head is a noun, an adjective,
or a participle, has a copula in it. She defines the presence of the copula as a result of
a grammatical requirement and not the semantics of the clause. According to her, the
copula in Turkish is not an inflected form of a verb, but a [+verbal] feature bearing
no semantic content. This feature only fills a grammatical need in the place where it
occurs. The basis for this claim is the assumption that the T head needs a verb in
order for a sentence to be grammatical. So, in light of Distributed Morphology, in
which morphemes can correspond to one node, features or more than one nodes or
features, Kelepir proposes that the copula is the result of a morphological insertion to
T head which bears [+verbal] feature. The participles are structures which do not
have a verbal head to rise to T head, so a copula is inserted for this requirement.

Thus, the person markers and tense suffixes are added to the copula.
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Kelepir then analyses the status of the verb ol- in the structure. She states
that this verb fills the grammatical requirement of a presence of a verb in the
subordinate clauses, as the copula does in main clauses. However, she raises the
following questions: Why do the subordinate clauses need a verb? Why is ol- used in
subordinate clauses instead of the copula? As an answer for the first question she
states that the suffixes -DIK, -AcAK, -mA(K) which make a clause subordinated,
require to attach to a verbal head, not a nominal head. So, ol- fills this position
without contributing any semantic meaning. As for the answer of the second
question, what she proposes is that the copula is the shape when the feature [+verbal]
is attached to a T head. In subordinate clauses there is no T head, or even if it exists,
it has a different nature than the one in main clauses. If the feature [+verbal] attaches
to V head, its phonological shape is ol-.

Kelepir also shows that the word degil is not the negated form of the copula
as widely assumed, but a second negation head. She bases this on the fact that it
occurs before the copula when we look at their morphological order. So, if it were
the negated form of the copula, we would expect it to occur in the slot where the
copula appears. The position of the head where degil is inserted can be said to be
below the T head when looked at the morphological order, but above the head of the
negation suffix -mA. The first negation head can only choose a verbal head, while the
second one chooses a nonverbal head.

Finally, she suggests that the person markers which form the z paradigm are
different from the ones which form the k paradigm. She rejects the idea of Kornfilt’s
that the z-paradigm person markers are the copular person markers. She states that
there can be two reasons to call them as such, one of which is that these suffixes

come immediately following the copula. The second one is that if there is a copula in
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a verbal form, this group of person markers is used. However, she shows that this
cannot be true, presenting examples where the person markers may not immediately
follow the copula and the k paradigm is used even if there is a copula in the verbal
form. Hence, she suggests that which person marker group will be used is determined
by the last suffix that they attach to.

In conclusion, Kelepir proposes the existence of a [+verbal] feature as a
result of grammatical requirements, and it comes out as different shapes in different
places. When itison T head, it is realized as -i/0/-y, when it is on V head, its shape is
ol-. In addition to that, the word degi!/ is not the negated form of the copula, but a
second negation head in the structure. Finally, the z paradigm person markers are not

copular, but their occurrence depends on the last suffix that they attach to.

2.2.5 Enc (2004): Zones in the Functional Hierarchy

Enc (2004) suggests that Cinque’s (2001) rigid ordering of verbal functional
categories does not exist and that Turkish does not show any strict ordering of
functional categories. According to Cingue, each functional category has a unique
syntactic position and a meaning, and there may not be a one-to-one relation between
functional categories and morphemes. Cinque shows scope relations as evidence for
his claims, but Eng claims that the different scope interpretations associated with
different positions do not mean that there is a universal rigid ordering of functional
categories. Turkish indicates that a universal rigid ordering is not possible, and only
some of the functional heads, not all of them, show rigid ordering.

Eng (2004) proposes three different zones of morphemes in the verbal

structure. In Zone 1, which is the lowest zone, there are the permission/ability marker
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-A, the negation morpheme -mA and the ability/possibility modal -Abll. Zone 2,
which is above Zone 1 includes the future -AcAK, the imperfective -(I)yor, the
perfective -mlg, the aorist -1r/-Ar, and the necessity modal -mAll. Zone 3, which is
the highest zone, contains the past tense -DI, and the evidential -mls.

Zone 1 categories are lower than Zone 2 categories and they do not
constitute a semantic natural class. The iteration of Zone 2 morphemes is only
possible with the insertion of the copula ol-. Zone 3 categories form the highest zone
and can either be attached to the verb, Zone 1 or Zone 2 categories. However, when
they are attached to Zone 2 categories, the copula i- is merged before them. The
copula i- is different from the copula ol- in that the former only accepts the Zone 3
morphemes after them, while the latter accepts the categories of all zones. When the
Zone 3 morphemes attach to either the verb or Zone 1 morphemes, there is no
evidence of the presence of a copula. It is impossible to stack Zone 3 categories, only
one of them can be used in a verbal form. The three zones proposed by Eng are

shown in the tree structure in (2) (adapted from Eng, 2004: 213).

(2) Zone 3

-DI past

zone2 L e evid

“mAIl ™. necces

Zonel A T -.,.__—,ACAK/-(I)yor/-ml§/1Ir fut/imperf/perf/aor

-Abll abil/poss

\mA neg
\ -A permis/abil
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Eng shows the possibility of iteration of Zone 2 morphemes as a counter-example to
Cinque’s claim of rigid hierarchy of categories.

Eng also shows the similarities of Zone 2 morphemes with nonverbal
predicates and concludes that when a Zone 2 category combines with a verb, the
resulting form is no longer a verb, but a participle.

The first similarity that En¢ shows between nonverbal predicates and
structures formed with Zone 2 markers is that Zone 2 categories take the z paradigm
of person markers as nonverbal predicates do. However, Zone 3 categories take the k
paradigm person markers, but Eng gives the agreement pattern of the evidential -mlg
as an exception to this in a footnote. She states that the evidential behaves like a
Zone 3 category, but its person marker paradigm is the same as the ones of the Zone
2 morphemes. She points out that this morpheme is homophonous with the Zone 2
morpheme -mlg, the perfect, further claiming that the evidential has developed from
the perfect and the evidential has not yet lost its Zone 2 characteristics in terms of
person agreement.

The second similarity between the non-verbal forms and the Zone 2
categories shown by Eng is that both can occur with the negative copula degil, while
the Zone 3 categories cannot.

The third similarity, which had previously been pointed out by Sezer (2001),
is that both can occur with the morpheme -(y)ken, but Zone 3 morphemes cannot.

The last similarity is about the iteration facts. The Zone 2 categories can
combine with nonverbal predicates and can be iterated. Each time a Zone 2 category
is iterated, it requires a copula. Eng concludes, in light of this fact that Zone 2
categories take verbs as their complements. However, when a Zone 2 category is

attached to a verb, the resulting form is non verbal and carries the feature [-V].

21



In order for a verb to form a grammatical functional predicate, it needs to
combine with a functional category, but when this category is from Zone 1, the
resulting form is not a predicate. This shows that the result of the attachment of a
Zone 1 category to a verb is still a verb. However, this is not the case for the
categories in the other zones. When they attach to a verb, they form a functional
predicate. So, Zone 1 categories carry the feature of [+V].

Eng assumes the following principle in Turkish:

(3) In finite predicates, the highest category must be [-V].

This principle explains why bare verbs and the ones ending with a Zone 1 morpheme
do not form a predicate, while the ones with Zone 2 and 3 can.
Eng concludes that the featural properties of three zones are as the

following:

(4) Zone 1 categories are [+V] and select [+V].
Zone 2 categories are [-V] and select [+V].

Zone 3 categories are [-V] and select [+V].

The selection requirements of Zone 2 and 3 show evidence for the obligation of a
copula when they are attached to a non-verbal predicate.

Finally, Eng assumes that the copula is [+V] but requires a [-V]
complement, with no semantic content. For this reason, it is similar to do-support in
English as pointed out in Kelepir (2001). Do-support in English is generally accepted

as a PF phenomenon, and the copula in Turkish can also be seen like that. However,
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Eng proposes an alternative approach where the copula projects a functional category
in syntax and all the selectional restrictions are checked there. Otherwise, the
selectional requirement of ol-, which is [-V], would not be important at PF, which
would cause ungrammaticality when ol- is attached to a verbal form, because the
checking of selectional requirement of ol- would not be visible at PF. The surface
form of the copula with Zone 1 and 2 is ol-, but Zone 3 requires the copula i-. Eng
assumes that the both copulas have the same syntactic structure but their
phonological spell-out depends on which zone of categories attaches to them, which
is proposed in Kelepir (2001). In conclusion, Eng rejects a universal rigid hierarchy
proposed by Cinque.

In the next section, I will present a highly influential work on the person
agreement mechanisms of the world languages; Siewierska (2004). This work has
been very useful in the person agreement analysis in this thesis (Chapter 5),
especially in coming to some universal conclusions. The aim of presenting this study
in this chapter is to introduce the reader to the general mechanism of person

agreement and some universal facts about it.

2.3 The Person Agreement in the World Languages

Siewierska (2004) investigates person as a grammatical category with respect to
gender, number, case, tense, etc. and focuses on person as a category of the
grammatical system of languages. The grammatical category of person distinguishes
between the speaker of an utterance, the addressee, and the party talked about that is
neither speaker nor addressee. However, person marker inventories do not only mark

person, but also other grammatical categories like number, gender, and case, etc. In
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addition to this, person markers can also encode information about their referents,
such as social status. Languages may also differ in their person markers with respect
to the variation of morpho-phonological form of PM inventories. In some languages
all person markers are independent forms, while others, in addition to such forms,
have also affixes and clitics for person marking.

A paradigm is a set of linguistic expressions that occur in the same syntactic
slot and each member of the paradigm is in complementary distribution with other
members. In addition to having the same syntactic function, each member of a
paradigm also has the same morpho-phonological form. (i.e. If one member of the
paradigm is a clitic, the others are also clitics.) For example, each member should be
independent if one of the members is independent. While there are languages which
have only one paradigm of person markers, there are some other languages which
have more than one paradigm.

There is a fundamental difference between the first and second person, on
the one hand, and the third person on the other. Whereas the first and second persons
are referred to by person markers, reference to the third person can be done by any
lexical expression. Another difference between them, which is very uncommon
though, is that the third person forms may take a different set of case markers than
the first and second person forms. These differences among them come from the fact
that the first and second person forms are deictic, but the third person form can be
both deictic and anaphoric.

Universality of person as a grammatical category is sometimes
controversial. This issue is tied to whether all languages have the category of
personal pronoun. Traditionally, pronouns have been compared to nouns or NPs.

Person pronouns are taken to be a morpho-syntactic category, differing from nouns
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in its morphological and syntactic properties. Under this traditional approach, some
languages have been considered to lack the person pronouns. More recently, in the
generative framework, a pronoun is seen to be not a morpho-syntactic category but
rather a feature that separates certain lexical items from others. The feature is
‘referential dependency’ and pronouns have referential deficiency because the
identity of their referents can be determined only by the extra linguistic context. This
referential deficiency distinguishes them from proper nouns. In the functional
literature, pronouns are viewed as a morpho-syntactic category but the distinction
between pronoun and noun is considered to be not discrete but scalar.

The basic division of person markers morpho-phonologically is between
independent and dependent person markers. Independent person forms constitute a
separate word and may take primary word stress. Dependent person forms, on the
other hand, typically cannot be stressed, are phonologically reduced compared to the
independent forms. They may be phonologically dependent on another element. It is
generally the case that if a language has dependent markers, it has also independent
markers. Dependent person markers have decreasing morphological and
phonological independence relative to independent forms. There are four types of

dependent forms, zero, clitic, bound, and weak forms.

2.3.1 The Structure of Person Paradigms

The person paradigms found in world languages differ extensively. The high degree
of variation is due to the fact that the paradigms also mark other grammatical
distinctions in addition to person. The two most common grammatical distinctions

made additionally to person are number and gender.
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The existence of a number distinction is not universal, contrary to what has
been supposed before. There are languages which exhibit no number oppositions in
person paradigms, although it is highly exceptional. Number in person paradigms is
typically indicated by suppletive forms, basically unsegmentable or portmanteau
forms of affixation. If affixation occurs, the number affix is directly attached to
person markers forming a unified unit. However, in languages where those markers
can be separated it is controversial whether the person paradigm includes the number
distinction.

Number distinctions in person markers are not only among singular and
plural opposition. Many languages have also dual distinction which includes two
participants. In the presence of a dual marker in a language, plural needs to denote at
least three participants. Further number oppositions in person markers also exist in
some languages, namely trial and paucal. Trials refer to groups of three participants,
while paucals refers to several or a few.

There is a person hierarchy in virtually all the languages and the
distribution of number within person paradigms is seen to conform to this hierarchy

shown in (i).

(i) 1>2>3

One aspect of the relationship between person and number is the variety of

number oppositions. The first person seems to display more variety than second and

third persons. However, there are exceptional languages which do not conform to the

person hierarchy.
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In the next chapter, | will analyze the function of the two copulas i- and ol-

and conditions on the copula insertion to the structure.
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CHAPTER 3

CONDITIONS ON THE COPULA INSERTION

This chapter studies the copula and some tense/aspect/modality markers which are
identical in the two dialects, DD and ST. In this chapter, I give an account of the
distribution of the copula and the reasons why it is realized in the structure.

The distribution of the copula in Turkish has received some attention in the
literature to date. Kelepir (2003) presents an analysis in which the copula is inserted
as a [+verbal] feature under the functional categories that dominate the VVP. She
proposes that the insertion of the copula is a result of the syntactic requirements of
those functional categories, which appear to cluster around three different areas of
the syntactic structure (Eng¢ (2004) calls these three areas Zone 1, Zone 2 and Zone 3
with the Zone 1 heads being the lowest and Zone 3 heads the highest in the structure)
as discussed in the previous chapter. | follow Kelepir (2003) in that the copula is a
consequence of the requirement of functional categories, but contra her, I claim the
following: (i) The copula is not a [+verbal] feature that is inserted into the functional
nodes, but it heads a VP projection. | adopt the claims that there are two different
copulas in Turkish (i- the ‘high copula’ and ol- the ‘low copula’ (Goksel, 2001,
Kelepir, 2007) and that their positions are in a hierarchical relation. (ii) The copula is
merged in order to satisfy the requirement of the functional categories which need a
visible VP in their domains.

In Section 3.1, the main focus is on the previous studies on the position and
the role of the copula in the syntactic structure and in Section 3.2, the combined

predicate structures where the copula is inserted are analyzed. Finally, in Section,
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3.3, I present the proposals in this thesis on the position and the function of the

copula.

3.1 The Copula in Turkish

In this section, I discuss whether the copula in Turkish heads a VP, or whether it is a
[+verbal] feature added on to another functional head proposed by Kelepir (2003). 1
claim that it is the former?. My reason is based on the following:

A copula is inserted, even when the selectional requirement of T to take a
verbal complement is satisfied.

| also follow the claims (Goksel, 2001, Eng, 2004, Kelepir 2007) that
Turkish has two distinct copular verbs (i- and ol-). These are in a hierarchical
relation; the latter is always in a lower position than the former, and which copula is
inserted is the result of the selectional properties of the functional categories to which
they become complements. I will explain in Section 3.1.2 by which
tense/aspect/modality suffixes two copulas are selected.

The cliticized exponent of the copula i- in DD is the lengthening of the
vowel in the stem-final position to which the copula attaches, unlike in ST, where the
cliticized form of the copula i- is the palatal glide /y/. However, as in ST, when the
copula is cliticized between two consonants, it is dropped because of phonological
reasons. So, the copula i- has two clitic exponents in both dialects, 0 and lengthening
of the preceding vowel, which I will henceforth show as -: in DD, and 0 and /y/ in

ST. The exponent of the copula ol- is the same in both dialects. In (1a) the copula i-

2 Goksel (2001, 2003) suggests that ol- does not have a phrasal projection in embedded structures and
certain main clauses but it is a result of morphological requirements.
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is shown and in (1b) and (1c) its other two exponents are shown for both dialects.

The copula ol- is shown in (2)°.

(1) a. hasta i-mis -0* ST/DD
sick cop-evid-3sg
‘Apparently, he was sick.’

b. hasta-y (ST) /-: (DD) -mis-0
sick -cop-evid -3sg
‘Apparently he wasl/is sick.’

c. gid-ecek -0-ti-0/ gid-cek-0-di-0  ST/DD
go-fut-cop-past-3sg
‘He was going to go.’

(2) hasta ol-mali-0 ST/DD

sick cop-epist -3sg

‘He must be sick.’

3.1.1 The Function and Status of the Copula

It is claimed by Kelepir (2003) that the presence of a copula is not due to semantic
requirements but to a syntactic need. She proposes that the copula exists in clauses

whose predicates are not verbal forms. For example, in such clauses in English, the

®As in Goksel (2001), I claim in Sag (2013a) that there are two distinct verbs ol-, one of which is the
copula, the other is the lexical verb meaning ‘to become’. The copula ol- can only become a
complement to the heads of the Zone 1 and 2 markers which are suggested by Eng (2004) and
discussed in Section 3.1.2.2. However, ol- with the meaning ‘to become’ can be a complement to all
heads of the three Zones. In this thesis, | only focus on the copula ol-.

* The usage of the exponent i- is old, but still acceptable. -y- is the cliticized form of i- realized
between two consonants (see Kornfilt, 1996). In my thesis, for the purpose of clarity, I will use the
form i- and not the other exponents (-y- and null) in the following sections. The third singular forms
are null in Turkish and they are showed as ‘0’. See also the list of abbreviations part.
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verb ‘to be” has the role of an inflected verb, but it does not contribute any meaning

to the clause as in (3) below.

(3) John is a doctor.

It might, at first, be argued that the copula does have a semantic role, that it has a
stative meaning. However, | believe that the stative meaning comes from the
predicate itself, denoting the property of the subject, not from the copula. So,
following Kelepir, | propose that the copula satisfies not a semantic, but a syntactic
requirement. In Section 3.3, | will extend the function of the copula and claim that it
is a result of the requirement of the functional categories that require a visible VP in
their domains.

The syntactic function of the copula is as follows: The copula ‘to be’ is
present in English because English does not have a nominal person agreement
paradigm which could mark the nominal predicate, but only a verbal one, as opposed
to Turkish, which has both. So, in English the person agreement always needs to be
marked on a verb, resulting in the forms am/is/are. In Turkish, there are different
person paradigms. The z paradigm inflects the nominal elements like adjective,
adverb, and noun phrases, and participles (fake verbal forms in Kornfilt, 1996, see
also Kelepir, 2003, En¢ 2004, Bayirli, 2012), and the k paradigm inflects the verbal
elements formed with past morpheme -DI and the conditional morpheme -sA
(genuine verbal forms in Kornfilt, 1996)°. (For discussion, see Yu and Good, 2000).

The person paradigm in DD will be discussed in Chapter 5.

SFirst person plural examples from k and and z paradigms are shown in (i).
(i) a. gel-iyor-uz (participle+ -uz from z paradigm)
come-imperf-1pl
‘We are coming.’
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Therefore, following Kelepir (2003), I claim that the copula in Turkish is
present in the clause satisfies a syntactic need. For example, the copula i- is
semantically inactive in (4), it just fills a position where a verb is required. This way,

it is similar to the function of ‘be’ in English.

(4) giizel i-di-m
beautiful cop -past-1sg

‘I was beautiful.’

In (4), the requirement for the copula seems to be that the functional head T needs a

verb in its accessible domain. So, the requirement of T is fulfilled by i-. In the next

section, | will present the previous studies on the copula in Turkish.

3.1.2 Previous Views on the Copula

In this section, | return to the analyses of Kelepir (2003) and Eng (2004), and discuss
them in more detail in order to show that the copula in Turkish heads a VVP. Contra
Kelepir, I claim that the copula is not a [+verbal] feature inserted into V or T head,
but it is the head of a VP projection. This claim is based on the observation that a
verbal complement does not always fulfill the requirement of T, and a copula
insertion may still be required in the presence of a verbal element. I discuss Eng

(2004) in order to show the places of the copulas i- and ol- in the structure.

b. gel-di-k (verbal element+ -k from k paradigm)
come-past-1pl
‘We came/have come.’
Based on the fact that there is a nominal person agreement paradigm besides a verbal one in Turkish |
do not agree with Kornfilt (1996), Kelepir (2003) and Eng (2004) that there is a null copula between
the participle -iyor and the person agreement marker -uz in (ia). Instead, | propose that the nominal
person agreement paradigm directly attaches to a nominal element without a need for a copula
between them.

32



3.1.2.1 Kelepir (2003): Copula as a Syntactic Feature

Kelepir proposes that the copula is not a verb, but a [+verbal] feature whose
phonological shape depends on the head where it is inserted and the features around
it. When this feature is inserted into a T head, the shape of it is -y/0/i-, but when it is
inserted in a V head it is realized as ol-. The basis of this proposal is the assumption
that the T head needs a verbal element to raise to T in order for a sentence to be
grammatical (Pollock, 1989, Miyagawa, 2001). So, within the framework of
Distributed Morphology (i.e. Halle and Marantz, 1993), in which the phonological
pieces can correspond to one syntactic head or feature and combinations of heads or
features, Kelepir proposes that the copula i- is the phonological realization of the
[+verbal] feature inserted into T head.® Participles are structures whose head cannot
raise to T, so a copula is inserted in the absence of a V head raising to T.

Although Kelepir’s analysis explains the distribution of copulas in Turkish,
| believe that it should be investigated whether the copula is actually the insertion of
a [+verbal] feature into a syntactic head (T or V), or whether it is a syntactic head
projecting a phrase category. While | agree with Kelepir (2003) in that the insertion
of copula in Turkish is a result of syntactic requirements, | propose that the copula is
a functional head projecting a phrase category. The motivation for this claim is the
following: I show that a verbal complement does not always fulfill the requirement

of T, and there are cases when a copula insertion is required even in the presence of a

® There is a theory internal problem here with respect to Distributed Morphology (Halle and Marantz,
1993). If we assume that the copula is the result of [+verbal] feature insertion into another functional
head, the problem arises about the morphological realization of the copula. If the copula is not a
syntactic head projecting a phrasal category, and it is inserted under the T node, we should expect just
one vocabulary item insertion (phonological realization) to the relevant head and this vocabulary item
should spell-out all the features of this head. However, when the [+verbal] feature is inserted intoa T
node that bears the feature [+past], we see two distinct vocabulary items. One is i- for the [+verbal]
feature and the other is -DI for the [+past] feature, which are inserted under the same node in a fused
way.
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verbal complement. In order to show this, I will first discuss the Zones of verbal

domain in Turkish proposed by En¢ (2004) in the following section.

3.1.2.2 Zones in the Functional Hierarchy (Enc, 2004)

As mentioned in Chapter 2, Eng (2004) discusses the verbal domain in Turkish and
proposes three different zones of functional categories and the morphemes

corresponding to them, summarized below:

Table 1 Verbal Zones adopted from Eng (2004)

Verb | <Zonel < Zone?2 <Zone 3
permission/ability (-A) aorist (-1r/-Ar) past (-DI)
negation (-mA) future (-AcAK) evidential (-mlIs)
ability/possibility (-Abil) imperfective (-lyor)

necessity/epistemic (-mAll)
perfective (-mly)

+ VERBAL -VERBAL +/- VERBAL'

take a lexical verb or take a lexical verb or take a lexical verb or

nominal+ol- as complement nominal+ol- as complement nominal+ i- as
complement

When one of the functional categories from Zone 1 is attached to a verb, the result is
still a verb, but when a functional category from Zone 2 is attached to the verb, the
result is not a verb anymore but a participle, namely a nominal element.

According to Eng, since all the items in the Zones require attaching to a
verbal complement, when the complement is a nominal element or a participle, a

copula emerges between the functional category and its nominal complement. The

7 Zone 3 cannot be categorized as verbal or non-verbal because the predicates ending with -DI show
verbal behavior, and -mls shows nominal behavior as discussed in Bayirli (2012).
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copula ol- is seen if this category is from Zone 1 or 2, and the copula i- is seen when
it is from Zone 3. This is summarized in Table 1.2

In Kornfilt (1996), the predicates formed with conditional -sA and past -DI
are called genuine verbal forms; namely, they are different from the nominal
predicates and the ones ending with a category from Zone 2 (see Ozsoy, 2001). The
former get k paradigm person agreement markers and the latter get z paradigm person
agreement markers, which appear on non-verbal items. Bayirli (2012) argues that the
predicates ending with conditional -sA and past -DI are verbal because they show
similar grammatical behavior as bare verbs under coordination; namely, they cannot

be coordinated whereas the nominal predicates can be coordinated as shown in (5).°

(5) a.*[oku-du ve anla-di]-n  attempted coordination of categories headed
read-past and understand-past-2sg by past tense
Intended meaning: ‘You read and understood it.’
b. *[oku-sa ve anla-sa]-n  attempted coordination of categories headed
read-cond and understand-cond-2sg by conditional

Intended meaning: ‘If you read and understand it.’

® For the conditional -sA, Eng proposes that it does not belong to 1° categories, but should be as high as
C% in the structure. However, | do not agree with this and | argue that the conditional -sA does not
belong to just one, but two different positions in the structure, one is C° as Eng proposes and the other
is between Zone 2 and Zone 3.

% The nominal predicates can be coordinated as opposed to verbal ones. The examples are shown in
().
(i) a.[glzel ve iyi] i-di-0 (coordination of adjectives)
beautiful and good cop-past-3sg
‘She was beatuiful and good.’
b. [gel-mis ve git-mis]-sin (coordination of participles)
come-evid and go-evid-2sg
‘Apparently, you came and left.’
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c.* [oku ve anla]-di-m attempted coordination of bare verbs
read and understand-past-1sg

Intended meaning: ‘I read and understood it.’

Following Kornfilt (1996), Ozsoy (2001), and Bayirli (2012), I will take the
predicates ending with conditional -sA and past -DI to have verbal nature.

In the following section, I return to Kelepir’s analysis that the copula is the
realization of the [+verbal] feature inserted under T or V heads, which is discussed in

Section 3.1.2.1.

3.1.3 The Nature of Tense and Conditional

Although the predicates formed with past -DI (6a) and conditional -sA (6b) have
verbal nature, interestingly these cannot be a complement to T head. Instead, a
copula is required between them, same as in the case where T head takes a nominal

complement (a participle) and a copula is inserted as shown in (6c).

(6) a. gel-se i-di-n (verbal complement+copula+Zone 3)
come-cond cop-past-2sg
‘If you came/had come.’

b. gel-di i-di-n™ (verbal complement+copula+Zone 3)
come-past cop-past-2sg

‘It was the case that you came.’

19 Although this structure sounds marginal to some speakers of ST, it is quite common among many
speakers and in DD.
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c. gel-iyor i-di-n (participle+copula+Zone 3)
come-imperf cop-past-2sg

‘You were coming.’

In (6a) there is a predicate formed with the attachment of the conditional to the verb
gel-, and the result of this has verbal nature. Interestingly, this verbal element cannot
be a complement to the higher past T. The sentence is only grammatical with the
insertion of the copula between T and the predicate formed with conditional -sA.
This is quite similar to what happens in (6c¢), where the copula is inserted between T
and its nominal complement. What happens in (6b) is also similar to (6a); namely,
the result of the predicate formed with the attachment of past to the verb gel- has
verbal nature, but it cannot be a complement to the higher past T.

According to Kelepir (2003), T requires a verbal element for the sentence to
be grammatical, and when its complement is a nominal element which cannot fulfill
this requirement, a copula which has a [+verbal] feature is inserted under T head. So,
in light of the data in (6a) and (6b), the crucial question arising at this point is why
predicates formed with conditional -sA and past -DI (which, according to Kornfilt
(1996) and Bayirli (2012) have verbal nature) cannot be c