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TURETIM BiCiMBILiMi VE ANLAMBILIMSEL KISITLAMALAR
OZET

Bu calismanin amaci Tiirkge yapim eklerinin birbiri ardina dizilimindeki
yapisal ve anlamsal siirliliklar1 tespit etmek ve tanimlamaktir.

Calismada Tiirk Dil Kurumumun 7. baskisindan Uzun (ve dig.1992)
tarafindan elde edilen yapim ekleri listesi kullanilmig, bu ek listesi iizerinde, ek ve
koklerin anlamlar1 ve yapisal ozellikleri belirlenmigstir. Her tiliretim, bi¢imbirimlerine
ayrilmis ve kék+ek+ek dizilimleri belirlenmistir. Boylece her bir yapim ekinin bulundugu
ortamlar; bir baska deyisle yapim ekinin 6ncesinde ve sonrasinda bulunan diger yapim
ekleri dizisi belirlenmistir.

Calismanin ilk béliimiinde son yiizyilda ingilizce ve Tiirkge yapim ekleri ile
ilgili gelismeler ayri ayr1 Ozetlenmis; en belirgin yaklasimlar Onciileriyle birlikte
anilmiglardir.

Ikinci boliimde ise Tiirkgenin bi¢im dizgesinden kisaca bahsedildikten sonra
191 Tirkge yapim eki arasindan 69 yapim eki kendi i¢inde simiflanmistir. Toplamda 4
farkli grupta incelenmistir:

1. Cat1 ekleri

2. Eylemden Tiiretim Yapan Ekler

3. Addan Tiiretim Yapan Ekler

4. Her Iki Sézciik Grubundan da Tiiretim Yapan Ekler

4 gruba ayrilan bu ekler kendi iglerinde tiirettigi soézciik grubuna gore
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siniflanmiglardir. Her ekin kendisinden once ve sonra gelen ekler isaretlenmis ve bu
secimin sebepleri irdelenmistir.

Son boliimde ise eklerin genel egilimleri ve davranislari, ve se¢imlerinin
kistaslart belirlenmistir. Yapim eklerinin genel bir Oriintlisii ortaya konmus ve
bi¢imbilimsel, sebilimsel ve anlambilimsel sinirliliklar belirtilmistir.

Yapim eklerinin genel olarak se¢im ve simirhiliklart gosterilmistir. Ancak,
yasadigimiz teknoloji ¢aginda yaptigimiz bu arastirmanin bilgisayar {izerinde
caligmamasi bir eksikliktir. Daha ileri bir ¢aligmada bu ¢aligmanin bilgisayar tabanli bir
sisteme aktarilmasi kaginilmaz bir ihtiyagctir.

Anahtar Kkelimeler: sozciik yapisi, yapim eki, eklemleme, yapisal ve

anlambilimsel kisitlamalar



DERIVATIONAL MORPHOLOGY AND SEMANTIC RESTRICTION
ABSTRACT

The aim of this study is to determine and describe the structural and semantic
restrictions on the suffix sequences in Turkish.

In the study the data derived from the seventh volume of Dictionary of
Turkish Language Association by Uzun, et.al. is used. The structural and semantic
properties of the suffixes are marked on this suffix list. The suffixes are classified
according to the base and derivative categories. Each derivative is separated into its
morphemes and root+suffix+suffix order is determined. Thus the environments of each
suffix, in other words the other suffixes that before and after a given suffix is
determined.

In the first chapter the developments in the derivational morphology in
English and Turkish summarized and the most prominent approaches with its pioneers
are mentioned.

In the second chapter after mentioning the morphotactics of Turkish briefly,
the suffixes are classified among themselves. In sum, there are four classes determined
as follows;

1. Voice Suffixes

2. Deverbal Suffixes

3. Denominal Suffixes

4. Affixes attaches to Both Verbal and Nominal roots.



The sequence of each suffixation has been marked and the reasons of this
choice is discussed.

In the last section the main attitudes and tendencies of the derivational
suffixes and the criterions of this choice is identified. The general pattern of the
derivational suffixes is presented and morphological, phonological an semantic
constraints are specified.

The general view has been identified but in the technology era that we live in,
it is an inevitable need to transfer our study into a computer based system in further
studies.

Keywords: word structure, derivational affixes, affixation, semantic and

structural constraints
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

N: Noun

V: Verb

Al: Adjective

AD: Adverb

PN: Pronoun

PL: Plural

NO: Numeral

TDK: Tiirk Dil Kurumu (Association of Turkish Language).
BNC: British National Corpus

OED: The Oxford English Dictionary

CELEX: Electronic Databases for Linguistic and Language Research. (Lexical Database
CD-Rom)

TUDD: Turkge Ulusal Dil Derlemi (Turkish National Corpus)
Morphemic Representations: The vowels and consonants in the Suffixes
A: Front “e” or Back “a”

I: High Vowels (1, 1, u, i)

C: Voiced “c” or Voiceless “¢”

T: Voiced “d” or Voiceless “t”

K: Voiced “g” or Voiceless “k”

_C: Consonant final bases

_V: Vowel final bases

- : suffix that attaches to verbal bases

+ : suffix that attaches to nominal bases

+ : suffix that attaches to both verbal and nominal bases
_-: suffix that derives verbal bases

._: suffix that derives nominal bases.



INTRODUCTION

Constraints on affixation is a controversial issue. Currently, there are a
number of different approaches on ordering of derivational morphemes in languages.
Turkish is an agglutinative language and poses certain interesting questions in this
respect. It is exclusively a suffixing language, lacking other types, for example, apart
from few unproductive borrowed ones, Turkish does not have prefixes.

Suffixes change either morphological, syntactic or semantic features of the
roots. In most of the studies which describes Turkish, the scholars (Banguoglu 1940,
Gencan 1966), classified suffixes in different types and defined them most often as
“noun, adjective or verb forming suffixes”. The constraints on the order of morphemes in
suffixation are unobserved. Recent studies, on the other hand, have become more explicit
and satisfying. Yet there is not a fully verified approach or theory of affix order.

American structuralists studied the language separating into the smallest
pieces which they called the smallest meaningful form. In the second part of the XX.
century, developments following the Generative Grammar as initiated by Chomsky
Grammar, have produced such works as represented by Halle (1973), Aronoff (1973),
Jackendoff (1975), Roper and Siegel (1978), Fabb (1978). More recently, Plag (1999),
Hay (2000) present new approaches to affix ordering in terms of complexity. In the
context of Turkish studies, we may also mention a renewed interest on issues of

productivity and affix ordering.



The Aim of The Study

Affix ordering has become a challenging issue during the last decade.
Linguists who dealt with morphology have developed various approaches on the order of
affixes. For Turkish, we may say that the pattern of the suffixes has not been studied in
detail, yet. Especially in the domain of derivational morphology, the studies on possible
affix combinations and the rules that govern permissible orders is yet to be documented.

Traditional grammar of Turkish approach the suffixes at the level of
description and do not concern with rule systems that govern derivational processes. That
is this approach do not discuss the possible structures; instead follows a line prone to
describe the existing forms. Thus, it does not explain the reasons or motivations of the
exceptional structures. In such studies we may find which suffixes attach to which bases
but we cannot find out why certain combinations are allowed and some others are not.
What are the criteria on these attachments and the constraints of ungrammatical
combinations. Thus, we may argue that traditional grammarians interest in the existing
forms of the language not the generative competence.

In this thesis study the effects of the behaviors of the roots or affixes on
affixation are analyzed. A classification of affixes and constrains on combinations are
presented. Meanwhile the existing and possible combinations of suffixes will also be
presented. To sum up, what we aim do is to give a general view of the 69 productive

suffixes of Turkish language.



Research Questions

We investigate to answer following questions throughout the study:

1. Affixes are specialized according to the their meaning, syntactic category,
phonological and morphological features. How do these features restrict/affect the
possible output?

2. What are the morphological and other features on the root/stem choice of
the affix?

3. On a multiple affixation which affix determine the meaning and category

of the derivative?

Hypotheses

1. The phonological, morphological and semantic features of the affixes play
a crucial role on the same features of the derivatives.

2. In derivation, morphological and semantic features of the root determine
the restrictions on affixation.

3. The last attached affix determine the meaning and category of the

derivative.

Data Collection and Methodology

This study is based upon the data of Uzun et. al. (1992) who compiled the
derived lexemes of Turkish that are represented in the Dictionary of Turkish Vol. 7. Uzun
et al. (1992) marked the derivational suffixes in five fields: “Category of the Base,

Structure of the Base, Origin, and Neologism”. The data have been listed according to



the final suffix of the lexeme. The category of the stem and the derivative are also
marked. We additionally marked numbers of suffixes in a given input and preceding
suffixes of each of them. The semantic, participant roles of the inputs are also
investigated to be able to see the possible differences between a bare and suffixed
structures.

There are 191 suffixes defined in the inventory. However in this study we
have analyzed only 69 suffixes. The suffixes that do not have more than 10 examples are

not included. Below, there is a list of suffixes that are analyzed in the study.

Voice Suffixes 7
Deverbal Suffixes 14
Denominal Suffixes 25
Suffixes that attaches to a both verbal and nominal bases 23
Total Number of Suffixes 69

In sum, 13199 lexeme of the TDK (Turkish National Dictionary, Vol 7) have
been investigated. Additional Turkish National Corpus (TNC) which is currently under
construction, has been used to check if there are any lexemes that do not exist in the data
of TDK. The corpus consists of natural and electronic media, books, magazines and

newspapers, academic texts etc.

Limitations

In this study, only derivational suffixes of Turkish are analyzed. These
suffixes are divided into four groups according to the roots that they are attached. The
groups are:

1. Voice Suffixes



II. Denominal Suffixes

II1. Deverbal Suffixes

IV. Suffixes attaches to Both Nominal and Verbal roots.

The data of the study is limited to the synchronic data. Historic texts are not
included within the study.!

Unproductive suffixes are excluded from the study.”? They are treated as
frozen expressions because they are not productive and are not used to produce new
words.

Borrowed suffixes such as “-kesy;, -bazy, -ist,;” are also excluded from the

study.

Organization of The Study

Initially we will present the discussions and ideas on derivational
morphology and affixation in the literature. In the first chapter theories on affixation
from pre-generative period from Kruisinga (1932) to Hay, J. and Plag, 1. (2004) the most
recent theories of affixation in the last century is summarized. In the second part of the
first chapter the studies aiming at analyzing Turkish suffixation are briefly mentioned.

In the first part of the second chapter morphotactics of Turkish and
phonological constraints are very briefly mentioned. In the second part of the second
chapter we discussed the derivational suffixes. They are grouped according to the base

and derivative structures. Four main groups which are divided into subgroups among

1 For example “aldanmak” (be deceived) and “aldatmak” (deceive) share the same root “alta”. “alta” means trick, cheat historically.

2 Suffixes that has less than 10 examples are excluded.



themselves are constructed and the suffix sequences are determined. Preceding and
following suffixes are marked for each suffix to see the environments of a given suffix.
Classifying the suffixes enable us to see the morphological, phonological and semantic
constraints of the suffixation processes.

In the last part which is the conclusion, the general view and tendency of the
derivational suffixes of Turkish are summarized. The constraints mentioned above are

listed and discussed.



CHAPTER 1. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

What determines to affix-order has been a subject of interest for scholars
studying derivational morphology. How do affixes combine together? Is it random or is it
subject to strict rules? To what extend are the combinations of affixes subject to the
factors besides morphological rules. Does semantics of a base word or an affix affect
these combinations?

Leiber (2004) argues that almost all theories of morphological structure agree
that there are syntactic/categorical restrictions on affixation process. There are a couple
of approaches that aim at explaining this subject matter. There are different claims about
the combinations of affixes, especially for English. For example the English suffix -ness
attaches to the adjectives, so we may expect it to be able to attach to the already suffixed
adjectival stems, but we cannot expect it to attach bare or derived noun bases.

Besides categorical classifications, there are some other classifications, too.
Each suffix that derives a certain class does not constitute a base for the suffixes selecting
that class. Let’s examine “-age” again an English suffix. It attaches to the nominal roots
(orphanage, milage); but it doesn’t attach to the already suffixed roots (*happinessage).

Siegel (1974), Kiparsky (1982), Straauss (1982), Halle and Mohanan 1985,
Mohanan (1986), Giegerich (1999) are some scholars who have developed the theory of
Lexical Phonology and Morphology. They have explained the restrictions on the
sequence of the derivational rules by organizing the suffixes into different levels and
layers. According to the “Level Ordering Hypothesis” (see pg. 19), every single phoneme

or morpheme can be separated into levels and layers. These layers are explicitly



separated blocks in which phonological and morphological rules are being applied on
suffixes. An affix belonging to the prior level can attach after the affix belonging to
posterior level. In contrast a reverse attachment is not allowed.

Another hypothesis that worths mentioning is the “domain hypothesis” which
was developed to analyze the derivational constraints. According to this, affixes can be
organized according to the derivative fields.

In the following chapters, basic models will be discussed. We will start with
pre-generative theories of productivity and move on with Generative period which starts
from 1950’s and continue with Level Ordering. Some scholars (e.g., Siegel 1974; Allen
1978; Selkirk 1982; Kiparsky 1982; Mohanan 1986; Giegerich 1999) argue that there are
different stratum in language and they have very strict restrictions that determine
combinations of affixes. Objecting the Level Ordering, there are scholars (e.g., Fabb
1988; Plag 1999) who discuss that affixes combine together according to phonological,
morphological, semantic or syntactic features of lexemes and affixes. They claim that
there are selectional restrictions of affixes and bases that determine if a combination is
possible. In the most recent approach Hay (2000, 2002), claims that restrictions on the

morphological structure determine affix combinations and ordering.



I.1. Theories of Word Structure and Productivity

I.1.1. Pre-Generative Theories of Productivity

Kruisinga (1932: 22) labels the productive and the unproductive suffixes as
“living” and “dead” suffixes and states that this issue is the interest of historical
grammar. Jespersen (1942) analyzed affixes as frequently used and never used ones.

(cited in Steakuer and Lieber: 2005).

I.1.2. Generative Grammar Theory

Chomsky (1965, 1970)

Chomsky (1965) presents a clearer word structure and significant innovations
to the construction of the grammar. The most prominent aspect of this study is its
distinguishing the lexical images which are adhered to the phrase structure and gathering
them in another component. With this method, Chomsky thinks that a great amount of
idiosyncrasies would be isolated and grammar would be simplified.

Chomsky states that lexicon is a list of unordered lexical items. Every lexical
item is determined by a lexical entry which is formed by a model that would show its
phonological properties and with a complex symbol that would show semantic and
syntactic properties. Lexicon has to define the aspects of the phonetic structure which
cannot be reached with the general rules, the features related to the processes of
transformational rules, the properties of the strict subcategorization that show the
syntactic frame and selectional features that are related to the semantic interpretation of
the lexical item. Additionally lexical insertion, that is the rule that can relate this

autonomous component, comes into play. This rule and complex symbol, which is
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supposed that exists in the phrase determiners, are in interaction. On the other hand the
standard phonological or syntactic features of a lexical item can be identified as general
rules of lexical items. These are the redundancy rules. For instance, if a continuant
consonant converts into a voiced one before a voiced consonant.

With his study in 1970, Chomsky brings new solutions to Chomsky 1965 in
which there were some derivational morphology deficiencies. The main attitude is that
the derivational processes could be held by extending the lexicon component of the
grammar.

Chomsky (1970) has been criticized by a number of scholars. Newmeyer
(1971), McCawley (1968), Weinreich (1966) Chafe (1968) criticize him from the point of
generative semantics. Hudson (1976) states that “neutral lexical entry” analysis conflicts
with the standard modal. He also underlines that the /exical insertion does not involve a
mechanism to eliminate the categories such as noun or verb by reminding lexical
insertion rule is a rule that is applied to lexical entry as a block. (cited in Uzun:1993)

Three studies of Chomsky signal the “lexicalist hypothesis” and develop the

technical structure of word.

I.1.3. Schultink (1961)

Bauer (2005) translates Schultink’s remark on productivity as fallows:

By productivity as a morphological phenomenon we understand the possibility for
language-users, by means of a morphological process which underpins a form-meaning
correspondence in some words they know, to coin, unintentionally, a number of new
formations which is in principle infinite.

(cited in Steakuer-Lieber: 2005)
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According to Schultink (1961) speakers use a restricted number of possible

derivations. This productivity is restricted to the speakers’ unintentional usage.

I.1.4. Kiparsky (1982)
Kiparsky dealt with the interaction between phonology and morphology. He
asserts that derivatives cannot block the existing words according to Level Ordering

Hypothesis. In his own words;

From this it follows in turn that among processes in a blocking relationship, those
with restricted applicability have to be ordered before those with general applicability. This
explains why processes at later levels are also typically more productive than functionally
related processes at earlier levels.

(cited in Steakuer-Lieber: 2005)

1.2 Theories on Morphological Constraints

1.2.1 Lexical Entry and Lexeme Formation

Halle (1973)

Morris Halle is the first scholar who tried to set up a method from the
criticisms of transformational theory of word structure. Halle (1973) suggested to
produce all possible words through a series of features (possibly redundancy rules) of
simple lexemes which would interact with lexeme formation rules. With the help of a
filter inserted only natural lexical entry could be extracted. (cited from Scalise &

Guevera in Steakuer-Lieber: 2005)
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v |
List of Word Dictionary
Morphemes Formation Filter of
> Rules > > Words
w /
N
N\
N\
N
Output < Phonology < Syntax

(cited from Scalise & Guevera in Steakuer-Lieber: 2005)

Halle (1973) used the irregularities or idiosyncrasies of the structure of the
words as a starting point. According to Halle, words that wouldn't be abnormal
semantically, syntactically and phonologically but still do not exist in the lexicon are
meaningful from the point of the formation of grammar. Jackendoft objects to Halle by
claiming that entries which do not exist in the lexicon of a language cannot be defended
intuitively (1975:646).

Halle does not mention an explicit lexical entry concept. The lexical items
listed in the lexicon are simple forms. The filter mentioned above is applied to output of
the formation rule of the lexical item. The outputs of the filtered words possibly forms
another list. Nevertheless, Halle does not bear upon these two lists. Therefore; there is no
list that can be defined as lexical entry.

Two suggestions of Halle are important. The first one is the idea of a separate
lexeme formation rule component in the lexicon and the inflectional morphology’s being
able to be an input to this component. According to Halle, in languages such as English

there is no reason not to put the inflectional rules in the list of morphemes. But if the
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inflection is included an innovation would be needed. As the inflectional form in question
would be clear in a syntactic frame, lexical insertion should be applied not only on a
single morpheme but on a whole paradigm. And the inappropriate morphemes would be
filtered with an arrangement. Halle’s lexeme formation rules identifies not only the
category, but also semantic and syntactic features of the lexeme: for example
“childhood” child constitutes a main lexical category (A), hood derives nominals from
nouns [A+hood] and the derived word is an [+abstract] featured.

Another aspect of the lexeme formation rules of Halle (1973) or the
components of the lexeme formation is its being related to the phonological component.
This relation is a result of consequences like the “-en” suffix deriving inchoative verbs
from adjectives attached to the monosyllabic roots and the roots having an obstruent as a

final sound. Therefore, lexeme formation rules are related to the phonological output. (1)

(1) a. blacken, whiten, toughen, dampen, harden

b. *dryen, *dimmen, *greenen, *dampen, *laxen

Jackendoff (1975)

Jackendoft (1975) investigated the connection between morphological and
semantic aspects of morphological operations through Redundancy Rules. According to
Jackendoff (1975) Natural Lexical Entry or filtered data set of Halle (1976) is "weak".
One should remove the redundancy rules from the derivation processes and identify the
nominals separated from the related verbs but related to each other. Thus the nominative

(x) and related verb (w) can be listed in the lexicon as in (2).



entry like;

14

2)

X w

/y+ion/ Iyl

+N +V
+[NP1'S_(P) NP2] +[NP1_(P)NP2]
ABSTRACT RESULT OF NP1Z NP2

ACT OF NP1's Z-ING NP2
(cited from Jackendoff: 1975 in Uzun: 1993)

In line with the above frame a nominative can be presented in a full lexical

3)

/decid+ion/

+N

+[NP1's_on NP2]
abstract result of act of
NP1's DECIDING NP2

However this stage does not cover the cases that we can identify +ion but not

the other elements (*retribut) yet. In that case, Jackendoff (1975) suggests to form an

artificial data set on which the redundancy rules in (2) can be applied to derive the

nominative with the rule in (4):

“)
/retribut/
+V
+[NP1_for NP2]
NP2 RETRIBUTE NP2
(Jackendoff 1975 cited in Uzun 1993)

Uzun (1993), criticizes Jackendoff's approach, and states that although

Jackendoff claims that "the main hypothetical innovation" is to remove the lexical entry
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from the derivational process and use the redundancy rules; “the derived rule” statement
in (5) and the position of the redundancy rules are contradictory. He also underlines that
"the artificial lexicon" that Jackendoff derived for the elements like *retribut wouldn't be

in a position different from the abstract element of transformational rule.

Aronoff (1976)

Aronoff (1976)’s lexicalist explanation, against redundancy rules of
Jackendoff and Halle’s morpheme list, is a word-based explanation that relates the
derivational processes to a series of processes including semantic, syntactic and
phonological processes which sees lexical items as phono-semantic unities which are

entries of word formation rules. And it can be formulated as:

Word-Base Hypothesis
All regular word-formation processes are word-based. A new word is formed by
applying a regular rule to a single already existing word. Both the new word and the existing

one are members of major lexical categories.
(Aronoftf 1976: 21).

The results of Aronoff (1976) hypothesis has a couple of challenging
outcomes in the direction of Chomsky Grammar. The term “word” has a well, technically
defined, theoretical place for the first time. The completion rules which were separated
from the rules of syntactic and phonological components but whose position were
consciously left opaque were placed into the grammar model more clearly. Another
important result is that it is now available to discuss the flexibility of the derivation of the

lexicon. Besides, there are still counter and ignored examples in Word Based Hypothesis.
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As Aronoff also stated (1976) the most important overlooked aspect of study

is the field that is formed with the words which cannot be the input of the formation
rules, and still has to be listed in the lexicon but still having a structure like (1). On the
other hand, Word Based Hypothesis is based on a clear-cut distinction of derivation-

inflection.

Word formation Rule of Aronoff 1976
Aronoff (1976) asserts that the process of word formation is word based not

morpheme based.

Word-Formation Rules
[WEFRs] specify a set of words on which [they] can operate. This set [...] we will term
the base of that rule. Every WFR specifies a unique phonological operation which is
performed on the base. Every WFR also specifies a syntactic label and subcategorization for
the resulting word, as well as a semantic reading for it, which is a function of the reading of
the base
(Aronoft 1976: 22).

Aronoff excludes inflection categories such as PERSON, NUMBER, and CASE.
According to him, INFLECTION includes paradigmatic and syntactic processes beyond
derivation. Aronoff's basic claim is that a lexical structure theory in which semantically
not compositional words directly listed in the lexicon and the compositional ones are
derived with regular lexeme formation rules can explain all derivational processes in
language.

The phonological process in Aronoff's “word formation rules” and the

truncation and allomorphic rules which are seen as the adjustment rules distinguishes



17
from each other on the point of being belong to only word formation process and being
limited to certain morphemes. These are prior to the rules of phonology in grammar.

Carrier (1979) criticizes Aronoff for not having a list of the outputs of the
word formation rules. In this case, in the derivation of a word such as formless#ness
input wouldn't be found because form#less is not listed. However, listed lexicon is based
on the dictionary of the speaker thus the derivation of make-up words wouldn't be

realized.

1.2.2. Lexeme Structure Approaches

This period can be characterized with Lieber (1980), Williams (1981) and
Selkirk (1982). It claims that lexical structure involves a formation process beginning
with lexical insertion like phrase structure (Lieber 1980, 1983).

According to Lieber (1980) lexical entries has all of the morpheme categories
consisting stems and affixes, semantic representations, element structure in itself. Lexical
insertion applying to the lexical entries is bound to a special four mechanism. The first
mechanism enables all of the features of morphemes to apply to the not-branched knot
which branches morphemes, which is given in detail in Lieber (1983). The second
mechanism applies all of the features of affix morphemes, with category feature, to the
first branched knot. If a branched knot, like counter-, is empty of category feature,
reflecting is done by the next last attached knot automatically. This is the third
arrangement. There is a fourth condition for the languages like English. If the two stems
are siblings (if they make a compound) the stem on the right is on the charge for

projection.



18

Williams (1981) connects this element to a rule: “The Rule of Basic Element
on the Right”. In morphology the basic element of a morphologically complex word is
the element on the right. This basic element also includes the abstract items that denote
time and aspect in words and phrases. What determines to the next knot is this feature.

According to the explanations of Lieber (1980, 1983) and Williams (1981), it
is understood that word structure follows binary structure and one of these branches
determines to the knot of the branch. Selkirk defines these relations under the name of
projection: “If a builder is head noun of a b builder a and b share the identical feature
serials” (Selkrik:1982).

This arrangement is very similar to the phrase structure. Selkirk (1982) states
that a word structure can be formed with syntactic structure with general formal features
though they have different categories and combine them in very different ways. What
must be done is to arrange rewrite rules like syntactic rules.

According to Selkirk (1982), inflectional morphology shouldn't be separated
from the derivational morphology. This can be motivated in some ways. Inflection and
derivation cannot be separated in principle. The affixes of the two categories do not go
into division semantically. From the point of distribution inflectional position of certain
morphemes can be found in and out of the structures including derivational morphemes
or combinations.

Moving on from 1980°s studies we will continue to analyze the progress of
the restrictions of affixation in derivational morphology with the studies of recent

decades.
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1.2.3 Level-Ordering Hypothesis

Level-ordering hypothesis is proposed by Siegel (1974). He argues that
morphemes and phonemes of a language can be divided into two sets. These sets, which
are also called as “Level 1-2 affixes” (or “Stratum 1-2 or Class 1-2”), undergo
morphological or phonological restrictions. As Fabb (1988) asserts, Siegel (1974)’s
argument is based on pairs of affixes which do not appear together e.g., *-ness-ic, *-er -
ian. That is Level 1 affixes cannot attach to Level 2 affixes.

Class/Level 1 Suffixes:+ion,+ity,tal,+ic,+ate, +ous,tive,+able, tize

Class/Level 1 Prefixes: re+, cont, de+, sub+, pre+, int+, en+, be+

Class/Level 2 Suffixes: #ness, #less, #hood, #ful, #y, #like, #ist, #able, #ize

Class/Level 2 Prefixes: re#, sub#, un#, non#, de#, semi#, anti#
(from Spencer 1991:79 in Plag 2004)

The affixes that belong to the Level 1 (tending to be of foreign origin
‘Latinate’) share a number of features separating them from the affixes of the Level 2
(mostly Germanic). Namely, Level 1 affixes attach to the words in advance, meanwhile
phonological rules are applied, then Level 2 affixes, attach to the word and other
phonological rules are applied.

Giegerich (1999) revises the level ordering model and suggests entirely
different levels. He underlines that there are numerous affixes in English, and it is not
appropriate to put the affixes into a single stratum. In his study “Lexical Strata in
English” he discusses the affixes that belong to the both levels at the same time. He
summarizes some overlapping examples. In his own model, affixes do not define the

level they belong to, instead the bases define the level. This relatively newer model
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includes “suffix-particular base driven restrictions” (Hay and Plag:2004). As Hay and
Plag (2004) say these restrictions are useful to predict the suffix order within levels and it
may deal with the inadequate-aspects of the level-ordering model.

Hay and Plag (2004) mention three basic shortcomings of this approach. For
instance, according to what basis the two levels are distinguished isn’t clear. In addition,
some times an affix can belong to two different levels at the same time, with respect to
the behavior they display in different environments. The weakest point of the approach is

that it does not mention any restrictions within a given level.

1.2.4 Selectional Restrictions

Selectional restrictions hypothesis is purposed by Fabb (1988) and Plag
(1996) against level ordering hypothesis. In “English Suffixation is Constrained only by
Selectional Restrictions” Fabb (1988) argues that classification in the level-ordering
hypothesis is wrong and is not able to rule out a vast number of affix combinations that
do not occur. He claims that level-ordering fails to explain the restrictions among
suffixes, and it is no longer acceptable. Fabb makes his classification according to affix-
driven selectional restrictions.

Fabb points out that there are a number of restrictions, like phonological,
morphological, syntactic and semantic restrictions, at work on English suffixation. He
asserts counter examples against Siegel (1974) which claim that Siegel’s generalization is
incorrect.

Fabb gives the examples below to show that level ordering cannot explain

pairs which do not fit the stratum restrictions. He presents two cases. One of them is
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BRACKETING PARADOX in the example of “un-grammatical-ity” where he shows that
Level 1 suffix follows Level 2 prefix. Indeed, to agree with selectional restrictions, Level
1 suffix “-iy " is to attach after following Level 2 prefix “un-". His second example is the
case which Level 2 suffixes preceding Level 1 suffixes e. g. “-abil-ity, -ist-ic, -ment-al”.
Fabb (1988) aims at studying on a much larger data and suggests that
selectional restrictions determine the affix order. He studies on the most frequent 43
affixes attaching to words which would have 1849 possible pairs if there were no
restrictions. He reduces possible combinations of affixes to 663 according to selectional
restrictions. With other morphological and phonological restrictions he reduces this
number to 614 possible combinations.
According to his analysis there are four classes of suffixes, which will later

be demonstrated to belong to a single theme by Hay (2002).

Suffixes which Never Attach to an Already Suffixed Word: (28 out of 43)

Fabb claims that

deverbal -age denominal -age deverbal -al
noun-forming -an adjective-forming -an, noun -forming -ant
adjective-forming -ant, -ance -ate

denominal -ed, denominal -ful, deverbal -ful,
-hood, denominal -ify deadjectival -ly,
-ish denominal -ism, denominal -ist
-ive denominal -ize deadjectival -ly
denominal -ly, -ment, -ory

-ous adjective-forming -y deverbal -y

denominal noun-forming -y.”
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do not attach to an already affixed word. These suffixes are never found in

the [word-suffix- ] environment. In his example; *derivable-ify
Level ordering hypothesis says that -ify as a Level 1 suffix do not attach to a
Level 2 suffix. However, Fabb explains it in a different way by giving the example
below. He says that “-ify”" is in the group of words which do not attach to an already
suffixed word. That’s why the examples below are unacceptable: *person-al-ify,

*destruct-iv-ify

Suffixes which Attach Outside One Other Suffix: (6 out of 43)

Noun forming -ary  -ionary e.g. revolutionary (noun)
Adj-forming -ary -ionary e.g. revolutionary (ad))
Denominal -er -ioner e.g. Vacationer

-ic -istic e.g. Modernistic

-(at)ory -ificatory e.g. Modificatory
Deadjectival -y -ency e.g. residency

As Fabb claims the suffixes above do not attach to a word without a suffix.
They always attach to an already affixed words. Fabb continues as saying that these
compound affixes share the same selectional features. First “-ion” attaches to the word

then “-ary” attaches to the word affixed with “-ion.”

Freely Attaching Suffixes (3 out of 43): -able, deverbal -er,-ness
These suffixes are able to attach to a word without undergoing any
selectional restrictions. The suffix -en is also in this category. It is constrained only by

category and monosyllabic restrictions.
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A problematic Group of Suffixes (6 out of 43):

Noun-selecting -al combines with -ion, -mint, -or

-ion combines with -ize (both) -ify (both) -ate
-ity combines with -ive, -ic, -al, -an
Adj-selecting -ism combines with -ive, -ic, -al, -an
Adj-selecting -ist combines with -ive, -ic, -al, -an
Adj-selecting -ize combines with -ive, -ic, -al, -an

As Fabb also states no restriction can be used to generalize the features of the
suffixes of this category. Since the restrictions Fabb applies to these suffixes fail to
explain occurring and non-occurring pairs of affixes, he has no proposals in this respect.

Plag (1996, 1999) objects Fabb’s classification. He points out that this
classification has also significant shortcomings. He reanalyses his examples, suggesting
that the selectional restriction is base-driven and he presents numerous counter examples
(like -ist-ic combinations) to the generalizations Fabb has put forward. A group of affixes
seem to belong to both levels at the same time. [At this point Plag also thinks other level
ordering proposals (except for Giegerich 1995).] As he states these proposals fail to
explain ungrammaticality of *sens-uous-ize whose affixes all belong to Level 1. Another
shortcoming of these approaches, Plag criticizes, is that it isn’t explicit enough, because
it is not certain on what basis do the affixes belong to a certain class, not another one.
Lastly, Fabb’s classification is not valid for all restrictions on possible combinations. For
instance, does the ungrammaticality of *home-less-ity because of level-ordering

violations or because of some other restriction?
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According to Plag (1996, 1999) phonological, morphological, semantic and
syntactic properties of an affix are altogether determine the restrictions of the given affix
with other affixes and/or stems. Plag (1996, 1999) claims that since these features

determine the particular behavior of a given affix, level ordering is no longer necessary.

1.2.5. Complexity Based Ordering (Hay 2000, 2002)

Hay approaches to affix ordering in a different way unlike her colleagues.
She presents a version of ordering built on parsability, which Plag (2002) later called
“complexity based ordering (from now on it would be mentioned as CBO)”. She predicts
that an affix can behave differently on different bases depending on the phonotactics,
frequency of the word and affix, the initial voice of the word. Separability of an affix
depends on phonotactics, frequency of the word and affix, the initial voice of the word.
She asserts that consonant initial affixes are more easily be decomposed. Hay (2002)’s
most important theory is the “more separable affixes will occur outside less separable
affixes.” Each affix has a separability rank, affixes are sometimes more separable in
some words than the others. Hay (2002) proposes that separability features can be the

solution to affix ordering. She says that;

Complexity Based Ordering (CBO):

“While some affixes basically tolerate no internal structure, others will tolerate
structure to some minimum degree. The degree of internal structure tolerated by an affix is
not determined by selectional restrictions, but, rather, by how much structure that affix itself
creates. Phrased in terms of processing, an affix that can be easily parsed out should not

occur inside an affix that cannot” (Hay 2002, pp. 527-528)
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Hay (2000 & 2002) claims that this restriction can clarify most of the
restrictions that couldn’t be resolved by other approaches such as Level Ordering. For
example Level ordering cannot explain why “-ity” cannot attach to adjectives ending
with -less: *home+less+ity but “ness” can: home+less+ness. Hay (2000) claims that
productivity cannot be considered without notions “relative frequency” and “phonotactic
patterns” (Stekauer and Lieber:2005).

The problem of restrictions on affix ordering in English can be largely
reduced to parsability: an affix that can be easily parsed out should not occur inside an
affix that cannot be easily parsed out (Hay:2002). Phonologically inseparable, opaque,
rare and less productive affixes are more resistantly attached to an already affixed words
than the others.

In a newer study named “What constrains possible suffix combinations” Hay
and Plag (2004) test the predictions about complexity based ordering. They carry out
their study using BNC, OED and CELEX lexical database. Investigating 15 English
suffixes they try to determine whether complexity based ordering or the individual
selectional properties of these suffixes constrains the order. Hay and Plag state that
selectional restrictions and parsing restrictions overlap in most of the cases. They also
state that affix-affix constrains seem more outstanding than root-affix constrains (Hay
and Plag, 2004).

The scholars summarize the attempts explain ordering of affixes as follows.
They underline that “The level ordering hypothesis™ has serious empirical and theoretical
shortcomings and they assert that later models focusing on affix and base driven

constraints are more sufficient. However, they still have shortcomings like lack of



26

generalizations among suffixes within a level. But still, morphologists continue to try to

explain affix-base and affix-affix combinations.

The Hierarchy Hypothesis
According to this view there is a hierarchy of complexity. Affixes can be

ordered in terms of this hierarchy. In Hay's words;

Suffixes can be ordered in a hierarchy of juncture strength, such that affixes following
an affix A on the hierarchy can be freely added to words containing A, but affixes preceding

A on the hierarchy cannot freely attach to words containing A (Hay 2002).

For instance Hay claims that the word “bafflement” can be more easily
segmented than the word "government”. As a result “bafflemental” is less acceptable than
“governmental” (Hay 2002:572).

Let’s examine Hay (2002)’s samples to discover what is meant by hierarchy
of suffixes. She supposes that X-Y-Z-A-B-C-D are suffixes in accord with hierarchy.
According to this hierarchy, suffix A, is more separable then X-Y-Z but less separable

than B-C-D. So it can be attached to affixes like 5 (b). But cannot attach to affixes like 5

(©).

&)
a. Hierarchy of suffixes: X-Y-Z-A-B-C-D
b. Possible combinations: BASE-A-B, BASE-X-A-C, BASE-Y-Z-A
c. Impossible combinations: #* BASE-A-Z, * BASE-Y-A-Z, * BASE- X-A-Y
Hay and Plag (2004)
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Hay (2002) ends her study by asking whether her suggestion can generalize
other languages which have different morphological, phonological and different parsing
and segmentation strategies.

Plag (2002) objects Hay’s hierarchy hypothesis. He asserts that hierarchy by
itself is not sufficient, and do not notice possible suffix combinations. Instead, he
proposes “selectional restrictions hypothesis” in which he thinks that a set of selectional
restrictions determine affix-ordering.

As Hay and Plag (2004) underline the scholars do not agree on the general
bases or mechanisms restricting affix-base or affix-affix combination features. Their
ideas on this issue are as follows. First of all we may note “stratum-oriented” models
(e.g., Siegel 1974; Allen 1978; Selkirk 1982; Kiparsky 1982; Mohanan 1986; Giegerich
1999). Supporters of this model assert that the lexicon is stratified. What determines the
features of combination of affixes is this stratified structure. Other than this model, there
is the model supporting affix-based selectional restrictions (Fabb 1988; Plag 1999). The
selectional restrictions determine which combinations are allowed in lexicon. In the
newest approach of Hay (2000, 2002) she claims that morphological structure of a word

determines the affix combinations.
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I. 3. Theories of the Word Structure in Turkish

The studies related to the derivational suffixes are generally formed trough
the point of conventional grammar. We may argue that Banguoglu (1940) and Gencan
(1966) are two most comprehensive studies of Turkish. They categorized the suffixes as
inflectional and derivational. The derivational suffixes are classified according to their
functions such as noun deriving, or adjective deriving suffixes.

In the field of derivational morphology Demircan (2004) presents a
comprehensive work. Demircan (2004) thinks that the combination of affixes is also a
field of semantics and syntax besides phonology, morphophonology and morphology. He
says that there are two states from the viewpoint of semantics which he describes as
dictionary meanings and syntactic meanings.

Hacieminoglu (1991) analyzed the structure of the verbs of Turkish and
Turkic languages. He doesn't approach to the suffixes from the view point of semantics
but presents a remarkable amount of data that can be used in various studies, which
makes it an important contribution to the literature of Turkish linguistics. Mungan (2002)
studied on root-suffix relations but he does not approach to analyze the constraints but
the syntactic structure of the derivatives.

Oflazer, et. al (1994) approaches to the derivational suffixes from the
computational linguistics point of view. He presents a general view of Turkish
morphology.

In Turkish, suffixes attach to the right of the root or stem. There are a couple
of borrowed prefixes but these are not productive and they commonly attach to the

borrowed roots or bases:
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na+[miisait]
bi+[care]

anti+[feminizm]

As an agglutinative language Turkish has a quite complex morphotactics,
while the rules are reasonably explicit. Inflectional suffixes always precede the
derivational suffixes. The right-most derivational suffix determines the category of the
lexeme and it is possible for a root to have more than 10 suffixes. There are some

exaggerated examples that have 20 or more suffixes such as:

(1) ol-iim-siiz-les-tir-t-tir-il-e-me-yebil-in-en-ler-de-ki-ler-den-mi-ymis-ler-ce-sin-e
(Sebiiktekin, 1974)
(2) ¢optliik+ler+imiz+de+ki+ler+den+mi+y+di
(Hankamer, 1986) c.f. (Sproat, 1992: 20)
(3) osmanli+lag+tir+ama+yabil+ecek+ler+imiz+den+mis+siniz
(Oflazer, 1994a)

While these suffixes are being attached to the root, phonological rules are at
work at the same time. Phonological rules are applied from left to right in Turkish.
Namely, the phonological property of an affix attached to a root is determined by root’s
or stem’s phonological property. For example, the vowels of the suffix must be in
accordance with vowel harmony. Besides, consonants also undergo change according to
the root. Especially the borrowed roots are prone to change (from Persian, Arabic,
French, English). Though there are some exceptions that do not obey the rules,
phonological constraint is still an important restriction. For example, suffix “-AlA-”"

cannot be attached to the roots ending with a vowel, because vowel sequences are not
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allowed in Turkish. Consequently, we may say that during the suffixation process a series

of morphophonemic rules are applied.

Morphotactics of Turkish

Phonological constraints and Vowel Harmony in Turkish

Vowel harmony is a characteristic feature of the Turkic languages. Vowel
harmony is the sequence of producing vowels. Native Turkish words are attuned to vowel
harmony but borrowed ones can be inharmonic. Words are composed of only front or
only back, round or unrounded vowels, and the suffixes attached to these words have to
be in accordance with the last vowel of the base word. There are two key points in vowel

harmony that are tongue position front or back and mouth shape rounded or unrounded.

Front and Back Vowels
The front vowels are e, i, 0, and i and back vowels are a, 1, 0, and u

Approximate Turkish vowel sounds as follows;

e as in ‘test* front unrounded
i as in ‘bit front unrounded
0 as in ‘hurt’ without any ‘r’ sound front rounded
ii as in ‘fusion, but short; like German ii. front rounded
a as in ‘cut’ back unrounded
1as in ‘determine* back unrounded
0 as in ‘boss* back rounded

u as in ‘put’ back rounded
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As it is said the attached suffixes must be in accordance with the previous
vowel. So we may summarize the table as;

Front base vowels e i are followed by front vowel i
Front base vowels 6 ii are followed by ii

Back base vowels a 1 are followed by back vowel 1
Back base vowels o u are followed by back vowel u

Proper nouns, borrowed and monosyllabic words are exceptional groups of
words that are not subject to be in harmony with vowel harmony.

Another phonological rule is that in Turkish two vowels are not allowed to
appear sequentially. The exceptions like “saat” (watch) or “siir” (poem) are not native
Turkish words. Thus, the vowel initial suffixes can not be attached to the roots ending
with a vowel without a consonant between them.

The suffixes are represented with their allomorphs in different phonological
environments. Allomorph rule is a rule that coordinates the changes of the certain
morphemes in certain morphological frames. This rule realizes 4 variance of the words as
in (6).

(6) denominal “CT”
tekel+ci, alkis+¢i, giil+cii, afsun+cu,

+ci,+¢1,+cii, tcu
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CHAPTER II. DERIVATIONAL SUFFIXES OF TURKISH

In this part, we will describe 69 productive derivational suffixes of Turkish.
The suffixes are going to be classified and analyzed according to the categories that they
attach to and produce.

Each suffix has a characteristic and produce certain types of words. The
constraints of affixation can be best figured out by analyzing the sequence of affixation.
As we have indicated in Chapter II, there is a huge potential of combination possibilities
among the derivational suffixes but only few of them are realized.

The box brackets “[]” indicates free morphemes that are roots/stems. The
letters in round brackets are optional sounds which realizes according to the phonological
environment of the word. A derivation rule is identified for each combination in terms of
the root and derivative categories. Preceding and following suffixes are described with
examples. Phonological and Morphological and semantic behaviors of the suffixes are

assessed.



33

I1. 1. Voice Suffixes

There are four basic types of voice suffixes:

II. 1. 1. Causative Suffixes

1. -A/Ir- (32): Rule: [_C]y+A/Iry,

It attaches directly to the monosyllabic, consonant final roots. Thus, the
suffix restricts the possible roots. Another distinctive feature of the suffix is that it
changes the intransitive roots into transitive, and transitive ones into causative.

[bity [+A/Iry [bitir]y,

Following suffixes

[bity, ]+ A/Iry+1ky, [bitiril]y,
[¢1ky, J+A/Try+(y)Imy [cikarim]y
[doyy [+ A/TryH(y)Iel 4 5 [doyurucu] 5
[gegy [ TA/Iry+KAn 4 4 [gegirgen],
[g0¢y ]+A/IryHy, [gogert]y,
[duyy, ]+A/Iry+y [duyuru]y

2. -tIr- (575): Rule: [Xy]+Tl,

It makes intransitive verbs transitive and adds a second Agent to the verb. It
is potentially productive. If it attaches to a transitive word then produces ditransitive

words.

[agn ]ty [agtir]y,



Preceding suffixes

[agn ] H(A/DKyHry,
[acty [H(Dny,+tlry,
[aty [ H(Dsy iy,
[bireyy]+HAsy +tlry,

[ady]H ARy try,

Following suffixes

[tuty, ]+l H(A)en
[¢aly,]+tIryHy,
[bily, ] +tIry+Hy
[yapy ]+tlry+(y)Imy
[dony, J+tIry+el 4 4
[kayy,]+tlry+H(A/Dky
[iny ]+t KAy,
[iny/]+tIry+KAny
[degisy [+tIr, TKA¢y

[bogy/J+tlry+ty,

3.-1- (371): Rule,: [_Vy]+ty
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[aciktir]y,
[acindir]y,
[atistir]y,
[bireylestir]y,

[adlandir]y,

[tutturag]y
[caldiril]y,
[bildiri]y
[yaptirim]y
[dondurucu] »
[kaydirak]y
[indirge]y,
[indirgen]y
[degistirgec]y

[bogdurt]y,

Rule,: [_C(liquid)y]+ty

It derives causative form of the verbs. Except for phonological restrictions

there are no constraints on attachment of this suffix. If the base is an already causative

word then the suffix produce like double causative “[yapy]+tlry+ty,_ [yaptirt]y,”.



[aciy ]+t

Preceding suffixes
[tiky ]+ Aty

[ayy 1ty
[20¢y J+A/TryHty,
[katir  ;]+d Ay +ty
[tozy ]+ Tty
[asi [ T1AyHty,

[supn]tsAy Tty

Following suffixes
[biiytiy, ]+t H(A)en
[lstiy, [+t H(A/Dky
[abary, [ +ty, iy
[deney, |+t Ay,
[uyuy [+t +ly,
[otury, ]+t +mA2y
[kuruy, J+tytmAgy
[okuy/ ]+t +mAny
[lirey |+t +Imy
[anlay, ]+t +lely

[belley ]+t +(A)ny

[acit]y,

[tikat]y,
[ayilt]y,
[gogert]y,
[kitirdat]y,
[tozut]y,
[asilat]y,

[susat]y,

[biiyiite¢]y
[Gstitlik]y
[abarti]y
[denetle]y,
[uyutul]y,
[oturtmal]y
[kurutmag]y;
[okutman]y
[lretim ]y
[anlaticr]y

[belleten]y

[yiiksek 5 ]+ (A/DI+ t, KAy [ylikseltge]y

35
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II. 1. 2. Passive Suffixes

4. -(Dn- Rule: [X y/] +(Dn y,

Preceding suffixes

[umur 4 ;]+sAy,+(Dny, [umursan] y,

[silky,]+-AlA-y+(Dny, [silkelen] y,

If the object of the root is -animate “-AlA-y+(I)ny,” combination is passive as
in

“Ortii silkelendi”

Following suffixes

[act y/]+(Dn 1y, [aciml] y,
[ele y]H+(Dn +Iy [elenti]
[bil y1+(Dn Hy)Any [bilinen]
[kapa y/ J+(Dn yH(¥)Isy [kapanis]

5. -1I- (402): Rule: [_CJy+Iy,

It derives passive voice of the root. As Uzun (1993) argues, it is actually an
allomorph of “-In-" suffix. It may be seen after any verb producing suffix as long as it

ends with a consonant.

[agy [ +1ly, [agl]

Preceding Suffixes

[ag o jH(A/DK 4 1, [acikil]



37

[okuy, ] +ty, 1 [okutul]y,
[iny ] +thry+1 [indiril] v,
[uz ] HAsHI [uzlagil] y,
[kapy/ [+1Isy+1ly, [kapisil]
[bity, ] H(A/Dry+ly, [bitiril] y,

Following Suffixes

[saty[+1ly, HA/DK g [satilik] 5
[kizy ] +1ly, +Clky [kizileik ]y
[biiky, ]+1ly, +KAn  § [biikiilgen] 5
[ety ] +1ly, +KI [edilgi]y
[agy ] +1ly, +mA2y [agilma]y
[bayy/ [+1ly, +ty, [bayilt]y
[kury [+l +tAyy [kurultay ]y
[asy ]+, +tly [agilma]y
[¢arpy ]+l +(y)Any [carpilan]y
[egy 1y + (y)Imy [egilim]y

II. 1. 3. Reflexive Suffix

6. -(Dn- (113): Rule: [X y/]+(Dn y,

The derivatives are reflexive and they attach to consonant final words (6v
+iin-). In 113 examples, the suffix attach immediately after the bare root. These

derivatives are reflexive words.



as in:

[ort v/ ]+(Dn v
[¢1rp V]+(I)n \V4

[dok y,]+(Dny,

Preceding Suffixes

[murilyJ+dAy+(Dny,

[silky J+-AIAy+(Dny
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[Ortiin]y,

[¢irpin] y,

[dokiin]y,

[mirildan]y,

[silkelen]y,

If the object of the root is +animate “-AlA-y,+(I)ny,” combination is reflexive

“Ahmet silkelendi ve kendine geldi”

Following suffixes

[bula J+H(D)n y+HA/MDK 4
[daya y,J+(Dny+¢

[0V y]+(Dn +CA 4§
[koru v ]+(Dn +CAK
[sil y/]+(Dn +Ds N

[g6r y]+(Dn +KI

[sev y]+(Dn y+tlry,

[koru y, J+(Dn yH+(y)Imy

IL. 1. 4. Reciprocal Suffix

7. -(Ds- (132): Rule: [Xy+(Dsy

[bulanik]
[dayang]
[Oviince] 4§
[koruncak] y
[silinis]
[goriingii]
[sevindir] y,

[korunum] y
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It produces reciprocal words. However, in Turkish there are words which

seems reciprocal but do not have two Agents such as “ugusmak, kacismak” meaning
movement to different directions. Cooperative meaning is also expressed other than

reciprocal.
[biizy,/ ]+(Dsy [biiziis]y,
Preceding suffixes
[etkiy JHAH(Dsy, [etkiles]y,

[crvil[Hd Ay +(Dsy [crvildas]y,

Following suffixes

[dony, ]+(D)sy+(y)Imy [doniisiim]y
[bulay, J+(I)syHA/Dky [bulasik ]y
[bulay, [ +(D)sy+(y)Iel, 5 [bulasicr] 5 4
[¢ely JH(Dsy Ky [celiski]y
[giry [+(Dsy+KARn, 5 [girisken] ,
[ery H(Dsy+Klny [eriskin]y
[carpy |+ (D)sy ttIry, [carpistir]y,
[benzey, |+(I)sy+H(y)Any [benzesen]y

8. -AlA- (17): Rule: [_Cy|+AlAy

The last suffix that derives verbs from verbal roots is -AlA-. This is not a

voice suffix. It has aspectual semantics. The derivatives denote that the action is done
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iteratively, repetitively and continually. It is not highly productive, and we have limited
number derivatives in the database. There is no preceding or following suffix.

[ity ]+AIAy, [itele]y,

Following Suffixes

[silky/ [+AIAy+(Dny, [silkelen] y,

II. 1. 5. Concluding Remarks

Syntactically each word must be a member of some major lexical category
such as noun, verb or adjective. Suffixes generally change these classes of the root/stem
or they change the meaning of the root/stem. Only voice suffixes produce the same
category with the root/stem. If the category of the output is the same with the root/stem,
then some other feature of the derivative such as the meaning, category, is different.
Voice suffixes do not change either category or the meaning of the roots but they change
grammatical roles of the roots. As can be seen from the data of lexemes presented above,
various derivational affixes can follow the voice suffixes.

The first group is causative suffixes. These suffixes derives transitive words
from intransitive roots. If the root is already transitive the suffixes changes it into
causative. The second group passive suffixes attach to transitive verbs. The derivatives of
this group denote perfective aspect of the root. The third group reflexive suffixes derives
words denoting the agent and affected of the verb refer to the same subject. Lastly “-
AlA-” is not in the groups described above, and doesn’t change the grammatical
categories or participant roles. It doesn’t change the meaning of the root either but gives

iterative or continuity meaning to the root/stem.
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I1.2. Deverbal Suffixes

The Suffixes in this group attach to verb base of different types and
categories, ie., transitive and intransitive, stative or active verbs and they derive nominal
lexemes that express various meanings mostly depending on the meaning and the type of
the root verb.

Roughly, there are two basic types in this group: noun deriving affixes and
adjective deriving affixes. The distinction between noun and verb is sometimes difficult
in Turkish. Syntactically they may substitute each other, that is a noun can be used as a
modifier of another noun, and most adjectives can act as nouns.

The derived nouns may refer to various semantic roles of the base verb, that
is to say, either referring to the Agent, Instrument, Theme or Location. The derived
adjectives also derive lexemes that refer to arguments of the root verbs or aspectual

classes, for example, they derive stative adjectives.

I1. 2. 1. Noun Deriving Suffixes

1. -(A/Dr. (20): Rule: [Xy/]+(A/Dry

According to the syntactic structure of the sentence the derivatives can be

both noun and adjective. It derives nouns oriented to the Agent, roles of the root word.

[agy] T(A/Dry [agar]y

Following Suffixes

[degy ] HA/MDrH L,y [degerli] 5

[oly *+(A/Mry+HIk [olurluk]y
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[¢1ky, [H(A/Dry+Cly [cikaren] i

[duy/ ]+(A/Drpy+s1Z 4 5 [duyarsiz] 4 ;
[kaynay [ +(A/DrytCAN [kaynarca] y
[duyy, ]+HA/Dr KAy [duyarga]

2. -AmAmAzllk (~): Rule: [X y][+AmAmAzlIk

This is a potentially productive suffix. However, there is only one sample in

the database. As Uzun (1993) also states only one derivative is lexicalized and could be

an entry in the dictionary.

[cek ]+AmAmAzIk [cekememezlik]

3. -gl¢ (10): Rule : [X y/]+gle N

It derives Agent or doer of the root verb. It doesn’t attach to the roots ending

with a vowel. It is remarkable that there is “-(I)n-" suffix between a vowel final root and

(13

gl¢”.

[sil y]+gle [silgic]

[sor y}elg [sorgug]

Preceding suffixes

[patla v/ [+(Dn+glg [patlangig]
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4. -In. (11): Rule: |_Cy]+Iny

This suffix attaches to consonant final, monosyllabic roots. Most of the

derivatives are neologisms.

[y1§ y]+In, g [y18mn]y

Following suffixes

[yazy]+In,ptsAl, 4 [yazinsal] ,

5. -mA2 (123): Rule: [Xy/]+mA2y

It is normally a suffix producing infinitive of verbal root/stem. However
some words are lexicalized and became a name of or an action.

[boly, ]+mA2y [bolme]y

Preceding suffixes

[isNy]HA+MA2y [isleme]y
[agy ]+l +mA2y [agilmal]y
[g0¢y [+IsyTmA2y [gogiisme]y
[arty [+ A/Iry+mA2y [artirma]y
[s0zy [ HAsy+mA2y [sozlesme]y
[tirg [T Ay TMA2Y [tireme]y
[dony, [+tIry+mA2y [dondurmal]y

[c18iry ]+t TmA2y [c18irtmal]y



Following suffixes

[boly, [+mA2\ 11 5
[kiyy [HmA2+slz, g
[gOstery, [TmA2+IK 4 5
[cely][HTmA2HAy,
[yapy [TmA2+CIk , J
[0y ]TmA2+CI, 4

[secyTmA2FCA

6. -mly (9): Rule: [Xy/]+mlsy
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[bolmeli] 4 ;
[kiymasiz] , ;
[gOstermelik] 4
[celmele]y,
[yapmaciK] 4 ;
[oymact] 5y

[segmece] 4 ;

It is not a potentially productive suffix. It derives the result of the action

denoting root. Except for “yet-is-mis” (-(I)s-+mls) there is no preceding suffix. It

generally attaches monosyllabic words.

[doly,[+mlsy

Preceding suffixes
[yety [H(Dsy+mlsy
Following suffixes

[ery [Tmlsy+Tky

[yev] +mI§N+CIN

7. =TI (5): Rule: [Xy/]+TIy

[dolmus]y

[yetismis]y

[ermislik]y

[yemisei]y

This suffix is actually past tense marker. The derivatives denote the

perfective aspect of the verbal base. However the derivatives in this category are

specialized for some actions or concepts. Therefore, we may say that the derivatives are
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innovative. Thus the number of derived words are limited in the lexicon, yet it potentially
productive for neologisms. Except for “alind1” “(I)ny,+TIy” there is not any prior suffix.

Following suffixes
[aly/ [ H(Dny+ThHL 5 [alindili]y

[aly, J+(Dny+TI+slz, [alindisiz] ,

8. -()AcAk: Rule: [X y]+(y)AcAk y

In the database, there is no prior suffix. It attaches to the root itself and
derives nouns denoting, Patient, Theme and Instrument of the verb.

[yak y]+(y)AcAk [yakacak]
\" N N

Following suffixes

[al yJH(y)AcAk A oy [alacakli] 4 ;

[al y]H(y)AcAk \tslz 54 [alacaksiz] 4

9. -5 (26): Rule: [Xy]+(y)Isy

The derivatives are the event nouns.

[diky [H(Y)IsNn [dikis]y

Preceding suffixes

[agV]+IlV+(y)I$N [391115]1\1

[kapay, [+(Dny+(y)lsy [kapanis]y
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Following suffixes

[diky [+ (y)Is+Cly [dikisgi]y
[diirty, J+(y)IsNHAy, [dirtisle]y,
[iny, ]+(y)Isp I AJ [inisli] AJ
[iny [ H(Y)IsytsIz 4 5 [inigsiz] 4 ;
[bily, [+(y)IspH(y)Imy [bilisim]y

IL. 2. 2. Adjective Deriving Suffixes

10. 111 (20): Rule: [Xy]+1 ,

The derivatives display stative adjective of the root (yayili, ériilii). In the
database, all of the examples are monosyllabic. It can be argued that this suffix selects
only monosyllabic roots. It attaches directly to the bare root, do not accept any already

suffixed bases. In addition it has no following suffix attaching to itself.

[YaYV]+[1H A J] [yayil] AJ

IL. 2. 3. Both Noun and Adjective Deriving Suffixes
11. -KA¢ (18): Rule,: [stativey|+KAg, §

Rule,: [actiony/]+KAg¢y

Most of the derivatives are nouns; only 3 of 18 are adjectives. It restricts the
suffix before and after it. In the database, it can only be found after “-(I)n-,-ti-"" and
before “+/Ik, +14”. The derivatives are Agents, Themes or Instruments. If it attaches to

the words denoting stative verbs such as feelings like “utan-" (embarrass), it derives
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adjectives. If it attaches to the action words it derives nouns which are generally
Instruments.

Following Suffixes

[utany, [+KAgyHlTky [utangaclik]y

[diiz [+ KAg Ay, [diizgegle]y,

12. -KAn (74): Rule: [Xy, n]TKADy 45

The verbal base of the suffix relies on only four examples such as “bicir
+gan” “akis+kan”. 18 of 74 samples are nouns; it generally derives adjectives. It selects
transitive or reciprocal bases. It attaches to either bare root or a stem suffixed with a

voice suffix. The derivatives are the nouns of the repetitive action. They denote habitual

actions.
[1s1ry, [+ K Any [1sirgan]y
[degisy [TKAny [degisken] y
[aky [ +1sy+KAR, g [akiskan] ,

Following Suffixes

[degisy [TKAng+Iky [degiskenlik]y
[savury [TKAn +CA 44 [savurganca] 4,
13. -(»)An (27): Rule: [Xy/]+(y)Any, 45

Derivatives mostly denote Agent or Affected of the root. The suffix attaches

to derived bases if they are suffixed with a voice suffix.



[carpy [+(y)Any
Preceding suffixes
[bily,]+(D)ny+(y)Any
[benzey ] +H(DsyH(y)Any
[tam 5 ;]H1Ay+(y)Any

[eriy, ]+t +H(y)Any

Following suffixes

[diiz]+(y)Anytslz, g
[diiz]+(y)AnyHAy,

[diiz]+(y)Any+CAyN
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[carpan]y

[bilinen]y
[benzesen]y
[tamlayan]y

[eriten]y

[diizensiz] ,
[diizenle]y,

[diizence]y

“(y)Any;” has following suffixes in only one stem “diiz+en” meaning “order”
y)Aany g y g

is remarkable.

14. -)Iel (251): Rule: [Xyl+(y)lely o g

[¢eky ]+(y)Icly

[cekici]y

Nominal derivatives are Agent nouns. They indicate regular activities, such

as “okuyucu”. If the derivative denotes manner then the lexical category is adjective.

Preceding suffixes

[deney | +ty+(y)lcly

[doyy/ [+ A/Try+(y)lcly

[agiklayici] 5 ;
[denetici] 5y

[doyurucu] 4
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[cayy]+tIry+(y)lcly [caydirici]

[aky J+tAry+(y)lcly [aktarici]ya;

Following suffixes

[eeky [ H(Y)Iely Ik [cekicilik]y

I1. 2. 4. Concluding Remarks

Deverbal suffixes derives nouns and adjectives from verbal roots/stems. The
suffixes in this group may be summarized as follows:

Those that commonly refer to the external argument of the root verb are:

-gle, (¢algig), -KAc¢ (utangag), -KAn (somurtgan), -(y)lcl (igici), -(y)An
(kapan), -(A/Dr (okur), -In. (tiitiin) etc.

Those that commonly refer to the internal argument of the root verb are

-(y)AcAk (vakacak), -KAg¢ (siizgeg), =1 (duyuru), (Dt (yakit), +mAg
(karmag),

-III and -(y)Is are not included in the above lists. “-IlI” derives stative

adjectives and “-(y)Is” derives are the event nouns.
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I1.3. Denominal Suffixes
The suffixes in this group commonly derive nominals from roots of the same
syntactic category. They may roughly be grouped as follows:
a. verbs from nouns: +(A4/l)r-, +dA-, +klr-, +1A4-, +lAn, +IAs, +sA-,
b. adverb from noun/adjectives: +(s)I., +()IA4, (s)InA, +IAmA,
c. nouns from nouns: +l4k, +lAr, +gil, +CI, +lIk
d.nouns from adjectives: +/I, +lIk, CI, CII, IAr,
e. adjectives from noun/adjectives: +slz, +CI, +CII, +(s)Ar, +II, +1lk
The above suffixes written in bold exists in at least two groups. In contrast,
verb or adverb producing suffixes do not behave in this way. The distinction between
noun and verb is difficult in Turkish. The denominal suffixes may act in both ways. They

can produce both nouns and adjectives from noun and adjective roots/stems.

I1. 3. 1. Verb Deriving Suffixes

1. +(A/Dr- (20): Rule: [Xy, 4 j1T(A/Dry,

This suffix does not choose already suffixed bases and attaches to the root
itself. When it attaches to the color adjectives the derivative is a change of state verb.

[tozy ] H(A/Dry, [tozar]y,

[kara 5 ;]+(A/Dry, [karar]y,

Following suffixes

[ignHA/Mry+HAMky ligerik]y

[kara 5 j]+H(A/Dry +tly [kararti]y
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[basy[H(A/Dry+Hy [basari]y

[basy [ H(A/Dry,+ly, [basarl]y,

2. +dA- (71): Rule: [onomatopoeicy]|+dAy,

It derives verbs from onomatopoeic words. The roots are always disyllabic
and bare. The derivatives are motion or movement sound emitted by the object.

[kikirgJ+dAy [kikirde]y,

Following suffixes

[kimily J+dAy+(Dny, [kimildan]y,
[kipiry [ +dAy+(Dsy [kipirdas]y,
[ertirg J+d Ay +ty, [¢itirdat]y,

3. +klr- (12): Rule: [onomatopoeicy]+KIry,

“+klIr” is also restricted to onomatopoeic words. The suffix attaches to the
monosyllabic bare roots, it doesn't attach to an already suffixed words.

[pufy]+Klry, [pufkurl]y,

Following suffixes

[piisy | tklIry+ty, [puskiirt]y,

It is the most productive verb producing suffix. It can combine with a great

amount of suffixes. Generally the derivatives are the actions of the nominal base.



[algig]HAy,
Preceding suffixes
[sarky, ] H(A)¢nHAy,

[dury [ HA/DkyTIA

<

[yabany [+ CINHA,
[dipn]+CIkNTIAy,
[kisy [H(Dty Ay,
[imy [+ KANHAy,
[diiz, ; [+ KACNTIAy,
[bul [+ KIN+Ay,
[ery ]+ KInyHAy,
[sisy ]t mAng+HAy,
[yan,|+sINtlAy,
[0z ]+ TASN Ay,
[diizy, ]+(y)Any Ay,

[¢0zy ]+(y)Imy+1Ay,

Following suffixes
[bag\ JH1AH(A)en
[g0z]HAHA)my
[eny [ 1A HA/DKy
[av]HAy+(Dny,
[esn]HAyHDsy

[asiyJT1AyHty

[algila]y,

[sarkagla]y,
[durakla]y,
[yabanecila]y,
[dipcikle]y,
[kisitla]y,
[imgele]y,
[diizgegle]y,
[bulgula]y,
[erginle]y,
[sismanla]y,
[yansila]y,
[0zdesle]y,
[diizenle]y,

[¢Oziimle]y,

[baglag]y
[gozlem]y
[¢mnlak]y
[avlan]y,
[esles]y

[asilat]y,
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[tam 5 ;]+IA+(y)Any [tamlayan]y

[atesy 1A H(W)Iely [atesleyici]y

5. +lAn (277): Rule: [Xy]|*HAny,

This suffix is also controversial like “+l4mA.” it might be argued that this
suffix is a combination of “lA+(I/A)n” suffixes. On the contrary, there is no base that is
free with “+lA” suffix. The suffix causes change of state on the root as in “gii¢len-" (to
become powerful).

[daly]+1Any, [dallan]y,

Preceding suffixes

[ak 5 ;] T¢Il ADy, [akeillan]y,
[bily, ]+(Dng¢p+Any, [bilinglen]y,
[bagy J+H(Dtyt1Any, [bagitlan]y,
[duyy, [+ KIN+Any, [duygulan]y,
[ipy [ HIkN+HADy, [ipliklen]y,
[rahaty,]+sIzy+Any, [rahatsizlan]y,
[yiiky ]+ (y)Imp+lAny, [yikiimlen]y,

Following suffixes

[bagy]+1Any+(y)Imy [baglanim]y
[iz\ ] H1ADy+CA L p [izlence] s
[ady ]+ Any+tIry, [adlandr]y,
[borgy I +1Any+ly, [borglanil]y,

[bizy [+ Any+gley [bizlengi¢]y
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6. +iAs (515): Rule: [X\[+Asy,

This suffix also derives “Change of State Verb”s. The derivatives denote to
become or turn into or to start to be the root such as “giizelles-, canavarlag-". Some
derivatives has a reciprocal aspect such as “vedalas” and “randevulas”. However it
seems that this is because the roots need at least two person predicates. It can be argued
that this suffix is originally formed by “lA+(I)s” nevertheless, root-suffix relation
displays an opposite picture. To prove our idea we may examine the examples above.

*veda+la+s This separation is wrong because there is not a word such as
*vedala

*randevu+la+s The same reason with “vedalas”

Preceding suffixes

[kury [ +(A)my+1Asy, [kuramlas] y,
[gely ] H(A)NAKy, 1ASy, [geleneKles]y,
[bogy [+(A/Dky,1Asy, [boguklas]y,
[buzy J+(A/Dly 1Asy, [buzullas]y,
[oly[+AgANy 1Asy, [olaganlas]y,
[anay | ten 1Asy [anaglas]y,
[giing [+CAl\t1Asy, [glincelles]y,
[yabany [+CIHAsy, [yabancilas]y,
[aky ]+CligtAsy, [akeillas]y,
[any ]+ It Asy, [amlas]y,

[giily ]+(Dney, 1Asy, [giiliingles]y,



[kosy [H(DtyHAsy, [kosutlas]y,
[bezy,]+KlIn 4 yHASsy, [bezginles]y,
[farkyJ+1L 5 jHASy, [farkhlas]y,
[uz, ;] +mAny+HASy, [uzmanlas]y,
[evreny[+sAl, yHAsy, [evrenselles]y,
[genizy[+sll, yt1Asy, [genizsilles]y,
[huyy\J+slz, yt1Asy, [huysuzlas]y,
[cagy|tTAs, jHASy [cagdaslas]y,
[dey ]+H(y)ImyHAsy, [deyimles]y,

Following suffixes

[ndbety [ +1Asy+AN [nobetlese]
[bagy [ +1AsyHA/MDky [baglasik ]y
[bir s ] HAsyHly, [birlesil]y,
[baska , j[+1Asy+(y)Imy [baskalagim]y
[uz , j[HAsHY)ely [uzlasien]y
[bir s ;] HAsyH(A/Dky [birlesik]y
[abidey [ +]1Asy+tIry, [abidelestir]y,

7. +sA- (38): Rule: [Xy/451+sAy

55

The suffix only attaches to “+(y)Im”" and can be seen before “-mAz, £(A/D)k, -
(I)n-, -t-”". The relation between root and derivative is assumption and wish of the root.

[supn]+sAy, [susaly,
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Preceding suffixes

[dury, [*HA/DkNTsAy, [duraksal]y,

Following suffixes

[umury]+sAyH(Dny, [umursan]y,

[supn]tsAy Tty [susat]y,

I1. 3. 2. Noun Deriving Suffixes
8. +lAk (12): Rule: [bare rooty]|+lAky

Rule: [body party]+tlAk, ;

It derives adjectives referring to related root from body parts. From nouns it
derives Place names. It doesn’t attach to an already suffixed base. Following it only
“+CI” and “CA” can be attached. However the derivative “otlak¢1t” with “+CI” is
figurative; meaning “scrounger”.

[oty [ HAKy [otlak]y

[disn]H1AK 5 [dislek] ,

Following suffixes

[0d\ 1Ak HCA L p [odlekee] A

[oty]HAKNHCL, g [otlaker]

9. +lAr. (153): Rule: [Xy, 51+ Ary
It explicitly derives kind names from adjectival and nominal roots. “+1Ar”
generally combines with “+/I, (I)n-, -KAn, +CI” but doesn’t allow any derivational

suffix after it. It is a potentially productive suffix.
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[biry [ +1Ary [birler]y

[dinozory [ +HAry [dinozorlar]y

IL. 3. 3. Adjective Deriving Suffixes
10. +gil (~): Rule: [XProper nounl T€1lAJ [Ahmetgil ]

Rule: [Plant or Animaly]+gil, j*lArp;  [kedigiller]

It is not restricted with phonological rules and has no allomorph. The
derivatives denote a group of people; mostly family or people living together like
“annemgil” (my mother and her family), “Ahmetgil” (Ahmet and his family). As it
attaches proper nouns or pronouns it is the first suffix attaching to a word, and do not
allow any further suffix. We can say that this a closing suffix. Lewis (1967) claims that
this is a provincialism.

It is also used for innovations. By adding plural morpheme “ler”, “giller”
used to derive kind names such as plant and animal families; terms and classes in
Biology.

Like “+gil” above “giller” attaches proper nouns or pronouns it is the first

suffix attaching to a word, and do not allow any further suffix. “gi/” and “giller” are

closing suffixes.

11. +()mtirak (~): Rule: [X, j]+mtirak, ;

The derivatives obviously denotes similarity with the root. It doesn't prefer a

roots more than one syllable like “lacivertimsi”, however they are still possible
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derivatives. This restriction may come from the articulation difficulty of the word.
Except these color adjectives it is seen on adjectives describing taste like sweet, sour etc.

[sar1,]+mtirak , [sarimtirak] 5

acl, ¢ |+tmtirak acimtirak
Al AJ Al

12. +(s)Ar~: Rule: [Numeral, j]+($)Ar 4

It derives adjectives from numerals, thus it attaches underived roots/stems.
Potentially it may come after all numerals. “+/[, +/lk” are the suffixes that can be

attached to this suffix. It does not accept any other suffix.

[alti ]+ ($)Ar [altisar] ,

Following suffixes

[besp 1+ ($)Ar o yH 44 [beserli] , ;

13. +sIz (743): Rule: [Xy, o j1+5124

It is a quite productive suffix and can be seen after any noun root or stem.

The derivatives denote “lack of” the root.

Preceding suffixes

[tikay, JH(A)gntsIZy g [tikags1z] ,
[anlay, [+(A)my+s]z, [anlamsiz] 4 ;
[g0ry]H(A)NAKN+sIZ,y [goreneksiz] g
[stiry [ H(A/Dky A 575124 [siireksiz] 5

[benzey, | +(A/Dry+slz, [benzersiz] 4 ;
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[diisiiny [+CANtsIzy g [diistincesiz] 4 ;
[kisy J+(Dntly+slz, [kisintisiz] g
[esn]H(Dtyt+s1zy [esitsiz] 5
[dizy [+ KAN+sIZ, [dizgesiz] 4 ;
[bury, ][+ KIy+slz, [burgusuz] ;
[uyy]+KIny+slz, [uygunsuz]
[aray, | HIKNFsIzy [araliksiZ] 44
[kipiry [+tIy+slzy [kipirtisiz] 4 ;
[gegy ] H(Y)Imy+slz, [gegimsiz] 4 ;
[diky [+ (y)Is2+slzy [dikigsiz] 5
Following suffixes

[yery]+slz HIky [yersizliK]
[sabiry]+slz, 7 H1Any, [sabirsizlan] y,
[huyy]+slz, jHASy, [huysuzlas] y,
[goniily]+slz 7 +CA 4 5 [gOniilsiizce] 4

14. +CT (1208): Rule;: [Xy 4 j1+CIN Ay
Rule,: [Abstracty]+CI, 5
This suffix is one of the most productive suffixes of the Turkish morphology.
The derivatives denote people who are habitually or professionally concerned with or
devoted to the object. (Lewis:1967).
In general it derives occupation names from objects. It can also derive Agent

nouns from events (seyirci). Some derivatives denotes the supporter of the root
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(Atatiirkgii, ¢ogulcu, Yesilayct) or some one who is fond of the “root” (intikamci), or
habit (ispiyoncu).

If the base is an abstract word then the derivative with “CI” is adjectival.

There is an exception for this condition; “kibrif” is a concrete root, but the derivative is

an adjectival one: “kibrit¢i »y”. However “kibrit¢i” is figuratively used meaning “a mean

person’.

Preceding suffixes

[gel ] HA)NAK+CI [gelenekei] /a5
[ag v IHA/DKNHCT 4y [agrke1] n/ay

[0z N ]HA/DIHCT /a7 [0znelci] w5
[don y ]+HA/Dry+Cly [donerci]
[oyun \(J+CAKN+Cly [oyuncakgi]
[somiir v, ]+ I +Cl /Ay [sOmuriici] n, oy
[bag ]+(Dntl+Cly [bagintici]
[iste [ H(DneN+Cl [istengei]

[ek v+ (Dn+CI [ekinci]

[es vt +Cl [esitei] \

[bol [+ KA +Cly [bolgeci]

[al y[+(Y)Imy Cl [alimet]

[diz ][+ KI+CI [dizgici]

[bas ]+ KIny+Cly [baskinci] y

[0l NHAKN+CT [otlake1]

[ay NITHKNHCT [aylike1]
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[kak /] +mA2\+Cly [kakmaci]
[ye y1tmls+Cly [yemisgi]
[dik v/ [+(Y)Is+CIy [dikisei]

Following suffixes

[ad \]+ClyHky [adenlik]
[yaban \J+CIHA [yabancila] y,
[yaban (J+CIHAs y, [yabancilas] ,

15. +C1l (49): Rule: [Xy, 5 j1+Cll,

The derivatives have a sense of tending towards, accustomed to or addicted
to. Some derivatives denote someone who is fond of the “root” like (anacil), or
something that belongs to the root (ses¢il), or kind relating to living or nutrition habits
(kumcul, lescil, nemcil).

[nemy]+CIl, 4 [nemcil] 4 5

Preceding suffixes

[baty, [+H(A/Dk+CII 5 4 [akcil] 5
[stiry [+INtCILy 4 [striictl] 4 ;
[0zp T KANTCIL g [Ozgecil] 4 ;
[0]y,]+(¥)Imp+Cll y [Oliimciil] 4

Following suffixes

[benpyJ+CIl5 ; +CA 4 5 [bencilce]

[benpyJ+CI1 5 jHIky [bencillik]y
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[evy+CII, 7 HASy, [evcilles]y,

I1. 3. 4. Adverb Deriving Suffixes

16. +(s)L (14): Rule: [X 4 p/a 51+ p

It derives pronouns from adjectival roots. The root is restricted to pronouns.

It doesn’t attach to an already suffixed base. There is no suffix prior to or following it.

[bazi ;]+(s)I , [bazisi]\
[hep s plH ()4 p [hepsi]sp
[bir 1+ ()5 p [biri] s

17. +(Dn (12): Rule: [Xy]+(Dn

Mostly it derives adverbs from nominal roots (10 of 15 samples). There isn’t

any prior suffix in the database. However there are some suffixes that can be attached

after it.

[glizy]+(Dn [gliziin] \

Following suffixes

[demy]+(I)npp, CAK 4 py [demincekK] o
[aky, ]+H(D)ny, Cly [akier] y

[iisty H(Dny 1K § [iistiinliik]
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18. +()I4 (28): Rule: [Xn]+(0)IA4 4 p

It can attach after “+//k” suffix but doesn’t allow any suffix after it. It may
be argued that this is a closing suffix. The derivatives have a sense of togetherness or
through.

[avugn ] +H(YIA 4 p [avugla],

Preceding suffixes

[ivedi s ]+ Ikn+(Y)A L [ivedlikle] 5

[tatli, y ] HIKN (YA p [tathilikla] ,

19. (s)InA4 (9): Rule: [X\]+(s)InA

It doesn’t allow any suffix to be attached after it. It can be seen only after
infinitival “+mA2”. In this example there is a phonological change too. In the example
below the last sound of the root, voiceless stop “t” transforms into a voiced one “d”
before a vowel.

[inat, ;]+(s)InA o [inadina] o

[yan, ;[+HIAmA , p+(s)InA,,  [yanlamasina],p,

20. +lAmA. (26): Rule: [Xy, 5 jIHAmAN, A p

This suffix is a controversial one. It may be argued that it is “lA+mA” not
“+IAmA.”. However the following examples prove the “IAmA” form. For example in the
lexicon there isn’t such a word as “balikla” or “ kdpekle”. It doesn’t allow any suffixation
preceding it.

[giizel o j[HIAmMA [glizelleme] ,
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[¢ivinHIAmMA , [civileme]

Following suffixes

[yany]+lAmA , p+(s)InA , [yanlamasina],

I1. 3. 5. Both Noun and Adjective Deriving Suffixes

21. +Arl (36): Rule: [XnpnlHArNpx

“+1ArI” derives kind names like “+1Ar” but it attaches to only compound

words. When it attaches to a personal pronoun it derives words having an uncertain

referent “bazilari, kimiler, birileri” This suffix is also potentially productive on

compound bases. It doesn’t allow any derivational suffix to attach after it. This is also a

closing suffix.

[agustosboceky [ H1ArLy [agustosbocekleri]y
[birg]+(s)[pyHArIpy [birileri]py
[kimy]+(s)IppHATIpy [kimileri]py

22. +I (1644): Rule: [Xy, o 51N o5

This is the second most productive suffix of Turkish. It attaches to almost all

of the nominal roots. The derivatives are hard to be classified according to their meaning

because the root is remarkably productive. We may say the biggest groups are

possession, as in “adeleli, diplomali” and origin (from place names) as in “Isvecli,

Diyarbakirli”.

Some derivatives denote having the property or feature of the base like;



65
[tuzy |+, 5 [tuzlu] 5 ;
[sapkay |+ 4 5 [sapkali] 5 ;
Some derivatives denote having the property or feature of the base in a high
degree like;
[yasn]HI sy [yash]ay

[pahay ]+, 5 [pahaln] 5 ;

Some derivatives denote belonging to a place or organization or shows the

origin of person or objects;

[Afrikap), oI o g [Afrikaln] 5 ;
[[zmirp;, Ay [Izmirli] ,
[kasabap, .1ty [kasabaln] 4 ;

[Egitim-SenOrganizalti onNITH 4y [Egitim-Senli]

If the suffix is attached to a color adjective it derives adjectives that can be
used instead of the noun itself like “kirmizili” instead of “kirmizili kadin™.

[kirmiziy jJ+11 4 [kirmizili] 5

Preceding suffixes

[aray | HIkn+ 5 [arabikli] 5 ;
[¢izy, ]t mA2NHI | [cizmeli] 5 ;
[yazy [N+, [yazili] oy
[stiry [TANT 4} [stireli] 5 y

[yagv]"‘(}’)ISNHI AJ [yagishi] o J
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[yaray [ +H(A/DryHI [yararli] 5 ;
[lizy [+ KIN+11, [lizgiili] 5 ;
[Uzy, ]+ IngN+1T 4 [Uziingli] 5 4
[uyy ]+ Imp+1T, [uyumlu] 4 ;
[lirpery, [+tIy+11, [Urpertili] 5 ;
[stizy [+ KAgnHI, g [stizgecli] 5
[bag\ J+Intl+I, [bagntili] 5 ;
[bily, [+(DngpHI g [bilingli] 5 y
[duyy [ +HA/DryHI L [duyarli]
[eyley ] +H(A)mpHI y [eylemli]
Following suffixes

[topp ]+ HIDmy [toplum]
[usy 1T, HTky [usluluk]
[bag\ 11, jHASy, [baghlas]y,
[muty ]+, yHAny, [mutlulan] y,
[gurury ]+, +CA L p [gururluca] o

23. +Ik (3167): Rule: [Xya 51 H Ky 45

“+lIk” is the most productive suffix of Turkish morphology and derives
abstract nouns. In Turkish morphology there is no suffix that attaches a stem ending with

itself. “/Ik” is the only example of this situation. If it attaches after “CIy;” or a person

denoting suffix it generally produces occupation names, otherwise generally derives
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object or place names. Most of the derivatives have a stative meaning. If it attaches to a
numeric or a measure word it generally means consisting one unit of the root “like
ellilik”, “kiloluk”.
[giizel , j]HTky [glizellik]y

[doktor 4 ;] 1Tky [doktorluk]y

It derives nouns and sometimes adjectives denoting specific, suitable or

intended for the root.

[adaky(]+1IK 4 5 [adakhk] , y
[ayakkabiy [ +HTky [ayakkabilik]y
[kiray J+1Ik 4 5 [kiraliK] 5 ;

If it attaches to numericals it derives adjectives. Sometimes the base is in
locative case.

[seksenyq|HIk 5 g [seksenlik] 4 ;

[ondayJ+11k 5 g [ondalik] 4 ;

Preceding suffixes

[anay [+(A)enHIk y [anaglik] 5,
[eylen]+H(A)myHIky [eylemlik]y
[ayy [HA/DKNHIK 4 [ay1KliK] 5 g
[disi]+HA/MDINHIIK 55 [disillik] 4 ;
[degy [ H(A/Dr  y 11k 5 [degerlik] 4 ;
[ayrig]+CA ,pHIK 5y [ayricalik] 5

[akil\( [+ CInHIky [akilenlik ]y



[bily, ] +glentlIk 4y
[korky, J+In+1Iky

[iist  j]+(Dn 4 yHTky
[kiskany,J+¢ 4 yHIky
[utany, [+KA¢ , jHIky
[degis ;] KAR, j+1Iky
[¢izy,]+KI , jH1Tky
[yurty ]+ TAsxHIky
[doyy,]+KlIn 4 y+1Tky
[sun]HAK  jH1Tky
[cany [+ | j+1Tky

[On 5 ;[ HTKN+ 1Tk
[stiry, [+mA25+1ky
[sis oy tmAN  yHTky
[g0ry ][+mAZy+Tky
[okuy J+mls 4 yH1Tky
[kumy [+sAl+ky
[0zy ]+ TAs Ik
[yaky [+(y)lely+1lky

[aty ]+(y)Imy+Tky

Following suffixes
[ayN]+lIkN+CIN

[aray [ +1Tky T, 5

68
[bilgiglik] 4 ;
[korkuluk]y
[Ustiinliik]y
[kiskanelik ]y
[utangaclik]y
[degiskenlik]y
[cizgilik]y
[yurttashik]y
[doygunluk]y
[sulaklik]y
[canhilik]y
[Onliiklik]y
[stirmelik]y
[sismanlik]y
[gormezlik]y
[okumusluk]y
[kumsallik ]y
[Ozdeslik]y
[yakieilik ]y

[atimlik]y

[ayliker]y

[aralikln]
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[any [ +11ky+sAl, 5 [anliksal] 5 ;

[sag AJ]+HkN+SIZ AJ [sagliksiz] Al

24. +TAs (26): Rule: [Xyl+TAsy/o;

It produces nouns that have sense of belonging to the concept of the base or

having the same point of view with the base.
[0zp ]+ TAS 5; [Ozdes] sy
Preceding suffixes
[anlay [ H(A)mp+TAs 5 [anlamdas] , y

[duy T KINTTAS [duygudas] ,;

Following suffixes

[arkay [+ TAsHIky [arkadashK]y
[cagy [+ TAs\HASy, [cagdaslas]y,
[arka 5 ;]+TAs+CA L p [arkadas¢a]

II. 3. 6. Concluding Remarks

From the viewpoint of semantics, there are relatively clear cases. The more
productive suffixes are relatively less constrained suffixes thus they derive lexemes that
most often are not semantically related. In other words, it is very difficult to assign
outputs of productive processes into unified classes. Below we intend to identify the most

outstanding shared properties of the aftix groups.
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Suffixes deriving change of state verbs: +(A4/])r-, [An, [As,
Suffixes attaching onomatopoeic roots selects monosyllabic and
underived roots: -dA, -KIr,
Suffixes that do not attach to an already suffixed base: [4mA, (s)InA, +(I)
n., +(s)L, (s)Ar, +(I)mtirak, +gil, +IAk, +klr-, +dA-, +(A/Dr-

Closing suffixes: +/Ar, +lArl, +gil, +(D)mtwirak, +(s)I., (s)InA
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11.4. Affixes That Attach to Both Verbal and Nominal Roots.

The largest groups of suffixes belong to this final group as the bases and

derivatives are relatively less restricted.

II. 4. 1. Verb Deriving Suffixes

1. £(A/DI- (24): Rule: [Xy /451 +HAD]y

It doesn't attach to an already suffixed base. However, “+KA4, -t-, £tI, £(y)Im”

can be attached after it. The derivatives denote change of state verbs. The state of the

argument is changed. For example “dogrul-" means to become “dogru”. Another special

feature of this suffix is that it deletes the final “k™ sound of the root as in the examples

“yiiksel and kiigiil”.

[yiiksek s jJ+(A/D]y,

[kiigiik  J+(A/D]y,

Following suffixes

[biiky, ]+H(A/D],+KAn
[yayy]+(A/Dly+(y)Imy
[bos o j1H(A/DIy+ty,
[oyy]T(A/D]+KAy,

[ayy ][HA/D]y Ay,

I1. 4. 2. Noun Deriving Suffixes

2. £(A)¢ (46): Rule: [Xy v+ (A)ey

[ytiksel]y,

[kiigiil]y,

[biikiilgen] 5
[yayilim]y
[bosalt]y,
[oyulga]y

[aylti]y
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The suffix is more common on verbal roots. (13 of 46 are nominal roots, the

others are verbal roots.) There are examples in different roles such as Instrument

(yansitag), or Locatives (kayag, giineg).

[gling]+H(A)en

Preceding suffixes
[biiytiy, ]+t H(A)gy

[tiim 5 ;] HAyHA)eN

Following suffixes

[bag , ;1 H1A+H(A)gnH 5
[anay [ +(A)gnHIKy
[tikay, [+H(A)en Ay,

[tikay J+(A)gn TSIz, 5

[glineg]y

[biiyliteg]y

[timleg]y

[baglagh] 4 ;
[anaghk]y
[tikagla]y,

[tikagsiz] 4 ;

3. #(A)m (10): Rule: [Xy/]+(A)my

It doesn’t attach after any suffix but “+lA”. The derivatives are resultative

states of the action root.
[dony]+H(A)my
Preceding suffixes

[isn]HAyHA)my

Following suffixes

[anlay, [+(A)my+HI , 5

[donem]y

[islem]y

[anlaml] ,
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[anlay, [ H(A)my+TAsy [anlamdas]y
[kavray, ] +H(A)my+sAly g [kavramsal] 4 ;
[eyley [H(A)myFsly [eylemsi]y
[istey ] H(A)mytslz, [istemsiz] 4 ;

4. £(p)Im (196): Rule: [Xy,y]+(y)Imy
Only 3 of the 196 examples are denominal. Lewis (1967) states that the
derivatives generally denote a single action.

Preceding suffixes

[aty, [H(A/DIy,+(y)Imy [atilim]
[arty [+ A/Try+(y)Imy [artirim ]y
[koruy, J+H(I)ny,+(y)Imy [korunum]y
[benzey, [+(Dsy+(y)Imy [benzesim]y
[kaly, J+(IDtn+(y)Imy [kalitim]y
[egy [Ty +(y)Imy [egilim]y
[yeryHASsyH(y)Imy [yerlesim]y
[deney, J+tyH(y)Imy [denetim]y
[aky, ]+ TAry+(y)Imy [aktarim]y
[bagy ]+ TAsN+(y)Imy [bagdasim]y
[stiry, ]+tIry+(y)Imy [stirdiirtim]y

Following suffixes
[ayiry, ]+(y)Imy I, 5 [ayrimli] 5 ;

[ayiry, ] +(y)ImytsAy, [ayrimsal]y,



[aty/ | +(y)ImyHIky
[ceky H(y)Imytslz 4
[dily,]+(y)ImyHAy,
[ytiknJ+(y)Imy+lAny,
[dey ]+(y)ImyHAsy
[061y,]+(y)Imy+CIl , 4
[Ory, ]+H(y)Imy+CAKy
[bily, ]+(y)Imy+sAl 4

[O1y 1+ (y)Imytsl 4
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[atimhK]y
[cekimsiz] 4 ;
[dilimle]y,
[yiikiimlen]y,
[deyimles]y
[Oliimeiil] 5
[Ortimeek]y
[bilimsel]  y

[6limsii]  ;

5. +(4)nAk (25): Rule: [Xyy|+(A)nAk

There is only one deverbal example, “goz+enek”. The other 24 inputs are

denominal. Some derivatives are either Instrument or Place names. It is doesn't attach to

an already suffixed base. On the other hand it can be seen before some suffixes.

[o] yI*+(4)ndk

Following suffixes

[oly [ H(A)nAkytslz 4
[kesy J[H(ANAk+ClIy
[gely ] H(AnAkytsAl, 5

[g0ry [H(A)NAKk T, 4

6. =1 (91): Rule: [Xy/]+Iy

[olanak]

[olanaksiz] 4 ;
[kesenekei]y
[geleneksel] 5

[gorenekli] 5

There is only one denominal example, “fasar+i”. Other derivatives are

deverbal and they have participant roles such as Theme, Agent or Patient noun of the
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verbal root. Another exception is the word “siki” which is an adjective. This suffix
generally attaches directly to the roots and the roots are generally monosyllabic. The

derivatives denotes the result of the action.

[any |+1Iy [ant]y

Preceding suffixes

[donay, ]+t [donati]y
[duyy [+A/Try+y [duyuru]y
[egley ]+H(Dny+thry+y [eglendiri]y

Following suffixes

[dizy, ]+, 5 [dizili] 5 ;
[korky, J+IHIky [korkuluk]y
[sOmiiry, [+ +CI [sOmiiriicii]
V1N N N
[yaty ]+ tslz, [yatis1z] 5 ;
[siky/ ]+, FCA L p [sikica] o
[sayy]t1, tsAl, 5 [sayisal],

7. #(Dng¢ (14): Rule: [Xy/]+(I)ngy

It doesn’t attach to already suffixed bases. Most of the derivatives are the
motivations of the root. That is “-giil” is to laugh; “giiliing” is something that make you

laugh.
[bily, J+(Dney [biling]y



Following suffixes
[bily, J+(DngpH 4 5

[gily [+(DngyHIKy
[istey/ ]+ (Dngp+Cly
[direy, ]+(Ingytslzy 5
[istey [+ (DngytsAly 5
[bily,]+(I)ngyHAny,

[gily [H(DngytlAsy,
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[bilingli]
[giiliingliik ]y
[istengei]y
[direngsiz] , ;
[istengsel] 5 ;
[bilinglen]y,

[giiliingles ],

8. +(ntl (73): Rule: [Xy]+(Dntly

It is generally deverbal, denominals limited to only 2 examples. The

derivatives are generally the result of the root. It does not attach to an already suffixed

[akintil] 5
[sarkintilik] ,
[alintila]y,

[sﬁprﬁntﬁcii]N

In the last example “siipriintii” the vowel of the second syllable of the root is

root.
[aky, JH-(Dntl I, 5
[sarky, ]+(Dntl K 4 5
[aly/]+(DntlHAy,
[stipiiry, [ +(Dntl +Cly
deleted.

9. +(Dt (27): Rule: [Xyyl+(Dty

Deverbals are limited to 4 in 27 examples. It attaches to monosyllabic, bare

roots. The roles of the derivatives are Affected, Theme or Place.

[gGGV]+(I)tN

[gegit]y



Following suffixes
[boly, J+(Dt I, 5
[esn (DN +CI Ay
[taniy [ +H(Dtytslz, g
[kisy [+(Dty Ay,
[kaly, [+(Dty+H(y)Imy
[boynI+(Dty ARy,

[any, J+H(DttASy,
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[bolithid] , 5
[esitei] 4
[tanitsiz] 4
[kisitla]y,
[kalitim]y
[boyutlan]y,

[anitlas]y,

10. KA (23): Rule: [Xyy]+KAy

Only two examples are denominal. The derivatives refer to various semantic

roles such as Location “sémiirge”, Theme “siipiirge” Agent “bilge” etc.

[sOmiiry, [+ KAy

Preceding suffixes

[oyy 1+ +KA
[duyy [H(A/Dr+KAY

[yiiksek  y[H( A/ +ty KAy

Following suffixes

[imy [+KA\HAy,
[boly [+KANtsAl,
[0zp [ TKANHCIL, 5

[dizy [TKAN TSIz 5

[somiirge]y

[oyulga]y
[duyarga]y

[yiikseltge]y

[imgele]y,
[bolgesel]
[Ozgecil] 5

[dizgesiz] 5 ;
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11. £KI. (83): Rule: [Xy/]+KIy
The suffix selects monosyllabic roots. However if the base is an already
derived one, then it may attach polysyllabic bases. The derivatives denote the result of
the action “sev+gi” or the instrument of the action “keski”. Thus the derivatives refer

semantically the Theme or Instrument roles.

[acy ]+ Ky [agKa]y

Preceding suffixes

[boly, J+(Iny+KIy [boliingti]y
[cely]+(Dsy+Kly [geliskily
[besy J+H1Any+KIy [beslengi]y
[ety, ]Il +KIy [edilgi]y

In “edilgi” The final consonant of the root voiceless “t” transforms into a
voiced consonant “d” before a vowel initial suffix.

Following suffixes

[gory [TKI I,y [gorgilii]
[bigy [+KI+Cly [bigkier]y
[buly, [+KI Ay, [bulgula]y,
[duyy/ [+ KIyHAny, [duygulan]y,
[asy J[+KIHIKy [askiliK]y
[sezy [+KItsAl 5 [sezgisel] 5y
[duyy [+ KI+TAS 4 5 [duygudas]

[¢izy, [+ KIytslzy [cizgisiz]y
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IL. 4. 3. Adjective Deriving Suffixes

12. £5A41 (179): Rule: [Xy,y]tsAl,

Only six of the derivatives are deverbal, the others are denominal. Potentially

it is productive. The derivatives denote belonging to the root or familiarity.

[agiy]+sAl, [agisal] 5,

Preceding suffixes

[dogy [TANTSAl g [dogasal] , g
[anlay, ]+(A)mp+sAly [anlamsal] 5
[gely [ H(A)nAKy+sALy g [geleneksel] g
[ery [ H(A/DKyHsALy [ereksel] 5y
[koky+Anyt+sAl g [kokensel] 4 5
[sayy ]*tINTSAl g [sayisal] 5y
[eky ]H(Dny+sAl [ekinsel] 5y
[istey [+ (DnentsAl 4 [istengsel] 5
[any J+H(DtyTsAl [anitsal] 5 ;
[boly, [+ KAN+sAl [bolgesel] 5
[duyy [+ KIytsAly, [duygusal] 4 ;
[sag 5 ;] HIIKN+SAL g [saghksal] 4 ;
[bily, ]+(y)Imy+sAl , 4 [bilimsel] 5

Following suffixes

[biitiin 5 ] +sAl 5 HIKy [butiinsellik]y

[evreny[+sAl, HAsy, [evrenselles]y,
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[uyy]+tsAly j tCA L p [uysalca],p
I1. 4. 4. Both Noun and Adjective Deriving Suffixes
13. £(A/DL. (29): Rule;: [XN]HAMDI

Rule,: [Xy]+H(A/MDly

5 of the 25 samples are deverbal the others are denominal. It doesn’t attach to
already suffixed bases. The meanings of the derivatives are concerned with the root.

Following suffixes

[6zney [ +(A/DI+Cly [Oznelei]y

[yery[H(A/DIgHASy, [yerelles]y,
[buzy J+HA/DI I, 4 [buzullu] 4 ;
[toreN [ H(A/DItslzy 5 [torelsiz] 5 ;

14. £(4/Dk (228): Rule: [ Xy [H(A/Dky oy

The denominal inputs are quite limited. (13 of 228 samples). It has a large
scale of derivative types. “/k” and “Ak” derives different categories of words. “Ik”
derives adjectives, and “Ak” derives Locative, Agentive or Thematic nouns. The “Ik”
derivatives are past participle of the verbs, so they have passive meaning and denotes the
result of the action. Some derivatives are place or instrument “durak, tarak™ [(bus) stop,

comb] of the roots.

Preceding suffixes

lignHAMIry+HA Dy ligerik]y

[yan 4 j]+Asy+HA/Dky [yanasik]
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[bulay, [+(Dny+(A/Dky [bulanik]
[caty ]+(DsyH(A/Dky [catisik]
[saty, [+1ly,+(A/T)ky [satilik]
[yeryHAsyHA/Dky [yerlesik]
[lstiy, [ +ty+(A/Dky [Usttik]
[uyy ]+ tIry+(A/Dky [uyduruk]

Following suffixes

[ayri 5 ]+H(A/Dky 1k [ayniklik]
Al N N

15. £¢ (21): Rule: [_ny]+¢n o5
It does not allow any prior suffix and attaches directly to the root itself. All

the roots end with a final “n” sound. The only suffix it can be attached to is (I)ny suffix.

Thus we may say that it attaches either “n” final or reflexive roots. The derivatives

(1394

denotes the result “kazang” or reason “igreng” of the root.

Following suffixes

[kazany, ]+, 5 [kazangh] ,

nany, |+ctslz 1nancsiz
VITONTSIZAy CSIZ]Aj

16. +£CA4 (280): Rule;: [Xn o1t CA L j/AD
Rule,: [Xy]+CAy
It’s a quite productive suffix. The adverbial derivatives denote “manner”. It

nominalize the content of the verb.
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From adjectives it derives adverbs of manner and it derives nouns after
following infinitive “-mA2” in some words as in;
[bul , j*mA2+CAy [bulmaca]y

[bil o ]+ mA2\+CAy [bilmece]y

Lewis (1967) states that the derivatives sometimes means “in respect of”
such as “adanin arazisi toprak¢a zayiftir” (The island’s land is weak in respect of soil.)
Sometimes the derivatives denote “on the part of” as in “Oyunlarini okulca
begendik.” (We loved their play by school).

It productively produces language names from nations.

[Tiirky[+CAN [Tiirkee]y

[Uygury [+ CAN [Uygurcal]y

Preceding suffixes

[agy HA/DK, +CA [agiksal 5
[kaynay [ +H(A/Dry+CA L p [kaynarca] s
[ben,p]+Cll, j7CA [bencilce] o
[stky ]+, j+CA A [sikica] o
[6vy]H(Dny+CA L [6viince]y
[savy J[H(A/Dry+KAn, j+CA [savurganca],
[tasy [T KIn, y7CA [taskinca]
[akilJHIN+TCA L p [akilhca] o
[diizy, ][+ mA2\+CA 5 g [diizmece] 5§

[uyy]+sAl, j+CA L [uysalca] ,
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[arka |+ TASNTCALp [akradasca]

Following suffixes

[gerekpj[+CA I, 4 [gerekgeli] 5 ;
[ayrip j ][+ CApHIKy [ayricalik]y
[usul \ J#CA,p+CIK, [usulcacik]

17. £CAk (18): Rule;: [XN]+CAKy A p [eVNITCAk,
Rule,: [X, jJJ+CAky oy [1l17 ]+ CAk
Rules: [X, p|+CAK, [demin,p]+CAk,p

Rule: [Xy]+CAky [koruy, J+(Dny+CAk o p

There are 8 denominal and 5 deverbal inputs, but denominals are more
productively used.

Preceding suffixes

[Ory, ]H(Y)Imp+CAky [Oriimcek]y

Following suffixes

[oyuny [+ CAky+Cly [oyuncakei]y
18. £CIk (77):Rule;: [XN]+Clky
Rule,: [X, ]+CIk, 4

The derivatives have diminutive meaning. After this suffix only “+II”" and

“+[4-" suffixes can be attached to the word.



84
As Lewis (1991) also states the final “k” sound of the bases like “algak, ufak”
and most of the nouns like “kopek, bebek™ drops before this suffix. It may be argued that
"k" drop is driven by articulation difficulty.
[kiigiik , y]1+CIk 4 5 [kiigticiik] 4 5

[bebek , ]+Clky [bebecik]y

It may also attach to the proper nouns denoting a younger like or pretty

person.

[Zehrapy [+ CIK py [Zehracik] py (little Zehra)

Sometimes it gives a negative connotation to the base and the derivative
means that the inadequacy of the base.
[hemgirey [+Clky [hemsirecik]y

[kadinyg]+ClIky [kadmeik]y

Preceding suffixes

[kapay ] H(A/Dky+CIk o ] [kapakeik] 4 5
[kolay 5 j]+CA , p+CIKp [kolaycacik] s
[kizy [ HA/MDINTClk 4 [kizileik] 4 5

There are some exceptions. There is only one deverbal example;

“kabarcikyy”. On the other side there is also an adverbial derivative [biraz , [ +ClIk 4

19. £KIn (80): Rule: [Xy/|+KlIny,, 5
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There are only two denominal words “i¢+kin, oz+giin”. The others are all
deverbal words. The derivatives are Thematic, Patient, Agentive roles of the root. They
are generally related to the content of the verb. The derivatives usually have a perfective

aspect.
[gez]+KIny 4 5 [gezgin]y g
Preceding Suffixes
[ery ]+(Dsy+KlIn, 5 [eriskin]
[ety ]+(Dly,+KlIn 4 4 [edilkin]

In the last example the final vowel of the root transformed into a voiced one

before a vowel initial suffix.

Following suffixes

[daly, [+ KIng+CA 4 p [dalginca]
[basy, [+KIny+Cly [baksiner]y
[ery [+KInyHAy, [erkinle]y,
[doly,]+KInyHAsy, [dolgunlas]y,
[bity, ]+ KIny+Hlky [bitkinlik]y
[uyy]+KIngtslz, g [uygunsuz] ,
[bayy, ]+KIny+tly [bayginti]y

20. £mAg (20): Rule: [Xy/]+mAgy

There is only one denominal word “dilmag¢”. The others are deverbal words.
The suffix derives nouns of Patient, Theme participant roles.

[dil]+mAgy [dilmag]y

Preceding suffixes
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[kuruy/ |+t tmAgy [kurutmag]y

[katy, ] +(D)sytmAey [katismag]y

Following suffixes

[yirty, [+mAgy+slz, 5 [yirtmagsiz] 5 ;

[egy [tmAgH 4 [egmecli] 5

21. +mAn (14): Rule: [Xy, N/ ]t mADy

Denominal derivatives generally denote an Agent and require a ‘““+thuman”
subject. Deadjectivals are directed to the content of the root. The deverbals denote
occupation names such as “sayman, ogretmen” etc. In general both “mAn” and “CI’
derives Agentive words or occupation names from nominal roots. Thus, the suffix blocks
“CI’ following it. We may argue that “+mAn” restricts the “CT” as they share the same
function on nominal roots.

[egity, ][+mAny [egitmen ]y

[koca, jJ+mAny [kocaman]y

Preceding suffixes

[oku 5 ]+ty,+mAny [okutman]y

Following suffixes

[katy J[+mAny+l, 4 [katmanh] ,
[¢eviry J+mAny+Hky [cevirmenlik]y
[koca, jJ[+mAn\+CA [kocamanca]

[uz 5 j]+mAny+HAsy, [uzmanlas]y,
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[sisy]TmAng+HAy, [sismanlal]y,

katy; [+FmAn+HI katmanh
N N ““AJ Al

22. £51. (61): Rule;: [Xy/a l7sIay
Rule,: [Xy/]+sly
There are only 4 denominal examples of 61 examples. The derivatives
certainly denote familiarity.
[oty]+sI Ay [otsu] 5
[giyy]+sly [giysi]y

Preceding suffixes

[eyley ] H(A)mp sl [eylemsi] 5 ;
[ayrip [ H(A/D Ky s g [ayriksi] 5 ;
[O1y H(Y)Imy+s] , 4 [Oliimsii] 4 ;

Following suffixes

[kadiny]+sI , 7 Hky [kadmsilik]y

23. #tay (4): Rule: [Xy,y]+tAyy

The derivatives are innovative. Lewis (1967) asserts that this suffix is driven
by Mongol “quriltai”. After Turkish Language Society first used this term for its annual
congress the suffix has been used for innovative terms. It is also remarkable that almost
all of the derivatives of “z4y” are used in official language. There is no following suffix
after “t4y” in the database, however there are potentials such as “kurultay+ci”. The roles

of the derivatives are generally Affected, or Theme.
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[danigy, ] +tAyy [danistay |y

[kamuy|+tAyy [kamutay ]y

Preceding suffixes

[kury, ]+ +tAyy

[yary [+ KINttAyy

24. £ (124): Rule: [ Xy y]+tly

There is only one deadjectival example “baygin+#:”. The suffix derives nouns
from onomatopoeic nouns, and except for them it doesn’t attach to a bare root. The
deverbal bases are already suffixed words ending either “/”, “/”” or “n” consonants. The
derivatives which are not derived with onomatopoeic words nominalize the content of the

root aiming at the Affected, on some words Theme participant role.

Preceding suffixes

[mor p j [+ (A/Dry+thy [morarti]y
[ayy [ H(A/DIy+tly [aylti]y
[Odey, ]+H(Dny, g [Odenti]y
[asy ]+l +tly [asilti]y
[bayy, [+ KIn 4 y+tly [bayginti]y

Following suffixes

[c1zily It 5 [c1ziltili] ,

[greiry |t tslzy, [gieirtisiz] 5 4
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II. 4. 5. Concluding Remarks

Verb deriving suffixes: There is only one verb deriving suffix "+(4/])/-" in
this group.

Suffixes that attach to only monosyllabic, underived roots: +(1)f, £KI, +

(A/DI.

Suffixes that do not attach to already suffixed bases: +(4)nAk, +(I)n¢, =(1)
ntl, +(D)t, +(A/DL., £¢

Suffixes that derives only nominal derivatives: +tl, +tay, #mAn, +mAcg,
+KI., +KA, +(D)t, =(Dntl, =(I)ng, =1, (A)nAk, £(y)Im, (A)m, =(A)¢

Suffixes that derives only adjectival derivatives: There is only one

adjectivetsAL
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CONCLUSION

Analyzing 69 suffix has given us a general pattern of suffixes and suffix
combinations in Turkish. We may summarize these patterns as follows.

The suffixes are analyzed in four groups according to the bases they select to
attach. Besides, these suffixes are grouped according to the derivative category among
themselves. 15 suffix of the 69 suffixes produce verbal derivatives. The rest 53 suffixes
produce nominal, adjectival and adverbial derivatives.

The summary of the four groups are:

Voice Suffixes (5): -A/Ir- , -(Dn-, -11-, -tlr-, -t-

Deverbals (14): -(A/Dr., (I)s -AmAmAzIIk, -(A)nAk, -glc, -In., -11I, -KAg,
KAn, -mls, -TL, -(y)AcAk, -(y)Icl, -(y)Is,

Denominals (24): +(A/Dr-, +CI, +CIl, +dA, +gil, +(I)mtirak, +(I)n, +KkI,
+KkIr-, +1A , +1Ak , +IAmA., +lAn, +lAr. , HATrl, +HAs, +HI, HIk, +(s)Ar~, +(s)L., sA-,
+slz, +TAs, +(y)IA,

Affixes attaches to Both Verbal and Nominal roots (24): +(A)¢, +(A)m,
(A)nAk , £(A/Dk, HA/D], +(A/DL., ¢, +CA , £CAk, £CIk, +I , £(I)ng, £(I)ntl, £(I)t ,
+KA, £KI., £KIn, £mAg, £mAn, £sAl, £sl, +tay, £tI, £(y)Im

The most frequently used suffixes

1. +Ik: 3167 6. -tIr-:576 11. +CA: 280 16. +sAl: 156
2. +II: 1665 7. -(Dn-: 572 12. +1An-: 270 17. +lAr.: 153
3.+CL: 1208 8. +lAg-: 515 13. -(y)Iel: 251 18. -(D)s-: 132
4. +1A-:841 9. -I1-: 402 14. +(A/Dk: 228 19. +I: 124

5. +slz:749 10. -t-: 371 15. £(y)Im: 196 20. -mA2: 123
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The most frequent suffix combinations

1. +CI+l1Ik: 582 5. +1I+11k:100 9.4+(y)IcI+lIk:40
2. HIA+(Dn-: 402 6. +lAn-+t1r: 100 10. +1A+(y)Icl:38
3. +slz+llk: 217 7. +1A+(D)s: 55 11. +lIk+CI:26

4. +1As+tlr: 125 8. -tlr+1l: 50 12. +slz+CA: 24

The suffixes that do not attach to an already suffixed base

1. +(A/Dr- 8. +AlA- 15. +gil 22. +klr-

2. H(A/M)I- 9. +(Dntl 16. +(y)IA  23.+dA-

3. +(I)mtirak 10. £A- 17. +1Ak 24. +(A)nAk
4. £(A/NL. 11. £A. 18. -1II 25. (Dt

5. +(s)L. 12. -A/lr- 19. IJAmA 26. +(A/D)L
6. =(I)ng 13. -AlA- 20. (s)lnA 27. £¢

7. +(s)Ar 14. -In. 21. +(Dn.

The suffixes that may be argued to be closing suffixes

1. H(y)sA 6. +gil/ler

2. -1 7. +lAr

3. +(y)lA 8. +(I)mtirak
4. +kI 9. +(s)I.

5. HlAr/1 10. (s)In

The suffixes that attache only monosyllabic syllable roots
1. -A/lr- 5.4 9. (It

2. -In. 6. =KI. 10.£KI

3. -1 7.+dA-  11.+=(A/DL

4. mls 8. -klr
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©))
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Those that commonly refer to the external argument of the root verb

1. -glg, (¢algig) 5. -KAg (utangag)
2. -KAn (somurtgan) 6. -(y)Icl (igici)
3. -(v)An (kapan) 7. -(A/Dr (okur)
4. -In. (tiitiin) etc.

Those that commonly refer to the internal argument of the root verb are

1. -(y)AcAk (yakacak) 4. -KAcg (stizgeg)
2. 1 (duyuru) 5. (Dt (yakit)

3. #mAg (karmacg)

Suffixes deriving change of state verbs (3):
1. +(A/Dr- 2. lAn 3. 145,

Suffixes attaching onomatopoeic roots: -dA, -klr, They select monosyllabic

and underived roots.

bases.

Some phonologic constraints are:

Some velar initial suffixes attach to only velar end alveolar consonant ending

[root CJ+Ily, [root_C +(A/Dry [root_C] +AdAK ,p
[root_ C]+An g [root_C] =H(A/DK n/a g [root_C] +IncA ,p
[root_C] +(A/Dly, [root C]+Ay, [root C]+A g
[root_C]+Iy [root_CJ]-(A/Dry [root_C] +AlAy,

[root_C] +AIgA [root_C]-AgAn,; [root C] +IIT 44
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[root_C] +Iny,
The following suffixes always attach to a root or base ending with an alveolar
or palatal sound.
[root_C [alveolar, palatal +¢ 4§ [root_Clalveolar, palatal ] +KIr y,
[root_C [alveolar, palatal +KA [root_C [alveolar, palatal ] +KI

[root_Calveolar, palatal] +tI [root_C [alveolar, palatal ] +tIr y,

“-dA-" has a special feature. This verb forming suffix attaches to only

99 C‘l”

onomatopoeic words ending with “r”, “I” and “g”. And the roots are always disyllabic.

€69

“¢” suffix attaches only words ending in “n” consonant.
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