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O. Introduction:

This paper argues for a novel classification of the morphology in a canonical
agglutinative language, namely Turkish, in some respects. I argue here that what has
traditionally been described as true agglutination is actually due to cliticization. While
true agglutination exists as well, it is distinct from cliticization. I look here at verbs
exclusively and discuss cliticized forms of the inflected copula as weli as some other
clitics that attach to verbs at cliticization sites. If the analysis proposed here is correct,
Turkish has only two genuinely verbal simple finite forms: the definite past and the
conditional. All other tense-aspect-mood inflections are actually inflections of the
copula and not of the main verb.
1. Presentation of main Eurays of facts concerning so-called simple verbs:

It is a well-known fact that among the various simple finite verb forms in
Turkish, fwo behave differentiy from the others in two respects. The definite past and
the conditional take somewhat different subject agreement suffixes than the other
simple finite verb forms, and they are regular with respect to word-level stress, while
the other simple verb forms are exceptional in this respect. I will refer to the definite
past and the conditional as "genuine" verbal forms and to the other simpie verbai
forms as "fake" or "copuiar" forms, for reasons which will become clear in the course of
the exposition and which form the core of the analvsis to be proposed in this paper.

Let us first iook at the genuine finite verbal forms, one a tensed form, the other
one marked for the conditional mood. The agreement suffixes are boldfaced, and the
primary word-level skess is marked with an accent sign.
(1) Genuine verbal forms:

Definite past: Conditional:

-

1.s9. git-tf -m git-s6 -m
2.t9. git-tf -n git-sd -n
3.r9. git-tf -g git-s6 -A
1.p1. git-tf -k git-s6 -k
2.p1. git-ti -niz git-se -niz
3.p1. git-ti -16r git-se J6r

'go-Past -Agt.' 'go-Conditional -At..'
Note that the word-level accent in all of these forms is on the last syllable. This is

the location of regular stress. Phonological words in Turkish bear final stress,
irrespective of their length and irrespective of the rveight of the final syllable. Let us
now turn to the "fake" simple tenses.

" Thi, is a somewhat longer and more detailed version of the paper presentecl at the clitics workshop,
held at ZAS-Berlin in May 1996, and it is a shorter version of rny presentatic'rn at the University of
Venice in ]une 1.996.1thank the audiences at both presentations for helpful cornrnents, especially Elena
Anagnostopulou, Anna Cardinaletti, Gugliehno Cinque, Donka Farkas, Alan Munn, Michal Starke, and
Chris Wilder. Any shortcomings in this paper are my own. I would like to thank Ewald Lang and Chris
Wilder for allotting funds from ZAS to help with travel expenses, and Arternis Alexiadou for her
diplomatic skills. I arn also grateful to the various funding resources within Svracuse University for
helping with the trip that made presentation of this paper possible.
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(2) "Fake" tenses; these consist of participle + inflected copula *quences under the
present analysis; for reasons that will become clear later on, I am assuming here that
the copula in these forms is in the present tense and hence null, since in Turkish, as in
a variety of other languages, the present tense copula happens to be null:

Future: Reported Past:
1.r9. gid-ec6§-9. -im git-mig-Q -im
2."g. gid-ec6k-9 -sin git-mfg-@, -sin
3..t. gid-ec6k-@ -O git-mig-O -g
1.p1. gid-ec6§-9 -iz git-mfg-@ -Lz

2.p1. gid-ec6k-9 -siniz git-mig-Ql -siniz
3.pl. gid-ec6k-@ -ler (or: gid-ecek-l6r) git-mfg-@ -ler (or: git-mig-l€r)

'eo-Fut.-Cop.Pres.-Asr.' 'eo-RP-Cop.Pres.-Agr.'
- 

-

Aorist:
1.r9. gid4r-O -im
Z.tg. gid-€r-Ql -sin
3."9. gid-€r-6 -g
1.p1. gid-€r-A -iz
2.p1. gid-€r-O -siniz
3.pI. gid-är-Ql -ler (or: gid-er-l€r)

'so-Aor.-Coo.Pres. -Agr.'

-

Comparing the agreement suffixes of this group with those of the previous
group, we see that the suffixes for both the singular and the plural second person as

well as for the first person plural are different in the two paradigms. (The difference in
the suffixes for the first person singular can be attributed to a low-level phonological
rule, deleting the initial vowel of the suffix after a directly preceding vowel.)

Perhaps more interestingly, the stress properties of the two groups are different,
as well. In the "fake" verbal forrns, stress is never final (with the exception of the third
person singular form, rvhere the agreernent suffix is null).1

In traditional descriptions, the agreement suffixes of the second group are
characterized as exceptional with respect to stress. Such exceptional suffixes (of which
there are a number) do not receive word stress when they are in word final position.

1A further exception to this generalization are the parenthesized fonns for the thirci person plural, where we
observe regular final stress. These fonns actually constitute the standard pronunciation, while the forms with
non-final stress are innovative, collo«1uial fonns, obviously representing an atternpt of native speakers to
homogenize the paradigm completely. It should be noted that the suffix for the third person plural is itself an
exception within the paradigm of subject agreernent suffixes. It does not resemble any of the other suffixes
either in shape or structure. Note that the first and second plural suffixes have a person and a number srrbparU
this is not the case for the third person plural suffix. The shape of that latter suffix is identical to that of the
inherent plurality marker on nouns:
(i) kitap 'book' kitap - lar 'books'

It appears to be obvious, then, that the agreement paradigrns "borrc'rwed" this suffix frorn the norninal
marking system. It should be noted that this suffix is regular with respect to stress in its function as an inherent
plurality marker. This obviously influences its behavior in this respect in the standard dialect, when used as a

third person plural agreernent rnarker. More will be said about this point after the basic analysis of these fonns
will have been presented.
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Rather, the syllable immediately preceding such an exceptional suffix receives word
level stress. This can be illustrated via ihe verbal negative suffix -mA:2
(3) a. uyü! b. uyü - ma!

sleep (Imper.) sleep-Neg. (Imper.)
'Sleep!' 'Don't sleep!'

Where such an exceptional suffix is not in word final position, the primary word
level skess that precedes it remains "trapped" in its position; in other words, no word
final primary stress is possible in such examples; where the sequence following the
exceptional suffix does not include yet another exceptional suffix and is rather long, a

secondary or tertiary stress is found on the last syllable:
(4) uyri-ma-yabil-ir

sleep-Neg.-Abi1.-Aor.
'She might not sleep', 'she is able to not sleep'
Otherwise, the proximity of the primary stress appears to block the occurrence of

non-primary stresses:
(5) a. uyu - dir

sleep-Past
'(he) slept'

b. uyri - ma - dr
sleep-Neg.-Past
'(he) didn't sieep'

I ciaim in this paper that the agreement suffixes of the second group are not
exceptional. Rather, they are regular. Both their shape, different from that seen in the
first group, and their behavior with respect to word level stress are an automatic
consequence of the fact that they are actually affixed to a copula (to be more exact, to a
copula in the present tense, as will be argued later). It can be shown easily thai the
agreement paradigm of the "fake" finite verbs and of the present tense copula are the
sarne. To see this, compare the boldfaced agreement forms in all the columns of (2)
rvith the agreement forms of the present tense column in (6) below. If so, the apparent
verbal stems that precede the agreement suffixes in the second group are not genuinely
finite verbal stems, but rather are adjectival, i.e. they are participles. If this ciaim is
correct, onJy very few simple verbal forms in Turkish are genuinely finite: the definite
past and the conditional are the most productive forms among those, and their
paradigms were seen earlier, under (1).

In order to motivate this claim, it is necessary to first describe copular forms that
are, indeed, clearly copular.
2. Copular constructions in general:

The following examples illustrate a variety of tenses (and one mood, the
conditional) of the copula, using a clear-cut, morphologically underived adjective:
(5)Present tense: Reported past: Definite past: Conditional:
1.rg. hastä-yrm hastä-y-ml§-rm hastä-y-dr-m hastä-y-sa-m
2.r9. hastä-srn hastä-y-mr§-sm hastä-y-di-n hastä-y-sa-n

lln thir paper,I shall follow general Turkological practice in indicating segments that unciergo a varietv of
r;slrnilation processes by using capital letters. Capital letters for vowels indicate vowels that underg;o vowel
':-nonv (VH) forbackness and rounding, whilecapital letters for consonants indicateconscrnants that trndergo
.-.;irnilation in voicing.
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3.tg. hastä(-drr)3 hastä-y-rnrg hastä-y-dr hastä-y-sa
1.pI. hastä-yrz hastä-y-mrg-rz hastä-y-dr-k hastä-y-sa-k
2. pl. hastä-srnrz hastä-y-mr§-srnrz hastä-y-dr-nrz hastä-y-sa-ru2
3.pl. hastä(-drr)-lar hastä-y-mrg-lar hastä-y-dr-lar hastä-y-sa-lar

'sick-Agr.' 'sick-Cop.-RP-Agr.' 'sick-Cop.-P.-Agr.' 'sick-Cop.-C.-Agr.'
The status of ly L the palatal glide, is not the same everyrrrrhere in the examples

listed in (6). In the first column, i.e. in the present tense, the copula is zero. This is not
unusual; in Slavic and Semitic languages, we find the same phenomenon, namely that
the copula, othenvise overt, is zero in the present tense. The palatal glide which we see

in the first singular and plural forms is inserted to break up a vowel cluster; informally,
I state this as follows:
(7) @-->y lv 

-V4This is a well-motivated process, since it can be shown easily that the language
does not tolerate vowel clusters in general. Space limitations make it impossible to
motivate this ruie further; this will be done in future work.

In contrast, the boldfaced palatal glide we see in the other columns in (5), i.e. in
the two past tenses and in the conditional mood, is, I claim, the copula. We shall see

the significance of this distinction in a moment. For the time being, it suffices to point
out that this assumption is necessary in order to explain why we have contrasts as those
seen between the second person forms of the present tense versus the conditional
copular examples in (5), repeated here for the reader's convenience:
(8) Present tense (9) Conditional
2."g. hastä-srn/ *hastä-y-srn hastä-y-sa-n
2.pL. hastä-srruzl*hastä-y-sLntz hastä-y-sa-ru2

The ly I which we do find in the first person forms of the copular present tense
in (6) is only found between vowels; its occurrence is due to the rule in (7); it is
motivated on phonological grounds exclusively. On the other hand, the /y/ which I
anaiyze here as the copula is found preceding consonants; its occurrence is certainly not
due to the rule in (7). To formulate a special phonoiogical rule for its insertion after a
vowel and before a consonant, as is done in many traditional works, would be an
objectionable move on two grounds: f. it would complicate the gramrnar, since we do
need the rule in (7) in any event, and the supposed insertion rule in question would
effect the same change as in (7),but in a different phonological environmenq 2. the
supposed insertion rule would not be phonologically motivated, since vowel-
consonant sequences are perfectly acceptable in Turkish, indeed are favored
phonotactically; hence, the insertion of a non-syllabic segment before another non-
syllabic segment rvould be non-motivated at best, and ill-motivated at worst, since

3The clitic -DIr will be discusserl later on. It is used optionally in the third person singrrlar and plural
agreement forms of the present tense copula. It rnost generally, but not necessarily, has episternological
functions, which will be mentioned later in the text. While this clitic is used rnore often with non-verbal
adjectives than with verbal (i.e. participial) ones, the fact that it is found at all in the "fake" simple finite
verb forms and not rv'ith the "genrrine" ones, as we shall see later, also argues in favor of the analysis advanced
here.
4It is possible that the environment of this rule has to be limiterl frrrther to a special bounclary site, thus to
something like: /Vi-V, wherebv ä would characterize a general cliticization site, as opposed to +, the
general morpheme boundary within "simple" words, on the one hand, and lf , the boundary between full-
fledged words. I leave this question open for further research.
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consonant sequences in Turkish are, while existent, marked sequences phonologically;
3. the supposed ly l-insertion rule would derive the ungrammatical forms in (8)-unless
the rule would be barred from applying in present tense copular forms; but this move
would obliterate the rule's status as a phonological rule altogether.

An additional argument for this distinction in analyzing the two types of
occurrences of the palatal glide as well as for analyzing the second type of palatal glide
in these forms (i.e. the boldfaced ly i n (5) and (9)) as the copula is the existence of
corresponding strong (i.e. free) forms, which exist for all copular fornrs, u'ith the
exception of the present tense:
(10) Reoorted past: Definite past: Conditional:

- -

1.sg. hastä i-mig-im hastä i-di-m hastä i-se-m
2. tg. hastä i-mig-sin hastä i-di-n hastä i-se-n
3.rg. hastä i-mig hastä i-di hastä i-se
i.pl. hastä i-mig-iz hastä i-di-k hastä i-se-k
2.pL. hastä i-mig-siniz hastä i-di-niz hastä i-se-niz
3.pI. hastä i-mig-ler hastä i-di-ier hastä i-se-ler

'sick Cop.-RP-Agr."sick Cop.-P.-Agr."sick Cop.-C.-Agr.'
The high front unrounded vorvel lil in these forms is clearly best analyzed as the

copula. These forms are, in present-day Turkish, used in official, formal registers, while
their cliticized versions as illustrated in (6) belong to less formal, colloquial registers,
but they are "taking over" the language as a whole, which can be seen from acquisition
and dialect studies. Clearly, the palatal glide is the cliticized version of the high front
unrounded vowel in the "free" forms of the copula, and thus analyzing the glide as a
cliticized copula becomes more motivated after having observed the free copuiar forms.
On the other hand, the fact that there don't exist free copular forms in the present tense
argues that the palatal glide in the ciiticized copular present tense is not the copula; if
so, the copula in that form is, as I claimed, simply null.

These analyses also explain the stress facts in a principled way. Note that the
stress in the examples of (10) is always on the final syllable of the adjective, i.e. it
precedes the copuia. This is as expected; the copula is a "weak", unstressed element, and
the adjective receives regular, word-final stress. After cliticization, we find exactly the
same stress facts. I suggest here that word-level stress is determined before cliticization
and is not "redone" after cliticization has taken place.S (I shall return to this issue in the
concluding section of this paper.) If so, we explain the apparent exceptionai behavior of
stress not only in (6), but also in (2), since the proposal in this paper is that there is a
copula "hidden" between the (apparent) simple tense suffixes and the agreement
suffixes. I shall address the question of why the copula is "hidden" in (2), rather than
overt as in (5) when discussing so-called complex tenses and other complex finite verb
forms.
3. Complex verbal forms:

trIn contrast, phonological rules that detennine the feature cornposition of segrnents appiv after cliticization;
'hese would be for instance sandhi rules and vowel harmony. The different application .rf the latter rule to
:--:icized versus non-cliticized copular forms can be seen by comparing (10) to (6); in (10). rve see front harmony,
;ggered by the copula I il , but in (6), we see back hannony, triggered by the last vowel of the stem, namelv

.al.
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Another instance in the language where cliticized copular fonns are observed are
so-called complex tenses (or, more appropriatelv, complex verbal forms, since the
conditional can be one component in these forms). A representative sample is
presented in the next set of examples:
(11) So-called complex tenses: (A representative sample)
Future oast: Future reported oast:

- 

-

1.s9. gid-ec6k-ti-m gid-ec6k-mi9-im
2.rA. gid-ec6k-ti-n gid-ec6k-mi9-sin
3.rg. gid-ec6k-ti gid-ec6k-mig
1.pl. gid-ec6k-ti-k gid-ecdk-mig-iz
2.p1. gid-ecdk-ti-niz gid-ec6k-mig-siniz
3.pI. gid-ec6k-ti-ler (or: gid-ecek-16r-di) gid-ec6k-mig-1er (or: gid-ecek-l6r-mig)
'go-Fut.-P.-Agr.' 'go-Fut.-RP-Agr.'

At first glance, the relevance of the complex verbal tense/mood. forms to the
issue of cliticized copular forms is not obvious, since there is no palatal glide in these
examples. However, there exist corresponding "free" forms that do involve the
unbound, "strong" form of the copula, i.e. the high front unround vowel lil:
fi2\ Fulure past: Future reported oast:

- 

-

1.r9. gid-ecdk i-di-m gid-ecdk i-mig-im
2. 

"9. 
gid-ec6k i-di-n gid-ec6k i-mig-sin

3.r9. gid-ec6k i-di gid-ec6k i-mig
1.pI. gid-ec6k i-di-k gid-ec6k i-mig-iz
2.p1. gid-ec6k i-di-niz gid-ec6k i-mig-siniz
3. pl. gid-ec6k i-di-ler (gid-ecek-l6r i-di) gid-ec6k i-mig-ler (gid-ecek-l6r i-mig)
'go-Fut. Cop.-P.-Agr.' 'go-Fut. Cop.-RP-Agr.'

Given the existence of the forrns in (12), it is reasonable to analyze the
synonymous forms in (11) as cliticized versions of the copular forurs in (12), which, in
turn, are analyzed as consisting of participles and the copula, the latter inflecte{. for
tense and agreement, in parallel to the simple adjective+inflected copula sequences rve
saw in (10). If (11) is parallel to (6), on the other hand, the cliticized form of lil, i.e. the
palatal glide ly L appears to be missing.

To solve this dilemma, I propose a rule ot glide deletion between consonants.
The participial forms in (11) end in consonants, and the tense suffixes on the copula
begin with consonants. lnformally, this rule is stated as follows:
(13) ly, -ra lC-C

This is a weil-motivated rule, given the marked nature of consonant clusters in
Turkish; more specificall/, we have to consider that the palatai glide cannot occur as the
second member in the coda of a syllable, nor can it be part of a consonant cluster in the
onset of a syllable.

This rule applies in all the other complex tenses or tense-mood combinations, as

well:
(14) Past (def.\ perfective:
1.rg. git-mfg-ti-m
2.r9. git-mig-ti-n
3.r9. git-mfg-ti
1.pl. git-mfg-ti-k

Past (reoorted) perfective:
git-mfg-mig-inr
git-mf§-r:rig-sin
git-mfg-mig
git-mig-r:rig -iz
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2.p1. git-mf9-ti-niz git-mfg-mig-siniz
3.pI. git-mfg-ti-ler (or: git-mi9-l6r-di) git-mf9-mig-ler (or: git-mig -l6r-mi9)

'go-Perf.-P.-Agr.' 'go-Perf.-RP-Agr.'
(15) "Strong" forms corresponding to (14):

Past (def.) perfective: Past (reported) Perfective:
1.sg. git-mfg i-di-m git-mfg i-mig-im
2."t. git-mfg i-di-n git-mfg i-mig-sin
3.s9. git-mfg i-di git-mfg i-mig
1.pl. git-mig i-di-k git-mfg i-mig-iz
2.p1. git-mfg i-di-niz git-mig i-mig-siniz
3.pI. git-mIg i-di-ler (git-mi9-i6r i-di) git-mfg imig-ler (git-mig -16r i-mig)
'go-Perf. Cop.-P.-3Agt.' 'go-Perf. Cop.-RP-Agr.'
(L6) Future conditional: Perfective conditional:
1.tg. gid-ec6k-se-m git-mig -se-m
2.tg. gid-ec€k-se-n git-mfg -se-n
3.r9. gid-ec6k-se git-mig -se

1.pI. gid-ec6k-se-k git-mfg -se -k
2.p1. gid-ec6k-se-niz git-mfg -se -niz
3.pI. ?gid-ec6k-se-1er (or: gid-ecek-l6r-se) ?git-mfg -se -ler (or: git-mig-l6r-se)

'go-Fut.-C.-Agr.' 'go-Perf.-C.-A9..'
(17) "Strong" forms corresponding to (16):

Future conditional: Perfective conditional:
1.sg. gid-ec6k i-se-m git-mig i-se-m
2."9. gid-ec6k i-se-n git-mfg i-se-n
3.r9. gid-ec6k i-se git-mig i-se
1. pl. gid-ec6k i-se-k git-mfg i-se -k
2.p1. gid-ec6k i-se-niz git-mfg i-se -niz
3.pI. gid-ec6k i-se-ler (or: gid-ecek-16r-se) git-mfg i-se -ier (or: git-mig-l6r i-se)

'go-Fut. Cop.-C.-Agr.' 'go-Perf. Cop.-C.-Agr.'
In all of the complex forms listed above that result from cliticization of the

inflected copula in (15) and (17), i.e. in the examples in (14) and (16), the copuia first
diticizes as ly l, which then deletes between consonants, according to the rule in (13)-
an independently well-motivated rule, as discussed above. As seen earlier, the word
accent falls to the left of the cliticization site; it is irrelevant whether the clitic copula
shows up overtly or not.

Analyzing cornplex finite verb forms as involving an inJ-lected copula is not
altogether novel, even though this analysis is not widely accepted. For example,
Underhitl (7976) and Lewis (7975) characterize these forms by reterring to the copula,
even if not very explicitlv so, while Johanson (7971) is representative of the more
prevalent traditional approach in Turkish studies by artalyzing the rightmost tense-

aspect-mood suffixes as special markers, with functions (slightll') different from those
in simple forms. Cruciallv, in Johanson's analysis (and in the approach he represents)
those special markers which are the rightmost tense-aspect-mood suffixes are not
identified as inflections on the copula, but rather as special int-lections on the main
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verb. The formal similarity between these sets of suffixes and the corresponding ones
found in simple verbal forms would then be coincidental.6

What is more narkedly novel about the proposal I am making in this paper is

that some of the simple finite verb forms (i.e. those illustrated in (2)) are actually
complex, if I am correct, in the sense that they consist of a participial main verb and an
inflected copula; more specifically, the copula is in these instances in the present tense
and is inflected for subject agreenlent.T There are fwo reasons for assuming that in
these instances, the copula is in the present (or, rather, in the general, so-called "aorist")
tense, and thus nuli. One is that in the simple forms, all the tense-aspect-related
meaning is contributed by what I am calling the participle, and there is no other
component of meaning which we can identify; therefore, it is sensible to say that the
copula should be in the most "unmarked", general tense-aspect form, which is the
present/ aorist.

This consideration ties into the second reason for assuming that the copula here
is in the present tense: if the copuia were in any of the other tense-aspect-mood forms,
even if abstractly, we would expect it to be realized as the palatal glide. However, we see

that this segment doesn't show up in anv of the forms of (2). Notice that our glide-
deletion rule in (13) would not apply in these contexts, because in some of these
examples, the hypothesized ly I would not be in interconsonantal position, and we
rvould expect it to surface. To illustrate, let us look at the first and second persons in the
singular of the reported past:
(tS) Hypothetical forms for the reported past:

6Thit upp"urs not to be disturbing to the proponents of the traditional view, however, since that approach cloes
not regard the shape of these suffixes in the two groups as identical, given that the palatal glide is not
identified as the copula in that approach, but rather as part of the "special" strffixes. There are two reasons
for preferring the analysis advanced here to this traditional analvsis:1. the tense-aspect-rnor>d suffixes found
in the simple verb forms are sufficiently sirnilar to those found in the complex fonns to attribute their
similarity not to coincidence, but to inherent identity; slight differences in function can then be attributed to
their different positions in the word; 2. the forrnal difference between the two sets of srrffixes concems the
palatal glide, which shows up in the cornplex fonns but not in the sirnple fonns. This segrnent is the same as
that found in copular fonns found with clear-cut adjectives and nouns; indeed, all of these tense-aspect-mood
suffixes are the same as those found with adiectives and nouns. Therefore, the most insightful analvsis is one
rvhere those suffixes are identified as the sarne ones, and hence the glide is identified as the coptrla in a/I
instances.
Another traditional approach views the ly I as a simple phonological "buffer". I reject this analysis here, due
to the reasons explained in the text when rnotivating rny own phonological rules (7) and (13): the palatal glide
must be the copula in those instances where I have analyzed it as such, because in just those environrnents its
occurrence is not phonologically motivated; in crther words, there is no phonolctgical reason rthy ly I should be
needed as a "buffer" in all (and just) those instances where I have identified it as the copul.r.
7Le* 

{1,962) is the only instance that I arn aw'are of in the literature where .r proposal sirnilar to rnine is made.
(Lees mentions in that paper an even earlier an.rlysis of his, proposed in Lees (1967), brrt he views his late.r
approach as superior.) Space considerations preclude an in-depth discussion of his proposal here. Srrffice it to
sav that Lees does not advance arguments for his proposal as I do here, since his rnain aim is a different one
from rnine: to derive all of the different agreernent paradigms and all the personal pronorrns from a unitpe
source. His proposal about the different asreement paradigms shown here under (1) and (2) is rnade only in that
context and in passing. The specifics of his analvses are also different from mine; e.g. instead of my mle (7), he
assumes the palatal glide to be part of the (underlying) representations of the agreernent rnrrrphemes; the rules
(tvhich are nurnerous and quite cornplicated) rrhich he needs to derive all of the ai5reenrent paradignrc as well
as the morphologically unbound personal pronollns frorn one unique source are not g;eneral an('l are not constrained
bv any universal principles. Other differences between Lees's approach and rnine will be ad.iressed in future
rvork.
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1.sg. *git-mig-y (-abstract tense)-im
2.tg. *git-mig-y(-abstract tense)-sin

'go-RP-Cop. (-abstr. tense)-Agr.
Note that the palatal glide is preceded by a conson.ult in both examples, while it

is followed (in "concrete" phonetic representation) by a vowel in the first example. The
second example would not be problematic, since rule (L3) would delete the ly L given
that it is between two consonants there. However, that same rule would not be
applicable to the first example, and therefore, the assumption that there is an overt
copula there would lead to ungrammaticality. I conclude, therefore, that there are good
reasons to claim that, while the so-called simple verbal forms illuskated in (2) do
include a copula, that it is the present-tense nuil form of the copula that we find here.
Hence, the null form for the copula that I had posited without discussion in (2) is
justified.
4" Preiiminary summary of daims:

To recapitulate, I have made the following claims so far:
1. The copula in the present tense for both the strong and clitic forms is null; otherwise,
the copula is i in the strong forms and y in the clitic forms. The y found in the first
person singular and plural in the present tense is only phonologically conditioned, i.e.
inserted between vowels; the y in all other forms is the copula, which is deleted
between consonants.
2. The domain of VH is the word; the domain of stress is the "small word", i.e. the
domain preceding the clitic (provisional).
3. The so-called simple verb forms are, with the exception of the definite past and the
conditional, actually participles which are the complements of the copular clitic; this
explains 1. the apparent exceptional nature of the agreement suffixes with respect to
stress as well as 2. the systematically different shapes of the agreement morphernes of
the simple verbal forms, and 3. the fact that the "exceptional" agreement suffixes are
also found with ciear-cut copular forms whose complements are adjectives and nouns,
as well as with so-called "complex" verb forms, whose rightmost tense-aspect-mood
suffixes as well as agreement suffixes are attached to the copula.

I now turn to additional evidence for the basic claim made here concerning the
"exceptional simple" verb forms, i.e. that those consist of a main verb participle and an
inflected copula.
5. Additional evidence:
5. 1. Differences between verbal and nominal negation:

Turkish has different negation forms for verbs and for non-verbal categories. The
verbal negation is the suffix -mA, while the non-verbal negation is the free morphenre
de§iI:
(U1 a. git-me-yece§-im

go-Neg-Fut.-1..sg.
'I will not go'

b. git-me-di -m
go-Neg-Past-1.s9.
'I did not go'

c. git-me -se -nl
go-Neg-Cond.-1.sg.
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'If I do not go' ('If I were not to go')
In all of these examples, the negation morpheme is attached to the root, which is

verbal in all instances; it is irrelevant which tense-aspect suffixes follow the negation
suffix.

Contrast this pattern of negation with the non-verbal one:
(20) hasta de§il-im

sick Neg.-1.tt.
'I am not sick' ('It is not the case that I am sick')
We may analyze this free negation morpheme as a negative inflected copula, or

as a negative operator to which the null present tense copula is attached, with the
copular inflections for tense-aspect-mood and agreement. It is not necessary to take a
stand on this question for the purposes of this paper. Suffice it to say that the absence of
tense-aspect-mood suffixes on this negation morpheme signals the present<r rather
the general, aorist-tense, in parallel to the "regular" copula.

What is interesting for our purposes here is the fact that we find this non-verbai
negation form after the tense-aspect suffixes in (2), but not after those in (1). In other
words, those forms which I claimed to be participles rather than genuinely finite verbal
forms can be followed by this copular negation element, but the true finite verbal forms
cannot be followed by this element, a fact which straightforwardly follows from my
analysis:
(21) gid-ecek de§il-im

go-Fut. Neg.-1.sg.
'I wiil not go' ('It is not the case that I will go')
Again, what is important here is what precedes the negation element; what

follows it is irrelevant:
(22) gid-ecekdeiil-mig-im

go-Fut. Neg.-Rep.Past-1.s9.
'It is said that I wiil not go' ('It is said that it is not the case that I will go')
The contrast with genuine tenses is clear and robust:

(23) *git-se de§il-im
go-Cond. Neg.-1.sg.

Intended reading: 'If I were not to go' ('It is not the case that if I were to go...')
(24) * l?? git-ti de§il-im

go-Past Neg.-1.sg.
Intended reading: 'I did not go' ('It is not the case that I went')

The meaning of these ungrammaticai forms is well-formed. The reason for the
ungrammaticality is a categorial mismatch; the copular negator needs a non-verbal, i.e.

an adjectival or nominal complement, rather than a purely verbal one.8
5.2. Possible locations for the Qclitic:

SActuallv, the free negative element can also follow full-fledged clauses:
(i) bugün erken kalk -tr -m de§il, erken-den i9 -e bile git-ti -m

today early get up-Past-1.sg. Neg. earlv-Abl. work-Dat. even go-Past-1.sg.
'It is not (only) the case that I got up earlv today, I even went to wrok early'

Note, however, that in such constructions the CP-complernent of the negator has to be cornplete, i.e. it has to
have agreernent morphology, which the ungrammatical examples in the text do not have, i.e. those examples
have verbal complements of the negator, not full CP-cornplernents. This contrast also shows that this negator is
not a raising predicate.
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Another argument for mv analysis of the Turkish so-called sinrple verbal forms
as complex forms involving participles and the inflected copula is based on the
placement of the Yes/No question clitic. This clitic shares two behaviors of the copular
clitics considered so far: L. it does not receive word-final stress, but rather causes the
preceding syllable to be stressed; 2. it undergoes VH.9 This clitic can negate a whole
proposition or the verb, when it is attached to the verb, while it can also attach to
focused constituents. Here, I consider its behavior when it is attached to the verb.

Interestingly, when this ciitic attaches to so-called simple verb forms, it treats the
tense-aspect suffixes differentlv. While it is found after the tense-aspect suffixes and
before the agreement suffixes in the forms illustrated in (2), it cannot do so in the forms
we saw in (1); there, the question clitic must follow the agreement sutTixes:
(25) gid-ecdk-mi-siniz?

go-Fut.-Q-2.pI.
'Will you go?'

(26) * I ??gid-ec6k-siniz-mi?
(27) git-ti-nfz-mi?

go-Past-2.pl.-Q
'Did you go?'

(241 *git-ti-mi-niz?

go-Past-Q-2.p1.
While the future tense suffix belongs to the forms we saw in (2), the definite past

tense suffix is one of the forms exemplified in (1). This different behavior of the
question clitic is not surprising under the analysis advanced in this paper, since I claim
that the forms of (2) are actuallv complex, while those in (1) are genuinely simple. A
focusing clitic like the question clitic cannot cliticize by being inserted into a genuinely
simple form, as it would be in (28); however, it can cliticize at a sight ot general
cliticization, as the boundary benveen the participle and the copula would be, if my
analysis is correct, and this is seen in (ZS).to Not surprisingly, the same pattern as in (25)
and (25), i.e. attachment of the question focus clitic after the participle and before the
copula (in my analysis) can also be seen in constructions whose copular character is
more obvious, as in (29) and (30), where the inflected copula has a sirnple adjectival
complement, and in (31) and (32), an instance of a so-called complex verbal form, where
the main verb is participial, and the copula is inflected not just for agreement, as in
(25)-(26) and (29)-(30), but also for tense-aspect-mood:
(201 hastä-mr-srnrz?

sick -Q -2.p1.
'Are you sick?'

9Turkish orthography treats this clitic as an in«iependent word by writing it separately frorn the precerJing
stem with which it hannonizes. Given that copular clitics are written together with the preceding stem, the
orthographic convention conceming the Yes/No question clitic is obviously arbitrary; I will therefore treat this
form as part of the phonological word,
10Th. ungrammaticality of forms like (26), i.e. the irnpossibility of affixing the question clitic to the inflected
copula in those instances, must be due to a kind of rninimality principle, which wotrld state that srrch clitics
must be placed on the srnallest possible dornain, which would be the participle r,rther than the finite fonn in
these examples, where there is a participle. However, in forms as those in (1), where there is no complexity,
i.e. where there is no boundary betw'een participle and finiteness suffixes, the srnallest possible domain is the
full word, and this is where the clitic attaches.

106



(30) *l??hastä-srmz-mt?

sick-2.pl.-Q
(31) gid-ec6k-mi-y-mig-siniz?

go-Fut.-Q-Cop.-Rep.Past-2. pl.
'Is it said that you were going to go?'

(32) *gid-ec6k-mig-siniz-mi?

go-Fut. -Rep.Past-2.pI.-Q
Contrasting forms to these verbal atreement affixes are nominal agreernent

forms, artd I now turn to a discussion of those.
5. 3. Nominal agreement forms are not exceptional with respect to stress:

In (1) versus (2),we saw two somewhat similar, but nevertheless distinct verbal
agreement paradigms. We saw that the shapes of some of those suffixes are different
across paradigms, and we also discussed their different behavior with respect to stress.

Another agreement paradigm, again somewhat similar to the other two, yet
distinct, is found with notrns. This is illustrated in the following exarnple set:
(33) kitab-fm

book-1.sg. '*y book'
kitab-in 'your book'
kitab-i 'her book'
kitab-rmiz 'our book'
kitab-rnIz 'your (pl.) book'
kitap-larf 'their book'
We note here that these agreement morphemes are not exceptional with respect

to word stress; they all receive word-final stress, which is the regular stress pattern of
the language. In this respect, they behave like the forrns in (1), which I claimed to be
genuinely simple, and not like the forms in (2), which I proposed are actually cornplex
forms. Indeed, there is no reason to claim that there is complexiry in these nominal
inflected forms; there is no "hidden" copula here, and thus the srnallest domaln to
which word-level stress is assigned is indeed the complete rvord.

The same facts are observed with "nominalized" verbs, i.e. verb forms which
correspond roughiy to English gerunds and which typicalty head subordinate clauses in
complex constructions in Turkish; (34) illustrates the so-called factive nominal form,
while (35) illustrates the factive nominal for the future tense:
(34) git-tif, -im

go-FN-1.sg. 'my going'
git-tig-in 'your going'
git-ti§-f 'her going'
git-tii-imfz 'our going'
git-ti§-iruz 'your (p1.) going'
git-tik-leri 'their going'

(3s) gid-ecef -im
go-Fut.FN-1.s9. 'that I will go' or '(the place) that I will go to'
gid-ece§-fn 'that you will go' or '(the place) that you will go to'
gid-ece§-f 'that she will go' or '(the place) that she will go to'
gid-ece§-imiz 'that we will go' or '(the place) that we will go to'
gid-ece§-infz 'that you(pl.) will go'or '(the place) that you(pl.) will go to'
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gid-ecek-Ierf 'that they will go'or '(the place) that they will go to'
It is especially instructive to compare the last set of examples to the simple future

tense in (2). The shape of the simple, "finite" future tense suffix is the same as that of
the future factive nominal. FIowever, the agreement suffixes that the future tense
suffix takes are different in (2) than in (35), and those agreement suffixes are
"exceptional" with respect to stress in (2), but they are regular in this regard in (35). The
reason for these differences is simple: the agreement suffixes in (2) are not directly
attached to the main verb, but to the copula. The copular agreement paradigm is
distinct from other paradigms, whether verbal or nominal, hence the distinctions
among the shapes of the agreement morphemes. Furthermore, given that the
agreement suffixes are attached to the copula, they do not belong to the stress domain of
the main verb, which ends with the tense-aspect-mood suffixes that delimit the
participle, which I have posited for those forms. In the nominal forms, just like in the
genuinely simple verb forms in (L), there is no participle, nor is there a copula;
therefore, there is one large stress domain, which is the whole word; therefore, the
agreement suffixes, which are the last elements in that large word, receive regular final
stress.

I now turn to the behavior of yet another clitic, which we had briefly seen when
intoducing copular agreement morphemes: the clitic -DIr, which I shall call
"epistemological clitic" or "epistemoiogical copula".
5.4. "Epistemological"copula:

While this element can be used as a "regular" present tense copula for third
persons without any particular epister:rological impact, it is mostiy used to convey the
sense of a definitive utterance or of a stater:rent with very high probability:
(36) git-mig -tir

go-PastPart.-Ep.Cop.
'She has definitely left' or 'It is most probably the case that she has left'
This clitic can attach to just those tense-aspect-mood suffixes which, according to

the analysis I have proposed here, delimit participles, but it cannot attach to those
suffixes which I claim do not form participles, but rather are part of a genuine finite
verb. The example above is a past participle, and it is well-formed. The epistemic copula
can also attach after the future tense (participle) suffix and the present progressive
(participle) suffix:
(37) gid-ec6k -tir

go-Fut. -Ep.Cop.
'She will definitely leave' or 'It is most probably the case that she will leave'

(38) gid-fyor11 -dur
go-Fut. -Ep.Cop.
'She will definitely leave' or 'It is most probably the case that she will leave'
What is important for our purposes is the fact that the epister:ric copular clitic

cannot attach to the definite past and to the conditional suffixes:
(39) *git-ti -dir

11It ir a matter of controversy whether the present progressive srrffix is stressed on its first c'rr second vo'rvel.

Lees (196i) marks the first vowel of this srrffix as bearing primary stress. This is certainlv tnre in careful,
official speech, in poetic readings etc., but the second vowel seerns to bear stress in less careful pronunciation
Since this question is peripheral for our purposes, I do not pursue it any ftrrther.
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go-Past -Ep.Cop.
Intended reading: 'She definitely left' or 'It is most probably the case that she left'
(40) *git-s6 -dir

go-Cond. -Ep.Cop.
Intended reading: 'If'she definitely leaves' or 'If she most probably leaves'

Since the copula takes only non-verbal complements, it shows up with after
those suffixes which forms participles under the analysis advocated in this paper, but it
cannot show up with those suffixes that head genuinely finite verbal forms.

It should also be mentioned that there is yet another form which cannot appear
with the epistemic copula; this is the aorist:
(41) "gid-6r -dir

go-Aor. -Ep.Cop.
Intended reading: 'She definitely leaves' or 'ft is most probably the case that she leaves'

As we saw in (2), the aorist is one of the tense-aspect-mood suffixes that does

form, r.nder my anaiysis, a participle and thus involves an inflected copula. If so, it
should also take the epistemic copula, just like the other suffixes in(2), butit doesn't.
This fact appears to pose a problem for rny analysis. However, the problem is only
apparent. The temporal function of the epistemic copula is that of the present tense, or
rather of the general, aorist tense, and it adds to that its epistemic ftinction. The aorist
suffix cannot be followed by another suffix which has, albeit in part, the same function
(for some discussion of a principle against morpheme sequences with the same
function, see Kornfilt 1986). The regular present tense copula is null and thus does not
violate the principle in question. What is importartt for the purposes of the present
paper is the fact that the ungrammaticality of (41) is due to different reasons than the
ungrammaticality of (39) and (40).

5.5. Suspendedaffixation:
I now address another set of facts which also argues in favor of the main point in

this paper, nameiy that some of the so-calied simple finite tense forms are actuaily
complex. These facts concern a phenomenon which is called "suspended affixation" in
Lewis (1975) and is observed in coordinate constructions. The observation concerns the
fact that in some coordinate constructions, but not all, some of the suffixes that are
expected to show up on both conjuncts may optionally shorv up only on the last
conjunct but have scope over the whole coordinate construction. The following
examples illustrate this phenomenon.
(42) a. hasta ve yorgun - du - m

sick and tired -Past-1..s9.
'I was sick and tired' ('(I was) sick and I was tired')

b. hasta-y -dl -m ve yorgun - du - m
sick-Cop.-Past-1.sg. and tired -Past-l.sg.
'I was sick and I was tired'

The example in (42)b. is a coordination where both conjuncts are inflected for
tense-aspect-mood and agreement. The example (42)a. illustrates suspended affixation;
the tense-aspect-mood and agreement suffixes are overtly expressed on the last
conjunct only. Note that we are dealing with a copular construction whose
complement is a predicate adjective; the "bare" conjunct in the example with
suspended affixation is the predicate adjective.
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In the next grammatical examples of suspended affixation, we have, as the "bare"
conjunct, apparent simple tensed finite verbs. AII of these grammatical examples
involve tense-aspect suffixes which we first encourtered in (2) and which, as I claimed,
actually form participles rather than genuine finite tensed verbs:
(13) gel -mi9 ve git-mig-tir

come-Perf. and go-Perf.-Ep.Cop.
'She has definitely/most probably come and gone'

(44) gel -ecek ve gid-ecek-tir
come-Fut. and go-Fut.-Ep.Cop.
'She will definiteiy/most probably come and go'

(45) gel -mig ve git-mig-im
come-Perf. and go-Perf.-1.s9.
'I am said to have come and gone'

(46) (kitab-, oku-yacak ve anla -yacak-srn
book-Acc. read-Fut. and understand-Fut.-2.sg.
'You will read and understand the book'

(+21 gel -iyor ve gid-iyor -um
come-Pres.Prog. and go-Pres.Prog.-L.s9.
'I am coming and going'
Even less surprisingly, we find grammatical examples with suspended affixation

that involve so-called complex verbal forms. Here, in a sequence of tense-aspect-mood
suffixes, the first such suffix clearly heads a participle and can thus form a bare conjunct
in a coordination with suspended affixation:
(48) gel -mig ve git-mig-ti-m

come-Perf. and go-Perf.-Past-1. sg.
'I had come and gone'

(49) (kitab-r) oku-yacak ve anla -yacak-sa-n
book-Acc. read-Fut. and understand-Fut.-Cond.-2.s9.
'If you will read and understand the book'
The examples make clear that it is irrelevant which type of suffix the tense-

aspect-mood suffix on the fully inflected last conjunct belongs to, i.e. if that suffix
belongs to those illustrated in (1) or (2) (I shall somewhat modify this statement
shortly). What is important is the kind of suffix we see on the bare conjunct. if that
suffix is of a type that cannot head a participle, but rather is a suffix that forms a

genuine finite verb, then suspended attlxation cannot take place:
(50) *(kitab-r) oku-sa ve anla -sa -n

book-Acc. read-Cond. and understand-Cond.-2.s9.
Intended reading: 'If you read and understand the book'
(St1 "(kitab.r) oku-du ve anla -dr -n

book-Acc. read-Past and understand-Past-2.s9.
Lrtended reading: 'You read and understood the book'

Why should there be such a distinction between the two sets of tense-aspect-
mood suffixes? Consideration of the next sets of examples will help us formulate the
appropriate generalization:
(52) .(kitab-r) oku ve anla -sa -n

book-Acc. read and understand-Cond.-2.s9.

lr0



Intended reading: 'If you read and understand the book'
(53) *(kitab-r) oku ve anla -dr -n

book-Acc. read and trnderstand-Pas t-2.sg.
Intended reading: 'You read and understood the book'
(54) *(kitab'r) oku ve anla -m§ -srn

book-Acc. read and understand-Rep.Past.-2.sg.
Intended reading: 'You are said to have read and understand the book'
(SS1 *(kitabr) oku ve ania -yacak -srn

book-Acc. read and understand-Past -L%.
Intended reading: 'You will read and understand the book'
(S01 *(kitab-r) oku ve anir -yor -sun

book-Acc. read and understand-Pres.Prog. -Lq.
Intended reading: 'You are reading and understanding the book'
(SZ1 *(kitab'r) oku ve anla -r -sln

book-Acc. read and understand-Aor, -2.q,.
Intended reading: 'You read and understand the book'

In these sets of u.ngrarunatical examples, the first, bare, conjunct is the simple
verb root. The inflected last conjunct has the full array of "simple" tense-aspect-rnood
forms-both of the "genuine" verbal type illustrated in (1) and of the "fake", copuiar
type illustrated in (2). The reason for the ungrammaticality, I suggest, is that suspended
affixation is fully grammatical oniy if the bare conjunct is a "small word", i.e. is a

potentially complete form rr'hich can be the complement of the copula.12 The sirnple
verb root is clearly not a complete form in that sense; it cannot function as a participle
by itself, and it cannot be the complement of a copula. Likewise, the bare conjuncts
which are headed by the genuine tense-aspect suffixes of (1) are also not complete forms
in the relevant sense, because they, too, cannot be participles, and they canrtot be
complements of the copula. AIl of these forms must receive their inflections directly,
and they are not complete rvithout their inflections.

The only forms that can "suspend" their inflections are forms that never receive
those inflections directly anvway, because those inflections actuallv attach to the copula
and not to the main verb. Thus, adjectives and participles can shon' up as bare
conjuncts in the relevant coordinate constructions, since they are never directly
inflected, but only via the intermediary of a copula. I suggest that the gramr:ratical
instances of suspended affixation in copular constructions and constructions involving
verbal eiements that appear to be finite main verbs is a coordination of adjectives or
participles, with the inflected copula cliticized to the coordinate structure.13 In other

121 am considering here only suspended affixation in verbs and in copular constmctions. Inflected nouns also
exhibit suspended _affixation, but I shall not consider such construciions here; thus, the eeneralization in the
text is intended to hold for verbal and copular constmctions only. A more gener.rl npp.oo.h to the phenornenon
must await further research.
13Thu question might arise here rvhether such cliticization rnight not violate the Coor,linate Stmcture
Constraint of Ross (1967), given that the inflecte.d coprrla attaches to the ri6;htrnost conjtrnct onlv. This question
rnight be answered by confining the CSC to purely syntactic rules only, thls le.-rving ciiticization outside of the
realm of genuinely syntactic constraints. Alternatively, if the CSC is taken to govern processes like
cliticization, phenomena like suspended affixation can be taken to argue in favor of a derivation whereby full
clauses conioin, and the "rnissing- inflectional elements on the bare conjunct(s) are deleted bv backward gapping,
as proposed in Wilder (1994).If the latter approach is adopted, such gapping r''ould have to be confined to
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words, suspended affixation is nothing else but the cliticization of the inflected copula
to just those complements that it is ailowed to cliticize to in general, with the onlv
difference that these complements are conjoined. This analysis allows all of the
grammatical instances of suspended affixation that we saw earlier, while it immediately
predicts the ungrammaticalifl of all the unacceptable examples we saw above, because
the latter are categories that we have shown independently as not being able to act as

complements of a copula.
5.6. So-called simple tenses used as participial forms elsewhere:

Yet another piece of evidence in favor of ciaiming that there is a dichotor:ry
among the apparent simple verbal inflected forms just along the lines that I have
suggested here comes from the fact that, while some of the so-called sirnple tenses can
be used as modifying participles in DPs, not all can:
(SS1 yorul-mug qocuk

tire -Part. child
'The tired child' ('The child who has gotten tired')

(SO1 kitab-r oku-yacak l«z
book-Acc. read-Fut. giri
'The girl who will read the book'

(60) oku-r kisi
read-Aor. person
'A person who reads'
Ali of these forms exhibit modifying participles that are headed by suffixes that

we saw in (2), and which I claimed form participles rather than genuine finite verbs.
Those suffixes that we saw in (1) and which do head genuine finite verbs cannot tre

used in this way, i.e. cannot firnction as modifying participles:
(61) *oku-du kigi

read-Past person
Intended reading: 'The person who read'
6. Condusions and ftrrther questions:

This paper has proposed that a large area of morphoiogy in Turkish, a canonical
aggiutinative language, is actually agglutinative only in part. A number of tense-aspect-
mood markers as weil as predicate-subject agreement markers that have traditionally
been thought to be verbal suffixes have been argued to be actually suffixes attached to
the copula. I have also argued for the existence of that copula in Turkish, by no means a
generally accepted view. The site of ciiticization of the inflected copula onto the main
verb has been shown to be the site of a variety of morphoslmtactic and
morphophonological phenomena which carurot take place at sites of true
agglutination. If this characterization of Turkish morphology is correct, the iangr-rage
has much more in common with rnore familiar, non- (or less) aggiutinative languages:
it has oniy partially inflected participles of the main verb, it has a copula, and a number
of inflection markers that are specifically copular rather than genuinely verbal.

While the inflected copula can, as was illustrated in the paper, occur in free, i.e.
unbound, forms, it generally cliticizes to the main verb. I propose, for the tirne being
tentatively, that this process takes place in PR rather than in the syntactic cor:rponent,

deleting suffixes on the copula only, leaving "cornplete" bare conjuncts behind.I shall not take a stand on this
issue of the structure of these coordination, since this question is only tangential tc'r rny purposes here.
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properly speaking. Thus, the syntactic phrase structure trees with their lexical and

iunctional projections of the rnain verb and of the copula are separate. Morphological
inflection which is truly agglutinative is the result of head-to-head movement, while
inflection which is due to cliticization is the result of PR-movement of the copular
trees down to the main verb trees. Stress is determined within each separate tree.

Hence, in homogeniously agglutinative trees, we have regular word-final stress. Lr

composite trees, which are in part the result of cliticizing the copula, we have regular

finai stress on the last syllable of each agglutinative domain. In phrases in Turkish, the

leftmost primary stress "'wins", i.e. primary stresses in the words after the first word in
the phrase are reduced. The same happens after cliticization, thus explaining the fact

that the main verb participle, which is the first agglutinative domain in a composite
word, bears domain-final stress, but that stress is not word-finai.

There appears to be one problem with this account, posed by phonological
observations: why is there non-primary, reduced word-final stress in such composite

words? The answer lies in a fact which has been mentioned earlier in passing: when a
non-primary stress is too close to the primary stress, it is deleted altogether. How close

is "too close"? I leave this question to future research. However, this answer to the

apparent problem to the approach in this paper, despite its vagueness, seems to be on

the right kack, since non-primary word-final stress is, indeed, to be found in composite

words that are long.
If stress in a composite word is determined in independent domains, then why is

it that VH treats the whole word as one single harmony domain? The answer to this is
that it cannot be otherwise. The values for the backness and rounding features of all

regular suffixes, irrespective of whether they are derivational or inflectional and

irrespective of their category features, are not specified; these two values are

determined by VH, depending on the values of the harmony domain which spread

from the initial vowel of that domain. In a non-cliticized inflected copula, these values

spread from the copuia [i]. However, we saw that after cliticization, the [i] becornes a

non-syllabic segment, namely the palatal giide [y]. At a non-syllabic element, [y] cannot

determine VH-features. Therefore, the features of the vowels in the domain of the host

of cliticization, namely of the participle, determine those of the vowels in the domain
of the cliticized inflections of the copula by spreading into the copular domain. This
spreading is possible,. since, as the resuit of cliticization, the inflected copula has lost its
initial word boundary.

Another problem is posed by the observation that certain participles aPPear to

have somewhat different meanings or functions in "simple" forms than they have in
composite forms, while my approach predicts that they should have the same

meanings and functions in all instances, since they would be participles in all cases.

Actually, there is only one form that has this property: main verb predicates which bear

the suffix -mls as their only tense-aspect-mood suffix have the meaning of reported

past; however, when the main verb with this suffix is in a composite forrn, the sanle V-
mlg sequence is simply a past participle, rvithout the evidential function. This

observation has been taken by some to argue that these are two different suffixes (cf.

Johanson 7971), or that the latter directly attaches to the main verb, while the former is
indeed a copular form (cf. Lewis 1975, Underhitl 1976).In my analysis, there is only one

such suffix, and it always attaches to a copula, not to a main verb.
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White recognizing this problem, I do not think that it should lead us to abandon
my analysis, which, as this paper has shown, explains in a motivated and principled
way a large variety of phenomena which, at first glance, appear to be unreiated and
unmotivated. The approach advocated here does not preclude a satisfying explanation
to the problem at hand. The ultimate generalization relevant to this problem is to be

found in the order of inflectional suffixes. If we assume that there is a universal order
of affixes, and that there are universals governing the relationships between affixes and
their syntactic and morphological functions (cf. Cinque 1996), we can express the
differences between certain occurrences of given morphemes. In this particular
instance, I would propose that the evidential must be an "outer" morpheme, one of the
last affixes in a sequence, and close to agreement, if the language has it. This is easy to
see if a word has many suffixes. However, if the word has very few suffixes, the
evidentiat will appear to be close to or attached to the stem of the verb, whiie still
actually being an "outer" affix-hence the effect of an evidential suffix in art apparently
"simple" finite verb. But when such a suffix is not an "outer" suffix, i.e. when it is
followed by a variety of other tense-aspect-mood suffixes, it cannot be an evidential,
and it fulfills its other function, narnely one of forming participles.

I will conclude with one last question. The analysis proposed here clairns that
Turkish has only two genuinely verbal forms: the definite past and the conditional-the
one a tense marker, and the other a mood marker. Why should just these two forms be

singled out by the language? I have no real answer to this question at this point. I
would like to suggest, however, that despite appearances to the contrary, this is a
natural class. It is the definiteness of the definite past which is grouped together here
with the conditional. In other words, the two verbal suffixes express two opposite, basic
modalities: definitei indicative and conditional.
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