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INTRODUCTION

Language can be used to transmit information but it also serves many other
purposes: to establish relations among people, to express or clarify thought, for creative
mental activity, to gain understanding, and so on. In my opinion, there is no reason to
accord privileged status to one or the other of these modes. Forced to choose, I would say
something quite classical and rather empty. Language serves essentially for the
expression of thought (Chomsky, 1979: 88).

Language is a means by which thought and information are conveyed through

speech. Speakers are able to convey both concrete and abstract concepts by means of
language. It is a system in which there are principles generating an infinite number of
novel utterances from a finite set of rules. The language system enables the users to
construct and understand many utterances that they have never heard or read before. This
creative aspect of the language system is the basis of linguistic studies. Modern linguistics
aims to describe how the language capacity works and how people communicate by
means of language. A grammar of a language is a model of the linguistic competence that
a native speaker is endowed with. Thus, the linguistic abilities of the native speakers
enable them to speak and understand their language.

Saussure (1959) argues that the value of a linguistic element depends on the
elements with which it contrasts. It was Saussure, who first suggested that language is a
system of sings not a list of words. He states that these linguistic signs gain a value
through a kind of social convention. The value to a linguistic sign is determined by the
relation it has with other elements in the language. The linguistic sign, which we call the
word, is the combination of sound and meaning. Language is a complex system composed
of signs since no single element can form a system itself. This complexity of language,
which is a product of the human brain, attracts linguists’ attention. There is no way of

describing or defining a language without a linguistic rule.

KURULY
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Parts of speech is the traditional term which is used for the major word classes
that are grammatically distinguished in a language. Thus, parts of speech in every
language gain a meaning through their relationships with the other elements; they share
certain syntactic, morphological and semantic properties. All languages make distinctions
between the word classes. There are rather striking differences between languages about
the kind and the number of parts of speech distinctions. Nouns and verbs are considered
as the major elements, but in order to produce clear expressions, nouns make use of
adjectives and verbs make use of adverbs (Schachter 1985, Emonds 1987, Wunderlich
1996, Whaley 1997). Conjunctions and adpositions-prepositions and postpositions- are
words that connect words, phrases or clauses. An adposition is a word that indicates a
relation between the noun/pronoun it governs and another word which may be a verb, an
adjective or another noun/pronoun.

The term adposition is used to cover both preposition and postposition. Every
language has either prepositions that are placed at the beginning of NPs, or postpositions
that are placed at the end. Greenberg (1963:62) has claimed that verb-initial languages are
always prepositional while verb-final languages are almost always postpositional. Like
case markers, adpositions help to indicate the role that their noun phrases play in the
sentence. It is not always easy to distinguish adpositions from case markers, but generally
the term case markers is used for relatively small sets of markers, often for those that are
attached firmly to their nouns/pronouns as affixes, and that indicate major roles in the

sentence such as subject and object.



Problems of the study
All languages have a lexical exponent of expressing purpose and reason/cause.
These notions are generally reflected by embedded clauses. Purpose and Reason Clauses
constructed by postpositions are common forms of adverbial modification. They have
various properties that are not accounted for in the traditional studies. In this study, our
aim is to analyse the postpositions denoting purpose and reason/cause and answer the
questions below:
i) What are the major syntactic features of postpositional Purpose and
Reason Clauses in Turkish?
it) What are the major semantic features of postpositional Purpose and
Reason Clauses in Turkish?
While trying to explain these points, we will also discuss other structures

denoting purpose and reason/cause in Turkish.

Hypothesis
Our hypothesis is that postpositions which are in the scope of embedded
Purpose and Reason Clauses and their matrix clauses have both syntactic and semantic

constraints.

The purpose of this study
Our aim is to clarify the ambiguities about the classification and the functions
of these constructions and provide a detailed formal account of several aspects of Purpose

and Reason Clauses that have not received due attention. We try to make a syntactic and



semantic analysis. Thus, it would be possible to contribute the modern studies that are

trying to describe Turkish grammar.

Data Collection

As for the data this study is based on, not only native speaker production but
also a wide variety of electronic texts were scanned. The data collection comprises
spontaneous native speaker speech- naturally occurring data, short stories, documentary

texts, newspapers and magazines.

Limitations

Since this study aims to give a detailed account of the ambiguities about the
classification and the functions of these constructions, we are specifically focused on
common postpositions that are used to express purpose and reason/cause. Non-literal

interpretations of the statements are disregarded.

Organization of the study

Chapter I gives an overall background of the studies done on parts of speech
both by traditional and modern grammarians.

Chapter II deals with the classification and representation of Purpose and
Reason Clauses in terms of syntactic issues. Syntactic representation by tree diagrams and
constraints in terms of syntax are all dealt with in this chapter.

Chapter HI focuses on the interpretation of common postpositions used in these
constructions. In the analysis, semantic issues are discussed.

Conclusion summarises the whole study and remarks the basic findings.



CHAPTER L REVIEW of LITERATURE

The English grammarian Sweet (1891, cited in Palmer 1976: 32) draws a
distinction between words as full words and form words. He claims that full words are the
words that we would expect to find their meanings in a dictionary. Form words only have
grammatical meaning. Such meaning cannot be stated in isolation but only in relation to
other words.

Prepositions have been treated in different ways in linguistic studies. Klima
(1965) realizes that prepositions are more than markers on NPs and suggests that many
adverbs can be identified as intransitive prepositions; Becker & Arms (1969) reduce
prepositions to a subclass of the category ‘verb’; Postal (1971) treats them as realizations
of features on NPs. “People seem never to have taken prepositions seriously. They deny
that the category preposition has any real intrinsic syntactic interest other than as an
annoying little surface peculiarity.” With these words, Jackendoff (1973:345) reflects the
attitude towards this word class prevailing in the early generative grammar literature and
stemming from the view of prepositions in traditional grammar as appendages to nouns or
pronouns. Fillmore (1986) sees prepositions as case markers. Emonds (1987) analyzes the
traditional particles of verb-particle combinations as intransitive prepositions.

While describing a language we have to point out what generalizations can be
made about parts of speech systems. As Schachter (1985:3) proposes we should try to

answer questions such as;

i) Which parts of speech distinctions are universal and which language-specific?

ii) What are the ways in which languages that lack a particular part of speech
express the semantic equivalent?

iit) What relations are there between the parts of speech system of a language and the
language’s other typological characteristics?



Most of parts of speech classifications are grammatical, not semantic. Semantic
classification may fail to provide an adequate basis for the applicability of the word class.
Grammatical properties of a word include the word’s distribution within a sentence, its
range of syntactic functions and the morphological or syntactic categories for which it is
specifiable.

All languages make a distinction between open and closed parts of speech
classes. Robins (1964, cited in Schachter 1985: 4) describes open classes as those “whose
membership is in principle unlimited, varying from time to time and between one speaker
and another” and closed classes as those that “contain a fixed and usually small number of
member words, which are essentially the same for all the speakers of the language, or the
dialect”. Nouns, verbs, adjectives and adverbs belong to the open classes; pronouns and
conjunctions belong to the closed classes.

Closed word classes are pronouns/other proforms, noun adjuncts, verb adjuncts,
conjunctions and other closed classes. Languages differ in the number and type of closed
class distinctions. The word classes in this group cannot normally be extended by the
creation of additional members. In some languages coordinating conjunctions form
structural units with the conjuncts they precede. Thus, they can be characterized as
prepositional. In some languages they can be characterized as postpositional, since they
form structural units with the conjuncts they follow. This character of the coordinating
conjunctions is quite systematically associated with the language’s general word order
characteristics: non-verb-final languages generally have the prepositional type of
conjunctions, verb-final languages the postpositional type.

Emonds (1987) comments on the traditional definitions of the lexical

categories, and suggests that they are vague, defective and inadequate. The traditional



definitions suggest no principled distinction between the open classes and closed classes.
Almost any preposition should qualify as a conjunction; certain locational adverbs and
prepositions have much in common, as do certain subordinating conjunctions and
prepositions, and many of the limiting adjectives and pronouns. Curme (1935 cited in

Emonds 1987: 4) gives the following definitions:

A noun is a word as the name of a living being or a lifeless thing. 4 verb is that part
of speech that predicates, assists in predications, asks a question, or expresses a
command. 4n interjection is an outcry to express emotion. A pronoun is a word used
instead of a noun. An adjective is a word that modifies a noun or a pronoun. An
adverb is a word that modifics a verb, an adjective, or another adverb. A preposition is
a word that indicates a relation between the noun or pronoun it governs and another
word which may be a verb, an adjective, or another noun or pronoun. A conjunction is

a word that joins together sentences or parts of a sentence.

In traditional studies, preposition is the lexical category ascribed the role of
‘introducing’ noun phrases. In generative grammar, a number of studies show that this
lexical category has a more pervasive and more central role to play. P is accepted as a
fourth ‘head of phrase’ category because its members can co-occur with certain typical
members of a ‘specifier’ category SP (P). There are four lexical categories X°, X=N, A,
V, or P. These categories are heads of corresponding XP phrases and are paired with four
corresponding ‘specifier’ categories, SP (N), SP (A), SP (V) and SP (P). SP (N) can
always express quantification and deixis, SP (A) can always express degree, SP (V) can
always express verbal time and aspect, and SP (P) serves as an intensifier.

Wunderlich (1996) studies on lexical categories and tries to clarify the
conceptual base of grammatical categories. For him the lexical items of a language are
divided into two categories: major and functional. In addition conjunctions may form a

minor category. The lexical items in major and functional categories may occur either as



free or bound. The distinction between these two categories is observed in their

occurrence as derivational or inflectional affixes.

free bound
a. Major categories N,V, AP derivational affixes
b. Functional categories D, C, Aux inflectional affixes
c¢. Minor categories Conj Conj

Table 1: The lexical inventory (Wunderlich 1996: 3)

In Turkish, parts of speech are classified as nouns, adjectives, adverbs,
pronouns, postpositions, conjunctions and verbs. However, the traditional studies are
inadequate to define these words and their qualifications clearly. Traditional grammar is
deficient in this respect because parts of speech are only described without a principle and
a systematic study was not fulfilled. They just make classification of particular examples
to the stage of formulation, but do not express many of the basic regularities of the
language. These studies are mostly based on functional- notional criteria rather than
morpho-syntactic behaviour. They provide a list of exceptions, paradigms and examples
of regular constructions; however, they do not examine the question of how the reader of
the grammar uses such information to attain the knowledge used to form and interpret
new expressions.

Postpositions, which are the subject of this study, have been treated in different
ways in such studies. Not only the term itself but also the functions of postpositions are a
matter of implicit explanations by traditional grammarians. Postpositions are named as
ilgicler (Deny, 1943), ilgecler (Gencan, 1975), son ¢ekim edatlar: (Ergin, 1983), edatlar
(Ediskun, 1985), takiar (Banguoglu, 1990), cekim edatlar: (Hacieminoglu, 1992) and
finally again as ilgecler (Aksan 1998). Although these studies give roughly similar
definitions for the term, it is hardly possible to find a completely detailed explanation for

the classification and functions of postpositions. Separately, some of these works discuss



the meaning of postpositions, some discuss their function, some reflect their form, some
mention their use, whereas some only examplify the objects that they can take as
complements. Most traditional grammarians define postpositions as “meaningless words”.
A linguist cannot accept such a definition because there is no meaningless word in a
language; every word has a value of its own in a variety of concepts. A sentence may be
formed by a number of constituents with no lexical meaning- function words.
Postpositions belong to the functional category in a language; thus, we may possibly call
them as contentless constituents. They are words forming a semantic relation between
words, phrases or clauses, and they always follow the words they are related to. Thus,
most postpositions assign a case to their complements and the choice of case is
determined by the semantics of the postposition.

As Lewis (1975: 85) mentions the functions of some English prepositions are
performed by the case suffixes in Turkish. He classifies postpositions into two:

i) Genuine /Primary Postpositions
ii) Secondary Postpositions
Genuine postpositions- he calls them as “primary postpositions”- cannot be

stranded because they do not carry any agreement with their argument. However, it is
possible to strand “secondary postpositions”. These are actually nouns which are used as
postpositions; they do not assign any case to their respective arguments and either are
themselves assigned case by the verbal predicate of the sentence or carry an inherent case
in contrast to genuine postpositions, which cannot be case marked. The first type ranges
over a variety of meanings; the second type is locational.

Underhill (1976: 157) states that English has prepositions preceding the noun
to which they refer whereas Turkish has postpositions following the noun. Banguoglu

(1990: 386) calls this term as fakz and defines a postposition as a word that follows nouns
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and combines them with other elements within the sentence. He states that as a form they
are words, but they function as case markers and show the relation between two concepts.

Hacieminoglu (1992:1) states that functionally postpositions are like case-
suffixes. He does not acknowledge the words, which take suffixes as postpositions, but
calls them as nouns. Postpositions are generally written as a separate unit from the noun it
is related. They constitute adverb or adjective phrases with the nouns they are related to.
In fact, he does not accept the term postposition with regard to the fact that there are no
prepositions in Turkish.

Ediskun (1992: 284) and Bozkurt (1995:131) state that postpositions do not
have a meaning by themselves, a postposition forms a phrase with the word(s) that it
follows. They define postpositions as words forming a semantic relation between phrases.
Bozkurt (1995: 132) claims that postpositions may convert the function of the word(s)
they are related to. He states that although postpositions are independent morphemes, they
function as an affix and may be used as an adverb (belirtec) or attributive adjective (szfar).

Gencan (1979: 433), Hengirmen (1995: 168), Aksan (1998: 97) and Atabay
(1998:137) point out that the main function of postpositions is to bridge a semantic
relation among concepts. Hengirmen (1995: 171) states that postpositions do not take
case, possessive agreement or plural suffixes. Those that take these suffixes are all nouns.

As Komfilt (1997:210) states, in terms of systematic properties, postpositions
are relatively easy to diagnose because they are independent morphemes that assign case
to their nominal complement. She studies postpositions in two classes:

i) Postpositions that do not bear agreement morphology with their objects.
ii) Postpositions that do exhibit agreement morphology with their objects.
The first group consists of postpositipns that assign a variety of cases to their

objects or that co-occur with objects not overtly marked. They do not agree for any
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grammatical category with the nouns they govern. The choice of case is determined by
the semantics of the postposition.

All of these definitions focus on the fact that prepositions come before the
words or phrases they refer to whereas postpositions follow the words or phrases they
refer to. This is only a syntactic distinction. They actually have no difference in function.
Semantically there are a number of relations expressed by prepositions or postpositions,
such as space, time, topic, purpose, similarity, etc. As for the classification of
postpositions, except Banguoglu (1990: 386) who has his own terminology; most of the
traditional Turkish grammarians classify postpositions according to their function as
follows:

i) Bare postpositions
i) Postpositions that assign the nominative
iii) Postpositions that assign the dative
iv)  Postpositions that assign the ablative
Csato and Johanson (1998) also distinguish these four types of postpositional

phrases, which consist of a nominal phrase determined by case marking properties.
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CHAPTER IL SYNTACTIC REPRESENTATION of PURPOSE and REASON
CLAUSES
IL 1. Syntactic Description of Purpose and Reason Clauses

Syntactic rules in a grammar have two tasks to fulfil: they must (1) specify
which sequences of words form grammatical sentences in a language, and (2) specify the
internal syntactic structure of such sentences. The basic principle of Theory of Language
holding for all grammars of natural languages states that all grammatical rules are
structure-dependent (Radford, 1988). Sentences are not just composed of sequences of
words but they are composed of phrases. Although most languages have the same lexical
categories, the precise rules for sentence formation may differ. Each lexical category
occurs in certain positions in the sentence; we cannot replace the words randomly in any
position without regarding to their lexical category. All languages have simple sentences,
which are consisting of a verb and associated noun phrases (NPs). We can identify an NP
as an argument if it is assigned a case. As Chomsky (1986) states in Case Filter, every
phonetically realized NP must be assigned Case. All NPs are assigned Case- either
structurally or inherently- by Case assigners. Word order and verb agreement markers
help to indicate the role of the NPs, which are sometimes marked by either case markers
or adpositions, which cover both prepositions and postpositions. Just like case markers,
adpositions help to specify the role that their NPs play in the sentence.

The traditional misconception about prepositions is that nouns and pronouns
are the only categories that prepositions can combine with. First of all, it is appropriate to
say that they can be complemented by NPs, bare nouns and pronouns as well as more
complex expressions where a noun is combined with an adjective and a determiner.

Second, NP is not the only category that can complement adpositions. The analysis that
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PPs invariably take the form P-NP is not adequate to explain PPs. The base rule for PP
should be altered by the addition of parenthesis: PP— P (NP).

Both in traditional and modern studies postpositions are typically defined as
particles or words occurring after a noun to indicate its grammatical role in a sentence.
Since Turkish is an agglutinative language, it mostly uses suffixes. The basic word order
in Turkish is the SOV. This is a fixed order in a sentence where the NPs do not have a
case-marking and thus there are no clues to distinguish between the grammatical roles of
NPs.

Postpositions cannot constitute a phrase by themselves but in complex
sentences, they can occur with clausal complements; these can be either nominalized or
tensed NPs that have the case suffixes required by the postposition itself. Complex
sentences are made up of one or two independent clauses and one or more dependent
clauses. In complex sentences, postpositions constitute phrases with the nouns they are
related to, or function as modifiers in the VP, telling us more about the action denoted by
the verb. In Turkish one of the verbal noun formations involves postpositions. In these
constructions, a postposition combines with a particular non-finite verbal form. These
combinations are used adverbially, they acquire the function of different adverbial clauses
headed by postpositions. That is to say, although structurally these postpositional phrases
are nominal, they would be introduced as adverbial constructions on functional grounds.
Adverbial clauses are employed to provide the situational context for the event or state
described in a matrix clause. Syntactically, adverbials are not obligatory in any
construction. They are required by pragmatic and discourse-related reasons. Therefore we
can regard postpositional clauses as optional constituents that are not syntactically

required by the verb in any way. As Whaley (1997), Radford (1988) and Uzun (2000)
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state, postpositions are placed as modifiers of NPs or VPs and thus accepted as adjunct
clauses in these positions.

The main pattern of subordination involves nominalized clauses in Turkish.
These nominalized clauses may function as prepositional complements (Kortmann
1991:13). Within these clausal constructions, subject or object complements are
expressed by nominalizations, verbal nouns and infinitival constructions. The verb of the
embedded sentence is marked with the infinitive suffix -mAK in infinitival clauses; with —
mA (the action nominal) in verbal noun constructions, and with —DIK (the factive
nominal) in nominalizations. As Erguvanh (1979) indicates, complex nominal forms-
infinitival constructions, verbal nouns or nominalizations- may have postpositions
following them.

Each NP has its syntactic place in the sentence, and each also expresses a
semantic role. The complex nominal forms (-mAK, -mA, -DIK) preceded by some
postpositions denote purpose and reason/cause. In Turkish icin, iizere, diye, —den
dolayvotirii and yiiziinden are the postpositions that are used to express purpose or
reason/cause in these nominalized constructions. Traditional grammarians Hacieminoglu
(1992), Gencan (1975), Ergin (1983), Ediskun (1985), Ko¢ (1990) and also modern
studies, Ozsoy and Taylan (1998), Ozsoy (1999) discuss these postpositions in groups as
denoting purpose and reason. As Schaaik (2001: 23) explains, in Turkish reason and
cause are expressed in similar ways; both morphologically or syntactically, there is not a
clear-cut difference between several types of embedded clauses- cause and effect, reason
and consequence- which convey basic similarities of relationship. We will use the terms

Purpose Clause and Reason Clause as the superordinate terms in our discussion.
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IL. 2. Syntactic Features of Purpose and Reason Clauses
IL 2. 1. Purpose Clauses
In Turkish, nominalized clauses are similar to finite clauses from the point of
view of internal structure. Although their syntactic properties are nearly parallel, they
assign different morphological markers. The constructions expressing purpose presented
in this study are classified as nominalized clauses that are the complements of
postpositions. Purpose can be expressed by the postpositions igin and idizere in
nominalised clauses:
-mAK:
(1) a. Ogrenciler [[konferansa gitmek] igin] izin istediler.
b. Ogrenciler [[konferansa gitmek] iizere] izin istediler.
*c. Ogrenciler [[konferansa gitmek] diye] izin istediler.
‘The students asked for permission to go to the conference.’
-mA:
(2) a. Geng kiz [[arkadagimin eglenmesi] i¢in] parti diizenliyor.
*b. Geng kiz [[arkadaginin eBlenmesi] tizere] parti diizenliyor.
*c. Geng kiz [[arkadaginin eglenmesi] diye] parti diizenliyor.
‘The young girl is arranging a party so that her friend would enjoy
himself.’
-DIK:
(3) a. [[Ofkeye kapildigim] iin] giinahim affet Tanrm.
*b. [[Ofkeye kapildigim] iizere] giinahim affet Tanrim.
*c. [[Ofkeye kapildigim] diye] giinahim affet Tanrim.

‘Lord, please forgive me for being infuriated.’
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Purpose Clauses can also be expressed with the optative modality marker, but
in that structure the postposition diye is used:
Optative:
(4) *a. Annem [[ben uyuyayim] i¢in] lambay1 sondiirdii.
*b. Annem [[ben uyuyayim] iizere] lambay: sondiirdii.
c. Annem [[ben uyuyayim] diye] lambay: sondiirdii.
‘My mother turned off the light so that I would sleep.’

Apart from these structures, traditional grammarians mention that —mAs1 icin
structure with the third person (singular and plural) imperative suffix —sIn(lAr) may be
used to express purpose. Lewis (1967) follows this usage and claims that it is an
uncommon method of expressing purpose:

(5) Bu gémlegi ona giysin i¢in verdim. = giysin diye (Lewis, 1967:139)

‘I gave this shirt to him so that he would put it on.’

Gencan (1975) and Ediskun (1985) state that icin expressing purpose cannot be
used with inflected verbs but it has a synonym with the —mAsi i¢cin structure with the third
person (singular and plural) imperative suffix —sIn(lAr):

(6) a) O dergiyi [Sevim’e okusun igin] verdim. = okumas: igin (Gencan, 1975:

398)
‘I gave the issue to Sevim so that she would read it.’
b) Ben, ona bu kitabi okusun i¢in vermigtim. = okumas: igin  (Ediskun,
1985: 295)
‘T had given him the book so that he would read it.’
All of the structures above specify purpose, yet there are some restrictions: —

mAK igin/iizere can express purpose (la/b), whereas —mAK diye (1c¢) is an unacceptable
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construction. —mAsl igin constructs a grammatical sentence (2a), but —mAs! iizere/diye
structures are ungrammatical (2b/c). The factive nominal cannot be used to express
purpose. In (3) only —DIK igin structure (3a) is grammatical but it does not express
purpose, it expresses reason. —DIK iizere/diye form ungrammatical sentences. In the
sentences with the oprative- expressing a wish for something to come about- and the
person marker (4a/b/c), only diye construction is acceptable (4c) while igin and iizere
constructions cannot be (4a/b). While studying these sentences, we realized that purpose
and reason overlap in most cases. It should be noted that in purpose clauses an inherent
idea of reason occurs automatically but not vice versa. We will discuss this point in the
following chapter.

With regard to the syntactic points, we can list structures denoting unmarked
purpose as follows:
(7) a. -mAK igin/iizere

b. —mA-sl icin
c. —A diye
As it is represented above, Purpose Clauses are used attributively. To give an
overall syntactic analysis of these constructions, we cannot disregard their predicative
use. Distinct from the common use of language there is also an inclination to produce
sentences where these constructions are used predicatively. Postpositions may be
combined with some predicational operators; the postposition igin is the most productive
one in this sense. Yet, they only select restricted type of markers.
(8) a. Tum bunlar sizinle arkadas olabilmek igindi.

‘All these were to be able to make friends with you.’
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b. Sabirh goriinmesi odiilii kazanmak iginmis.
‘His looking patient was to be able to win the prize.’
c. Dil iletigim icindir.
‘Language is for communication.’
d. Sag kolumun kesilmesi bir kursun yiiziindendir.

‘My arm being cut is because of a bullet.

IL. 2. 2. Reason Clauses
Embedded clauses denoting reason/cause can be expressed by the postpositions
igin, diye, —den dolayv/otiirii and yiiziinden in different constructions, with -DIK (the
factive nominal); with some tense/aspect suffixes: -(3)AcAK (the factive nominalizer
expressing future); -DI (past tense suffix); -mls (reported past suffix); -fyor (progressive
suffix) and the aorist —Ar. Dolay: and yiiziinden can also take nominal complements:
-DIK:
(9)a. [[Ofkeye kapildigim] icin] giinalumu affet Tannm.
b. [Ofkeye kapiidigim]-dan dolayi] giinahim affet Tanrim.
c. [[Ofkem]-den dolay1] giinahim affet Tanrim.
*d. [[Ofkeye kapildigim] diye] giinahim affet Tanrim.
*e. [[Ofkeye kapildigim] yiiziinden] giinahim affet Tanrim.
‘Lord, please forgive me for being infuriated.’
-())AcAK.
(10) *a. [[Yeni isine baglayacak] igin} heyecanlydi.
b. [[Yeni igine baglayacagi] i¢in] heyecanliydi.

c. [[Yeni igine baglayacak] diye] heyecanliyd:.
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*d. [[Yeni igine baglayacagi] diye] heyecanhyd:.

e. [ Yeni igine baglayacagi]}-ndan dolay1] heyecanliydi.

f. [[Yeni igi]-nden dolay1] heyecanliydi.

*g. [[Yeni igine baglayacak] ytiziinden] heyecanliyd.

*h. [[Yeni isine baglayacag] yiziinden] heyecanliydi.

‘She was excited due to the fact that she would start her new job.’

It should be noted that the tense/aspect and modality markers on the embedded

verb determine the interpretation of the embedded clause, either as a purpose clause or a
reason clause. In the traditional studies of Turkish, the non-future uses of the factive
nominalizer suffix -(3)4cAK are almost always ignored. As Yavag (1980) points out, -
(y)AcAK does not simply function as a future tense morpheme, but it is also a marker of
different modalities like infention and obligation. Thus, -(y)AcAK diye may form
embedded clauses denoting purpose with regard to its aspectual use. This point will be

further discussed in the following section on example sentences.

-DI
(11) *a. [[Arabay: yikamadim] i¢in] babam kizd:.
b. [[Arabay1 yikamadim] diye] babam kizdi.
*c. [[Arabay1 yikamadim]-dan dolay1] babam kizd:.
*d. [[Arabayr yikamadim] yiiziinden] babam kizd:.
‘My father got angry with me because I did not wash the car.’
-mly:

(12) *a. [[Tatildeyken ¢icekleri solmus] i¢in] tiziildi.
b. [[Tatildeyken ¢icekleri solmusg] diye] iiziildi.

*c. [[Tatildeyken gicekleri solmug]-dan dolay] izildi.
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*d. [[Tatildeyken gigekleri solmus)] yiiziinden] tizildi.

‘She felt sorry about the fact that her flowers had wilted when she was on

holiday.’
-lyor:
(13) *a. [[Guriltii yapiyorlar] i¢in] ¢ok kizdi.

b. [[Guriiltiy yapiyorlar] diye] ¢ok kizdi.

*c. [[Gurilti yapiyorlar]-dan dolay1] ¢ok kizdi.

*d, [[Gurilti yapiyorlar] yiziinden] ¢ok kizdi.

‘She got furious due to the fact that they were making noise.’

(14) *a. [[Polisler ustiimii ararlar] igin] hi¢ disan ¢ikmiyordum.
b. [[Polisler tstiimii ararlar] diye] hi¢ digar gikmiyordum.
*c. [[Polisler Gstumii ararlar]-dan dolay1 ] hi¢ disan ¢ikmiyordum.
*d. [[Polisler iistiimii ararlar] yiiziinden] hi¢ digan gikmiyordum.
‘I never went for fear that the police should ask for a hold up.’
yiiziinden:
(15) *a. [[Her hizmet¢inin hirsiz olimak] yiiziinden] hanimefendini migreni
tutuyor.
*b. [[Her hizmetginin hrsiz oldugu] yizinden] hammefendinin migreni
tutuyor.
c. [[Her hizmetginin hirsiz olmast] yiziinden] hanimefendinin migreni
tutuyor.
‘The lady has migrane attacks due to the fact every servant turns

out to be a thief’
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d.-Kigik iradmmz [[enflasyon] yiiziinden] gitti.
“Our little saving has finished because of the inflation.’
As for these syntactic points, we can list structures expressing reason as
follows:
(16) a. —DIg-1/ -(y)AcAg-I igin
b. —DIg-IndAn dolayi/otiirii; noun+dolayi/Otiirii
c. —DI /-mlg/ —(3)AcAK / -Iyor/ -Ar diye
d. —-mA-sl yiiziinden/ noun + yiiziinden
The postpositions dolay: and otiirii are used interchangeably. We will only
mention the postposition dolay: in the rest of this work. Furthermore, in addition to the
structures proposed in (16c), diye is used with predicative adjectives to express reason
(7.
(17) a. [[Hasta] diye] iki gtindiir okula gelmiyor.
“She has not come to school for two days because she is ill.
b. [[Corba ¢ok tuzlu] diye] icemedim.
‘T could not eat the soup because it was too salty.’
c. [[Gomlegim kirli] diye] kazak giydim.

‘I put on a sweater because my shirt was dirty.’

IL 3. Postpositional Clauses as Optional Constituents

Sentences are structural units having a hierarchical constituent structure. In this
hierarchy, sounds come together to form words, words come together to form the
structural groupings, that is to say, phrases and phrases are grouped into sentences. The

X-Bar Theory distinguishes between lexical categories (N, V, P, A and Adv) and non-
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lexical categories Inflection (Infl.) and Complement (Comp.). Each lexical category is
only allowed to occur in certain positions in the sentence, the words cannot be randomly
placed in any position without regard to their lexical category. As far as complementation
is concerned, postpositions and postpositional phrases are accepted within the major
categories. There are essentially two different levels of categories in language:

i) word-level categories like N, V, P, A, Adv.

ii) phrase-level categories such as NP, VP, PP, AP, AdvP.

In a sentence each constituent belongs to a specific syntactic category. X-bar
syntax has certain requirements: a phrase always contains at least a head as well as other
possible constituents. Turkish is a head-final language, thus heads are always on the right.
The head may be the only constitute forming the phrase. Simply a sentence breaks up into
a Noun Phrase (NP) and a Verb Phrase (VP):

(18)a. S > NP VP
b.
NP VP

Since PP functions in the same way an adverb or adverbial phrase functions in
a sentence, it is an optional constituent of a VP. This can be indicated by the Phrase
Structure Rule as follows:

(19)a. VP — AP/NP (PP) V

b. S
NP/\VP
RN
AP/NP PPV

The Phrase Structure Rule for a PP is simply:
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(20)a.PP—>NP P
b. PP
NP/ \P
In Turkish postpositions are limited and cannot constitute a phrase by
themselves. The PP should have a complement. To represent the PP in a labeled tree-

diagram we can expand the (19b) as follows:

21 S\
NT’/
i

ot N

NP P
In complex sentences, postpositions constitute phrases with the nouns they are
related to, or function as modifiers in the VP, telling us more about the action denoted by
the verb. These combinations are used adverbially, they acquire the function of different
adverbial clauses headed by postpositions because adverbializers mark clauses as having
some adverbial functions -expression of fime, purpose, result, etc. (Schachter, 1985).
With regard to syntax, adverbials are never obligatory in any construction. Components,
which provide information about time, manner, purpose/reason, place, modality and etc.
of the event or state of affairs expressed in the sentence are referred as adjuncts
(Haegeman and Gueron, 1999). From a syntactic point of view, there are two different
classes of Adverbials with regard to their distributional properties: S-adverbs and VP-
adverbs. May (1985) characterizes PPs as sentential adjuncts, rather than strict
complements to a matrix VP. Adjuncts, such as Purpose Clauses in a VP are frequently
much more complement-like, adding information to the comment-element of the

discourse. As Radford (1988) and Uzun (2000) state, postpositions are placed as
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modifiers of NPs or VPs and thus accepted as adjunct clauses in these positions. Rule (21)
specifies that we can form a clause by taking an NP immediately followed by a VP, which
takes a Verb preceded by an AP or NP immediately followed by a PP taking an NP
preceded by a postposition.

As for Purpose and Reason Clauses expressed with postpositions, if we apply
the definitions above to a phrase marker, we will generate the structure of a complex
sentence as follows:

(22) a. NP[[clause] postposition] VP

b. CpP

/ \
Spec C
— T~
AGRP C’

— T
Spec AGR’
—_— T
1P AGR®

/ \
Spec r
(Subject) — T

Sp/ VP\V’
PP — \\
/ \P

Spec ;
c"/ \r Na
A P v

The tree structure in (22b) can be the blueprint for all the structures we are

IO

I’

trying to analyze in this study.



26

PPs can function as Complements and Adjuncts like other word-level
categories. With the purpose and reason clauses we can draw an important distinction
between Complements and Adjuncts because Complements expand V into V’ whereas
Adjuncts recursively expand V’ into V’, that is to say Adjuncts are sisters and daughters
of V’ (22b). Adjuncts or modifiers combine with the minimal maximal projection V’ to
form a higher maximal projection VP, this attachment is called the adjunction structure
(Haegeman and Gueron, 1999: 139). Adjunction structure allows us to expand an already
existing maximal projection by adding an additional level. PP headed by a postposition
combines with the lowest maximal projection V’ to form the higher maximal projection
VP. This assumes that the PPs in purpose and reason clauses designate adjunct positions.

Purpose Clauses and Reason Clauses both have the kind of properties that are
associated with adverbial elements. Adverbial elements are not generally considered to be
associated with idiosyncratic properties of lexical subcategorization. They are
distinguished, as adjuncts, from elements that are so associated with those lexical items.
Purpose constructions, in general, are not associated with idiosyncratic properties of
lexical items, but rather are more like adjuncts (Jones, 1991). If we took the
purpose/reason constructions away from each of the examples in (23), what we would
have is a perfectly complete and grammatical sentence.

(23) a. Geng kiz [[@ Tirkge 6grenmekligin/iizere] Tiirkiye’ye gelecek.
‘The young girl will come to Turkey to learn Turkish.’
a’. Geng kiz Tirkiye’ye gelecek.
“The young girl will come to Turkey.’
b. (Ben) [[@ Cevap verecek] diye] korktum.

‘I felt afraid for fear that she would answer back. ’



b’. (Ben) Korktum.

‘I felt afraid.’

(24) a. Geng kiz [[@ Turkge 68renmek]igin/iizere] Tiirkiye’ye gelecek.

b. CpP
/ \
Spec C

Spec
| —
Geng kiz VP
Sp( T~y
— “\
PP Vv’
Spec >P’ 4 \,
CcP \P° \
/ \
Spec C
— T~
AGRP C’
/ \
Spec AGR’
— T
P AGR’
/ \
Spec r
(Geng kiz) — T~
VP r
Spec T~V
— T~
X X

Tirkce ogren -mek i¢in Tirkiye’ye gel

27
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(25) a. (Ben) [[ @ Cevap verecek] diye] korktum.
b. Cp

/ \
Spec C

IP AGR®

Cevap ver -cek O

diye

I°
V?
Ve
kork -tu

-m
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IL. 4. Syntactic Constraints in Purpose and Reason Clauses
IL. 4.1. Case Marking in Nominalized Clauses

As it is mentioned before (I.1.), according to Case Filter, every phonetically
realized NP must be assigned Case. Case assigners assign an appropriate case -either
structurally or inherently- to all NPs. The role of the NPs are indicated by the word order
and verb agreement markers. The majority of subordination in Turkish is nominalized
clauses (Kornfilt, 1997). If an embedded clause is an argument of a matrix verb, it
requires the case marking appropriate for that argument. While both the factive
nominalization (-DIK) and action nominalization (-mA) are followed by agreement,
infinitival (-mAK) lacks agreement marking. The nominalized subordinate clauses
precede the postposition and bear the case marking assigned by the respective
postposition. Sezer (1991:37) mentions that in Turkish AGR under INFL, transitive verbs
and some postpositions assign structural case. Thus, Turkish postpositions like the
prepositions of many other languages assign case and require a certain case-suffix on the
nouns or the nominal complements that precede (Lewis 1967, Underhill 1976, Komfilt

1997, Ozsoy 1999).

IL 4. 1. 1. Case Marking inside Purpose Clauses
In expressing purpose, the commonest type of clause is non-finite type. When
we analyze the sentences represented syntactically in section 1.2, we realize that only
some of them are grammatically accepted. That is because there are some constraints
related to postpositions’ assigning case in these constructions.
(26) a. Ogrenciler; [[ (6grenciler;) konferansa gitmek] icin] izin istediler.

‘The students asked for permission to go to the conference.’
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b. Ogrenciler; [[ (6grenciler;) konferansa gitmek] iizere] izin istediler.
*c. Ogrenciler; [[ (6grenciler;-i/ -¢/ -de/ -den/ -in) konferansa gitmek] igin/
lizere] izin istediler.
d) Biz [[ (biz) konferansa gitmek] igin] izin istedik.
e) Biz [[ (biz) konferansa gitmek] Gizere] izin istedik.
*f) Biz [[ (biz-V/ -e/ -de/ -den/ -im) konferansa gitmek] i¢in/ tizere] izin
istedik.

Postpositions i¢cin and iizere are used with the —mAK nominalization to express
purpose. The subject of a nominalized clause is always in the nominative when the -mAK
nominalization is used with a postposition. When igin and iizere govern a noun
phrase/nominalization, they assign no overt case to their subject no matter if it is a lexical
noun or a pronoun (26a, b, d, e). The other case suffixes are not required (26c, f).

(27) a. Geng kiz [[arkadaginin eglenmesi] igin] parti diizenliyor.
“The young girl is arranging a party so that her friend would enjoy
himself.’
b. Geng kiz [[benim eglenmem] i¢in] parti diizenliyor.
“The young girl is arranging a party so that I would enjoy myself’
*c. Geng kiz [[arkadag/ -1/ -a/ -da/ -dan eBlenmesi] igin] parti diizenliyor.
*d. Geng kiz [[bana/ ben/ -i/ -de/ -den eglenmem] igin] parti diizenliyor.
e. Gen¢ kiz [[benim eZlenmem)/ [bizim eglenmemiz]/[¢ocuklarin/
eglenmeleri] igin] parti dizenliyor.

The postposition icin can also be used with the verbal noun construction —mA

to denote purpose. The -mA-sl icin structure requires the genitive case in the subject of

the purpose clause. The genitive marking of the subject in an embedded clause is in fact a
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property of adverbial clauses with -mA nominalized clause. Underhill (1976:311) claims
that -mA, sometimes called the short infinitive, is the form of the infinitive used when a
possessive suffix follows. The subject is explicitly expressed, a full lexical noun or a
personal pronoun may be used in the subject position; the verb of the purpose clause is
inflected with the possessive suffix (27a, b). As represented in (27c, d), the other case
markers form ungrammatical sentences. The genitive suffix agrees with its subject in
person (27¢).
(28) a. Annem [[ben uyuyayim] diye] lambay1 sondiirdi.
‘My mother turned off the light so that I would sleep.’
b. Annem [[kardegim uyusun] diye] lambay1 sondirdii.

‘My mother turned off the light so that my brother would sleep.’

*c. Annem [[bana/ben-i/ -de/ -den/ -im uyuyayim] diye] lambay1 séndiirdii.

*d. Annem [[kardesim-i/ -e/ -de/ -den/ -in uyusun] diye] lambay1 séndiirdii.

To express purpose we can also use diye. In this structure, diye requires the
nominative case to its subject in the embedded clause while the verb is marked with the
optative suffix and the appropriate person marker (28a, b). The subject of the embedded
purpose clause, which may be in the nominal or pronominal form, cannot be suffixed with

the other case markers (28¢, d).

IL 4. 1. 2. Case Marking inside Reason Clauses

As with the purpose clauses, there are also some constraints related to
postpositions’ assigning case in reason clauses.

(29) a. [[ (Ben) Ofkeye kapildigim] igin] giinalhum: affet Tannm.

‘Lord, please forgive me for being infuriated.’
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b. Annesi [[(Sedat) yeni isine baglayacag] igin] heyecanhydi.
‘His mother was excited because Sedat would start work.’
c. [[ (Cocuklar) Ofkeye kapildiklan] igin] giinahlarini affet Tanrim,
d. (Biz) [[(Cocuklar) Yeni iglerine baglayacaklar] i¢in] heyecanlydik.
*e. [[(Bana/ Ben-/ -de/ -den/ -im) Ofkeye kapildigim] igin] giinahim affet
Tanrm.
*f. Annesi [[ (Sedat-/ -a/ -da/ -dan/ -m))Yeni igine baglayacagi] igin]
heyecanlydi.
*g [[ (Cocuklar-1/ -a/ -da/ -dan/ -in) Ofkeye kapildiklari] igin] giinahlarini
affet Tanrim.
*h. (Biz) [[(Cocuklar-/ -a/ -da/ -dan/ -mn) Yeni iglerine baglayacaklari]
i¢in] heyecanlydik.

The factive nominal —DIK, when used with the postposition icin, expresses
reason/cause. —DIK has no overt case marking, differing from adverbial clauses with —mA
and from nominalized clauses that are complements of verbs. Syntactically, —-DIK is
always followed by an agreement morpheme, and agreement suffixes follow the tense
suffixes. —Dig-I igin (29a) and -(3)AcAg-I igin (29b) structures require the nominative
case to their subjects in the embedded reason clause, the verbs of the embedded clauses
are marked with the possessive suffix agreeing with its subject in person (29a, b, c,d). The
subjects marked with the other case suffixes are not acceptable (29, f, g, h).

(30) a. [[(Ben) Ofkeye kapildigim]-dan dolayi] giinahim affet Tanrim.

b. [[(Cocuklar) Ofkeye kapildiklan]-ndan dolay1] giinahlarm affet

Tannm.

c. Annesi [[ (Sedat)yeni igine baglayacagi]-ndan dolayi] heyecanlydi.
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d. [[ (Onlar)Yeni islerine baslayacaklan]-ndan dolayi] heyecanhydilar.
*e. [[(Bana/Ben-i/ -de/ -den/ -im) Ofkeye kapildigim]-dan dolay1] giinahimi
affet Tanrim.
*f [[ (Cocuklar-i/ -a/ -da/ -dan/ -in) Ofkeye kapildiklari]-ndan dolayi]
guinahlanim affet Tanrim.
*g. [[ (Sedat-V -a/ -da/ -dan/ -n)Yeni igine baglayacagi]-ndan dolayi]
heyecanhyd:.
*h. [[ (Onlar- -a/ -da/ -dan/ -m)Yeni iglerine baglayacaklan}-ndan dolayi]
heyecanliydilar.

To denote reason/cause, the postposition dolay: assigns the ablative case to the
nominalization it follows. The structures —Dig-IndAn dolay: (30a, b) and -(y)AcAg-IndAn
dolay: (30c, d) require the nominative case to their subjects in the reason clause and the
verbs of these clauses are marked with the possessive suffix agreeing with the subject in
person (30a, b, ¢, d). The examples illustrating the other case assignments to the subjects
of the embedded sentences -both in the full lexical from or in pronominalization- are
instances of ungrammatical structures (30e, f, g, h). Although the example sentences (30a,
b, ¢, d) are all acceptable, from the semantic point of view, dolayr when takes noun
complements sounds more grammatical (30’a, b, c, d):

(30°) a. [[Ozel bir sorun]-dan dolay1] donemeyecegini diisiindiik.
‘We thought you wouldn’t be able to come back because of a personal
problem.’
b. [[Bu mutlulugun niteligin]-den dolay1] yaptigim hersey affedilecek.
‘Due to the property of this happiness, everything I h;we done will be

forgiven.’
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c. [[Deneyim eksikligin]-den dolay1] hata yapiyordu.
‘She was making mistakes because of the lack of experience.’
d. [[Yagmur]-dan dolay1] disan ¢ikamadik.
‘“We could not go out due to the rain.’
(31) a. [[( O) / (Sedat) Yeni igine baglayacak] diye] heyecanliydi.
‘Sedat was excited due to the fact that he would start his new job.’
b. [[ (Ben) Arabay: yikamadim] diye] babam kizdi.
‘My father got angry with me because I did not wash the car.’
c. [[(O/ Serpil) Tatildeyken gigekleri solmus] diye] tiziildii.
‘She felt sorry about the fact that her flowers had wilted when she was
on holida'y. .
d. [[(Onlar/ Ogrenciler) Giriiltii yapiyorlar] diye] ok kizd.
“‘She got furious due to the fact that they were making noise.’
e. [[Sunlar/ Polisler Gistimii ararlar] diye] hi¢ disan ¢ikmiyordum.
‘I never went out for fear that the police would ask for a hold up.’
*f. [[( O-nuw/ -na/ -da/ -dan/ -nun) (Sedat-V/ -a/ -da/ -dan/ -in) Yeni igine
baglayacak] diye] heyecanliyd:.
*g [[ (Bana/Ben-i/ -de/ -den/ -im ) Arabayi yikamadim] diye] babam
kizd,
*h. [[( O-nw/ -na/ -da/ -dan/ -nun) /(Serpil-i/ -e/ -de/ -den/ -in ) Tatildeyken
¢icekleri solmug] diye] zildi.
*i. [[(Onlar-v -a/ -da/ -dan/ -in /Ogrenciler-i/ -e/ -de/ -den/ -in) Giiriiltii

yapiyorlar] diye] ¢ok kizdh.
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*]. [[Sunlar-/ -a/ -da/ -dan/ -/ Polisler-i/ -e/ -de/ -den/ -in uistiimii ararlar]
diye] hi¢ digan gikmyordum.

While expressing reason/cause, the verb of the diye clause is marked with the
tense/aspect and person suffixes of the matrix clause. As syntactic restrictions require,
tense/aspect suffixes are followed by the agreement suffixes. The embedded clause
subjects, either in lexical noun or pronoun forms, are in the nominative (31a, b, ¢, d, €).
Corresponding structures marked with the other case suffixes are ungrammatical (31f, g,
h, i, j).

(32) a. [[(Onun)/ (Her hizmetginin) hirsiz olmasi] yiiziinden] hanimefendinin

migreni tutuyor.

“The lady has migrane attacks due to the fact that every servant turns out to
be a thief’

b. Kiigtik iradimz{[ enflasyon/ Maliye Bakani] yiiziinden] gitti.

‘Our little saving has finished due to the inflation/ Minister of Finance.’

c. Kiigiik iradimiz[[ onun ] yuziinden] gitti.

“Our little saving has finished due to it/ him.’

2d. Kugiik iradimiz[{enflasyonun/ Maliye Bakamnin] yiiziinden] gitti.

*e. [[(O/ -nu/ -na/ -da/ -dan)/ (Her hizmetgi / -yi/ -ye/ -de/ -den) hirsiz
olmasi] yiiziinden] hammefendinin migreni tutuyor.

*f. Kuigik iradimiz[[ o/ -nw/ -na/ -da/ -dan ] yiiziinden] gitti.

yiiziinden is an inflected noun that is used postpositionally. Underhill (1985:
248) states that some nouns may be used in postpositional constructions; in this case,
these constructions acquire an idiomatic meaning different from their normal meaning

when used as nouns. yiiziinden means because of as a postposition. It can take the action
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nominal —mA, a lexical noun or a pronoun as an object to express reason/cause. Yet it
requires different properties in each case. With the —m4 nominalization, the subject of the
reason clause is inflected with the genitive suffix and the verb of this clause is inflected
with the possessive marker (32a). When yiiziinden is used with a fully lexical noun, it
assigns no overt case whereas it requires the genitive marker with a pronoun (32b/c).
Lewis (1967: 93) claims that the noun this postposition follows is never in the genitive.
However, contrary to what is claimed by Lewis, Kornfilt (1997: 426) states that there is a
period of transition in which the lexical noun can also be marked with the genitive case
suffix. Thus, within the synchronic studies, (32d) can be acceptable. On the other hand,

all the other suffixations are ungrammatical (32e/f).

IL. 4. 2. Control Structure in Embedded Clauses

The subject requirement demands that every sentence must have a subject.
However, there are clauses with empty subjects- where this position is filled by a non-
overt element. Haegeman and Gueron (1999:511) propose that non-overt elements are
subjects to the Empty Category Principle.

(33) Empty Category Principle (EPC):

Non-overt elements must be identified.

In a language there are two basic types of empty categories; the first one is
traces that are created by movement, and the second one is base-generated empty
categories. A base-generated empty category may be illustrated by either pro or PRO. The
non-overt subject of a finite clause is pro and it is identified by AGR. PRO is the non-
overt subject of a non-finite clause. That is to say PRO is an empty pronominal NP

Subject, which is controlled by the matrix clause subject.
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Bresnan (1982: 347, cited in Erguvanh 1996: 47) defines the phenomenon of
control as a relation of referential dependence between an unexpressed subject
(controlled) and an (un)expressed constituent (controller). Subjects are controlled
elements and only non-finite clauses have controlled subjects. The problem is how to
determine the controller, especially in situations where there is more than one constituent
for the controller. In some cases, the subject is the controlier and in others the object is the
controller. Jones (1991:215) proposes that the connections between the particular types of
purpose clauses with their respective predicates are not accidental. A further discussion
about the kinds of predicates that are used with subject purpose clause (SPC) and object
purpose clause (OPC) would be another analysis on purpose clauses.

Although empty pronouns carry person , number and gender features, Chomsky
(1980, cited in Radford 1981: 331) argues that PRO never carries case and furthermore
that PRO can never be governed. PRO agrees with the subject of the matrix clause and
thus contains inherent person, number and gender features, its controller is recoverable
from the matrix sentence or context. In accordance with Chomsky’s argument, Radford

(1981: 331) specifies a PRO-CONDITION as follows:

PRO-CONDITION
Any sentence containing PRO in a position where it is governed (or case-marked) is ill-formed.

If there isn’t a controller it is given a default arbitrary reading. The referential
dependencies between the empty elements in infinitival clauses and elements in the
matrix clause have distinctive properties.

(34) a. [PRO.y, Kitap okumak] zevklidir.

‘Reading books is a pleasure.’
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b. Umut; [PRO;» kitap okumak] istiyor.
‘Umut wants to read a book.’

If there is not a controller, PRO has a non-specific, default arbitrary reading
(34a). An infinitival non-finite clause has a non-overt subject (PRO), which is controlled
by the matrix subject (34b).

In the case of an expressed controller, there may be two antecedents to be the
controller —either the subject or the object of the matrix sentence. Williams (1980, cited in
Jones 1991:34) represents the controlled element as PRO and distinguishes two different
kinds of control: Obligatory Control (OC) and Nonobligatory Control (NOC). These are
characterized by certain properties. A property of OC would be the lack of an NOC
property and vice versa. Jones (1991) states that the obligatory control characterizes
purpose clauses. Uzun (2000) discusses the same notion of control, and mentions two
types of control when the PRO is controlled by an expressed NP: Optional Control
(secimli denetleme) and Obligatory Control (zorunlu denetleme).

In the example (34b) above, there is Obligatory Control the possible controller
is easily determined since there is only one candidate.

(35) Emrah; Umut’a; [ PRO;; eve gidince] telefon edecek.
‘Emrah will phone Umut when he goes home.’

However, in (35) Optional Control structure has more than one candidate for
the controller. Both, Emrah or Umut may be the referent of the PRO who would go home.
For an adequate description of grammatical structure, semantic information gains
importance because there may be cases where although there are two possible

antecedents, the control cannot be optional (36b):
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(36) a. Emrah; [ PRO; sinemaya gitmeye] ikna oldu.
‘Emrah was persuaded to go to the cinema.’
b. Emrah; Umut’u; [PRO+; sinemaya gitmeye] ikna etti.

‘Emrah persuaded Umut to go to the cinema.’

The matrix verb plays an important role in determining the exact controller. In
(36a) the verb is intransitive whereas in (36b) it is transitive. Thus, verbs can be classified
with regard to control structure. Uzun (2000) claims that there are both subject controlled
verbs and object controlled verbs. A reasonable explanation for the obligatoriness of the
control relations that control verb constitutes is that it is their lexical property to do so. On
the other hand, Manzini (1983, cited in Erguvanli 1996: 47), Ruzicka (1983, cited in
Erguvanh 1996: 47) and Nishigauchi (1989, cited in Erguvanli 1996: 47) discuss control
structure as a non-syntactic property, which can be determined by thematic relations.
Moreover, Comrie (1984, cited in Erguvanli 1996: 47) points out that in order to make a
comprehensive account of the control structure, syntactic, semantic and pragmatic factors
have to be taken into consideration.

Radford (1988: 321) argues that PRO can occur only as the subject of an
infinitival S-bar Complement, not as the subject of an infinitival S Complement. At this
point, the representation of Radford’s analysis in a tree diagram would be as follows in
Turkish (37b, 38b):

(37) a. Ogrenciler; [[ PRO; konferansa gitmek] igin/ tizere] izin istediler.
“The students asked for permission to go to the conference.’
(38) a.Ogrenciler; [[PRO; konferans vermek] iizere] Miidtr Bey’i; bekliyorlar.

“The students are waiting for the manager to give the conference.’
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(37) a’. Ogrenciler; [[ PRO; konferansa gitmek] igin/ iizere] izin istediler.
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(38) 2’.Ogrenciler; [[PRO; konferans vermek] iizere] Miidiir Bey’i; bekliyorlar.
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IL 4. 2. 1. Control Structure in Purpose Clauses

The control structure is a matter of coreferentiality of the subjects in the matrix
clause and the embedded clause. The non-overt subject is identified by its controller. An
infinitival non-finite clause has a non-overt subject (PRO), which is controlled by the
matrix subject. In the discussion on control structure, the problem occurs in the case of
finding the referent of the PRO in infinitival subordinate sentences marked with the suffix
—-mAk. These infinitival constructions bear [-Tense], [-Agreement] features. As for the
control structure in purpose clauses, we can provide the following constructions.

Jones (1991:51) claims that a purpose clause must be obligatorily controlled
and in the object position of VP, Theme argument is its invariable controller. He also adds
that it is c-commanded by the Theme at S-structure.

In the cases in which the subjects of the matrix clause and the purpose clause
are the same, the structure —mAk icin/ -mAk iizere can be used interchangeably. The
subject of the purpose clause is not expressed (39a/b/c).

(39) a. Ogrenciler; [[ @; konferansa gitmek] i&;in/ lizere] izin istediler.

“The student asked for permission to go to the conference.’

b. (Bem;) [[@; dinlenmek] icin/ iizere] Polonya’ya gittim.

‘T went to Poland to have a rest.’

c. Yash adam; [[@; ilk gelen gemiye yazilmak] igin/ tizere] limana kadar
ugarcasina koguyordu.

“The old man flew to the port to be enrolled at the first ship to arrive.’

Although these constructions are synonymous, the problem of controller choice
in purpose clauses may occur where there is more than one possible controller. In the case

of subject control, the embedded clause is marked by the postposition i¢in, but the
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embedded clause is signaled by the postposition éizere where there may be both subject or
object control. Thus, sizere can be regarded as a flexible postposition assigning different
properties.
(40) 7a. Ogrenciler; [[@; konferans vermek] i¢in] Miidiir Bey’j; bekliyorlar.
b. Ogrenciler; [[@; konferansa baglamak] i¢in] Miidiir Bey’i; bekliyorlar.
“The students are waiting for the manager to start the conference.’
*c. Ogrenciler; [[@; konferans vermek] igin] Miidir Bey’i; bekliyorlar.
d. Ogrenciler; [[@y; konferans vermek] iizere] Miidiir Bey’i; bekliyorlar.
“The students are waiting for the manager to give the conference.’

In (40a), in order to have a grammatical sentence, the controller of the non-
overt subject in the -mAk igcin purpose clause has to be the matrix subject
‘Ogrenciler/students’. In this situation ‘d@renciler/students’ are the initiators who are
going to give the lecture. Yet this sounds as semantically ill-formed; perfectly acceptable
example could be obtained simply by replacing the subordinate verb ‘konferans vermek/
to give a lecture’ with ‘konferansa baslamak/ to begin the lecture’ (40a/b). Since the non-
overt subject in the -mAk igin clause cannot be controlled by the object of the matrix
sentence as in (40c), the sentence would be unacceptable. In -mAk iizere clauses the
unexpressed subject is controlled either by the subject or the object of the main verb
(40d). To determine the referent of the controlled is apparently a matter of the semantics
of the matrix and subordinate clause verbs, which will be discussed in the following
chapter.

As it is mentioned before, the postposition i¢in can express purpose in another
structure: -mA-sl icin. However this construction is used when the subjects of the matrix

clause and the purpose clause are different from each other. The subject of the purpose
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clause is inflected with the genitive suffix, the verb with the possessive suffix. Thus, as
Erguvanh (1996:55) states, the control structure is changed into a non-control structure.
With -mA-sl igin person marking functions as the obligatory controller (41b/ 42c).
(41) a. Ahgy; [[@; yemegi isitmak] igin/iizere] ocagn istiine koydu.
“The cook put the meal on the cooker to heat it.’
b. Ahgy; [[D+; yemegi 1sitmasi] i¢in] ocagin tistiine koydu.
‘The cook put the meal on the cooker for him to heat it.’
(42) *a. Ahgy; [[9; yemegi 1sitmak] igin] bana; verdi.
b. Ahgy; [[@; yemegi 1sitmak] iizere] bana; verdi.
c. Ahgy; [[9; yemegi 1sitmam] igin] bana; verdi.
“The cook gave me the meal so that I would heat it.’

Another non-control structure is -4 diye purpose clause, in which person
markers and the optative seem to be dependent on an antecedent or an expressed
constituent in the matrix sentence. Thus the unexpressed subject would be identified. In
this situation, the non-overt subject may have a specific or non-specific reading with
regard to pragmatic factors. The referent is identified by agreement, yet there occurs
ambiguous identifications (43b). Whenever a sentence can be associated with two or more
different meanings, it is said to be ambiguous. Ambiguity can arise in a sentence for a
number of reasons. Through the ascription of multiple meanings to single words, through
the assignment of different syntactic structures to a sentence or through the use of certain
expressions that may have different semantic scope. In (43b) the empty category has an
ambiguous reading for the person who could sleep; it can only be determined by
pragmatic factors since it may refer to my mother or someone else. In the first

interpretation, ‘Annem/ My mother’ wanted to sleep and she is the subject of the purpose
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clause. However, some native speakers do not accept this interpretation as grammatical.
In the second interpretation, ‘Annem/ My mother’ put off the light so that someone else
could sleep (43b°).
(43) a. Annem; [[@; uyuyayim] diye] lambay1 séndiirdi.
‘My mother turned off the light so that I would sleep.’
b. Annemy [[D 94 uyusun] diye] lambay1 sondirdi.
b’. Annem [[ (O/ bebek/ kiigiik kardegim) uyusun] diye] lambay1 sondiirdii.
‘My mother turned off the light so that he/ she/ my little sister would

sleep.’

IL 4. 2. 2. Control Structure in Reason Clauses

In the study of control structures in reason clauses, there would be no problem
in determining the controller. The problem will occur in trying to find the referent of the
PRO in infinitival embeddings marked with —mAk suffixation. Reason clauses do not
require -mAk infinitive (non-finite) structures because nominalization is denoted by other
constructions bearing person markers. That is to say reason clauses have finite clauses;
with regard to this interpretation, we can conclude that there is non-control structure in
reason clauses. Pragmatic control may account for the cases where structural relations
prove unsatifactory. The subordinate subject may refer to another subject rather than to
the subject of the matrix clause; thus, there may be ambiguous readings when there are
more than one possible referent for the empty category.

With the /...-DIg/ -(y)AcAg -1] igin, [-DIg-I-] ndAn dolayi/étiirii structures,
when the subjects of the matrix clause and the embedded reason clause are coreferential,

generally the subject of the embedded clause is not expressed (44a). Person markers help
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us understand the referent of the unexpressed subjects in most cases (44b/c); with the
third person suffixes there may be ambiguous readings for the referents (44d/ d’).
(44) a. Sedat; [[@; veni igine bagladifi] i¢in] heyecanliyd:.
‘Sedat was excited as he had started his new job.’
b. @; [[@; Yeni isime bagladigim] igin] heyecanlyd.
¢. @i [[9; Yeni isine bagladigin] igin] heyecanliy:z.
d. @; [[Di; Yeni igine bagladiB1] i¢in] heyecanlydi.
d’. O [[Di; Yeni islerine bagladiklan] i¢in] heyecanliydilar.

The /...-DI/ -(y)AcAK/ mls/ -Iyor/ -Ar] diye structures have the same properties
with the [...-DIg/ -(y)AcAg -I] icin, [-DIg-I-] ndAn dolayv/étiirii structures; when the
subjects of both the matrix and embedded clauses are coreferential the subject of the
embedded clause is not expressed (45a). As can be inferred from the person markers we
can determine the referent of unexpressed subjects (45b/c). Only with the third person
markers the subjects may not be recoverable (45d/d’).

(45) a. Sedat; [[@; yeni igine bagladi] diye] heyecanliyd.
‘Sedat was excited because he had started his new job.’
b. @; [[@; Yeni isime basladim] diye] heyecanllar.
c. @i [[9; Yeni igimize bagladik] diye] heyecanliyd:.
d. O; [[D;; Yeni igine bagladi] diye] heyecanliydi.
d’. O; [[Di; Yeni iglerine bagladilar] diye] heyecanhiydilar.

When the subjects of both the matrix and embedded clauses are coreferential,
the subject of the yiiziinden reason clause is not expressed (46a). In the analysis of the
unexpressed subjects the agreement markers determine the referents (46b/c). The situation

of ambiguity occurs with the third person markers (46d/d’).
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(46) a. Sira arkadasimy; [[©; siirekli ge¢ kalmasi] yiiziinden] ceza aldi.
‘My deskmate was punished for being late all the time.’
b. @ [[@; surekli ge¢ kalman] yiziinden] ceza aldim.
c. G; [[9; surekli ge¢ kalmasi] yiliziinden] ceza aldik.
d. @; [[Dy; surekli ge¢ kalmasi] yiiziinden] ceza aldt.

d’. @ [[Dy; surekli ge¢ kalmalan] yiiziinden] ceza aldilar.

II. 5. Basic Word Order Correlations

Word order or linearization rules define the immediate precedence relations
between constituents. Constituents in a sentence are assigned a place in some pattern in
every language. Within typological studies, linguists have been studying and discussing
some universals of the order of elements in clauses and phrases. Constituent order
universals are statements of fundamental properties of languages which describe the
patterns found in observed language data. In typological research, there exist six logically
possible orders of subject (S), verb (V) and object (O), and these orders- SVO, SOV,
VSO, VOS, OVS, OSV- have been claimed to serve as the basic constituent order for at
least one language (Greenberg 1963, Lehmann 1973, Venneman 1973, Comrie 1981,
Hawkins 1983, Tomlin 1986, Cook 1988, Whaley 1997, Newmeyer 1998).

The word order parameter is applicable to languages in which there exist the
grammatical relations of subject and object. As table (1) below illustrates, Greenberg
(1963, 1966) and Tomlin (1986, cited in Whaley 1997 and Newmeyer 1998) found
approximately equal percentages of SVO and SOV languages. Greenberg studied on a

small group (30 languages) whereas Tomlin studied a larger one (402 languages).
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%
Word order Greenberg Tomlin
SVO 43 42
SOV 37 45
VSO 20 9
VOS - 3
ovSs - 1
oSV - -
Table 2 : Basic constituent order (adapted from Whaley 1997:37)

Of the six possible orders, only two normally occur as dominant. The frequency
of SVO and SOV is clearly obvious; and these orders are found in over 40% of the
languages. The three orders: VOS, OVS and OSV that do not occur or at least are
excessively rare, have in common that the object precedes the subject which gives

Greenberg’s first universal:

Universal 1: In declarative sentences with nominal subject and object, the dominant order
is almost always one in which the subject precedes the object (Greenberg 1963:77).

Studies also pointed out the importance of adpositions as a parametric criteria
in word order typology; they are indicators of some word order cooccurrences. That is to
say, the existence of prepositions as against postpositions is extremely correlated with the
order of other constituents. There is a clear preference for the correlations of SOV order
with postpositions (Turkish) and SVO order with prepositions (English). Hence
Greenberg formulates the following universals:

Universal 2: In languages with prepositions, the genitive almost always follows the
governing noun, while in Janguages with postpositions it almost always precedes.
Universal 3: Languages with dominant VSO order are always prepositional

Universal 4: With overwhelmingly greater than chance frequency, languages with normal
SOV order are postpositional (Greenberg 1963: 78-79).



49

The hierarchy of grammatical relations appears in various ways. In SOV
languages- like Turkish- the complements of verbs and adpositions precede their heads.
Some languages manifest fixed word order parameters whereas some are more flexible. In
many languages that are often described as having free word order, there is some
indication that one of the orders is more basic than the others. Dryer (1992) points out that
most prior explanations of the word order correlations are semantically-based. To
conclude about the language type is rooted in whether constituent order is primarily
sensitive to pragmatic considerations or syntactic considerations. As Greenberg (1963:76)
claims, the great majority of languages have several varient orders but there is only a
single dominant one. Steele (1978, cited in Newmeyer 1998:330), states an assumption on
the same view and claims that all languages have a dominant word order, a surface
ordering of subject, object and verb relative to one another that is at least more common
than other possible orders. Thompson (1978, cited in Mithun 1992) notes that languages
may vary considerably in the extent to which surface word order is controlled by syntactic
or pragmatic considerations. Although the canonical word order of Turkish is SOV,
alternative orderings seem to be possible; however, the question is by what principle these
variations can be explained. Instead of grammatical notions, the alternative ordering
phenomena may be generalized by using pragmatic functions. Thus, Turkish fits into the
pragmatic word order type, where the linear ordering of constituents and their variation
serve pragmatic purposes.

Whaley simply summarizes the discussions on word order and provides
methods that can be employed to discover the basic constituent order of a language as

follows:
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i An order that is strongly felt to be the basic order by native speakers tends to be the
basic order.
ii) The most frequent order tends to be the basic order.

iii) The order that is least marked tends to be the basic order.
iv) The order that arises out of context or in the pragmatically most ncutral portions of
texts tends to be the basic order. (Whaley 1997:106)

Since Turkish is an agglutinative language with postpositions, word order does
not have a primary grammatical function expressing the syntactic and semantic relations
of NPs; it is dictated by discourse considerations. Any permutation of S, O, and V can
give a grammatical sentence, but the order SOV is much more frequent than all of the
other orders. In a sentence where the NPs are not case marked or there are no semantic
clues to distinguish between the grammatical roles of different NPs, word order is fixed
and grammaticized. The basic word order can change depending on pragmatic functions
such as considerations of topic, focus and background. Erguvanh (1979) studies on word
order in Turkish tries to establish the ways in which it may be exploited by investigating

word order variation and its function.

IL 5. 1. Word Order in Embedded Clauses
The grammars of all languages not only provide the speaker with alternative
means of expressing the same propositional content but also allow the speaker some
choice in how to express arguments by using the same understood reference. Thus,
sentences may have different word orders but the same propositional content (47b), or
with the same ordering they may have a different expression of the same referent (47¢).
(47) a. [[Bebek uyusun] diye] lambay: séndiirdiim.

‘I turned off the light so that the baby would sleep.’
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b. Lambayn [[bebek uyusun] diye] sondiirdiim.
c. [[O uyusun] diye] 1181 sondiirdiim.

Studies pointed out the importance of adpositions as a parameter in word order
typology. Thus, whether a language has prepositions or postpositions is a criteria to be
employed in determining the basic constituent order. Hawkins (1983:16) suggests that
prepositions and postpositions are better and more general type indicators than other
constituents in ordering.

Word order in embedded sentences basically follows the same principles
operating in simple sentences. In Turkish, embedded sentences that are morphologically
marked precede the verb of the matrix clause. Purpose and Reason Clauses that are
morphologically distinguished are marked with infinitive suffix —mAK in infinitival
clauses; with —mA (the action nominal) in verbal noun constructions, and with —-DIK (the
factive nominal) in nominalizations. In Turkish, nominalized embedded clauses can be
moved as freely as simple NPs. In an unmarked word order, all types of adverbial clauses
are placed at the beginning of the main sentence. However, given the general flexibility of
word order in Turkish, the adverbial clauses can surface in any position, even
postverbally.

The basic word order can undergo a process of scrambling and change with
pragmatic considerations such as topic, focus and backgrounding. Topics have to occupy
the sentence initial position in Turkish, they are definite, but they are not marked
morphologically. The most important feature of topics is that they are always an argument
of the verb and thus carry their selectional restrictions to the verb. Topic is employed to
characterize the pragmatic function of an NP, other than the subject, which is normally in

the sentence initial position. If the speaker wants to set up a discourse topic, the sentence
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initial position of that topic would be obligatory from the point of view of discourse. VP
adverbials can be topicalized and placed initially only if they consist of noun phrases used
adverbially (Komnfilt 1997). A topicalized constituent can be moved out of the
nominalized clause as long as its grammatical role is transparent in the sentence.
Chomsky (1965, cited in Jones 1991:56) notes that phrases that are outside VP can be
preposed.

Similar to topics, emphasized elements have no morphological expressions.
Emphasis is expressed via word order as well as via phonetic stress and high pitch. The
emphasized constituents are placed to the immediate left of the verb and referred to as the
focus element. In Turkish, the position immediately preceding the verb is the focus
position, it is the most information bearing element in that context. These constituents are
not used initially or in the final position in a sentence; a focused constituent of an
embedded clause cannot be moved out of the clause. Goksel & Ozsoy (2000) claim that in
Turkish, the immediately preverbal position is not the focus position, but the position for
sentential stress. In addition to placing a constituent in sentence initial position for
topicalization, there exists a process of moving a constituent to final position. This
indicates that the speaker presupposes that the hearer shares knowledge of the constituent
in question. The process of moving presupposed nominal constituents to the right is
referred to as backgrounding. Constituents of subordinate clauses can undergo this
process with some restrictions; they cannot be placed before constituents of a
superordinate clause. The whole clause may be placed afier the main verb; a constituent
can be backgrounded only with respect to the main verb and not the embedded verb.
Erguvanh (1979:94) expresses the correlation between the major syntactic positions and

their pragmatic functions in a sentence as follows:
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Syntactic Position Pragmatic Position
S-initial TOPIC

Immediate preverbal FOCUS
Post-predicate BACKGROUNDING

IL. 5. 2. Word Order in Purpose and Reason Clauses

In Turkish, the embedded purpose and reason clauses all precede the matrix
clause in the neutral order (48a/b), which is not any different from that of a simple
sentence.

(48) a. [[Kapiy1 kirmiziya boyamak] i¢in] izin istedik.
‘We asked for permission to paint the door red.’
b. [[Elbiseyi vaktinde bitirdigi] i¢in] annem terziye tesekkiir etti.
‘My mother thanked the taylor for finishing the dress in time.’

The embedded clause, being a constituent of the matrix clause may undergo
any of the three major syntactic positions- topicalization (T), focusing (F) and
backgrounding (B)- to have a marked order. While these positions occur within sentences
some constraints have to be taken into consideration. The transformational component of
grammatical sentences includes both movement processes and also restrictions that do not
allow movement. The constituent structure of the phrase has an important feature with
regard to unit movement costraint. Radford (1981:249) summarizes all these restrictions

and states that there are island constraints within a sentence that undergoes movement:

Noun complement clauses are islands (Radford 1981:218).
Sentential subjects are islands (Radford 1981:219).
COMPLEX NOUN PHRASE CONSTRAINT

No rule can move any clement out of a complex noun phrase clause. (Radford 1981:219).
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UNIT MOVEMENT CONSTRAINT

No single application of any transformation can move a string of elements which do not
form a continuous constituent (Radford 1981:224).

Erguvanh (1979) mentions topicalization (T), focusing (F) and backgrounding
(B) processes in her work and claims that topic position is not defined regarding other
constituents and as a matter of this fact, topicalization process has fewer restrictions.
Concerning the same process, Komfilt (1997:203) writes about topicalization in
embedded clauses and states that constituents can be topicalized within their own clauses;
concerning topicalization across clause boundaries she claims that speakers have different
Jjudgments: while some allow for a constituent to be extracted out of the embedded clause
and placed initially to the matrix clause, some others object to do so. When we turn to
Erguvanl’s work, we can see that she regards focusing as a process having more
restrictions because focus position is dependent on the position of the verb. Since verbs
have their own semantic and syntactic selectional restrictions, a focused constituent in the
embedded clause cannot be made the focus of the whole sentence by being placed to the
immediate left of the main verb. As for the backgrounding process, she states that in
complex sentences, backgrounding is a matrix clause phenomenon in the case of the
embedded clause being in the immediate syntactic domain of the main verb. Since
embedded purpose and reason clauses are optional elements, a constituent of these clauses
cannot be backgrounded with regard to the main verb. Backgrounding within the
embedded clause is possible as long as the backgrounded constituent follows the
postposition.

While considering the possibilities of word order variation in purpose and

reason clauses, we will take these syntactic processes (T/F/B) into consideration. The
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considerations above may be supported by a schematic representation of T/F/B with

purpose and reason clauses illustrated as follows in Table 3:

Movement processes: postpositional clauses
Topicalization |bounded within the embedded +
clause
across clause boundaries -
of the whole embedded clause +
Focusing bounded within the embedded +
clause
across clause boundaries -
of the whole embedded clause +
Backgrounding |bounded within the embedded +
clause
across clause boundaries -
of the whole embedded clause +

Table 3: T/F/B in postpositional clauses  (adapted from Erguvank 1979 :144)

IL 5. 2. 1. Word Order in Purpose Clauses
The embedded purpose clauses are sentence internal and precede the main verb
in the neutral order. While explaining the word order variations in these clauses, the
T/E/B processes should be dealt with regard to no crossing branches constraint, because
phrases construct islands and thus constituents cannot be located within phrase
boundaries.
(49) a. Ogrenciler [bu kapiy: kirmiziya boyamak igin] benden izin istediler.
“The students asked for permission to paint this door red.’
b. Ogrenciler [kirmizzya bu kapiyr boyamak igin] benden izin istediler.
‘¢. Ogrenciler [boyamak igin kirmiziya bu kapiyi] benden izin istediler.
d. [Bu kapiyr kirmiziya boyamak igin] 6grenciler benden izin istediler.
?e. [Kirmiziya] 68renciler [bu kapiy1 boyamak i¢in] benden izin istediler.

2f. [Boyamak i¢in] 6grenciler [bu kaptyr kirmiziya] benden izin istediler
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?g. [Bu kapiy1] 6grenciler [kirmiziya boyamak i¢in] benden izin istediler.
7h. [Kirmuziya boyamak igin] 6grenciler [bu kapiyi] benden izin istediler.
2. [Bu kapiy1 boyamak i¢in] 6grenciler [kirmiziya] benden izin istediler.
j. Ogrenciler [kirmiztya boyamak igin bu kapiyi] benden izin istediler.
k. Ogrenciler [bu kapiy1 boyamak igin kirmiziya] benden izin istediler.
*1. Ogrenciler [kirmiziya boyamak bu kapiy i¢in] benden izin istediler.
m. Ogrenciler benden izin istediler [bu kapiy kirmiziya boyamak icin].
*n. Ogrenciler [kirmziya boyamak igin] benden izin istediler [bu kapiy].
o. Ogrenciler benden [bu kaptyr kirmiziya boyamak igin] izin istediler.
(50) a. Geng kiz [arkadagimin okulu sevmesi igin] parti diizenliyor.
‘The young girl is arranging a party so that her friend would love school’
b. Geng kiz [okulu arkadagmnin sevmesi igin] parti diizenliyor.
¢. Geng kiz [sevmesi i¢in okulu arkadagimin] parti diizenliyor.
d. [Arkadaginin okulu sevmesi igin] geng kiz parti diizenliyor.
?*e. [Arkadaginin] geng kiz [okulu sevmesi igin] parti diizenliyor.
?f. [Sevmesi igin] geng kiz [arkadaginin okulu] parti diizenliyor.
?7g. [Okulu] geng kiz [sevmesi i¢in arkadaginin] parti diizenliyor.
?h. [Okulu sevmesi igin] geng kiz [arkadaginin] parti diizenliyor.
1. [Arkadagimin sevmesi igin] geng kiz [okulu] parti diizenliyor.
j- Geng kiz [okulu sevmesi igin arkadagimn] parti diizenliyor.
k. Geng kiz [arkadaginin sevmesi i¢in okulu] parti diizenliyor.
*1. Geng kiz [okulu sevmesi arkadagimn igin] parti diizenliyor.
m. Geng kiz parti diizenliyor [arkadaginin okulu sevmesi igin].

*n. Geng kiz [okulu arkadagimin] parti diizenliyor [sevmesi igin].
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In infinitival constructions -mAK (49) and an example with the verbal noun
construction -mA (50), the processes apply exactly the same. Topicalization (49a/b/c)
(50a/b/c) and focusing (49a/b) (50a/b) can operate within the nominalized purpose clause.
The whole embedded clause can also be topicalized and placed in sentence initial position
(49d) (50d). Extracting an individual topicalized constituent across clause boundaries is
acceptable by some native speakers whereas some speakers do not allow for this
movement process. Concerning movement of the topicalized constituent across clause
boundaries, there may be different discussions. Examples (49¢/f/g) and (50e/f/g) are
awkward. Although focusing operates within the nominalized clause (49a/b) (50a/b), it is
fully unacceptable across clause boundaries; so we cannot focus a constituent by
extracting out of the nominalized clause (49h/1) (50h/i). However, native speakers have
different judgments about allowing this process. The example sentences marked with ?
reflect that for some speakers they are acceptable when read with a certain intonation.
Backgrounding applies within the embedded sentence (49j/k) (50j/k) but the
backgrounded constituent has to follow the postposition otherwise it will violate the
island restriction of the postpositional phrase and exhibit an unacceptable structure (491)
(501); because there is a constraint on adjacency. Stowell (1981, cited in Cook 1988)
introduces the Case Adjacency Principle, which requires case assigners to be adjacent to
the NP that receives case. An NP complement cannot be split from its case-assigning
head. That is why the examples (491) and (501) are ungrammatical. Backgrounding of the
whole embedded clause can operate with respect to the matrix clause (49m) (50m).
However individual constituents cannot be backgrounded out of the embedded clause to
be located in the matrix clause (49n) (50n). The whole embedded clause may be focused

to the immediate preverbal position in the matrix clause (490).



58

(51) a. Annem [elbiseyi o fiyata diksin diye] terziye 1srar etti.
‘My mother urged the tailor to sew the dress for that sum.’
b. Annem [o fiyata elbiseyi diksin diye] terziye israr etti.
c. Annem [elbiseyi diksin diye o fiyata] terziye 1srar etti.
d. [Elbiseyi o fiyata diksin diye] annem terziye 1srar etti.
e. Annem terziye [elbiseyi o fiyata diksin diye] israr etti.
. [Elbiseyi] annem [o fiyata diksin diye] terziye israr etti.
?g. [O fiyata] annem [elbiseyi diksin diye] terziye 1srar etti.
7h. [Diksin diye] annem [elbiseyi o fiyata] terziye 1srar etti.
*1. Annem [elbiseyi diksin diye] terziye [o fiyata] israr etti.
*j. Annem [o fiyata diksin diye] terziye [elbiseyi] israr etti.
*k. Annem [elbiseyi diksin diye] terziye 1srar etti [o fiyata].
*|. Annem [o fiyata diksin diye] terziye israr etti [elbiseyi].
?m. Annem [elbiseyi diksin o fiyata diye] terziye 1srar etti.
n. Annem terziye 1srar etti [elbiseyi o fiyata diksin diye].

All three processes operate within the embedded purpose clause with the
factive nominal -DIK preceding postposition diye (51a/b/c). The backgrounded
constituent within the embedded clause follows diye (51c). Topicalization may occur by
locating the whole embedded clause in sentence initial position (51d). Placing the whole
clause as a focused element in the main sentence immediately to the left of the main verb
is possible (51e). However, individual constituents may not be extracted out of the
embedded clause to be topicalized, focused or backgrounded (51f-l). Normally the
backgrounded constituent within the embedded clause cannot precede diye (51m) because

the Case Adjacency Principle is violated. Yet, some speakers allow this process by
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reading the sentence with infonation. Thus, regarding native speaker judgement, we claim
that diye allows us to produce acceptable sentences under these conditions. The entire

embedded sentence can be backgrounded and placed after the main verb (51n).

IL 5. 2. 2. Word Order in Reason Clauses
The word order of embedded reason clauses resembles closely to that of the
purpose clauses with nominalizations. Postpositions denoting reason follow the factive
nominal —-DIK the factive nominal expressing future —(y)AcAK, the action nominal -mA
and some appropriate person/tense suffixes. Since they have similar word order
behaviours, the explanations on representing T/F/B processes of reason clauses is
illustrated with two sample structures; -DIg/ icin (52) and —mAs/ yiiziinden (53):
(52) a. Annem [elbiseyi o fiyata diktigi icin] terziye tesekkiir etti.
‘My mother thanked the taylorfor sewing the dress for that sum.’
b. Annem [o fiyata elbiseyi diktigi igin] terziye tegekkiir etti.
c. Annem [elbiseyi diktigi igin o fiyata] terziye tegekkiir etti.
d. [Elbiseyi o fiyata diktigi i¢in] annem terziye tegekkiir etti.
e. Annem terziye [elbiseyi o fiyata diktigi i¢in] tesekkiir etti.
f. Annem terziye tegekkiir etti [elbiseyi o fiyata diktigi igin].
?*g. [Elbiseyi] annem [o fiyata diktiZi i¢in] terziye tegekkiir etti.
?*h. [O fiyata] annem [elbiseyi diktiZi icin] terziye tesekkiir etti.
?*1. [Diktigi icin] annem [elbiseyi o fiyata] terziye tesekkiir etti.
*j. Annem [elbiseyi diktigi i¢in] terziye [o fiyata]tesekkiir etti.
*k. Annem [o fiyata diktigi i¢in] terziye [elbiseyiltesekkiir etti.

*1. Annem terziye [elbiseyi diktigi i¢in] tegekkiir etti [o fiyata].
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*m. Annem terziye [o fiyata diktigi igin] tegekkiir etti [elbiseyi].
*n. Annem [elbiseyi diktigi o fiyata i¢in] terziye tegekkiir etti.
(53) a. Kugtik iradimiz [enflasyonun piyasay1 etkilemesi yiiziinden] yine eridi.
‘Our little saving has finished again due to the fact that the inflation
affected the economy.’
b. Kiigiik iradimz [piyasay: enflasyonun etkilemesi yiiziinden] yine eridi.
c. Kiigiik iradimz [enflasyonun etkilemesi yiiziinden piyasayi] yine eridi.
d. [Enflasyonun piyasay: etkilemesi yiiziinden] kiigiik iradimz yine eridi.
e. Kugiik iradimiz yine [enflasyonun piyasay: etkilemesi yiiziinden] eridi.
f. Kuigiik iradimz yine eridi [enflasyonun piyasay: etkilemesi yiiziinden].
*g_[Enflasyonun] kiigiik iradimiz [piyasay: etkilemesi yiiziinden] yine eridi.
*h. [Piyasay1] kigiik iradimiz [enflasyonun etkilemesi yiiziinden] yine eridi.
*1. [Etkilemesi yiiziinden] kiigiik iradimiz [enflasyonun piyasay1] yine eridi.
*. Kugtik iradimiz [enflasyonun etkilemesi yiiziinden] yine eridi [piyasayi].
*k. Kugiik iradimiz [etkilemesi yiiziinden piyasayi] yine eridi [enflasyonun].
*l. Kuigiik iradimz [enflasyonun piyasayi] yine eridi [etkilemesi yiiziinden].
Nominalizations with postpositions denoting reason allow topicalization,
focusing and backgrounding processes operate within the embedded clauses (52a/b/c)
(53a/b/c). The backgrounded constituent within the embedded clause follows diye in
(52¢) and yiziinden in (53c) in order not to violate the island constraint of the
postpositional phrase. Topicalization occurs by locating the whole embedded clause in
sentence initial position (52d) (53d). It is possible to locate the whole clause as a focused
element in the main sentence immediately to the left of the main verb (52¢) (53¢). The

embedded clause can be backgrounded as a whole constituent with regard to the main
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verb (52f) (53f). However, it is not possible for individual constituents to be carried out of
the embedded clause for topicalization, focusing or backgrounding (52g-m) (53g-1). The
backgrounded constituent within the embedded clause cannot precede igin (52n); it
violates the Case Adjacency Principle. The postpositions icin and diye show a difference

when native speaker judgement is applied to these sentences (51m, 52n).

IL 6. Summary

This chapter discusses the syntactic representation of Postpositional Purpose
and Reason Clauses in Turkish. We have tried to describe the internal structure of these
constructions. Postpositional phrases can be complemented by bare nouns or pronouns,
as well as complex nominal expressions. These phrases are used adverbially, thus they are
optional constituents. Purpose and Reason Clauses require certain features: case marking
and subject control within these clauses are determined by some syntactic constraints.
Word order in embedded clauses follows the same principles operating in simple
sentences in Turkish. Purpose and Reason Clauses, normally, precede the matrix clause.
In order to have a marked order a process of scrambling can be applied to these

constructions. Yet, some constraints have to be taken into consideration.
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CHAPTER III. SEMANTIC REPRESENTATION of PURPOSE and REASON
CLAUSES
IIL. 1. The Relationship Between Form and Meaning
When we interpret signs, we clearly assign a meaning to them. Hawkins

(1994:14, cited in Newmeyer 1998:133) remarks that:

The recognition of linguistic form, i.e. sound units, word units, and larger syntactic units,
logically precedes the assignment of meaning to these units, because one cannot begin to
assign a meaning to a given form, activating in the process one’s grammatical knowledge of
form-meaning pairings, unless one knows what form it is that to be interpreted. Hence, form
processing must, in general, have priority over content, given that both semantic and
pragmatic processing require prior access to form.

Understanding the nature of meaning has been a problem for the philosophy of
language; psycholinguists are interested in the rules of meaning which the speakers
appear to employ when they make sense of the language they use. Many psycholinguists
(Greene 1986, Taylor&Taylor 1990, cited in Forrester 1996:38) equate the study of
meaning with the study of word meaning. Words refer to things in the world and we use
words to build sentences; but it is not as simple as it is seen because the nature of
meaning is tied up with the notion of the sign. The semantic links between elements
within the lexical system is an aspect of their sense or meaning. The study of meaning is
the study of signification processes, where the essential element is the sign. Following
Saussure’s terms, Frawley (1992:5, cited in Forrester 1996:40) provides us with a

definition of meaning as follows:

To say that something has meaning is to say that it is a sign, a composite unit consisting of a
relation between an overt signal, called the signifier, and the information that this overt signal
evokes, called the signified. The signifier, signified and the relation make up the sign.

The meaning of a word is, generally defined by its relations with other words in

the language. As Levin (1993) states, knowing the meaning of a verb enables the speaker
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to determine its bebaviour. Traditionally, word meaning or lexical semantics is described
as not only representing the meaning of each word in the language but also showing how
the meanings of words in a language are interrelated (Saeed 1997:53).

It is meaning that allows us to reason from facts about language to facts about
the world, and vice versa. A fundamental property that any semantic theory must have is
the ability to pair the syntactic expressions of a language with their meanings. Thus, a
semantic theory must:

a. capture for any language the nature of the meaning of words, phrases and
sentences and explain the nature of the relation between them;

b. be able to predict the ambiguities in the expressions of a language;

c. characterize and explain the systematic meaning relations between the words, the
phrases and the sentences of a language.

It is clear that grammatical categories reflect semantic differences. With the

Principle of Full Identification, Bouchard mentions this relation:

PRINCIPLE of FULL IDENTIFICATION

Every syntactic formative of a sentence must have a corresponding element in the
semantic representation, Every formative of a semantic representation must be
identified by a morphosyntactic element in the sentence with which that representation
is associated. (Bouchard 1995:93)

As it is mentioned before, the sense of a word is defined by its relation with
other words in the language. Idiosyncratic information about each word is in our lexicon,
and we try to associate phonological and grammatical words with semantic words or
lexemes. With regard to this point, Schaaik (2001) states that all motivational satellites in
Turkish are expressed by means of icin: purpose, cause and reason. Actually, the

postposition icin presents different senses by its relations with different words and



65

structures. In the example sentences below, i¢in has the same pronunciation and the same
syntactic category —postposition. The lexical entry of i¢cin contains several senses:
I- igin expresses cause and purpose
(1) a. 13 yagimda para igin dansetmeye bagladim.
‘I started to dance for money at the age of 13.’
b. Yakigikli oldugu igin kizlar hep peginde.
“The girls are all after him because he is handsome.’
c. Odevini tamamlamas: i¢in 6grencime ek siire verdim.
‘1 gave some extra time to my student so that she would finish his
assignment.’
d. Batih tilkeler vatandaglanim kurtarmak igin harekete gecti.
‘Western countries made attempts to save their citizens.’
II- icin expresses a benefactive function
(2) a. E. Lauder reyonunu arayarak kendiniz ve arkadagmmz igin hemen bir
randevu alin.
‘Make an appointment for you and your friend immediately by calling the
E. Lauder Department.’
b. Giinde en az 2 bardak bira kalp saghg: i¢in yararlymsg.
‘At least two glasses of beer is said to be useful for the health of heart.’
¢. ECA’dan kiigiik mekanlar igin hesaph bir ¢oziim.
‘An economical solution from ECA for mall places.’
d. Omriimiin yarisiu senin igin harcadim,

‘I spent half of my life for you.’
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H1- i¢in means —e gore
(3) a. Bu belki kurmaca metin i¢in dogrudur.
“This is perhaps true for fictional texts.’
b. Oyun meraklilan igin nefes kesen oyuncaklar.

‘Breath taking toys for those who are addicted to playing.’

c. Geng yetenekler igin galeri ve atolyeler.
’Galeries and workshops for young skills.’
d. Verdiginiz para bu i i¢in ¢ok az.
‘The money you have given is too little for this work.’
IV- igin may mean about!/ hakkinda, hususunda, iligkin
(4) a. Aym seyi bilimsel metinler i¢in de soyleyebiliriz.
‘We can say the same thing for scientific texts, too.’
b. Tiirkiye’de Iran igin gikan haberler ortalig karigtirdh.

‘The news that came out for Iran in Turkey has led to a turmoil.’

c. Tatil igin ne diigiintiyorsunuz?
“What do you think of doing on holiday?’
d. Italyanlar icin soylediklerinize katilmiyorum.

‘I do not agree with you what you have said for Italians.’

V- i¢in may also be used to talk about time:
(5) a. O an i¢in bizim sekretere inandim.
"I believed our secretary at that moment.’
b. Bir an i¢in nerede oldugunu unutup igeri daldi.

‘He forgot where he was for a moment and dashed in. ’
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c. Kisa bir siire igin yayimmmiza ara veriyoruz.

‘We interrupt our broadcast for a short time.’
d. Otelde bir hafta i¢in yer ayirttilar.
‘They booked a room at the hotel for a week.’

As Aksan (1999:169) states, there are some significant syntactic features which
determine the semantic features in Turkish, the following points briefly reflect his
approach to sentence semantics.

¢ Flexible word order
e Syntactic rules of compound and complex sentences
e Reduplications

e The rare usage of personal pronouns

e DPosition of adjectives

e The copula -DIr

Aksan (1999:183) also claims that inflectional suffixes have an important
semantic function in Turkish. Since logical form is a representation of semantic structure
in the sense of being the form to which semantic rules apply, it must be suitable for
compositional interpretation. Thus, the study of meaning and the relationship between

word meaning and sentence meaning must be the central issue of a linguist.

IIL 2. Some Semantic Issues on Meaning Differences

A semantic theory is required to provide some account for anomaly in the
meaning of expressions. It should be able to explain why certain expressions which are
syntactically well-formed are unacceptable or deviant from the semantic point of view.

The factors that cause these anomalies may be the word order, the concept of synonyms,
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truth conditions or the effects of lexical and grammatical aspect. Each of these issues will
be discussed by considering their relevance to the use of purpose and reason clauses.
Semantic knowledge is a combination of a variety of other kinds of knowledge
in understanding language. At least three kinds of processes are involved with regard to
this relationship: when we hear a sentence uttered in our own language, first we need to
identify its phonological form, then we need to identify the syntactic arrangement of its
constituents and then we need to identify the meanings of the words and how they
compose. Since verbs are argument-taking elements, they show complex sets of
properties. That is to say, any structure proposed for a construction on the basis of
semantic considerations must also be licenced by syntactic principles. Simply, the lexical
knowledge of a speaker includes knowledge of the meaning of individual verbs, the
meaning components which determine the syntactic behaviour of verbs, and the general
principles which determine behaviour from verb meaning. Speakers’ lexicon is not static
because they are continually learning and forgetting words. It is possible for them to
create new words; however, creating a new word is not a frequent occurence as creating a
new sentence. Although there are a small number of combinatory rules, speakers can
always create sentences that have never been used or heard before. This creativity allows
speakers to use a finite set of words to create an infinite number of sentences. The task of
the semanticist is to determine their semantic mode of combination in clauses and provide
compositional rules for their interpretation. In short, meaning is a product of all linguistic
levels. As it is mentioned before, Aksan (1998) states that syntactic features determine
semantic differences in Turkish; by changing word orders we will produce differences in
meaning as seen in (6). The meaning of a sentence depends not only on what words it

contains but on how those words are combined.
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(6) a. [[Bebek uyudu] diye] lambay: sondiirdiim.
‘I turned off the light because the baby had slept.’
b. [[Lambay1 sondiirdiim] diye] bebek uyudu.
‘The baby fell asleep because I had turned off the light.’

Although some postpositions are accepted as synonymous, it is clear that there
exist certain variations. Synonyms are different phonological words, which have the same
or very similar meanings. Palmer (1976) states that synonyms have different distributions
along a number of parameters. True or exact synonyms are very rare. They may portray
positive or negative attitudes of the speaker, they may belong to different registers:
colloquial, formal, literary, etc. or they may be collocationally restricted. Concerning the
notion of synonyms, although postpositions icin and izere denoting purpose can be used
interchangeably (7a/b), the problem of controller choice occurs where there is more than
one possible controller; and as a result of this property, icin and idizere cannot be
interchangeable in some sentences (7c/d):

(7) a. Ogrenciler; [[ ©; konferansa gitmek] igin] izin istediler.

b. Ogrenciler; [[ @; konferansa gitmek] tizere] izin istediler.

?c. Ogrenciler; [[ ©; konferans vermek] i¢in] Miidiir Bey’i; bekliyorlar.

d. Ogrenciler; [[ @; konferans vermek] iizere] Miidiir Bey’j; bekliyorlar.

The influence of logic on the study of language has been one of the main
concerns of linguists. Semantic facts involving language and the world are facts about
truth and falsity. Sentences have the property of being true or false depend on meaning,
more exactly on two things: what the sentence means, and how things are in the
extralinguistic world. The notion of truth is partly the study of logic, which goes back to

the Classical Greek Age; it concerns for the truth of statements and depends on a
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correlation to states of affairs in reality. As Saeed (1997:81) claims a number of writers
hypothesized that the tools of logic can help to represent sentence meaning. In the
example (8) we can identify the embedded reason clause as the antecedent and the matrix
clause as the consequent:

(8) Sedat; [[@; yeni igine bagladi] diye] heyecanliyds.

Sentences can be true because of the behaviour of logical words or because of
individual nouns and verbs. The example (9b) reflects a syntactically well-formed but
semantically anomalous sentence; from a logical point of view, nobody praises a student
who is late for school in the real world.

(9) a. Swra arkadasim; [[@; siirekli geg kalmasi] yiiziinden] ceza aldu.

?*b. Sira arkadagim; [[@; siirekli geg kalmasi] yiiziinden] takdir aldi.

Truth is only defined at the sentence level. Words and phrases have meanings
and denotations; but only sentences are used to say something, which is true or false
(Swart 1998). There is a set of facts for every event and truth means a correspondance
with the facts of the world. A sentence’s being true or false is called its truth value by
semanticists; and facts that would have to obtain in reality to make a sentence true or false
give its truth conditions. The truth or falsity of the proposition may vary with respect to
different occasions on which the sentence is uttered; Jackendoff states his ideas as
follows:

The avowed purpose of truth-conditional semantics is to explicate Truth, a relation between
language and reality, independent of language users. In turn, truth-conditions can be treated as
speaker-independent only if both reality and the language that describes it are speaker-
independent as well.  (Jackendoff 1990:2, cited in Bouchard 1995:7)

Lexical and grammatical aspects each represent a set of universal semantic

features. Verbs are assigned lexical aspect features and placed in classes based on their
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behaviour in syntactic and semantic frames. Lexical aspect refers to the inherent temporal
properties encoded in verb stems and other lexical items. As Olsen (1997: 16) cites, Filip
(1990) claims that aspect properties of sentences are to a large extent determined by the
semantics of the main lexical verb, but that the aspectual contribution of external
arguments and adjuncts is a well-known fact. Vendler (1957, cited in Olsen 1997:11)
suggests that temporal properties of verbs deserve separate treatment from their non-
temporal lexical meanings. He states that “the use of a verb may... suggest the particular
way in which that verb presupposes and involves the notion of time”. Since Vendler, the
aspectual properties of verbs are divided into four event types: States, Processes
(Activities), Achievements and Accomplishments.

In the semantics of a language, the situation type of a verb- lexical aspect
properties- is a label for the typology of situations that is encoded. Speakers generally
have to use their knowledge of semantic distinctions to draw distinctions of situation type
and decide on the aspect of the sentence. Thus, certain lexical categories inherently
describe different types; some describe static situations, some describe dynamic
situations. Static situations are typically used for states, whereas dynamic situations are
for processes and events. A stative verb allows the speaker to view a situation as a steady
state, with no internal phases or changes. The speaker does not overtly focus on the
beginning or end of the state. He claims that a dynamic verb describes a process and
focuses on the beginning or end point. Based on this criteria, we can conclude that States
are not inherently bounded, have no natural goal or outcome; they have [+static], [-telic]
features as they do not have a natural endpoint; they are not evaluated with respect to any
other event and are homogeneous. Processes are durative events with no inherent bound

and have [+durative], [-telic] features. Achievements are momentary events of transition
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and thus [-durative], [+telic], whereas accomplishments are durative events with a natural
goal or outcome and have [+durative], [+telic] features.

Syntactically, we cannot pattern stative structures with expressions of
dynamism, agency, volition or completion. Aspectual and modality functions, which are
discussed in the following sections, are important in treating the state verbs. In (10a) the
postposition diye expresses reason with a state verb+-Iyor, whereas a state verb-+-Ar diye
construction is not acceptable (10b).

(10) a. [[Ingilizce biliyorum] diye] ise alindim.
‘I was employed since I knew English.’
*b. [[Ingilizce bilirim] diye] ige alindmm.

In Ozsoy and Taylan’s (1998) paper on postpositional embedded sentences
denoting causal relations, the semantic functions of these structures are discussed. With
regard to the arguments about lexical aspect (situation types), word order rules and truth
conditions, these sentences reflect different semantic representations. Simply, the choice
of the verb may affect the interpretation of a sentence; Ozsoy and Taylan (1998:120) state
this fact and claim that —(3)4cAK diye and -mAK igin constructions may express either
purpose or reason as a result of the lexical meaning of the verb chosen or the
coreferentiality of the subjects may sometimes employ constraints. They mention that it is
the tense/aspect and modality markers on the verb of the embedded sentences that
determine whether it is interpreted as purpose or reason and claim that the idea of
simultaneity created by the predicates chosen is also a crucial element in the interpretation
process.

We specifically based our semantic analysis on examples constructed with icin

and diye because they are the most widely used postpositions to denote purpose and
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reason/cause. Thus, in this study our primary aim is to discuss the core units, which
deserve a profound investigation and influence the semantic functions in purpose and

reason clauses.

IIL 2. 1. Semantic Differences in Purpose Clauses
Embedded sentences denoting purpose are marked as follows:
(11) a. —-mAK icin/iizere
b. —mA-sl igin
c. -A diye
With regard to the semantic features discussed above, we will try to reflect the
differences in purpose clauses.

Purposive marking is semantically modal in that it expresses an attitude by the subject of the
sentence, explaining what intention [or purpose] he/she has in carrying out the action
indicated.  (Palmer 1986: 174)

Since the embedded clause states the purpose of the matrix verb, the concern
for the truth of statements depends upon the relation of their correspondance with the
facts of the real world. -mAK icin and -mAK iizere can only be exact synonyms when
there is subject control (12a). This syntactic constraint requires zizere when the purpose
marker with the infinitive construction in the case of object control (12¢).

(12) a. Ogrenciler; [[@; konferans vermek] igin/iizere] bekliyorlar.

?b. Ogrenciler; [[@; konferans vermek] igin] Miidiir Bey’i; bekliyorlar.
c. Ogrenciler; [[@y; konferans vermek] iizere] Miidiir Bey’i; bekliyorlar.

As it is stated in section L. 4. 2.1., to determine the referent of the controlled is a
matter of the choice of the matrix verb and subordinate verb. How the constituents of a

sentence contribute to the truth value of the whole sentence is related with certain
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semantic issues. The example (12b) sounds a semantically ill-formed sentence when the
possible controller of the empty category is ‘Miidiir Bey/the headmaster’, both a
syntactically and semantically perfect one could be obtained simply by replacing the
subordinate verb ‘konferans vermek/ to give a lecture’ with ‘konferansa baglamak/ to
begin the lecture’ (13a) or by rewriting the sentence with —mdAsz igin structure which
marks that the subjects of the main clause and the purpose clause are different from each
other (13b).

(13) a. Ogrenciler; [[@; konferansa baslamak] i¢in] Miidiir Bey’i; bekliyorlar.

b. Ogrenciler; [[@; konferans vermesi] igin] Miidiir Bey’i; bekliyorlar.

As for the truth conditions of this sentence, the referent of the embedded
subject is ‘Ogrenciler/ the students’. Syntactic rules also reflect that ‘Ggrenciler/ the
students’ are going to start the lecture, not the headmaster. The purpose of their waiting
for the headmaster is just to begin the lecture.

Tense/aspect and modality markers on the embedded verb play a crucial role in
determining the meaning. Futurity is as much a modal notion as it is a temporal one. Thus
the factive nominalizer -(3))AcAK is not a simple temporal marker expressing future; it
functions as a presumptive modality marker expressing a sense of intentionality. The
embedded clause marked by -(3))AcAK diye expresses either reason or purpose with regard
to its temporal, aspectual and modal use. In section I .2. 2. -(3))4cAK diye construction is
listed as expressing reason because it is only accepted as a temporal marker there, the
modality function of the factive nominalizer -(3)AcAK is disregarded. The example
sentences (14) and (15) are expressing purpose.

(14) a. Ogrenciler [[ konferans vermek] igin] bekliyoriar.

"The students are waiting to give a conference.’
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b. Ogrenciler [[ konferans verecekler] diye] bekliyoriar.
"The students are waiting so that they would give a conference. ’
(15) a. [[Film izlemek] igin] ge¢ vakte kadar oturdum.
b. [[Film izleyecegim] diye] ge¢ vakte kadar oturdum.
’I stayed up late to watch a film.’

Ozsoy and Taylan (1998:120) state that -(y)AcAK diye construction expresses
purpose because the event in the embedded clause will take place after the one in the
matrix clause. In addition to their argument, we claim that in -(y)4cAK diye construction
expressing purpose, the nominalization suffix -(3)AcAK functions as a modality marker
showing intention/plan. In the examples (14b/15b), the embedded purpose clauses mark a
pure intentional, planned assesment; in other words, they express the subjects’ wishes.
Since the optative is typically used to express wishes, we claim that this modal reading of
-(y)AcAK diye construction is synonymous with -4 diye construction:

(14) v’. Ogrenciler [[ konferans verecekler] diye] bekliyorlar= konferans versinler
diye.
(15) b’. {[Film izleyecegim] diye] ge¢ vakte kadar oturdum= film izleyeyim diye.

Purposive marking is expressed by explaining what intention is carried out by
the subjects. An intention is to be fulfilled and a result is to be achieved in a purpose
clause, there is usually a desired or aimed-at result.

In our analysis, we suggest that sentences which express purpose have two
interpretations. Regarding semantic issues, it is not easy to draw a distinction between
purpose and reason. Ozsoy and Taylan (1998) discuss the idea of purpose and reason in
their paper. Their work has a triggering function in modern studies because there are

certain notable remarks on this subject. While working on the data, we realized that the
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idea of purpose and reason may easily overlap. Thus, we claim that purpose clauses have
two interpretations. There is an inherent idea of reason occurring in purpose clauses, but
not vice versa. Since purpose expresses an attitude explaining what intention we have in
carrying out the action, an implicit reason for doing it is also indicated. In (14), the
embedded clause indicates the students’ purpose in waiting and equally their reason for
waiting. In (15), it indicates both my purpose in staying up late and my reason for staying
up late. Both interpretations are acceptable and we may conclude that these two clauses
overlap in meaning and in subordinators under certain conditions.
With a further attempt, in order to test our claim we try to develop a set of
testing ground; we remark the intention stated, and ask two questions:
(16) Ogrenciler [[ konferans vermek] igin] bekliyorlar.
(i) We state the students’ intention: Ogrenciler konferans vermek istiyorlar.
(i) Bunun igin ne yapiyorlar? Bekliyorlar.
(iii) Neden bekliyorlar? Konferans vermek igin.
Both the students’ purpose in waiting and their reason for waiting are
expressed in the same sentence.

(17) [[Askere gitmek] igin] muayene oldu.

(i) We state his intention: Askere gitmek istedi.
(i) Bunun igin ne yapt1? Muayene oldu.
(iif) Neden muayene oldu? Askere gitmek i¢in.

The embedded sentence expresses the subject’s purpose and reason for the

matrix verb.
(18) [[Alay edip etmedigini anlamak] i¢in/iizere] yiiziine baktim.

(i) My intention: Alay edip etmedigini anlamak istedim.
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(i) Bunun icin ne yaptim?  Yiiziine baktim.
(iil) Neden yiiziine baktim?  Alay edip etmedigini anlamak igin.
The sentence indicates my purpose in looking at her/his face and equally my
reason for doing this.
(19) [[Onu bir an 6nce kurtarmanm bir yolunu bulacagiz] diye] kafa patlattik.
(i) Our intention: Onu bir an 6nce kurtarmanin bir yolunu
bulmak istedik.
(it) Bunun i¢in ne yaptik?  Kafa patlattik.
(iii) Neden kafa patlattik? Onu bir an 6nce kurtarmanin bir yolunu
bulalim diye.
The idea of purpose and reason is carried out by the embedded clause for the
fulfilment of the matrix verb.
(20) [[Geng kiz arkadaginin eglenmesi] i¢in] parti diizenliyor.
(1) Her intention: Geng kiz arkadaginin eglenmesini istiyor.
(ii) Bunun icin ne yapiyor?  Parti diizenliyor.
(iit) Neden parti diizenliyor? Arkadagmin eglenmesi igin.
The young girl wants her fiend to have a good time; that’s why she is giving a
party. Thus, both her purpose and reason for giving a party are equally indicated.
(21) [[Gitmeme izin vermesi] igin] babamn ayaklarina kapanacagim.
(1) My intention: Gitmek istiyorum. Babam buna izin versin.
(ii) Bunun icin ne yapacagim? Babamin ayaklarina kapanacagim.
(i) Neden babamn ayaklarma kapanacagim? Gitmeme izin vermesi igin.
The idea of purpose in fulfilling the matrix verb also makes up the idea of

reason for it. This relation is carried out by the embedded clause.
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(22) [[Bebek uyusun] diye] lambay: sondiirdiik.
(1) Our intention: Bebegin uyumasin istedik.
(ii) Bunun igin ne yaptik? Lambay: sondurdik.
(iii) Neden lambay: séndiirdiik? Bebek uyusun diye.
We have a purpose in turning off the lights and this purpose also makes up a
reason for turning off the lights.

(23) [[Kimse girmesin] diye] kap: kilitlenmigti.

(1) The intention stated: Kimsenin girmemesi istenmigti.
(ii) Bunun igin ne yapilmigti? Kapi kilitlenmigti.
(iii) Kap1 neden kilitlenmigti? Kimse girmesin diye.

The idea of purpose and reason is equally carried out by the embedded clause.
However, it should be noted that tense/aspect and modality markers or the verb semantics
are the main factors, which determine these conditions. Time adverbials and extra-
linguistic context are important in determining the intended interpretation; thus, the
relationship between these elements and purpose/reason require detailed further studies.

The notion of truth depends on a correlation to states of affairs in reality. There
are certain words like the connectors, the negative marker not, and quantifiers which
influence the truth value of sentences. Thus, considering the negative marker —mA/ not in
Turkish, the sentences below are semantically anomalous:

(24)*[['Yemek yememek] i¢in] sofraya oturdum.

(25)*Geng kiz [[arkadaginin eBlenmemesi] igin] parti diizenliyor.
(26)*[[Uyumayayim] diye] annem lambay1 sondiirdii.
(27)*[[Randevuya gecikmek] i¢in] taksiye bindim.

(28)*[[Gergeklerin sakh kalmasi] igin] herseyi anlatt1.
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(29)*Annem [[i¢eri soguk girsin] diye] her yeri kapatti.

The negative marker —mA/mot affect the truth value of each sentence. In
Turkish, this suffix has to be placed before the tense suffix, and follow suffixes like the
passive, reflexive, causative suffixes if there is any. The relation of subordinate verb and
the matrix verb is interpreted with regard to the truth or falsity of statements. In order to
determine the truth or falsity of the sentences above (24-29), we have to correspond the
set of facts for the events with the facts of the real world. In other words we have to give
correct descriptions of states of affairs in the world. In (24) my purpose of sitting at the
table requires my eating something in order to set the truth condition. Regarding (25),
under normal conditions, parties are held to enjoy people; thus, the young girl would give
a party to make her friend have a good time. The same logical analysis may be applied to
(26), the truth value of this sentence can only be provided by omitting the negative
marker in the purpose clause because we normally turn off the light in order to sleep. This
sentence can reflect the truth if my mother turned off the light so that I could sleep.
Clearly, the negative marker —mA/not on the subordinate verbs have to be omitted. On the
other hand, the subordinate verbs in the purpose clauses in (27-29) have to be marked by
the negative suffix —mA/not in order to contribute to the truth value of the sentences.
People get on a taxi to save time. In (27), the embedded purpose clause is false because
nobody gets on a taxi to be late for his/her appointment. If we add the negative marker —
mA/not to the subordinate verb expressing the purpose of my getting on the taxi, we will
indicate the truth condition of the sentence. The empirical truth of (28) and (29),
depending upon the facts of the universe, signals the negative forms of the subordinate
verbs. Since the embedded clause is false in (28), it cannot express the purpose of matrix

clause within a logical scope: ‘he/she told everything in order to conceal the facts’ is
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false, the whole sentence cannot correspond to the facts in the real world with literal
reading. We are not concerned with non-literal interpretation of the sentence (28) here. In
the interpretation of the last example (29) expressing purpose with diye, there occurs a
falsity without negating the subordinate verb: If we close everywhere in order to let the
cold enter, this sense reflects a semantic anomaly.

Truth is taken to mean a correspondance with facts; when we negate the
subordinate verb, we identify the truth value of the event. The relevance of truth
conditions, with the help of drawing logical conclusions, involve rewriting these
sentences by omitting or adding the negative marker -mA/not:

(30) [[Yemek yemek] igin] sofraya oturdum.
‘I sat at the table to eat the meal.’
(31) Geng kiz [[arkadaginin eglenmesi] i¢in] parti diizenliyor.
‘The young girl is arranging a party so that her friend would enjoy.’
(32) [[Uyuyayim] diye] annem lambay1 sondiirdii.
‘My mother turned off the light so that I would sleep.’
(33) [[Randevuya gecikmemek] igin] taksiye bindim.
‘I took a taxi in order not to be late for the appointment.’
(34) [[Gergeklerin sakh kalmamasi] igin] herseyi anlatt1.
‘She told everything so that the facts would not be concealed. ’

(35) Annem [[igeri soguk girmesin] diye] her yeri kapatti.

‘My mother closed everywhere so that the cold weather would not come in.’

A difference in word order reflects a difference in implication and therefore,
has a semantic function. In terms of the operations of the word order processes, topic,

focus and backgrounding are discussed in section Il. 5. 1. Not only these processes but
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also changing the order of the constituents determine semantic differences. The truth
value may change as a result of the change in the sentence meaning.
(36) a. [[ Yemek yemek] i¢in] sofraya oturdum.
*b. [[Sofraya oturmak] igin] yemek yedim.
(37) a. Geng kiz [[arkadaginin eglenmesi] i¢in] parti diizenliyor.
7. Geng kiz [[parti diizenlemesi] igin] arkadagini eglendiriyor.
(38) a. [[Uyuyaymm] diye] annem lambay1 séndutrda.
b. [[Annem lambay1 sondiirsiin] diye} uyudum.

As it is clear from the example sentences a difference in word order reflects
various constructions, some are acceptable (36a), (37a), (38a/b) whereas some are not
(36b), (37b). With regard to truth conditions, normally our purpose in sitting at the table
is to eat something. Thus, in (36a), the embedded clause reflects my purpose in sitting at
the table. When we replace the clauses, we get a semantically unacceptable sentence: my
purpose in eating something cannot be sitting at the table (36b). (37b) is also semantically
anomulous; the embedded clause does not indicate the young girl’s purpose in having her
friend enjoy. In (38) we are involved with two possible positions. The embedded clause
reflects my mother’s purpose in turning off the light (38a): she wishes I would sleep. In
(38b) we have another purposive construction, which reflects my purpose in sleeping: I
wish my mother would turn off the light. Thus, with a change in the word order we have
two different sentences.

Trying to show how the inherent semantic distinctions carried by verbs form a
system of situation types is the main concern of verb semantics. Sentences formed with
verbs expressing state behave differently from other verbs;, in describing states, the

speaker gives no information about the internal structure of the situation, does not involve
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the notion of a completion of a goal. Yet, a static situation is one that is conceived of as
existing, homogeneous and unchanging throughout its duration.
(39) *a. [[ingilizce bilmek] igin] kurs aliyorum.
*b. [[ingilizce bilmesi] igin] yardimei oldular.
*c. [[Ingilizce bilsin] diye] ¢ok kitap aldik.
The example sentences (39a/b/c) expressing purpose with the stative verb
‘bilmek/ to know’ are unaccepteable. The verb ‘bilmek/ to know’ has to portray a static
situation with no internal phases or changes. Yet, from a purely semantic aspect, the
combination of the lexical properties of the verb, together with those of the designated
arguments present a change of state in (39). Thus, the examples entail replacing ‘bilmek/
to know’ with the dynamic ‘Ogrenmek/ to learn’ because the sentences have a sense of
dynamism and change (40).
(40) a. [[Ingilizce 6grenmek] igin] kurs aliyorum.
‘I am taking courses to learn English.’
b. [[Ingilizce dgrenmesi] igin] yardime1 oldular.
“They helped him to learn English.’
¢. [[Ingilizce 6grensin] diye] ¢ok kitap aldik.
‘We bought a lot of books so that he would learn English.’

Apart from these remarks we can point out that the postposition i¢in is the most
productive one because it allows sentences showing both natural objectivity and personal,
subjective assessment. With the postposition diye we are relatively involved in the
subjective side. When we state a natural assessment, diye is not acceptable (41c/d). The

example sentences reflect this paradigm:
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(41) a. [[Film izlemek] igin] vakit gec oldu.
‘It is too late to watch a film.’
b. [[Film izlemesi] i¢in] vakit ge¢ oldu.
‘It is too late for her to watch a film.’
*¢. [[Film izleyecegim]diye] vakit geg oldu.
*d. [[Film izleyeyim]diye] vakit ge¢ oldu.
(42) a. [[Film izlemek] igin] ge¢ vakte kadar oturdum.
‘I stayed up late to watch a film.’
b. [[Film izlemesi] i¢in] ge¢ vakte kadar oturdum.
‘I stayed up late so that he would watch a film.’
c. [[Film izleyecegim] diye] ge¢ vakte kadar oturdum.

d. [[Film izleyeyim] diye] ge¢ vakte kadar oturdum.

IIIL. 2. 2. Semantic Differences in Reason Clauses
As for expressing reason, the embedded sentences are marked as follows:
(43) a. -DIg-1/-()AcAg-l igin
b. ~DIg-IndAn dolay:
c. —DI /-mls/ —(y)AcAK / -Iyor/ -Ar diye
d. —mA-s yiiziinden/ noun + yiiziinden
In Turkish, reason and cause are expressed in similar ways. There is not a clear-
cut difference between them both morphologically and syntactically (Schaaik 2001:23).
Causation constitutes one of the basic categories of human cognition. It is not a category
that we learn from experience but one of the categories which underlie our interpretation

of experience. The important point to mention is that cause is concerned with causation
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and motivation possibly established with some naturality/objectivity, whereas reason
involves a relatively personal and subjective causality (Quirk et al, 1985: 484). Several
types of embedded clauses- cause and effect, reason and consequence, result and
circumstance- convey basic similarities of relationship to their matrix clauses. The term
Reason Clause is the superordinate term available for all.

As it is stated before, the postpositions i¢in and diye are used in reason clauses.
With regard to our remark in III. 2.1., we can conclude that the postposition i¢in is more
versatile in the sense that it can be used in expressing both natural/objective causality and
personal/subjective causality. However, diye is only used to express personal/subjective
causality (Ozsoy and Taylan 1998:119). That view is also supported by diye constructions
which have more productive forms with modality markers than i¢in. In asking for a
reason or cause, the question word neden is used. It denotes ‘the reason for’ or ‘the cause
of’ some states of affairs, and a reason/cause clause provides the necessary information.

The causal relation is a relation interpreted with regard to semantic relations.
In a reason clause, the construction may express the perception of an inherent objective
connection in the real world. The truth value of a sentence is related to its connection with
the real world.

(44) a. [[Az yedigi] i¢in] kilo almuyor.

‘He does not put on weight because he eats very little.’
b. [[Diizenli suladigim] i¢in] ¢igekler gabuk biiyiidi.
‘The flowers grew well because I watered them regularly.’
c. [[Yast kiigiik oldugu] igin] ehliyet alamadi.

‘He could not get a driving licence because he is young.’
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The truth conditions of these sentences clearly reflect an objective causation and
motivation. A person normally does not gain weight if he/she eats less (44a). The natural
cause of the flowers’ growing is that I watered them regularly (44b). The reason for
his/her not being able to get a driving licence is his/her being young (44c). The truth value
of these sentences are violated by the negative marker —mA/not. In (45a), (45b) and (45c)
the sentences are semantically unacceptable because this marker affects the truth
conditions which correspond with the facts of the world.
(45) *a. [[Az yemedigi] i¢in] kilo almiyor.

*b. [[Diizenli sulamadigim] igin] gicekler ¢abuk buyiidii.

*c. [[Yas1 kiigiik oldugu] i¢in] ehliyet alabildi.

Tense is the grammatical expression of some sort of temporality. In expressing
reason/cause, there is generally a rational temporal sequence. In these clauses what
precedes the postposition is a reason/cause, and what follows the postposition is a
consequence/effect. There should be a logical time and causality relation between the
embedded verb and the matrix verb. Time relation of the verbs within the clauses should
be consistent with the time relation of these events in the real world. To provide the truth
conditions of sentences, the order of the cause and the consequence should be logical.
Generally, the temporal sequence suggests that the situation in the embedded clause
precedes in time that of the matrix clause.

(46) a. [[Cok yemek yedigim] igin] yiirityiise ¢tktim/ gikiyorum.

b. [[Cok yemek yedim] diye] yiiriiylige ¢iktim/ ¢ikiyorum.
‘I went for a walk because I had eaten a lot.”
The temporal sequence in (46a/b) requires that ‘going walking’ is an action

which has to take place after ‘eating too much’. Our world knowledge also supports this
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fact. Thus, the embedded verbs expressing a past action are acceptable. But in (47a/b),
this sequence is violated when the embedded verbs are marked by tense suffixes
expressing a future action:

(47) *a. [[Cok yemek yiyecegim] igin] yiirtiytige giktim/ ¢ikiyorum.

*b. [[Cok yemek yiyecegim] diye] yiiriyiise ¢iktim/ ¢ikiyorum.

(47a/b) are ungrammatical because the embedded verb suffixes point out the
second action; thus, the reason would happen after the consequence. Such a relation
cannot be accepted with respect to truth conditions. The examples are ungrammatical
because of this time relation. When the time relation reflects a rational temporal sequence,
the sentences are acceptable (48a/b).

(48) a. [[Yeni ise baglayacagi] i¢in] ¢cok heyecanlandy/ heyecanlamyor.

b. [[Yeni ige baglayacak] diye] ¢ok heyecanlandy/ heyecanlaniyor.
‘He is excited because he will start a new job.’

When icin and diye express reason, there is a relatively personal and subjective
assessment. As it is discussed before, in expressing objective causation diye constructions
are not acceptable (49b/ 50b).

(49) a. [[Az yedigi] i¢in] kilo almuyor.

‘He does not put on weight because he eats very little.
*b. [[Az yedi] diye] kilo almuyor.
(50) a. [[Hizh yiiriidiiga] icin] bize yetigti.
‘He caught up with us because he walked fast.’
*b. [[Hizh yiiriidii] diye] bize yetisti.
Diye constructions can have different tense/aspect and modality markers. The

factive past tense marker —DI, the inferential past tense marker —mly; the factive
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nominalization marker -()AcAK ; the progressive marker —fyor, and the aorist —Ar not
only express time but also have modality functions (Yavas, 1980; Johanson 1994;
Komnfilt 1997 ;Ozsoy and Taylan, 1998); in traditional studies, the modality and aspectual
features of these markers are not taken into consideration. The aspectual properties are
expressed as perfective and imperfective. Comrie (1978) defines the perfective aspect as a
way of viewing the totality of a situation without reference to its internal temporal
constituency and the imperfective aspect as an explicit reference to the internal temporal
structure of a situation. Smith (1991) gives a similar definition and states that perfectivity
includes the viewing of the beginning and the end of a situation, while imperfectivity
focuses on the middle phase unspecifying the end. Saced (1997) explains the difference
between perfectivity and imperfectivity as producing a distinction between complete and
incomplete action.

In utterances where the intended meaning is that of possibility, -lyor, -(y)AcAk
or —Ar can show acceptable situations with respect to aspectual notions carried by the
verb itself. These markers describe imperfective and prospective aspect, while the past
tense suffixes —DI, -ml§ and the factive nominal -DIK function as perfective aspect
markers. The use of prospective/imperfective marker as opposed to perfective is
obligatory when there is the meaning of possibility and the likelihood of the fulfillment of
a condition is high. In (51a/b) the embedded clauses indicate an incomplete action and
mark the probability of this future event: we can conclude that he/she has not engaged
yet. The possibility of his/her being engaged is the reason for his/her buying clothes. The
use of perfective marker —ml§ indicates that the speaker did not witness the event but
infers it via circumstial evidence or hearsay. In (51c/d/e) the action —getting engaged- is

completed. That is why he/she has bought/is buying clothes.
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(51) a. [[Nisanlanacag] i¢in] yeni kiyafetler aldy/ aliyor.
‘She bought new clothes as she will get engaged.’
b. [[Nisanlanacak] diye] yeni kiyafetler aldy/ altyor.
c. [[Niganlandig1] igin] yeni kiyafetler aldy/ aliyor.
d. [[Nisanland1] diye] yeni kiyafetler aldy/ aliyor.
e. [[Nisanlanmis] diye] yeni kiyafetler aldy/ aliyor.

Yavag (1980: 70) claims that there is growing linguistic evidence indicating a
close affinity between future tense markers and modal categories. This is due to the
element of uncertainty that is inherent both in future events and in the application of
modal categories. The factive nominalization marker -(y)AcAK , the progressive marker
—lyor, and the aorist —Ar can be used in describing future events. Yet, there are some
semantic differences depending on the degree of certainty or the type of knowledge the
speaker predicts on. As it is discussed in the previous section, -(y)AcAK is used both in
making presumptive statements about non-future happenings and predictions about future
events. In the case when the future event is viewed as contingent on the present plan or
intention, -(y)AcAK marks present decision, intention, plan or cause of a future event
(52a/b). If the prediction of the future event is based on the information that it is planned
and scheduled, -(y)AcAK and -Iyor are acceptable (52a/b/c). The aorist —Ar cannot be
used when the probability of the future event is high (52d), because this marker shows
that the future event is not a planned one and expresses weaker certainty than -(y)AcAk
and —Iyor. The stronger the speaker feels about the certainty of the event, the more likely
he/she will use —(y)AcAk. —Iyor can be used when the event is a scheduled/planned or
fixed one (Yavag, 1980). With the postpositions i¢in and diye, the sentences indicate the

reason for which the subject takes some action.
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(52) a. [[Yeni ige baglayacagi] igin] ¢ok heyecanly/ heyecanlamyor.
‘He is excited because he will start a new job.’
b. [[Yeni ige baslayacak] diye] cok heyecanl/ heyecanlamyor.
c. [[Yeni ige bagliyor] diye] ¢ok heyecanl/ heyecanlaniyor.
*d. [[Yeni ige baglar] diye] ¢ok heyecanly/ heyecanlamyor.
(53) a. Kadin, [[¢ocuk aglayacag] i¢in] odasindan ¢ikmazmug.
“The woman does not leave the room as the child will cry.’
b. Kadn, [[¢ocuk aglayacak] diye] odasindan ¢ikmazmis.
c. Kadin, [[¢ocuk aghyor] diye] odasindan ¢ikmazmus.
d. Kadin, [[¢ocuk aglar] diye] odasindan ¢ikmazmusg.

In the examples above (53a/b), the embedded reason clauses with —(y)AcAk are
simply presuming that the child would cry. With —Iyor the progressive aspect is indicated
and the embedded clause expresses the reason why the woman had not left the room at
the time being in imperfective aspectual sense (53c). The habitual aspect is indicated by
the aorist —Ar; it is used to characterize some behaviour/property as being typical of or
inherent to an individual or entity. It is also used to make predictions about future
happenings, not on the basis of a certain plan or decision to carry out but on the basis of
what is known to be true about the actualization of the future event. Thus, (53d) shows
that it is the characteristic of the child to cry whenever the woman leaves the room, it is a
repeated behaviour. Yavag (1980) states that the aorist has the effect of characterizing the
entity in question, while the progressive reports a certain behaviour of it.

Habitual and generic statements are characterizing statements. In Turkish the
aorist indicates aspect and mood rather than tense and temporal structure (Yavag, 1980).

Thus, when a behaviour is perceived as being typical or characteristic of an entity, we
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regard it as a permanent property of that entity. Ozsoy and Taylan (1998:121) mentions
that the stative verbs are durative and gain a habitual aspect with the aorist but this aspect
does not co-occur with the presumptive modal aspect of the aorist. Thus, the sentence
construction with —Ar diye is not used with stative verbs (54). The sentences are only
acceptable when used with —DIK igin structure (54°).
(54) *a. [[Uyumak isterim]diye] lambay1 sondiirdiim.
*b. [[Arkadagina giivenir] diye] kavgaya kangti.
*¢. [[Seni sever] diye] hatalarim gérmiiyor.
*d. [[Ingilizce bilir] diye] yurtdisina ¢ikacak.
*e. [[Allah’a inanir] diye] miisliman olmus.
(54’) a. [[Uyumak istedigim]i¢in] lambay1 sondiirdiim.
‘I turned off the light because I wanted to sleep.’
b. [[Arkadagina giivendigi] i¢in] kavgaya kangti.
‘He was involved in a row because he relied on his friend.’
c. [[Sent sevdigi] i¢in] hatalarim gérmityor.
‘He does not see your mistakes as he loves you.’
d. [[Ingilizce bildigi] i¢in] yurtdigina gikacak.
‘She will go abroad as she knows English.’
e. [[Allah’a inandig1] i¢in] miisliiman olmus.
‘He converted into Muslem religion as he believes in God.’
Yet, we should be careful about the affecting factors in semantics.
Aspectual features are closely related with the notion of event and event structure.
Although the sentences above (54) are not acceptable, we may produce acceptable

sentences with —-Ar diye+a state verb with regard to the aspectual use of the aorist —Ar
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and the compositional nature of lexical aspect. The example sentences (55) reflect the
result of an interaction between lexical aspect and structural ones (the characteristics of
the designated complement). Regarding the linguistic fact that Complements/ Arguments
affect the properties of verbs, lexical aspect is not a property of isolated verbs (Verykul,
1973; Smith, 1991). Thus, we provide acceptable sentences with —Ar diye-+a state verb:
(55) a. Bu kitab: [[okumak istersin] diye] getirdim.
‘I brought this book so that you would like to read it.’
b. Nasilsa [[seni sever] diye] bekliyoruz.
‘We expect that he will love you anyway.’
¢. [[Herseyi bilir] diye] ona sordular.
“They asked him thinking that he knows everything.’

There are difficulties in treating predicates expressing mental activities. Verbs
like sevmek, begenmek, bilmek... express mental activities. They are regarded as
happening beyond the will, intention and the conscious control of the individual.
Regarding different sentences with the stative verbs, we can infer that some of these verbs
are more strongly stative than others or some are not true statives (Yavag 1980; Binnick
1991; Saeed 1997). The effect of Complements/Arguments on the properties of verbs
should be taken into consideration. When we consider the state verb ‘bilmek/ to know’,
‘sorunun cevabmi bilmek/ knowing the answer to a question’ has a different property than
‘yiizmeyi bilmek/ knowing how to swim’ or ‘Ingilizce bilmek/ knowing English’ .

(56) a. [[1yi Ingilizce bildigi] igin] geviri yapmaya baslad1.

*b. [[Tyi Ingilizce bilecegi] icin] geviri yapmaya basladi.
c. [[lyi Ingilizce biliyor] diye] geviri yapmaya baslads.

*d. [[1yi Ingilizce bilir] diye] geviri yapmaya baslad.
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*e. [[lyi Ingilizce bilecek] diye] geviri yapmaya baslada.
*f. [[Iyi Ingilizce bildi] diye] ¢eviri yapmaya basladh.
*g_[[lyi Ingilizce bilmis] diye] ¢eviri yapmaya baslad1.

In (56), the embedded clauses explain the reason for the situation expressed by
the matrix verb. (56b) is unacceptable because of the truth conditions. —(y)AcAk
expresses futurity as a tense marker but as a modal, it also expresses intention, plan or
cause of a future event. The aorist -Ar both shows habitual aspect and indicates that the
speaker has weaker presumptions about the future. —(y)AcAk expresses stronger
presumption than the aorist —Ar. These suffixes function as presumptive modality
markers and produce unacceptable sentences (56b/d/e). There occurs a restriction because
statives are defined as predicates that are true at every moment of an interval, whereas the
presumptive modality markers contradict with this sense. The example (56¢) has the
progressive suffix with a stative verb in the embedded clause. In Turkish all predicates-
except the copula- can occur with the progressive. —Iyor is used to express the progressive
aspect. The past tense markers —DI and -mly in (56f/g), with the state verb bilmek /to
know produce unacceptable sentences. The past tense suffix —DI has two functions: it is
purely temporal and less temporal (Yavag, 1980). In its temporal use, -DI locates an event
or state within a period that excludes the present moment. In its less temporal use this
marker has a subjunctive function, the speaker chooses to view the situation from a past
point not because the situation is past but because the speaker is not sure about the truth
of the proposition presented at the time of the speech. It also marks an end point, which
triggers a change of state. —mls is generally accepted as an aspect marker. Anteriority of

the embedded event to the time of the matrix event is marked by this suffix.
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When we consider the relationship between lexical aspect and grammatical
aspect in terms of our example set (56), we claim that as ‘Ingilizce bilmek/knowing
English® can be regarded as having a [-telic] feature, we cannot produce acceptable
sentences with the perfective aspect markers —DI and —mlg. However, although ‘bilmek/
to know’ is a state verb, ‘sorunun cevabmm bilmek/ knowing the answer to a question’ has
a [+telic] feature and this structure allows us to produce acceptable sentences with these
markers (57):

(57) [[Cevaplan bildi/ bilmig] diye] biiyiik odiilii o kazandi.
‘He got the top prize since he knew the answers.’

Regarding temporal and aspectual features enabled us to conclude that
generalizations may have counter examples. Acceptable sentences with —Ar diye+a state
verb (55) and the [+telic]/[-telic] features of the stative verb ‘bilmek/to know’ (56, 57)
support our conclusion. Thus, we claim that modality and aspect are interrelated with both

the context and the compositional nature of the verb.

IIL 2. 3. Other Structures Denoting Purpose or Reason

In Turkish, apart from the structures discussed above, it is possible to express
purpose and reason/cause in some other ways. The sentences may be morphologically or
syntactically marked. The dative case suffix —4, the ablative case suffix —DAn, the
conjuctions ¢iinkii/ because, the transition signal bu yiizden/because of this and the
construction with -4 gore are the alternative ways that are used to express purpose and

reason/cause.
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1- The dative case suffix -A:

Another way of expressing purpose is simply to put the infinitive/nominalized
verb in the dative -4:

(58) a. Babam [biraz uyumaya] gitti.

‘My father went to have a sleep.’
b. Dervig [ekonomiyi diizeltmeye] galistyor.,
‘Dervis is trying to stabilize the economy.’
c. [Sizi yolculamaya) gelmisler.
“They came to see you off.’
d. Yurtdigina [dil ogrenmeye] gidecek.
‘He will go abroad to learn a language.’

The dative case marker —~A may also be used to denote reason. In this structure
the factive nominalizer -DIK is required. The embedded clause expresses the reason of
the action in the matrix clause. Psych-verbs are used as the matrix verb.

(59) a. [Cevap yazamadigima] kizdiniz m?
‘Are you angty at the fact that I could not answer you.’
b. [Universite smavim kazandigmma) ¢ok sevindik.
‘We are happy about the fact that you have won the university exam.’
c. [Seninle tamistigima, arkadas oldugumal pigmanim.
‘I regret meeting, making friends with you.’
d. [Issiz kaldiginiza) uzildim.

‘I am sorry for your being unemployed.’
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2- The ablative case suffix -DAn:

As Kornfilt (1997:234) mentions, the ablative case marker —DAn presents a
productive way to express cause. The constructions —DIg-IndAn dolay:, —DAn, and
yiiziinden all consist the ablative suffix. Underhill (1976:221) uses the term ‘ablative of
cause’ to explain the construction in which the postposition dolayr is omitted. The
noun/noun phrase in the ablative indicates the reason for which the action is performed. In
this structure the nominalized clause is only marked by a case marker —DAn without a
postposition; the embedded verb is marked with the possessive suffix agreeing with its
subject in person. The case marker —DAn inherently signals cause and is not assigned by
the verb of the matrix clause. Uslu (2001:126) discusses the use of this marker in
expressing causation and claims that it is used to show objective causation. With regard to
the example sentences we can also conclude that -DAn structure signals objective
causation.

(60) a. [Duzenli calismadigimndan) bagansiz oldu/ olacak.

‘He was unsuccessful for not working regularly.’
b. [Hava sogudugundan] igeri girdik.

‘We went in as the weather got cold.’
*¢. [Seninle bulusamadigimdan) canim sikildi.
*d. [Usiidigiinden] odadan digart ¢ikmak istemiyor.

When the causation is subjective as in (60b/c), —DIg-I / -(V)AcAg-1 igin
structure is acceptable:

(61) a. [[Seninle bulusamadigim] i¢in] canim sikildi.

b. [[Ustdugiy] igin] odadan digan gikmak istemiyor.
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The ablative case suffix -DAn may also be attached to the infinitive —mAk to
denote reason/cause (62). The subject of the embedded clause is not expressed because
the subjects of the main clause and the embedded clause are coreferential in the - mAk-tAn
structure.

(62) a. Aglamaktan gozlerim sisti.

‘My eyes have swollen because of crying.’
b. Yiriimekten yoruldum.
’I grew tired of walking.’
c. Calismaktan bunalmus.
"He feels tired of working.’
d. Giilmekten patlayacak.
"He will burst due to laughing.’
e. Bos oturmaktan biktim, usandim,
‘I am tired of sitting lazily. °’

Predicative adjectives and nouns suffixed with the ablative case marker also
express reason/cause (63).

(63) a. Sicaktan bunaliyorum.

’T am choked by the hot weather.’
b. Soguktan donacaklar.
"They will freeze because of the cold weather.’
c. Yorgunluktan uvykum kagt:.
’T have difficulty in falling asleep due to fatique.’
d. A¢liktan bagina agn girmis.

‘He has had a headache because of hunger.’
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3- Ciinkii/because:

Ciinkii/because introduces reason clauses. It is a conjunction denoting causal
relation between two clauses; predicates of both clauses are fully inflected. In Turkish,
syntactically marked embedded clauses have a finite verb and are marked by
subordinating particles, which precede the embedded clause and postpositions which
follow the embedded clause. An embedded clause marked by ginkii follows the main
clause (64), whereas one marked by a postposition precedes the main clause. As
Erguvanh (1979) states the word order variation seen in embedded sentences that are
introduced by giinkii is idiosyncratic, which may be due to the fact that it is a borrowed
construction and thus has its own syntactic peculiarities. The position of the embedded
clause is fixed in the sentence, that it can only follow the main clause and cannot precede
it. None of the constituents of the giinkii clause may be extracted and moved into the main
clause. Constituents of the embedded clause may not precede ciinkii. Kornfilt (1997:138)
mentions ¢inkii as an anaphoric expression applying in a configuration where the
antecedent is in the preceding superordinate clause and the anaphoric expression is in the
embedded clause.

(64) a. Kitab bitiremedim giinkii sikiciydi.
‘I could not finish the book because it was boring.’
b. Diin okula gelemedim giinkii gok hastaydim.
‘I could not come to school as I was very ill.
¢. Kapyr kirdim ¢iinkii anahtan kaybetmigim.
‘T smashed the door as I have lost the key.’
d. Tatile gidecegiz giinkii gok yorulduk.

“We will go on holiday as we got very tired.’
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e. Aspirin igti ¢iinkii bas1 agnyordu.
‘He took an aspirin as he had a headache.’
4- Bu yiizden/Because of this, As a result, Therefore

This conjunctive structure is composed of a pronoun-postposition. Bu
yiizden/because of this is used to signal the cause and effect relations and connects the
ideas between two sentences. This construction occurs in clauses which present an event
or a state of affairs as resulting from that described in the preceding sentence. Thus, it has
a syntactic function. We can use this structure only at the beginning of the second
sentence that shows the effect '(65).

(65) a. Rahatsiz ettigimi dusiindim. Bu yiizden, 6ziir dileyerek digan ¢iktim.

‘I thought I had disturbed you. That is why I went out apologizing.’

b. Cok acikmusty; bu yiizden hemen birgeyler atigtirds.

‘He was very hungry, so he ate something.’
c¢. Yagmur yagiyordu. Bu yiizden, sinemaya gittiler.

‘It was raining so they went to the cinema.’
d. Misafir gelecekmis; bu yiizden hazirhk yapiyoruz.

‘We will have some guests. That is why we are making preparations. ’

5--A gore:

-A gore expresses an inferred causal relationship between the action of the
embedded clause and that of the matrix clause. With this structure more peripheral uses of
reason clauses express an indirect reason. That is to say, the reason is not related to the
situation in the matrix clause but is a motivation for the implicit speech act of the
utterance (66).

(66) a. [[Seni bu hiicreye atitklarin-Ja gore] iskence yapacaklar.
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‘As they put you in a cell, they will torture you.’

b. [[Burada oldugun-ja gire] bana yardim edebilirsin.
‘As you are here, you can help me.’

c. [[Sustugun-]a gore] sugu kabul ediyorsun.
‘As you keep silent , you accept the fault.’

d. [[Bu saate kadar gelmedigin-Je gore] gecikecek.

’As he has not come so far, he is to be late.’

IIL. 3. Summary

In this chapter, we have made a semantic analysis of Postpositional Purpose
and Reason Clauses in Turkish. As syntactic features determine semantic differences in
Turkish, we try to describe why expressions which are syntactically well-formed can be
unacceptable from the semantic point of view. We claim that there is an inherent idea of
reason within purpose clauses. Thus, certain constructions may express both purpose and
reason. Moreover, reason and cause are expressed in similar ways; the type of causality
determines the interpretation in that case. Cause is concerned with natural/objective
causality whereas reason is concerned with personal/subjective causality. Truth
conditions, modality markers, lexical and grammatical aspect all influence the
interpretation of sentences. This chapter also discusses other structures expressing

purpose and reason/cause in Turkish.



101

CONCLUSION

- Cérta;in phrases in languages carry a connotation of purpose and reason/cause.
Thus, Postpositional Purpose and Reason Clauses are common forms of constructions that
are used to convey these notions. Although the postpositional phrases denoting purpose
and reason/cause have distinct properties, they are not accounted for adequately in the
traditional studies of Turkish. These embedded constructions are used adverbially, they
have certain syntactic and semantic features that operate inherently. There occur
restrictions with regard to the postposition in question, temporal, modal or aspectual
properties and compositional nature of the embedded or matrix verbs have to be taken
into consideration. In this study, we have tried to analyse all these features, which cover
the determining factors for the syntactic and semantic description of these clauses.

The aim of this study is to give a complete account of Postpositional Purpose
and Reason Clauses in Turkish. While studying the syntactic and semantic features of |
these constructions we have pointed out the following issues:

i) These clauses are adjuncts to their matrix clauses.

ii) An infinitival non-finite Purpose Clause has a non-overt subject
PRO, which is controlled by the matrix subject.

iii)  In Reason Clauses there is non-control structure because they are
consisting of finite clauses. Person/case suffixes function as the
obligatory controller.

iv) The tense, aspect and modality markers on the embedded verb
determine the interpretation of the embedded clause, either express

purpose or reason/cause.
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V) Purpose Clauses have two interpretations. They primarily express
purpose but there is also an inherent idea of reason occurring in
these clauses.

vi)  There is a logical time and causality relation between the embedded
verb and the matrix verb.

vii)  Reason and cause are expressed in similar ways;, however, cause is
concerned with natural/objective causality and reason involves
personal/subjective causality.

vii) The postposition igin has both natural/objective and
personal/subjective assessment.

ix) The postposition diye reflects personal/subjective assessment.

X) The postposition diye is versatile in the sense that it can have
different tense, aspect and modality markers.

Regarding all these concluding points we have simply summarized this study

with a table reflecting the use of constructions expressing purpose and reason/cause in

Turkish (Table 4):



£01

YSDUN], UI Sa5NE[)) uosesy pue asoding Jo suorneiussaidar onuewss pue SoejukS 4 S[QR]

*JOATPd [nqey ndns 2193 eungnisng aAndalgo asne) 2108 -+ N| uomsodysod 2108 y-
[eusis
"IpINSTIER I9[ASS11q UOWAY USPZNA ng MSTUL[or yo) | 2An0a[qo/eAndelgng asNe))/uosedy Suspzndi ng § [euonisue} uopznd nq
“wSunagAey uegeue mund wipany 1Aidey] | 9A9a[qQ/eAn0slqng asne)/uoseay S myund §|  uondunfuod ound
(JoyTeW
"BSTuSIS o[ZoT uepyewe|gy Uy (-+2Anmugu 0s®0 SATIRIqE
Tefipjeunq uepedls ‘ndey winjAn uepnundiox |  eangalqp/eAnsslqng | esne)/uosesy uya- + IPy/N o) uy Q-
“UImp[nzy ezrugrprey Ziss| 9Analqng uosey (uonjezyeURION) (3ovjrEWw 958D
"INS eArwnAn ureqeq asoding V-+N aALEp A1) ©-
"ungeooNsl Ieze uopunZnA uludg uspunznd + N
yndes erey uopunznA 1sounoA 18[1q Stiue X | 9AndalqQ/eAnelgng asne))moseay vopunznh [syw- |  uonisodjsod uwpunzni
"ZNIOATUDYIS 1Ae[0p UyPpUISI-
uresip 14ejop uepungnpngos eAeH ;uepmwges | 9AnoslqQ/eandsigng asne))/uosedy Keop + N| uomsodisod 1Aejop
*10ATur[d3 BIojo 1npuns Dy 2AIp vIser] | 2AndslqQ/eAnoalqng asne))/uoseay 241D + Ipy
9AIp Iy~
‘undepuiues oA1p rejge/soAnge/Sturerge/peige ynso) 2ARslqng UOSER /A04-/STw-/1d-
oARelqng uoseay
“WNpIMo Jepey apjeA 398 oA1p ungooakojzr wir] osoding A1 YOV (A)-
aAnsalgqng uosesy
“WNPINPUQS 1ABqUIL] 9AIP UNSNAN Jjogag asoding 2Lip y-| uomisodisod 241p
‘U949 303 urd igeoeAerSeq o8] wdn
JoATue o[y udt 1pok 2y | 2An0sfqo/eAnoalqng esne)/uosedy | 18VOV(A)- 1910~
aAnalqng uosey| urdl [SYw-
“winioA1uaznp nred uidt sowusge urwrsepeyry asoding urd1 [Syuw-
aAndslgng uosesy w1 Y-
"JE[Z0AIPOq UId JOUIISA SUBISFUOY] IO[IOUNF() asoding wd yyw- | uomsodisod udt
aInyedy
sooudues opdurexy Aypesned Jo adA 1, uoneIous( soxmyeoy onoevIAg | yoseds Jo ped [eonRIIIRIL)




105

OZET

Bu c¢aligmada, Tiirkge’de amag¢ ve neden gosteren ilgeg yantiimcelerinin
sozdizimsel ve anlambilimsel ozelliklerinin betimlenmesi amaglanmustir. Genel olarak,
geleneksel yaklagimla hazirlanmug olan Tirkge dilbilgisi kitaplannda bu alanda yapilan
caligmalann yetersiz oldugu g6z oniine alinarak, kapsamh bir ¢aligma yapilmigtir.

Girig bolimiinde aragtirma problemi tantilomg, c¢aliymanin amaglan, veri
tabanimn ne bigimde olugturuldugu ve simrlamalar belirtilmigtir.

[. boliimde, tarihsel olarak sozciik tirlerine yaklagimlara deginilmig, Tirkge’de
ilge¢ kavramimn nitelikleri Gizerine yapilan ¢aliymalara yer verilmigtir.

II. bolimde, amag ve neden gosteren ilge¢ yantiimcelerinin sdzdizimsel
Ozellikleri incelenmistir. Amag ve neden gésteren ilge¢ tiimcelerin i¢ yapisi ¢izilmig,
sozdizimsel kisitlamalar ve dilbilgisel olarak kabuledilemeyen yapilar bu béliimde
betimlenmigtir.

II. bolimde, ama¢g ve neden gosteren ilge¢ yantiimcelerinin anfymbilimsel
Ozellikleri tartigilmugtir. Amag, neden ve sebep kavramlart tammlanmaya galigiinug,
anlambilimsel olarak kabul edilebilir tiimcelerin kurulmasinda rol oynayan unsurlar
tzerinde durulmustur. Aynca, Tiirkge’de ilge¢ yantiimceleri diginda amag¢ ve neden

gosteren farkl yapilardan 6rnekler verilmigtir.



107

SUMMARY

Throughout the study we have tried to describe the syntactic and semantic
principles which determine the way Postpositional Purpose and Reason Clauses in
Turkish are built up. Having realized the inadequate studies on this field, we focused our
study on the syntactic and semantic representations of these constructions. Our purpose is
to provide a complete detailed account of them in Turkish. We hope that the points
presented here will give rise to new questions which may help in the description of
Turkish.

Introduction offers the problems, the hypothesis and the purpose of the study.
The data and limitations are also included in this section.

Chapter I introduces the historical background to the studies of parts of speech
in English and in Turkish. It also discusses the term postposition in Turkish and how it is
treated in traditional studies.

Chapter II discusses the syntactic features of Postpositional Purpose and
Reason Clauses in Turkish. It illustrates the tree diagrams of these constructions and
identifies the syntactic constraints. This chapter also identifies case marking and control
structure within Postpositional Purpose and Reason Clauses. Moreover, it discusses word
order correlations with regard to scrambling the constituents in Purpose and Reason
Clauses. The points that give rise to grammatical unacceptability are all described in this
chapter.

Chapter III is concerned with the semantic features and discusses the
interpretation of Postpositional Purpose and Reason Clauses in Turkish. It describes the
notions of purpose, reason and cause. This chapter is focused on the determining factors

of the syntactically and semantically well-formed Purpose and Reason Clauses. We also
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consider the question of how these factors are related to the interpretation of these
constructions. Thus, this chapter is mainly focused on the meaning, regarding truth
conditions; lexical aspect; tense, aspect and modality markers. Furthermore, to complete
the study, apart from the postpositional constructions discussed, we also introduce certain

structures that are used to express purpose and reason/cause in Turkish.
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Combiden Clauses in "Huzur" the Novel of Ahmet Hamdi
TANPINAR (SUMMARY)

fn the study, we have examinad the structure of the senten-
ces in "Huzur" the novel of Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar who is ona
of the most important auhors of Turk Literature

Ahmet Hamdl Téhplnar had used all kinds of clauses in his no-
vel. Now ever as our subject is combiden sentences we havegi-
ven impartance to combiden clauses at the point of structure,
We dividet Clauses that we admitted as combiden clauses into se-
ven groups, As a result seven kinds of combiden clauses as seguen-
ced combidens comnected compoundsjRelative combidens conditionat
combidens,combined combiden interval clause and comlex compound —
statements have besen appsearet,
’ The total number of all combiden clauses is about 2187,

’Combiden clauses have bean axamined'in the view of structure
and meanipg of the sentences, First of all,the meaning relations
which form combiden clauses in the sentences have been kried to
firnd aut so, the clauses which will the best samplzs for varies
meaning relations have been pefersed atthough the clauses had been
triad to sxamine in the view of their meaning without to any deta-~
its.The mast importance has bsen given to the structured fortures
of the sentences in this thes the most used kind of compound cla-
use in the nppvel of huzur'is seguenced compound'c1auseé at a number
of 900.The comlexs compound statements at the number of 469 come
aFter‘the sequenced compound statements.The combined compound cla- .
uses zake the third,the connected conpound clauses,the forth,ths
caonditionat compoundé;the Fifth, the relative compounds,the s;xti{ 
the interval clauses,the sevent place in this ord. | o

In testing considecion of verb tenses in the poin of simple and
inflectional compound sentences at the number of 2125,It has been
fourd aut that verbs which consist of simple inflectional verbs are
intensively used,That the verbs which consist of simple and compound
inflectipnal verbs in the third plas In taking consideracian of the’
verbs of informing and wishing, It has been ‘determined that the
veebs which consist of the simple inflectional type of verbs are
mostly in the simple past tense and the verbs which consist of the
compound inflectional type of the verbs are genarally in the past

continuous tenss.
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Ahmet Hamdi TANPINAR'ain Huzur Romaninda Birlegik
Cimleler (0ZET)

Bu tez galigsmasinda, Tirk edebiyatinin en biylk ustalarindan
biri olan Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar'in "Huzur" adli romanini cimle
agisindan inculemis olduk.

\ Ahmet Hamdi_Tanplnar, romaninda her tiirden cimleyi kullanmig-
tir.Ancak bizim konumuz birlesik cimle oldufju igin, yapi agisin-
dan birlegsik olan cimlelsr izerinde durduk, Birlegik ciimle olarak
kabul ettifgimiz ciimleleri yedi bodliUme ayirdik. Bunun sonucunda
sirali birlwegik, bafli birlegik, ki'li birlegik, sgartliy birlesik,
ig ige birlesik, ara cimle ve karmagik birlegik cimle diye yedi
cesit birlesik cimle ortaya glkmigtir. B{itUn birlegik ciimlelerin
toplam sayisi ise, yaklagik 2187 ad;t kadardir.

Birlesik ciimlelers yapi ve anlam agisindan yaklagilmigtir, 0n-
celjkle birlesik cimleleri olugturan ‘clmleler arasinda gbriilen
anlam iliskileri teaspit edilmeye galigsilmigtair, Bunun igin de ge-
sitli anlam iligkilerine en iyi Ornek olabilscek cimleler tercih
gdilmistir, Her ne kadar ciimlelsr,anlamlari agisindan fazla ay: =~
rintiya girilmeden incelesnmaoye galisilmigsa da, bu tszde afjirlik
11 noktayi cimlelerin yapa tzelliklsri olusturmustur,

Huzur romaninda en gok kullanilan birlegik cimle tirii, 900
adetle sirali birlegsik cimlelerdir. Sirali birlesik ciumlelerden
sonra ise 469 adetle karmasik birlegik ctimlelerin geldifgi gdril -
mistir. Bu siralamada ig ige birlegik clmlelsr {giincli sirayi, bag™ ~
11 birlegik ciimleler ddrdiincl sarayi, gartla birle§ik ciimleler be--.
sinci sirayi, ki'li birlesik cimleler altinci sirayi, ara cﬁmle_-'
ler ise yedinci sirayi almigtair.

Fiil kiplerinin basit ve birlegik gekimli olmalarina gtire 2125

birlegik cimle {Uzurinde yapilen defierlendirmede ise, basit ge - e

kimli fiillerden olugan vyiiklemlerin daha yodun gekilde kullanil -

difjr, ikinci sirada birlegik gekimli Fiillerden olugan yliklemle ~
rin geldiyi, igiincl sirada ise basit ve birlegik gekimli fiiller- )
den olusan yiliklemlerin geldigi gOrilmistir.Bildirme ve tasarlaha J
kipluri agisindan baktijimizda ise, basit gekimli fiillerden oluga—‘ 
san yiklemlerin biylk bir gofunlukla belirli gegmig zaman kipin-
den olugtufu; birlegik gekimli fiillerden oluean yUklemlérin:iéé,
daha cok gimdiki zamanin hik8yesinden olugtufu-belirlenmigtir.
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