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ABSTRACT

Suspended Affixation in Turkish

This study investigates Suspended Affixation (SA) and its environment. Lewis (1967)
1s credited with the term, but observations of SA can be found in earlier Turkish
grammar books (Emre, 1945; Gencan, 1966). It is a morphological ellipsis process
observed in constructions that contain conjuncts. Overt suffixes on the rightmost
conjunct in a conjunction are interpreted in the other conjuncts. I provide both
empirical and theoretical observations that paint a broader picture for SA. I argue for
an ellipsis analysis in SA and propose analyses for the suffixes ile/=(y)IA and -(y)Ip.
My findings indicate that the environment of SA greatly impacts its acceptability. The
conjoiner veya ‘or’ has pragmatic implicatures that can hinder SA. On the other hand
SA in -(y)Ip constructions might require changes in the information structure. In the
literature on Turkish SA, Kabak (2007) provides constraints and Orgun (1995),
Kornfilt (2012), Broadwell (2008) provide a lexical sharing analysis. The literature
on other languages adopts an ellipsis approach (Guseva & Weisser, 2018; Erschler,
2018). My analysis is more in line with the ellipsis approach, yet it abides by the
proposed constraints in the literature. I conducted three experiments. The first (214
participants) investigated if SA of derivational suffixes was acceptable and the second
(160 participants) investigated if different amounts of SA changed processing
difficulty. Both experiments investigated the effect of a conjoiner choice between ve
‘and’ and veya ‘or’. The third experiment showed that SA can be a testing ground for
sentence processing in Turkish. The experiment used an environment dependent on
SA and showed effects of Reanalysis and how reanalyzed readings were accessible in
further tasks. All the experiment results jointly indicated that the SA environment

was more crucial than solely identifying suspendable affixes.
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OZET

Tiirk¢ede Ertelenmis Ekler

Bu calisma Tiirkcedeki Ertelenmis Ekleri (ErE) ve bu eklerin bulundugu yapilar
inceler. Ertelenmis eklere ingilizce adim Lewis (1967) vermis ancak bu yap1 Tiirkce
gramer kitaplarinda daha 6nce gozlemlenmistir (Emre, 1945; Gencan, 1966). ErE
bicimbilimsel bir eksilti iglemidir. Bir baglasimda sadece en sagdaki baglagimin
tasidig1 bicimi diger baglasiklar anlamsal olarak tasimaktadir. Bu ¢alismada ben hem
deneysel hem teorik yontemler kullanarak ErE ve bulundugu yapilar i¢in analizler
sunmaktayim. ErE’nin kendisi i¢in dogrudan bir eksilti analizini savunup, ErE
yapilar1 olusturan ile/=(y)IA ve -(y)Ip ekleri icin yapisal ¢oziimler 6neriyorum.
Bulgularim ErE’nin bulundugu yapiyla iligkili oldugu ve bu yapinin tabi oldugu
baglamsal degisikliklerden etkilendigini gostermekte. Bu baglamsal degisiklikler
bagla¢ secimlerinde ErE yi olumsuz etkileyebilirken, -(y)Ip ile olusturulan yapilarda
bilgi yapis1 degisikligi ErE i¢in onkosul haline gelebilir. Tiirkce ErE ile ilgili Kabak
(2007) birtakim onkosullar ortaya koyar ve Orgun (1995), Kornfilt (2012), Broadwell
(2008) ErE i¢in yapisal paylasim analizi one siirer. Diger dillerdeki ilgili kaynaklar
(Guseva & Weisser, 2018; Erschler, 2018) ErE i¢in dogrudan eksilti analizi sunar.
Benim o6ne siirdiigiim analiz dogrudan eksiltiye daha yakin olmakla birlikte Kabak
(2007)’m ErE i¢in 6nerdigi kosullara uymaktadir. Bu ¢alismada yiiriittigiim 3 ayr1
deneyi raporluyorum. Bu deneylerden ilki (214 katilimc1) ErE’nin yapim ekleriyle
uyumlu olup olmadigini ve ikincisi (160 katilimci) farkli ErE miktarlarinin dil
islemesinde giicliik cikarip ¢cikarmadigimi sorgulamaktadir. Ek olarak, iki deney de
isimsel ve eylemsel diizlemdeki ErE icinde ve ile veya arasindaki baglac¢ seciminin
etkilerini sorgular. Uciincii deney (126 katilimc1) ErE’nin Tiirkgedeki dil isleme
calismalari i¢in 6nemli bir yap1 sunabilece8ini gosterir. Tiim deneyler ve yapisal
analizler ErE’nin i¢inde bulundugu yapiy1 incelemenin ErE’ye dahil olabilen ekleri

incelemekten daha verimli oldugunu gostermektedir.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Aim of the thesis

The aim of this thesis is to explore the constraints affecting Suspended Affixation
(henceforth SA) and how SA can relate to sentence processing. SA is the elision of
affixes from conjuncts in a conjunction environment. In (1) the suffix ACC is only

overt on the second conjunct but it is interpreted for the first conjunct too.

(1) SA of AcC

Kitap ve  kalem-i al-du.
book AND pencil-ACC take-PST[3SG]

‘S/he took the book and the pencil.’

In discussing SA and its constraints, I provide analyses by drawing inferences
from both empirical and theoretical devices. These analyses include empirical
investigations into the division of literature in treating derivational suffixes, the
processing cost of suspension, and observations that contradict some theoretical
constraints proposed for SA. I also bring the effect of the environment, conjunctions,
into the discussion of Turkish SA.

There can be many points and facets in the discussion of SA. I cover and
provide arguments for the points in (2). These are about what the literature disagrees

on, misses to address, or proposes.

(2) 1. What are the analyses for SA in Turkish and in other languages?
ii. What kind of morphemes can be targeted by SA?
iii. Does the conjoiner have an effect in performing SA?
iv. What is the processing cost of SA?
v. How can SA be used for sentence processing?

vi. Is SA beyond a morphological word possible?



1.2 Conventions utilized in the thesis

I follow Leipzig glossing conventions (Comrie et al., 2008) in my language glosses'.
Concatenated morphemes are separated with a dash ‘-’ like araba-lar ‘car-PL’, and
non-concatenative morphemes are separated with a dot ‘. like araba-m
‘car-P0SS.1SG’. I use square brackets ‘[]’ to indicate a morpheme with zero exponent
like git-ti. ‘go-PST[3SG]’. Words that hold specific relations are provided subscripts.
For example, a subscript ‘i, J, k, ...~ 1s used to indicate referents like ‘He; and

Ahmet;’, a case assigning preposition or postposition can be marked by the case it

assigns like ‘of 4o’

1.3 Suspended affixation in Turkish

Suspended affixation is a morphological phenomenon where only one of the
conjuncts has overt affixes that the other conjuncts share in interpretation. (3a) shows
an abstract representation where there are two conjuncts ‘A’ and ‘B’ and the overt
suffix(es) « on the second conjunct. SA is possible with more than two conjuncts

(3b).
(3) a. A conjoiner B-«
Interpretation: ‘A-« conjoiner B-a’
b. A conjoiner B conjoiner C-«
Interpretation: ‘A-a conjoiner B-av conjoiner C-ov’

SA appears in languages usually as a backwards process, where the linearly
rightmost conjunct bears the overt morphemes. Limited examples from Caucasian
languages can also be found where affixes that occupy the left edge of the word are
shared. (4) shows an example for SA of 1SG-ALL where the leftmost conjunct bears

the overt suffix.
(4) a. a—A conjoiner B

Interpretation: ‘a—A conjoiner «—B’

1capital letters are used to indicate possible phonological changes. K = [k] or [y], A = [a] or [e], I
= [w], [i], [u], or [ii], C = [&] or [{], and D = [d] or [{]
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b. Adyghe (Northwestern Caucasian) SA of 1SG-ALL

s-jo-peace-re ’ale-re zezaox.
1SG-ALL-girl-AND boy-AND fight.each.other

‘My son and daughter are fighting.’

Adapted from Erschler (2012)

In the following paragraphs, I lay out the examples and configurations of
Turkish SA in two parts. First is the nominal domain and the second is the verbal
domain. Most examples of SA in the nominal domain are made with the CASE, POSS,
and PL suffixes in Turkish. Table 1 shows the suspendable suffixes in the nominal
domain.

Table 1. Suspendable Turkish Suffixes in Nominals

Case Possessive Plural
ACC  -(y)I 15t 2nd 374 | -lAr
DAT -(y)A | SG -(I)m -(Dn -(s)I
LoCc -DA PL -(I)mlz -(I)nlz -IArl
ABL -DAn
GEN -(n)ln

All the suffixes in Table 1 can be interpreted as (-features® and thereby
inflectional, but some claim that derivational suffixes can also be suspended. That is
going to be addressed in the following sections. In (5), I give some possible examples

of SA in the nominal domain.

(5) a. SA of ABL

Hoca ve ders-ten  kork-uyor-um.
instructor AND course-ABL scared_of-PROG-1SG

‘I fear the instructor and the course.’

b. SA of POSS-ABL

Hoca ve ders-im-den kork-uyor-um.
instructor AND course-POSS.1SG-ABL scared_of-PROG-1SG

‘I fear my instructor and my course.’

2see Harbour et al. (2008) and Rezac (2011) for the development and evaluations of ¢ features.



c. SA of PL-POSS-ABL

Hoca ve ders-ler-im-den kork-uyor-um.
instructor AND course-PL-POSS.1SG-ABL scared_of-PROG-1SG

‘I fear my instructors and my courses.’
The sentences in (5) show examples of full SA in a string of PL-POSS-CASE in the
first conjunct. Performing SA for all the suspendable suffixes is not obligatory, only

CASE in a string of PL-POSS-CASE can also be suspended. (6) illustrates this point.

(6) SA of ABL in a string of PL-POSS-ABL

Hoca-lar-im ve ders-ler-im-den kork-uyor-um.
instructor-PL-POSS.1SG AND course-PL-POSS.1SG scared_of-PROG-1SG

‘I fear my instructors and my courses.’
The sentence in (6) shows the suspension of only CASE in the first conjunct in a
string of PL-POSS-CASE. Some deem an SA of POSS ungrammatical in the example

(7) where there is a suspension of POSS-CASE in a string of PL-POSS-CASE.

(7) Hoca-lar ve ders-ler-im-den kork-uyor-um.
instructor-PL AND course-PL-POSS.1SG scared_of-PROG-1SG

I fear my instructors and my courses.’
SA is not exclusive to the conjunctions formed by ve ‘and’, it can also take

place in a conjunction formed by a negator like degil ‘not’, as shown in (8).

(8) a. SA of PL-ABL

Ders degil hoca-lar-dan kork-uyor-um.
course NEG instructor-PL-ABL scared_of-PROG-1SG

b. SA of ABL

Ders-ler degil hoca-lar-dan kork-uyor-um.
course-PL NEG instructor-PL-ABL scared_of-PROG-1SG

‘I am not scared of the courses but the instructors.’
SA in the verbal domain has two shapes. One is the SA of agreement markers
after TAM I (Tense, Aspect, Modality) markers. The other is the SA of TAM II and
agreement markers together. I provide a list for inflectional suffixes in the verbal

domain in Table 2. I give some possible examples for SA in the verbal domain in (9).

4



Table 2. TAM 1, II, and Agreement Markers

TAM I TAM II Agreement
Aorist -Ir Conditional -(y)sA SG PL
Conditional -sA Evidential — -(y)mls | 1*  -(Dm -k, or -(I)z
Future -(y)AcAK | Past -(y)DI | 2" _(sDhn -(s)nlz
Necessitive -mAIl 3rd -IAr
Past -DI
Perfect/Evidential -mls
Progressive -Iyor

Adapted from Goksel (2002)
(9) a. SAoflscG

Ev-e gid-ecek ve  dinlen-eceg-im.
house-DAT go-FUT AND rest-FUT-1SG

‘I will go home and rest.’

. SA of EV-1SG

Ev-e gid-ecek ve  dinlen-ecek-mis-im.
house-DAT go-FUT AND rest-FUT-COP.EV-1SG

‘I was supposed to go home and rest.’

. SA of EV-1SG-PROB

Ev-e gid-iyor ve  dolan-ryor-mus-um-dur.
house-DAT go-FUT AND stroll-PROG-COP.EV-1SG-PROB

‘I might have been going home and strolling.’

The sentences in (9) show the suspension of only Agreement(1SG),

suspension of TAM II and Agreement (EV-1SG), and suspension of TAM II,

Agreement, and Probability marker -DIr (EV-1SG-PROB). The important observation

made by the given examples is that SA is a rightward-bound process, meaning that

the suspension of only « in a string of suffixes -a-/ is not allowed. It is either

suspension of 3, or -a-.

Additionally, there are two configurations: one in compounding, and one in

serial verb constructions in Turkish that could be considered as SA. The example in

(10) shows SA of compound/agreement marker (POSS.3SG in glosses) on an inner

compound. This marker is optionally covert in some cases. This optionality can be a

suspension of the compound marker -(s)I(n).



(10)  Beykoz koru-(su) mesire alan-1
B grove-(POSS.3SG) picnic area-POSS.3SG

‘Beykoz grove’s picnic area’

Another example of SA comes from serial verb constructions in Turkish. It
is achieved with the suffix -(y)Ip (Predicate Concatenator) PC in glosses). (11) shows
an example of possible SA for the tense and agreement suffixes. Here the insertion of

the suspended affixes is not allowed unlike the examples given so far.

(11) SA of PST-1SG

Ev-e gel-(-di)-ip uyu-du-m.
House-DAT come—(PST)-PC sleep-PST-1SG
‘I came home and slept.’

Suspendability of derivational suffixes show wide variation among suffixes
and among native speakers. There are limited number of examples with varying
degrees of acceptability®. In (12), I give some examples of SA taking place with the
derivational suffixes: -/I, -slz, -lIK, and -CI (DER in glosses). Note that these

examples are not widely acceptable and display great variation.

(12) a. SAof-lI

?Cilek ve cikolata-li dondurma
strawberry AND chocolate-DER ice_cream

‘Ice cream with chocolate and strawberry’

b. SA of -slz

?Seker ve  yag-siz yiyecek-ler
sugar AND fat-DER food-PL

‘Sugar and fat free foods’

c. SA of -lIK

?Bahar ve  yaz-lik ceket
spring AND summer-DER jacket

‘Spring and summer jacket’

3This is addressed more in depth in the first experiment I conducted in §3



d. SAof -CI

?futbol ve  basket-¢i
football AND basketball-DER

‘Football and basketball player’

1.4 Conjunctions in Turkish
In this study, a conjunction refers to the whole structure of conjoined elements, for
example conjunction of two nouns like kalem ve kitap ‘pencil and book’. A
morpheme that signals or carries out the conjunction is called the conjoiner like ve
‘and’, and the individual elements that are conjoined are called the conjuncts like
kalem ‘pencil’, and kitap ‘book’. I use these terms in the rest of my study.

There are two free form conjoiners ve ‘and’ and veya ‘or’ in Turkish that are
of interest for this study. These can be used both in verbal and nominal domains to
conjoin arguments and sentences. (13) shows some examples for the conjoiners ve

‘and’ and veya ‘or’.

(13) a. ve ‘and’ conjoining nouns

Kalem ve  kitap cok pahali.
pencil AND book very expensive

‘The pencil and the book are expensive.’

b. ve ‘and’ conjoining sentences

Ahmet ev-e gel-di ve Mehmet on-u
A[NOM] house-DAT come-PST[3SG] AND M[NOM] him-ACC
gor-dii.

see-PST[3SG]
‘Ahmet came home, and Mehmet saw him.’
C. veya ‘or’ conjoining nouns

Ahmet  kalem veya kitap al-mak  iste-m-iyor.
A[NOM] pencil OR book buy-NMLZ want-NEG-PROG[3SG]

‘Ahmet does not want to buy a book or a pencil.’



d. veya ‘or’ conjoining sentences

Ahmet ev-e gel-di veya Mehmet kapi-yt
A[NOM] house-DAT come-PST[3SG] OR M[NOM] door-ACC
ac-1.

open-PST[3SG]
‘Ahmet came home, or Mehmet opened the door.’

These conjoiners can have different functions depending on what they conjoin
or in which environment they are used. A conjoiner like ve ‘and’ can have additive
effects when used with nouns such as kalem ve kitap ‘pencil and book’, ordering
effects when used with verbs such as kostum ve diistiim ‘I ran and then fell’. A
conjoiner does not necessarily need to be overt, prosodic breaks can signal
conjunction like in domates, biber, patlican ‘tomato, pepper, and eggplant’. In
Turkish, there are some overt prosodic operators that function like the conjoiners.
These are: hem ... hem (de)...,ya...ya(da)...,and (ya)...yada...,1give some

examples in (14).

(14) a. Ahmet hem kitab-1 hem (=de) kalem-i al-di.
A[NOM] hem book-AcCC hem (=FOC) pencil-ACC take-PST[3SG]

‘Ahmet bought both the book and the pencil.’

b. Ahmet ya kitab-1  ya (=da) kalem-i al-du.
A[NOM] ya book-ACC ya (=FOC) pencil-ACC take-PST[3SG]

‘Ahmet either both the book or the pencil.’

1.5 Morphological machinery

The dictionary description for ‘morphology’ as it is used in other fields refers to the
shape or form of an object. In the case of language, this usually boils down to the
words and their identifiable lexical and functional parts. In this study, I regard a
functional head as a morpheme and not the identifiable or concatenative forms. This
means that an expression like fell consists of two morphemes: one lexical fall and one
functional PST. In this study, some tenets of Distributed Morphology (DM) (Halle &
Marantz, 1993, 1994) are used. Namely the notions of abstract morphemes,
vocabulary items, late insertion and readjustment rules as adapted from Embick &

Halle (2005). I give some explanations and examples in the following subsections.
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1.5.1 Abstract morpheme

Abstract morphemes are composed exclusively of non-phonetic features, such as PST
or PL. These morphemes occupy the morphological structure together with lexical
morphemes. Further processes of vocabulary insertion and readjustment rules form
the phonological exponents. This means that an expression like kitap-lar-um ‘my

books’ has the morphemes of ‘book-PL-POSS’ as is its glossing.

1.5.2  Vocabulary item

Vocabulary items pair a morphosyntactic context with a phonological exponent where
the exponent is a sequence of phonetic feature complexes that can be addressed for
phonological changes. A morpheme can have different vocabulary items. A
straightforward example is the vocabulary items for PL in English. The general

vocabulary item for PL is ‘-s’, but different vocabulary items like ‘-ren, -en, (), ...

can be inserted depending on the lexical morpheme that PL is attached to.

1.5.3 Late insertion

Late insertion, or vocabulary insertion is the introduction of phonological exponents
to the morphological or syntactic structure after they are formed. For the purposes of
this study, it means that phonological representations follow after all the structural
representations are at place instead of working in tandem. There is a Subset Principle
(Halle, 2000) that regulates late insertion for pairing a collection of features to a
vocabulary item. Subset principle states that the smallest vocabulary item that has

most of the features as its subset is inserted as a phonological exponent.

1.5.4 Readjustment rules

Readjustment rules are phonological rules which affect changes in each
morphosyntactic context and typically include lists of lexical and abstract morphemes
that undergo or trigger these changes. These rules represent the phonological

processes such as assimilation and vowel harmony.



1.5.5 Example

In an expression like ¢ok-tii-m. (sit.down-PST-1SG) ‘I sat down’ in Turkish, there are
1 lexical and 3 abstract morphemes. The vocabulary items for the lexical morpheme
and the abstract morphemes are: ¢ok as lexical morpheme, -di as PST, and -m as 1SG.
The items are then inserted and form ¢ok-di-m, phonological readjustments begin
after this point. The assimilation and vowel harmony takes place, then the expression
becomes ¢ok-tii-m. ‘1 sat down’.

DM hosts many other notions and operations like Root, Fusion, Fission, and
Impoverishment (Halle, 2000; Bonet, 1991; Embick, 2015) to explain and capture
several morphological phenomena. I do not particularly use all tenets of DM, which
regards morphology as either a part of syntax or a continuum of it. Some aspects of
DM, and the theory in general, are recently criticized by Spencer (2019). My focus is
mainly on DM being a realizational approach to morphology. Meaning that
phonological exponents and morphological structure do not follow a one to one
match and morphology comes before phonological exponents. I adopt some tenets of
DM for my analyses and arguments. I do not use the compositional properties that
DM assigns to morphology as an integrated or a continuous module to syntax.
Ackema & Neeleman (2007) best exemplifies my application of late insertion and

vocabulary items while still holding morphology as a separate module in language.

1.6 Approaches to sentence processing
In this section, I introduce some approaches to sentence processing that relate to the
experiment hypotheses and analyses. In general, there are two main lanes of
approaches to sentence processing, or how a parser operates. These two lanes are
serial and parallel parsing. There are further divisions within each lane that operate
on different bases. In this section, I reduce many of the serial approaches to parsing
into two.

The notion ‘parser’ refers to the cognitive agency of someone while

processing language material and assigning structural interpretation for it. It can be
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represented as a skilled memory retrieval process (Lewis & Vasishth, 2005) where
values of language features for semantic properties (e.g. gender, number), syntactic
categories (e.g. noun, adjective, verb), thematic roles (e.g. subject, object), and
pragmatic information (e.g. speaker, referent) are stored as chunks of information in
memory (Miller, 1956). A serial parser is regarded to have or retain one line of
interpretation in memory, instead of maintaining many interpretations in parallel. It
operates incrementally, meaning that pieces of information is integrated cyclically as
they are encountered.

The first kind of approach is the deterministic serial parser, which mainly
consists of the garden path model (Frazier & Fodor, 1978; Frazier, 1987). The second
is the probabilistic serial parser, which can use information outside syntax in sentence
processing. Approaches such as the unrestricted race model (Traxler et al., 1998; van
Gompel et al., 2001, 2005), the constraint based approach (MacDonald et al., 1994),
and surprisal (Levy, 2008) allow for varying types of information to be included in
sentence processing. These approaches can vary in how they operate (parallel vs
serial) or even contradict one another in some cases. What they all share is the
possibility to use extra-syntactic information in sentence processing. I rely on the
unrestricted race model in the explanation of the probabilistic serial parser.

Additionally, I introduce the good enough approach (Ferreira et al., 2001;
Ferreira & Patson, 2007) which proposes that the parser does not always parse
complete structures that are fully accounted for. These approaches are not an
exhaustive list of the literature. I present only the ones I intend to utilize in my

experiment predictions and analyses when necessary.

1.6.1 Deterministic serial parser

In a garden path model of sentence processing, the parser operates in a deterministic
manner that is strongly biased in using structural information regardless of other
possible information. The parser always operates in a manner that integrates the input

according to the syntactic norms it has. In structurally unambiguous points in the
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input, this operation faces no problems in deriving structurally sound interpretations.
In ambiguous points in the input, the parser is left to make a choice, the key feature of
a garden path model is that the parser always chooses one way to continue the
integration no matter how. If the parser is later proven wrong and forced to change its
commitment, this causes reanalysis which has an extra processing cost (Frazier &
Fodor, 1978). The garden path model is also referred to as the two stage model. It
operates based on two principles. The principle of minimal attachment and the
principle of late closure (Frazier, 1987). Minimal attachment dictates that the parser
does not form unnecessary structural nodes. This means that when possible, the
parser selects the route of integration that is structurally more minimal. (15) is an
example for minimal attachment where a main clause analysis ‘hit with a book’ of the
PP ‘with a book’ is preferred to the modified noun analysis ‘the girl with a book’.
Interpreting the PP under the VP does not require positing a complex structure of a

modified noun. It is theoretically simpler to integrate a PP to a VP.

(15) John hit the girl with the book.
Adapted from Frazier (1987)

Late closure dictates that the integration of the new input should be made to
the existing phrase as long as grammatically permissible. (16) is an example for late
closure where the attachment of the adverb ‘yesterday’ to the subordinate clause
attachment ‘left yesterday’ is preferred to the main clause attachment ‘said

yesterday’.

(16) Joyce said Tom left yesterday.

as cited in Frazier (1987)

When the parser is proven wrong in choosing one attachment over the other,
reanalysis takes place. That in turn increases the processing cost. (17) is a famous
example for Reanalysis where the minimal attachment requires the verb ‘raced’ to

be interpreted as the main verb for the noun ‘the horse’, this choice is proven wrong
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by the actual main verb ‘fell’. In this case, the verb ‘raced’ turns out to be a reduced

relative clause for ‘which was raced’.

(17) The horse raced past the barn fell.

as cited in Frazier (1987)

In the literature, these kinds of attachments are referred to as ‘local
ambiguity’. The sentence itself is unambiguous, but more than one attachment is

possible at specific points of the input.

1.6.2 Probabilistic serial parser

A parser that operates solely by syntactic information and structural complexity can’t
predict reading preferences based on probabilistic information that a language user
might employ. An example of minimal attachment in (15) can be changed only by
using a different noun in the PP that is more related to the noun than the verb as in
(18). The noun ‘skirt’ might be more plausible to be associated with a ‘girl” instead

of being a tool for ‘hitting’.

(18) John hit the girl with the skirt.

An approach that utilizes probabilistic information is the unrestricted race
model (van Gompel et al., 2005, 2001; Traxler et al., 1998). In this model, the parser
has access to extra-syntactic or even extra-linguistic (Willits et al., 2015) information
which makes it ‘unrestricted’. The ‘race’ aspect comes about in how it operates.
Instead of accessing the probabilistic information immediately, it is used in the
competition of possible structures being built. At any point of a structural ambiguity,
the parser initiates the building of all the structures. The one that is built first gets to
be chosen as the preferred interpretation. The probabilistic information that favors
one or the other comes into play in the building process. This way, pieces of
information outside syntax can have additive or relational effects, without being

accessed immediately when a language input is encountered.
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1.6.3 Good enough approach

In both deterministic and probabilistic parsers, dependencies and relations are
completed to the full. The parser is oriented towards making all the input as
integrated as possible. Some research in sentence processing shows that the parser
aims for full compatibility of parts when establishing a dependency relation. For
example, the parser is looking for a specific set of values in the memory and comes
across a partial match. In order to bypass this partial match, the parser must allocate
more resources, increasing processing difficulty (van Dyke & Johns, 2012; van Dyke
& McElree, 2006). On the other hand, another line of research suggests that these
partial matches can cause illusory effects in sentence comprehension (Parker &
Phillips, 2016; Mendia et al., 2018; Wagers et al., 2009). This points to the realization
that the parser might accept a partial match for resolving a dependency even though it
is not grammatical. In good enough approach to sentence processing, the parser may
choose to partially fulfill the requirements of a dependency (Ferreira et al., 2001;
Ferreira & Patson, 2007) either in memory retrieval or the actual building process
itself. The type of the task for a parser can affect how it behaves in terms of partially
fulfilling dependency requirements (Swets et al., 2008; Logacev & Vasishth, 2016).
This means that the parser is task-oriented and if the task does not require it, some
dependencies can be partially resolved. This usually leads to the effects of a variable
reflecting itself in places other than a point of disambiguation or online

measurements.

1.6.4 What these approaches have in common

All these approaches make sentence processing operate on structures above words.
The morphemes and their values are reduced to pieces of information stored in
chunks in some work (Lewis & Vasishth, 2005). Any reanalysis, or integration is
based on the structure of the sentence instead of the inner parts of the words. These
pieces of information, however, can be crucial for the well-formedness of a structure

in establishing agreement relations like gender and number.
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1.7  Statistical inference
I use Bayesian inference in evaluating the results of my empirical studies. I report the
results of the regression models with posterior probability distributions. In the
psycholinguistic research, using statistical inference that has a significance filter like
p value is shown to be problematic (Vasishth et al., 2018; Wagenmakers, 2007;
Kruschke, 2011). As a linguist, one might not be aware of the inner workings of a
statistical inference method. McElreath (2020) is a good introduction and includes
several practices that are very helpful. Bayesian inference shows the effects of a
predictor for data in a more accessible way that reflects the uncertainty or variance.

I implemented the regression model descriptions using brms (Biirkner, 2017)
in R (Team, 2013). I provide the dependent variable, the predictors (independent

variables), and the data family appropriate for the dependent variable.

1.7.1 How to interpret the results
I present plots of the regression models’ results. They host the following information:
on the x axis, transformed values for the coefficients are placed. A point for the
median estimate, a thick horizontal line for the %50 credible intervals, and a thin line
for the %95 credible intervals. The y axis has the individual and interaction effects of
the predictors. They are called coefficients because they are all multiplicative effects
in their original scale. Adding up the transformed values correspond to
multiplication. I do not provide the estimate for the grand mean (Intercept) as one is
usually interested in the effects rather than the mean values. The numerical size of the
estimate determines the size of the effect and the sign of the estimate (+/-) indicates
the effect increasing or decreasing the grand mean. The credible intervals indicate the
uncertainty for a given coefficient.

The reason for using transformed scales is to reduce the effects of the
extremes in data. Because of the mathematical transformation, the outliers in the
original scale get closer to the other values in a transformed scale. This way the

effects of the extremes in data are mitigated to an extent.
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1.7.2  Predictor contrasts
For any comparison to be drawn in data depending on a predictor, contrasts among
the levels of a predictor needs to be defined. There are many types of contrasts and
each one is used depending on the predictor. In my analyses, I needed sum contrasts
and sliding differences.
Sum contrasts are used if the predictor has levels which are compared to a
grand mean. If a predictor ‘A’ has two levels ‘X, and Y’, they are coded to sum up
to 0 like ‘-1 and +1’ for a comparison. This way, the effects are centered around a
hypothetical baseline ‘O’. I order the level of a predictor and use ‘contr.sum’ function
of R to set sum contrasts. The plots reflect the effect of the level(s) coded with ‘+1°.
Sliding differences contrasts are used when a variable has ordered levels by its
nature. Suppose that a variable ‘B’ has three levels ‘J°, ‘K’, and ‘L. If there is an
order among the levels like J<K<L, one might want to use sliding differences. This
way, the comparisons are drawn between K versus J and L versus K. I order the levels
of the predictor and use ‘contr.sdif’ function provided by the R package MASS
(Venables & Ripley, 2002) to set contrasts of sliding differences. The plots display
results for each comparison with a dash ‘-’ between the levels that the comparison is

made for.

1.8  Outline of the thesis

In Chapter 2, I present the current theoretical considerations of SA in Turkish
followed by SA or related phenomena in other languages. I then present different
accounts for how conjunctions are represented. In Chapter 3, I present 2 exploratory
experiments with 214 and 160 participants. Both try to answer the following

questions respectively:

e Is SA reserved for the inflectional paradigm?

e What is the processing cost of SA by the number of affixes?

e What is the effect of a conjoiner veya ‘or’?
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In the pursuit of answering these questions I provide the results of the two
experiments I have conducted. The first is an acceptability study and the second is a
self paced reading study. In Chapter 4, I present an experiment with 132 participants

that tries to answer the following question:

e How does SA interact with sentence processing?

In the pursuit of answering this question, I present what process is assumed to take
place in SA by the structural analyses provided for it in Broadwell (2008), Kornfilt
(2012), Guseva & Weisser (2018), and Erschler (2018). Instead of trying to justify
which analysis best represents what SA is, I take on the prediction that all the
analyses would make and the consequences of which for sentence processing. I
present a language environment where the effects can be investigated and how the
results can be interpreted. In Chapter 5, I present some analyses for SA by drawing
inferences from the experiment results and the theoretical outlines. I present analyses
for the suffixes ile/=IA and -(y)Ip. In Chapter 6, I give my conclusions and the further
points that can be pursued for the study of SA. I provide what were my expectations

and the workflow I had during the process of writing this thesis.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE SURVEY

Lewis (1967) is credited with the term SA and the first observations of it in Turkish.
A closer look in the literature written in Turkish reveals that the phenomenon is
observed and even addressed before (Emre, 1945; Gencan, 1966).

Emre (1945, par 219) observes that copular forms of -DI and -mls can be
suspended together with the agreement markers. He does not recognize the sole
suspendability of the agreement markers. One difference in his observation is that not
performing SA is interpreted as an emphasis on the conjuncts. This is a point which
has not been raised since. He does not provide examples of SA in the nominal
domain. Gencan (1966, par 382) gives similar examples of SA in the verbal domain,
however he includes examples of SA in the nominal domain and almost all suffixes
that can be suspended are represented. He claims that performing SA creates
discrepancies in the sentence so avoiding them makes the contrasts in a sentence
more apparent.

Categorized as an agglutinating language with many inflectional and
derivational functions represented mostly by distinct morphemes, Turkish has many
affixes that can be suspended, both in nominal and verbal domains. Some articles that
exclusively examine SA in Turkish are: Orgun (1995), Kabak (2007), Broadwell
(2008), Kornfilt (2012), Kharytonava (2011, 2012a,b), and Akkus (2016).

Some other articles investigating SA in other languages are: Erschler (2012),
and Erschler (2018) for Ossetic, Yoon (2017) for Korean, Despi¢ (2017) for Serbian,
Guseva & Weisser (2018) for Mari, and Pounder (2006) for German. These articles
range from giving the relative data and its limitations to the structural accounts and
predictions for SA. In this chapter, I first summarise the literature regarding SA in
Turkish, later I summarise the literature regarding SA in other languages. I finish the

chapter by providing some accounts for conjunctions.
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2.1

2.1.1

Suspended affixation in Turkish

Orgun (1995)

Orgun argues for an analysis of SA as a structural sharing process. He provides the

examples in (1). These examples show that SA of POSS is ungrammatical in a string

of PL-POSS. This is peculiar considering that SA of POSS is grammatical in (2).

)

2)

a. SA of POSS

*tebrik-ler ve  tesekkiir-ler-im
congrats-PL AND thanks-PL-POSS.1SG

. SA of PL-POSS

tebrik  ve  tesekkiir-ler-im
congrats AND thanks-PL-POSS.1SG

‘My congratulations and thanks’

. SA of POSS

Kitap ve  kalem-im
book AND pencil-POSS.1SG

‘My book and my pencil’

Orgun proposes to place the suffixes PL and POSS on the same hierarchical

level as in Figure 1. This way, he explains the ungrammatical SA of POSS (1a) and

grammatical SA of POSS (2). The string of PL-POSS are interpreted as hierarchically

equivalent so SA cannot target only one of them.

N
N PL POSS

Figure 1. Ternary branching analysis for SA

He provides a three-way ambiguity of an expression like it-ler-i

‘dog-PL-POSS’ (3) for the support of ternary branching (1). The three-way ambiguity

results from the order of composition. All items are on the same hierarchical level, so

the order of composition becomes ambiguous resulting in the different readings.
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(3) it-ler-i
dog-PL-POSS
‘her/his dogs’

‘their dog’
‘their dogs’
Adapted from Orgun (1995)

Reading in between the lines, I assume that Orgun takes PL and POSS suffixes
to have a different interaction than any other pair of suffixes holds, in a way that they
form a complex head when they are adjacent. What he is proposing is not a ternary
branching but a complex head formation. A representation of this formulation

reflected on the ungrammatical SA in (1a) is given in Figure 2.
*N

N

/N

N Ve tesekkiir -ler im

SN

tebrik -ler

Figure 2. PL and POSS forming a complex head in ungrammatical SA

Forming a complex head of PL-POSS makes the interpretation of the word
tebrikler and the suffix ler-im ‘PL-POSS’ ungrammatical. The same complex head,
however, does not cause a problem for the grammatical SA in (1b) as Figure 3 shows.
Figure 3 has equivalent conjuncts and an interpretable relation between the complex

suffix -ler-im ‘PL-POSS’ and the nouns febrik ‘congrats’, and tesekkiir ‘thanks’.

N

N

T

tebrik V€ tesekkiir -ler -im

Figure 3. PL and POSS forming a complex head in grammatical SA

Orgun goes on to show that ternary branching is needed for some

morphological configurations to satisfy the minimal phonological size (o)
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constraint, citing It6 & Hankamer (1989), together with Orgun & Inkelas (1992). He
proposes a structural sharing analysis for SA and a ternary branching for PL and POSS
suffixes to capture the inseparable SA of PL-POSS. Support for ternary branching in
SA comes from somewhat unrelated phonological constraints in affixation of
monosyllabic words, i.e. *do-m [c] ‘do-P0OSS.1SG’, sol-iim [o-0] ‘s0l-POSS.1SG’.
The ungrammatical SA in (1) is not subject to such a constraint and the three-way
ambiguity of an expression like it-ler-i ‘dog-PL-POSS’ is not convincing enough to
propose ternary branching. In finalizing the observation that Orgun makes, I provided
Figures 2 and 3 following the discussion and the examples provided in Orgun (1995)

to paint a more comprehensible picture of his analysis.

2.1.2  Kabak (2007)

Among the papers discussing SA in Turkish, Kabak’s paper seems to be the most
extensive in terms of providing how SA can take shape in both verbal and nominal
domains. The paper provides some conditions for SA. The analysis of Kabak relies
on the definition of a morphological word. He defines a morphological word as a
word where the final morpheme can terminate a sentence independently of agreement
markers. He claims that any inflectional morpheme can be suspended as long as the

remainder is a morphological word. Kabak proposes the following:

e Terminal suffix: A suffix that is allowed to appear at the end of a word, where

further affixation is not obligatory.

He claims that only terminal suffixes can be suspended. He posits that bare
verbs are not morphological words in Turkish. He provides Table 3 for verbal
terminal suffixes. If any suspension attempt is made with these morphemes, it is only
permitted under the condition that what is left is a morphological word.

Kabak classifies clitics like =m/ ‘=Q’, and =DA ‘=FOC’ as non-terminal

morphemes but recognizes their ability to end an expression in Turkish (4).
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Table 3. Verbal Terminal Morphemes

(i) Agreement markers

AOR -(Dr/(A)r
PROG -Iyor
(i1) Aspect/ Modality markers FUT -(y)AcAK
EV -mly
NEC -mAll
-(y)IncA

-(y)Ip
Adapted from Kabak (2007)

(ii1) Converb markers

(4) a. kos-tu-n =mu?
run-PST-2SG =Q
‘Did you run?’

b. agla-mig-sin =da.
cry-EV-2SG =FOC
‘It looks like you have cried also.’

Adapted from Kabak (2007)

Kabak argues against Kornfilt (1996)’s formulation for SA (5) with two
points. According to Kornfilt (1996)’s analysis only the copular forms and further

inflectional morphemes can be suspended in the verbal domain.
(5) [V participie conjunction V po,icipie] + Vcopuia + Inflectional Morphemes

First, some forms that can be the complements of the copula are not
participles and do not always give way to grammatical instances of SA. Although
Kornfilt (1996) does not define -DI as forming a participle, it is still able to be a
complement to a copula i. That is why SA in (6) should be grammatical because what
is left is a complement to a copula.

(6) a. *O yaz Finike-ye git-ti ve deniz-e gir-di-y-di-k.

that summer Finike-DAT go-PST AND sea-DAT enter-PST-COP-PST-1PL

Intended ‘That summer (we) went to Finike and went swimming.’

b. *Ev-imiz-i sat-sa ve diikkan al-sa-y-di-k.
house-POSS.1PL-ACC sell-COND AND shop  buy-COND-COP-PST-1PL
‘(We) wish (we) have sold our house and bought a shop.’

Adapted from Kabak (2007)
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Second, the participle that is formed by the suffix -mAIll behaves different
than other participles formed by -mls and -(y)AcAK. Participles formed by -mAll
can’t modify nouns (7a). It should be noted that not all participle forms can modify
nouns (e.g. formed with -Iyor), and despite a lack of modifying capability, -mAll
formed participles act as predicted by Kornfilt (1996) in an SA configuration (7b).

(7) a. *calig-mali adam
work-NEC man

b. SA of 1SG

ev-e git-meli ve  uyu-mali-yim.
home-DAT go-NEC AND sleep-NEC-1SG

‘I need to go home and sleep.’

Another point Kabak provides with the example (8), is the suspension of

POSS when used together with PL. This contradicts the observations of Orgun (1995).

(8) SA of POSS

Asker-ler ve komutan-lar-imiz
soldier-PL AND commander-PL-1PL.POSS

‘Our soldiers and commanders’

Adapted from Kabak (2007)

Kabak points out the effects of some phonological changes in what is left
after SA, specifically 1SG and 2SG pronouns that go under base modification (ben >

ban, sen > san) when affixed with DAT as shown in (9).

(9) a. SA of DAT

Kargo-lar Ahmet ve  Mehmet-e gel-di.
shipment-PL A AND M-DAT come-PST[3SG]

‘The shipments arrived for Ahmet and Mehmet.’

b. *Kargo-lar ben ve san-a  gel-di.
shipment-PL 1SG AND 2SG-DAT come-PST[3SG]

c. *Kargo-lar ban ve san-a  gel-di.
shipment-PL 1SG AND 2SG-DAT come-PST[3SG]

d. Kargolar  ban-a ve san-a  gel-di.
shipment-PL 1SG-DAT AND 2SG-DAT come-PST[3SG]

‘The shipments arrived for me and you.’
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For the SA in the verbal domain, Kabak provides an approach that is rather
interesting. He makes an observation from Good & Yu (2005), in the spirit of Erdal
(2000), about the agreement paradigms in Turkish. In his citing, Kabak says that the
z-paradigm of agreement markers contains cliticized forms of words, and the
k-paradigm of agreement markers has lexical suffixes. Kabak realizes the
shortcomings of this approach and notes there are constructions in which the
k-paradigm SA is applicable and other conditions where the z-paradigm SA is not
applicable. The k-paradigm is not suspended on its own, but it is suspendable if the

tense marker it is attached to is in a TAM II position as in (10).

(10) SAof 1PL
Ev-e git-mis ve  uyu-mugs-tu-k.
home-DAT go-EV AND sleep-EV-PST-1PL
‘There was the time we went home and slept.’

As alast summary, Kabak gives the following points for SA in the verbal

domain:

1. the ability of a verbal morpheme to terminate a word is related to its ability

to stand without an agreement marker

ii. SA is only applicable if what is left after suspension is a morphological

word, and both the conjuncts end with terminal morphemes

iii. Conjuncts with cliticlike endings are interpreted as 3" person singular,

causing agreement mismatches in SA

iv. Nonfinal conjunct’s terminal suffix must be overt

Adapted from Kabak (2007)

Kabak recognizes that in SA what is relevant is the size of what is left after
suspension. The ‘cliticlike’ condition on his third point is not clear-cut, and can be
extended to other suffixes which have 3"¢ person singular suffixes that allow SA, that
can seemingly end a word without copula ( -mls, -(y)AcAK, and -Iyor, to name a
few). This condition relies heavily on what is ‘cliticlike’. The paramount observation

that Kabak (2007) provides is the relation between a successful SA and what is left as

24



a morphological word!. Kabak evaluates the examples of SA with derivational
suffixes as natural coordination of nouns in the lexicon (Wilchli, 2007), and does not

regard such examples as SA.

2.1.3 Broadwell (2008)

Broadwell provides a representation for SA using the tools of Lexical Functional
Grammar (LFG henceforth). In this approach, the two identical phrases form a new
phrase in conjunction that has the same structural properties of its parts. After this
point, the suspended affixes are added. The phonological exponent of the right edge
conjunct and the suspended affixes are coinstantiated as one word. Figure 4
illustrates the structural representation for the SA of PL-POSS in (11). Broadwell
claims that this way of representation for SA saves us from (i) interpreting affixes that
can be suspended as clitics, (ii) positing conjunction in the lexicon, and (iii) having

special annotation for the rightmost conjunct.

(11) SA of PL-POSS

tebrik  ve tesekkiir-ler-im
congrats and thanks-PL-POSS.1SG

‘My congratulations and thanks’

PossP

T

PlurP Poss

/\
NP Plur
/R

NP Conj NP
tebrik  ve

‘ tesekkiir-ler-im

Figure 4. Lexical sharing analysis of PL and POSS in SA

' A note of Kabak’s informs the reader about the grammaticality judgments that come from 4
native speakers including himself. They all use, as he mentions, the ‘Istanbul’ variety of Turkish.
Some refer to ‘Istanbul’ variety as ‘standard’ Turkish. I oppose both the terms since no comprehensive
study is provided to define what constitutes a ‘standard’ or ‘Istanbul’ variety of Turkish. I take Kabak’s
statement as his care for not including some regional changes, for example, in agreement paradigms
like those later provided in Sag (2013) for Denizli Dialect, which hosts some observations for the
unsespendability of the k-paradigm agreement markers.
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An important point which Broadwell makes is that Turkish is relatively
productive in SA, but it also makes distinctions that cannot be addressed with a
purely lexical approach. It might be posited that SA is only permitted with affixes
that can attach to conjoined phrases. This analysis however does not explain why the
suspension of POSS is ungrammatical in a string of PL-POSS and does not explain
how to categorize suffixes that can have conjoined bases, missing the morphological

word requirement of SA in the verbal domain.

2.1.4 Kornfilt (2012)

Kornfilt reiterates points in Kornfilt (1996). Mainly that SA is a syntactic operation
much like gapping or ellipsis, that can only target syntactic categories. She gives her
account of RNR (Right Node Raising) to account for SA. She claims that a suffix can
be suspended only if it has a syntactic projection. This way, she predicts to posit
functional heads like Num (NumP), Case (KP), and Possession (PossP) since all three
can have SA distinctly. Figure 5 illustrates the abstract RNR analysis for the

examples of SA in (12).

(12) a. SAofpPL

Kitap ve  defter-ler
book AND notebook-PL

Readingl: ‘Books and notebooks’

Reading2: ‘A book and notebooks’

b. SA of ACC

Kitap ve  defter-i al-di-m.
book AND notebook-ACC buy-PST-1SG
‘I bought the book and the notebook.’

c. SA of POSS

Kitap ve  defter-im nerede?
book AND notebook-P0OSS.1SG where

Readingl: ‘“Where is the book and my notebook?’

Reading2: ‘Where is my book and notebook?’
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Figure 5. RNR proposal for SA

This is the same analysis that Kornfilt provides for backwards ellipsis for a

sentence like (13) as in Figure 6. This way Kornfilt regards SA as another ellipsis

process operating on projection heads instead of phrases.

(13) Ahmet al-di ve Mehmet sat-ti kitab-1.
A[NOM] buy-PST[3SG] AND M[NOM] sell-PST[3SG] book-ACC

‘Ahmet bought and Mehmet sold the book.’

ConjP
Conj’ DP
M\ kitab-1

TP Conj TP
/\ ve /\
DP ... DP e
Ahmet /\ Mehmet A

bP v DP \Y

L al sat
J

Figure 6. RNR analysis for Backward Ellipsis

Kornfilt argues against SA of derivational suffixes because an example like

(14) has a fixed order of conjuncts for a successful suspension. This makes a clear

distinction for what is possible to suspend and what is not.
(14) a. [tuzve limon]-luk

salt AND lemon-DER

‘[salt and lemon] shaker’
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b. *[limonve tuz]-luk
lemon AND salt-DER

‘[lemon] and [saltshaker]’

The proposed analysis of Kornfilt does not explain why SA of POSS is
ungrammatical in a string of PL-POSS. As a terminal node in syntax, there is nothing
preventing SA of POSS in PL-POSS by the RNR analysis. It also does not predict why

SA of PL-POSS is ambiguous, but SA of CASE is not as shown in (15).

(15) a. Ambiguous SA of PL

kitap ve  kalem-ler
book AND pencil-PL

SA: ‘books and pencils’
No SA: ‘a book and pencils’

b. Ambiguous SA of POSS

kitap ve  kalem-im
book AND pencil-POSS.1SG

SA: ‘my book and my pencil’

No SA: ‘a book and my pencil’

c. Unambiguous SA of ACC

kitap ve  kalem-i al-di-m.
book AND pencil-ACC take-PST-1SG
SA: ‘I took the book and the pencil.’

No SA: “* I took a book and the pencil.’

2.1.5 Kharytonava (2011, 2012a,b)
In all her articles, Kharytonava specifically inspects SA in Turkish noun compounds.
For a start consider the noun compounds in (16).

(16) a. Anne-m not defter-i-ni yika-mas.
mother-P0OSS.1SG note book-POSS.3SG-ACC wash-PRF[3SG]

‘It seems like my mother washed the notebook.’

b. Anne-m not defter-im-i yika-mas.
mother-P0OSS.1SG note book-POSS.1SG-ACC wash-PRF[3SG]
‘It seems like my mother washed my notebook.’
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The default agreement marker is POSS.3SG in Turkish when no possessor is
present for the compound. The SA that Kharytonava presents comes into play in
compounds with shared bases. (17) shows an example where the shared base is
dogum ‘birth’ and the markers on the conjoined nouns can be fully expressed (No

SA) or can have two shapes of SA (partial-full).

(17) a. NoSA

dogum yer-iniz  ve  tarih-iniz.
birth place-2PL AND date-2PL

b. Partial SA

dogum yer-i ve tarih-iniz.
birth place-3SG AND date-2PL

c. Full SA

dogum yer ve tarih-iniz.
birth place AND date-2PL
“Your birthplace and birth-date.’

Adapted from Kharytonava (2012a)

The possessive marker is suspended in (17c) and there is no remnant of
agreement whereas (17b) leaves behind a possessor that is 3SG. The interpretation of
possessive for the second conjunct is still 2SG. On the surface, the existence of
P0OSS.3SG after SA for a POSS.2SG seems problematic. Kharytonava addresses this
not as a structural sharing analysis, she rather uses Impoverishment and Feature
Geometry to explain such a configuration of SA. She indicates that features are
monovalent for referring expressions in Turkish and exponent insertion is modulated
by Subset Principle. Table 4 shows the feature geometry she provides for Turkish
possessors with the corresponding exponents.

SA in noun compounds works by deleting features. The feature templatic
view of no SA is (18a). The feature set for ADDRESSEE-GROUP, by Subset Principle,
is -Inlz. On this templatic view the features in the first conjunct instead of the

exponent itself are deleted. This feature deletion results in the following templatic
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Table 4. Feature Geometry of POSS in Turkish

Features Exponent
Participant | Individuation
Speaker 0 -Im
Addressee | () -In
Speaker Group -Imlz
Addressee | Group -Inlz
0 0 -(s)I(n)
0 Group -IA¥I

view (18b) and the exponent -(s)I(n) is inserted after the first conjunct. Kharytonava
(2011) shows that Turkish speakers prefer the Partial SA in (17) to the full SA. This
type of analysis for SA falls under an ellipsis analysis which has more appeal and
makes better predictions about SA in noun compounds than structural sharing

approaches.

(18) a. a-ADDRESSEE-GROUP AND 3-ADDRESSEE-GROUP

b. «a-0-() AND 3-ADDRESSEE-GROUP

Using this deletion analysis, instances like (19) can also be a deletion of the
referential feature alongside the tense. 3SG on verbal and nominal predicate domain
is not expressed by an overt phonological exponent. The readings should have
contrasted in their subject readings if this were to be the case.

(19) a. Ben hasta ve  yorgun-du-m.
1sG[NOM] sick[3SG] AND tired-PST-1SG

‘I was sick and tired.’

b. Ben ev-e gid-ecek ve  gel-ecek-ti-m.
1SG[NOM] house-DAT come-FUT[3SG] AND come-FUT-PST-1SG

‘I was going to come home and go.’

2.1.6 Akkus (2016)
Akkus provides some examples for SA in derivational suffixes. He argues that the
existence of such examples is not numerous but not that rare. He provides some

examples like (20).
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(20) a. ...yedi ve yirmi-nci  boliim-ler ...
...seven AND twenty-DER episode-PL ...

‘...seventh and twentieth episodes ...’

b. ...bes lirave on dolar-lik banknot-lar ...
...five lira AND ten dollar-DER banknote-PL ...

‘[five lira and ten dollar] worth banknotes’

C. ...Deprem ve Afet-zede  An-ma Yiirii-yiis-ii
...earthquake AND disaster-DER remember-NMLZ walk-NMLZ-ACC ...

‘[Earthquake and Disaster] Victims Remembrance March’

d. ...dost ve arkadag-ca bir hava...
...fellow AND friend-DER DET air

Lit:‘a [friend and fellow]-like armosphere’
Mean: ‘a friendly and amiable atmosphere’

Adapted from Akkus (2016)

Akkus argues that a natural coordination explanation (Wilchli, 2007)
provided in Kabak (2007) falls short of explaining instances of derivational SA.
Akkus reiterates examples from Ackema & Neeleman (2004) and Lieber & Scalise
(2006), and points to the two options for explaining derivational SA. First is what is
provided in Lieber & Scalise (2006), which suggests that morphology has access to
the output of syntax. Second is what is provided in Ackema & Neeleman (2004),
which suggests three modules in language, namely syntax, semantics, and phonology,
that can have interactions with one another placing morphology within syntax. Both
the approaches would allow for morphological elements to have complex bases for

derivation or inflection.

2.2 Interim summary of the literature

The literature of SA for Turkish provides some valuable observations, that make it
easier to navigate the problems and workings of SA in Turkish. They feature useful
data, approaches like LFG, syntactic movements like RNR, and comprehensive

coverage of morphological constraints in SA. In the following paragraphs, I
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summarise the points made in the literature about SA, and in what ways it can be
improved. Then I put a finger on the unaddressed issues.

Orgun (1995) puts forward an anomalous behaviour in the suspension of POSS
in a string of PL-POSS. Orgun’s solution is to hierarchically align the two for handling
the problem of inseparable suspension of POSS.

The observations of Kabak (2007) indicate that the morphological size of
what is left after suspension is crucial for a successful SA. Bare verbs are not
considered as morphological words even though they are phonological words and get
stress under negation -mA. The observation of morphological word constraint in SA
1s quite important since some similar phenomenon of a backwards process in, for
example, German only requires the remnant after suspension to be a phonological
word (Smith, 2000; Pounder, 2006; Kenesei & Others, 2007). Kabak’s paper shows
that SA might be possible with some derivational suffixes, yet he strongly suggests
that the base for the derivational suffix is a compound like noun that uses a conjoiner
for its parts.

Broadwell (2008) entertains a different mode of operation for the analysis of
SA. Rather than the suspended suffix originating in both conjuncts, the conjoined
phrase is only merged with a single projection of the ‘suspended’ suffix. Later, as a
tool of LFG, the rightward elements coinstantiate as a single word of multiple
exponents, appearing as though only the second conjunct has the suffix whereas it is
shared structurally and the two conjuncts are at the same level of representation.

According to Kornfilt (1996, 2012), SA is a syntactic operation of RNR, and
suspendable suffixes are projections in syntax. This defines a line for the capability of
SA for derivational and inflectional suffixes. Her analysis does not explain why SA
of CASE is not ambiguous, but the SA of PL or POSS is. The importance of Kornfilt’s
proposal is the observation of the productivity of SA in the inflectional paradigm.
This places an analysis of SA more in the structural side that should have access to

syntactic inputs.
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Kharytonava (2011, 2012a,b) deviate from all the others in dealing with SA
because they deal with a peculiar SA observed in noun compounds. The preference
studies that Kharytonava have carried out suggest that partial SA conditions are
preferred more than complete morpheme deletions. Unfortunately, the reporting of
the studies are not very clear. Only percentages in terms of participant preferences are
provided. Furthermore, some arbitrary schemes for grouping subjects by choice
frequency are used to draw inferences from the responses being interpreted as
grammatical or not.

Akkus (2016) points to the instances of derivational SA in corpora and argues
that they need an explanation contra Kabak’s view of natural coordination (Wilchli,
2007). He argues for a revised understanding of what Lexical Integrity Hypothesis in
the sense of either Ackema & Neeleman (2004) or Lieber & Scalise (2006) in
explaining instances of derivational SA. Akkus’s paper is the only paper that argues
for a structural interpretation of SA in derivational suffixes.

As a conclusion, the current literature for Turkish SA provides possible
solutions and analyses for SA. The literature does not have a good standing when it
comes to answering in what level of language derivation SA takes place. It is not
pinpointed well enough to argue for or against any analysis, be it ellipsis or structural
sharing. There is no exposure of different conjoiners and what they bring to SA. An
analysis of SA should take the SA environment into consideration for a better

understanding of the constraints that govern SA.

2.3 Suspended affixation in other languages

The focus and effort of this study is limited to SA in Turkish, but it is beneficial to
take observations from other languages where similar SA and SA-like phenomena
exist. In the following subsections I provide summaries of such articles in a
chronological order. Pounder (2006) shows examples of SA and conjunction
reduction from German, Guseva & Weisser (2018) shows examples of SA from Mari,

Despi¢ (2017) shows an example of a certain Serbian clitic that mimics SA-like
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behaviour, Yoon (2017) shows examples from Korean, and Erschler (2012, 2018)

show examples from Ossetic.

2.3.1 German
In Pounder (2006), Pounder presents some example configurations in German for
ellipsis-like morphological phenomena. These phenomena, called morphological
brachylogy in the paper, include SA, conjunction reduction, and shared bases in
German. The paper puts a high emphasis on a diachronic difference in SA of suffixes.
Pounder claims that these ellipsis-like processes can be employed in many levels of
grammar, the inflectional paradigm, word-formations, and compounding to name a
few. While the paper itself provides and lays out a nice presentation of data, this
summary revolves around brachylogy of affixes that I refer to as SA for consistency.
I reiterate one of Pounder’s examples before moving on with examples of SA
in German. In the example (21), the two conjuncts are prefixed verbs, both of which
share the same base. The shared base is a verb and the prefixes are conjoined in
interpretation. A dash ‘-’ is used to indicate that there is a missing piece in the word.

(21) a. werde... nicht re-, sondern ent-sozialisier-t
be... NEG PREF- but_rather PREF-socialize-PART.

‘be... not socialized but rather desocialized.’

b. nicht re-sozialisier-t sondern ent-sozialisier-t
NEG PREF-socialize-PART but PREF-socialize-PART.

‘not resocialised but rather desocialized.’

Adapted from Pounder (2006)

Pounder dubs what is left after the elision of the morphological part as
‘fragment’ whereas what is elided or reconstructed is called ‘recuperand’, and the
form that the language user infers the recuperand from is called ‘target’. For example,
in (21a) the fragment is the prefix re-, the recuperand is sozialisiert, and the target is
sozialisiert. (22) shows an example from Turkish. In this example, the fragment is a
noun kitap ‘book’, the recuperand is ACC, and the target is kalem-i (pencil-ACC) ‘the

pencil’.
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(22) SA of ACC

kitap ve  kalem-i al-di-m.
book AND pencil-ACC take-PST-1SG

‘I took the book and the pencil.’

I reiterate another example from Pounder in (23) for the example of SA and I

provide a mirroring example from Turkish.

(23) a. SA of DER-DER -schaft-lich

freund- oder feind-schaft-lich-e ~ Beziehungen
friend- OR enemy-DER-DER-PL relations

‘with relations of friendship or enmity’

Adapted from Pounder (2006)

b. ?dost veya diisman-lig-1 bitir-en iligki-ler
friend OR enemy-DER end-FP relation-PL
‘the relations that end friendship or enmity’
The expression in (23a) shows an instance of SA for the suffixes -schaft and
-lich, both suffixes are derivational. I gave a similar configuration in (23b) where
there is SA of a derivational suffix -//K and ACC. Pounder reports that this process in

German has a phonological constraint citing Smith (2000). (24) shows the suffix DER

-isch that changes the make-up of a phonological word and it cannot be suspended.

(24) *die Provenz-al- und Roman-isch-en Dichter
the.PL Provence-DER AND romance-DER-PL poets

Intended ‘the Provencal and Romantic poets’

Adapted from Pounder (2006)

Pounder cites Booij (1985) in reporting that the vowel initial suffix leads to a
mismatch between the phonological and morphological word. She shows a historical
contrast in the contemporal ungrammaticality of (24) where SA exists in written
form. She claims that German standardization is behind the ungrammaticality of (24)

and provides some examples from 17" and 18" century German (25).

(25) a. Absicht- und Regl-en
intention- AND rule-PL

‘Intensions and rules’
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b. Geberd- und Bewegung-en
gesture- AND movement-PL

‘Gestures and movements’

c. beydorf- und stet-en
by village- AND town-PL.DAT

‘In villages and towns’

Adapted from Pounder (2006)

There is an important point to make in (25b). Pounder notes that the fragment
Geberd- is not the base modified counter part of Gebdrden. In the suspended version,
no umlaut takes place. This shows that SA takes place before a phonological
operation like umlaut. (26) shows an example of base modification in Turkish. 1SG
pronoun goes under base modification from ben to ban when it is marked for DAT.

SA is not felicitous with both modified and unmodified bases.

(26) a. *Banve Ahmet-e  bak-t.
1SG AND Ahmet-DAT look-PST[3SG]

b. *Benve Ahmet-e bak-ti.
1SG AND Ahmet-DAT look-PST[3SG]

c. Ban-a ve Ahmet-e bak-t1.
1SG-DAT AND Ahmet-DAT 100k-PST

‘(S/he) looked at me and Ahmet.’

In the German example (25b), the reconstruction of the fragment and the
recuperand is at a more abstract level than phonology since there is no umlaut in the
first conjunct. In the Turkish example (26), the reconstruction of the fragment and the
recuperand cannot override an expected base modification in the fragment, or even
further SA cannot be carried out at all with base modified fragments. Pounder (2006)
goes on to interrogate the formulation of conjunction where SA takes place unlike the

literature in Turkish.

2.3.2 Mari
Mari is an Eastern Uralic language that has a rather interesting set of data when it
comes to SA. Guseva & Weisser (2018) (GW henceforth) provide some examples and

analysis for SA in Mari. In (27), I give examples of SA from Mari. Previous
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observations of SA have shown that it is a rightward-bound process, but the examples

in (27) show not rightward-bound suspensions.

(27) a. SA of INESS in a string of INESS-POSS.2SG

Uder mej-en  uSe-m den tej-en siim-eSte-t.
girl  1SG-GEN mind-POSS.1SG AND 2SG-GEN heart-INESS-POSS.2SG

“The girl is in my mind and in your heart.’

b. SA of ILL in a string of ILL-POSS.3SG

Pjotr kart-em mej-en  perdeZ-em den omsa-Ske-Ze

Peter map-ACC 1SG-GEN door-POSS.1SG AND wall-ILL-POSS.3SG
piZekta.

pin.3SG.PRS

‘Peter pins maps to my door and his wall.’

c. SA of PL-INESS in a string of PL-INESS-POSS.1PL

A-vlak tud-en  sad-Se den memn-an
child-PL 3SG-GEN garden-P0OSS.3SG AND 1PL-GEN
pasu-vlak-este-na mod-et.

field-PL-INESS-POSS.1PL play-3PL.PRS
“The children are playing in his garden and in our fields.’

Adapted from Guseva & Weisser (2018)

This peculiar SA should not be taken as an evidence against its
rightward-bound nature. In Mari, the order of the morphemes in the nominal domain
show a relatively free order. The morphemes in question are PL, POSS, Structural and
Local cases (SCASE and LCASE in glosses respectively). Table 5 shows some possible
orders of these morphemes. There is an optional positioning for the POSS marker.
The POSS either occupies the left or the right edge of the morphemes, where the right
edge can only build up to the SCASE. It is a barrier that POSS cannot alternate to the
right of.

In Mari, there are two linearizations of POSS, PL and LCASE. SA with the
surface orderings of LCASE-POSS and PL-LCASE-POSS goes against the rightward-
bound constraint, but this observation overlooks the other possible orders of POSS-

LCASE and POSS-PL-LCASE. This ambiguous ordering of morphemes is the clue to
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Table 5. Mari Nominal Domain Morpheme Order

PL > POSS pasu-vlak-na
POSS > PL pasu-na-vlak
PL > LCASE pasu-vlak-este
PL > SCASE pasu-viak-em
LCASE > POSS pasu-Ste-na
POSS > SCASE pasu-na-m

PL > LCASE > POSS pasu-vlak-eSte-na
POSS > PL > LCASE  ?pasu-na-vlak-este

PL > POSS > SCASE  pasu-vlak-na-m
POSS > PL > SCASE  pasu-na-viak-em

pasu ‘garden’, -vlak PL, -na POSS.1PL, -(e)Ste INESS, -(e)m ACC

Adapted from Guseva & Weisser (2018)

understanding in what level of derivation SA takes place. This is the point that GW

show with an example, adapted here as (28).

(28)

a.

Porjeng memnam da nunem  uz-es.
man.NOM us.ACC AND them.ACC see-3SG.PRS

*Porjeng me da nunem  uZ-es.
man.NOM us.ACC AND them.ACC see-3SG.PRS

Porjeng  memnada nunem  uz-es.
man.NOM us AND them.ACC see-3SG.PRS

‘The man sees us and them.’

Adapted from Guseva & Weisser (2018)

The 1PL pronoun is me in Mari, and the stem for ACC changes from me to

memna. SA is not possible with me, but it is possible with the stem memna. A similar

base or stem change in Turkish also happens when 1SG and 2SG pronouns are used

with DAT (ben >bana, sen >sana). Turkish does not allow SA in such instances (29),

with or without base or stem change.

(29)

a.

b.

SA with unchanged base

*Ben ve  san-a kitab-1 bul-du.
1SG AND 2SG-DAT book-ACC buy-PST[3SG]

SA with base change

*Ban ve san-a kitab-1 bul-du.
1SG AND 2SG-DAT book-ACC buy-PST[3SG]
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c. No SA

Ban-a ve san-a kitab-1 bul-du.
1SG-DAT AND 2SG-DAT book-ACC buy-PST[3SG]

‘S/he bought the book for me and you.’

GW go on to analyze SA in Mari with proposed projections for POSS, PL, and
CASE as NumP, DP, and KP. Following Merchant (2015), they propose an underlying
order like (30a). On this order, a process of D-lowering takes place and the new
ordering looks like (30b). It is at the order of (30b) that SA marks morphemes for
zero exponance (shown with a subscript 0) as in (30c). Later, a D-metathesis is
performed and the ordering for vocabulary insertion looks like (30d). This is how the

suffix orderings in (27) are achieved, an example is partly repeated here.

(30) a. [[[ NP]Num JyunprDlpp Klxp Underlying Order
b. [[[ NP ]D Num Jyump to 1pp K lxp D-Lowering
c. [[[ NP]D Numg Iyump tp Ipp Kolkp SA marking
d. [[[ NP]D Ky Numg |yump to lpp tx 1xp D-Metathesis

Adapted from Guseva & Weisser (2018)

(27°) SA of PL-INESS

tud-en  sad-Se den memn-an pasu-vlak-eSte-na
3SG-GEN garden-P0OSS.3SG AND 1PL-GEN field-PL-INESS-POSS.1PL

‘...1n his garden and in our fields’

There are important observations to be made in Guseva & Weisser (2018).
First, the examples in (27) show that SA is not performed at the surface form. This
observation is vital to distinguish SA from Backward Ellipsis in Turkish because
Backward Ellipsis takes the surface form into account. Second, (28) shows that SA
does not operate morphemes on a derivational level before morpheme specific rules
are applied (base/stem change), yet (29) shows that even taking those representations

into account does not result in a successful SA in Turkish.
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2.3.3 Serbian
According to Despi¢ (2017), Serbian does not have SA, but a certain second-place
clitic shows some similarities to affixes in Serbian. This clitic in turn can take place
in SA-like ellipsis. SA in Turkish verbal domain has a relation to the clitic copula -i/
y/ () (31) and the discussion of Serbian provides some insights for it. The existence of
the clitic is inferred from the stress?. In Turkish, the stress falls on the phonological
word and a clitic changes the stress pattern.
(31) a. Ev-e gel-ecék ve uyu-yacdk-ti-m.
house-DAT come-FUT AND sleep-FUT=COP.PST-1SG
b. Ev-e gel-ecék ve uyu-yacdk i-di-m.

house-DAT come-FUT AND sleep-FUT =COP-PST-1SG
‘I was going to come home and sleep.’

(31a) shows an SA of PST and AGR morphemes, but a closer look reveals
what is suspended is a copular form together with tense and agreement markers. This
copular which is a clitic can have an overt phonological form i which allows for SA
(31b). The overtness of the clitic is not enforced, and it is even ungrammatical in
some instances (32).

(32) a. hastdve yorgun-um.

sick AND tired-1SG[PRS]
‘I am sick and tired.’

b. *hastd ve yorgin i-yim.
sick AND tired COP|[PRS]-1SG

The instance where SA-like process takes place involves the infinitival marker
-ti and second-place future clitic ¢e in Serbian. The bare bones explanation for
second-place clitics is that in a clause they occupy the linearly second-place. If they
are cliticized to the phonological word they are attached to, then the word can occupy
the first place in the clause.

I want to draw a similarity between the infinitival marker -#i in Serbian and
the infinitival marker -mAK in Turkish. Verbs are not free forms in Serbian, just like

verbs are not morphological words in Turkish. There is no need for an infinitival

Zstress is indicated by an accent on the vowel
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marker when the verb is inflected, and the inflection is performed on to the left of -#i
or -mAK.

In Serbian, some phonological processes are not triggered by clitics. (33)
shows an example for the assimilation of [s] to [[]. This is triggered by the diminutive
suffix ce but not by the second-place future clitic ¢e. The suffixes both have the same
phonological environment.

(33) a. Pas-ce

dog-DIM
‘small dog’

b. Vas =Ce videti
you.PL.ACC =AUX.3SG.FUT see.INF

‘S/he will see you.’

Adapted from Despi¢ (2017)

The second-place future clitic ¢e in (33b) is used as a free-standing word. It
does not cause phonological changes like the diminutive suffix ce. (34) shows an
example of the second-place future clitic ¢e causing phonological change. This time,
however, it is adjoined to the word instead of being in its free form.

(34) a. *Jes=Cces.
eat=AUX.2SG.FUT
b. Jes=ces.
eat=AUX.2SG.FUT
‘You will eat.

Adapted from Despi¢ (2017)

The observation in (34) may place the clitic as a suitable candidate for SA.
(35) shows an elision of the second-place future clitic ¢e from the second conjunct.
In (35), what is left after the elision is not a phonological string of what comes before

the clitic, but an infinitival form.

(35) Elision of ¢e ‘FUT’

a. Otici Cce i pogleda=ce novi film.
g0.INF AUX.3SG.FUT AND see=AUX.3SG.FUT new.ACC film.ACC
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b. *Otici ce i pogleda novi film.
g0.INF AUX.3SG.FUT AND see new.ACC film.ACC

c. Oti¢i Ce i pogledati novi film.
g0.INF AUX.3SG.FUT AND see.INF new.ACC film.ACC

‘He will go and see the new movie.’

Adapted from Despié (2017)

Despi¢ goes into an in-depth analysis to refute an idea of structural sharing of
the future clitic. He provides the following example (36). There can be two different
subjects in (36), so there is no VP-level conjunction. Despi¢ further examines TP

level adverbs in conjunctions, refuting a vP level conjunction too.

(36) Polufinalni program ce otvoriti  Juentus i Real Madrid, a
semi_final program AUX.3SG.FUT open.INF J AND R M AND
zatvoriti ga Barselone i Bajern.
close.INF 3SG B AND B

‘Juventus and Real Madrid will open the semi-final program, and Barcelona
and Bayern will close it.’

Adapted from Despi¢ (2017)

I reiterate an example from Despi¢ about the elision of the second-place
future clitic ée in (37). This example shows that it is possible to delete the
second-place future clitic ¢e in Serbian under mismatching -features.

37) a. Ti Ces doci a ja (cu) oticl.

2SG AUX.2SG.FUT arrive.INF AND 1SG (AUX.1SG.FUT) leave.INF

“You will come, and I will leave.

Adapted from Despi¢ (2017)

This is a direct contradiction to all the suspendable affixes in Turkish verbal
domain which have clitic properties. The suspendable agreement marker -/z ‘1PL’
belongs to the m-paradigm and has clitic properties. The unsuspendable agreement
marker -k ‘1PL’ belongs to the k-paradigm and does not have clitic properties. (38)
illustrates both points.

(38) a. Ev-e gid-ecék ve  dinlen-ecég-iz.
house-DAT go-FUT AND rest-FUT-1PL

‘We will go home and rest.’
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b. *Ev-e git-ti  ve dinlen-di-k.
house-DAT go-PST AND rest-PST-1PL
Intended ‘We went home and rested.’

The m-paradigm agreement markers cannot be suspended under mismatching
p-features unlike the Serbian second-place future clitic ée. I give an example in (39)
where suspension of 2SG is not permitted if the target of the SA is 1SG.

(39) *Sen ev-e gid-ecek ve  ben dinlen-eceg-im.
2SG house-DAT go-FUT AND 1SG rest-FUT-1SG

Intended ‘You will go home, and we will rest.”

As a summary, the Serbian second-place future clitic shows affix like
properties, but it undergoes an ellipsis process where mismatches in -features can be
overlooked. As a contrast, some agreement markers in Turkish show clitic like

properties yet they cannot undergo SA when there is a mismatch in ¢-features.

2.3.4 Korean

Another language that hosts similar phenomena like SA is Korean. Korean could be
considered to be typologically closer to Turkish than the other languages German,
Mari, and Serbian. Yoon & Lee (2005), and Yoon (2017) provide a good set of data
and some contrasts for SA and its environment. In the following paragraphs, I give
the relevant summary of the two papers.

Yoon & Lee (2005) present two conjunction types in Korean that differ in
how their conjuncts are formed. In the first, the conjoiner suffix -kwa (AND in
glosses) conjoins two conjuncts, out of two only the second can be marked for CASE.
A mirroring morphological form to this conjoiner could be the cliticized ile/=IA in
Turkish. I give an example in (40). The second type of conjoiner is the free form

kuliko ‘and’, for the sake of argument it can be mirrored by ve ‘and’ in Turkish (41).
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(40)

(41)

®

Korean

John-kwa Mary-ka cip-ey ka-ss-ta.
J-AND M-NOM home-LOC g0-PST-DECL

‘John and Mary went home.’

Adapted from Yoon & Lee (2005)

Turkish

Can=la Meryem ev-e git-ti.
C=AND M[NOM] home-DAT go-PST
‘Can and Meryem went home.’

Korean

John-i kuliko Mary-ka cip-ey ka-ss-ta.
J-NOM AND M-NOM home-LOC go-PST-DECL
John and Mary went home.

Adapted from Yoon & Lee (2005)
Turkish

Canve Meryem ev-e git-ti-(ler).
C AND M[NOM] home-DAT go-PST-(3PL)
‘Can and Meryem went home.’

The two different conjoiners show difference in interpretation. The reading

differences lie in distributive or non-distributive readings, compatibility with

collective modifiers, and compatibility with collective predicates. An example for the

order of readings for both conjuncts is given in (42).

(42)

a.

b.

John-kwa Mary-ka ochen-pwul-ul  pelessta.
J-AND  M-NOM 5000-dollars-ACC made

John-i kuliko Mary-ka ochen-pwul-ul  pelessta.
J-NOM AND M-NOM 5000-dollars-ACC made

Reading 1: John and Mary each made $5000.
Reading 2: John and Mary together made $5000.
(42a): Reading 2>Reading 1 (42b): Reading 1>Reading 2
Adapted from Yoon & Lee (2005)

This preference for readings is different in both conjoiners, but it does not

mean that the conjoiner -kwa is incompatible with distributive readings. (43a) shows
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a distributive reading for -kwa. Another observation is that the conjoiner kuliko is
incompatible with collective readings (43b).

(43) a. John-kwa Mary-ka kakkak cip-ey ka-ss-ta.
J-AND  M-NOM each home-LOC go-PST-DECL

‘John and Mary each went home.’

b. *?Cheli-ka kuliko Yenghi-ka chayksang-ul hamkkey mantul-ess-eyo.
C-NOM  AND Y-NOM desk-AcC  together make-PST-DECL

Intended: ‘Chelswu and Yenghi made a desk together.’

Adapted from Yoon & Lee (2005)

The two conjoiners differ with respect to SA. The conjoiner -kwa triggers
CASE SA, but the conjoiner kuliko does not. Yoon & Lee (2005) show a distinction
between the two conjoiners deeming -kwa as a conjoiner for phrase levels and kuliko
as a conjoiner for clauses. These observations made so far about Korean conjoiners
-kwa and kuliko show the importance of analyzing conjunction structure.

Yoon & Lee (2005) provide some data and analysis for two conjoiners in
Korean, but Yoon (2017) is focused on SA. Yoon presents derivational Korean
suffixes that derive verbs or adjectives from nominal bases. These suffixes display a
clear-cut difference in allowing SA. In providing SA-independent contrasts between
these suffixes, Yoon presents some examples with Lexical Integrity tests of conjoined
base, modifying the base, and gapping/ellipsis of the suffix. In expressing the
difference between two suffix groups, Yoon uses the terms: Transparent suffix and
Opaque suffix. These two terms represent a suffix’s ability to be either treated as
transparent and visible in morphological or syntactic derivations, or it is treated as
opaque and non-compositional. (44) shows overt examples for the contrast between

the two groups.

(44) Conjoined base

a. *[Kunul-kwa kilum]-ci-n ku kos
shade-AND 0il-DER-REL that place

‘That plot of land, which is shaded and fertile’
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b. Ku-nun [yongkamha-n kwunin-kwa cincengha-n
3SG-TOP courageous-REL soldier-AND genuine-REL
aykwukca]-taw-ass-ta.
patriot-DER-PST-DECL

‘He really lived up to his reputation as a courageous soldier and true

patriot.’
Modified base

c. Cenyek-ey-nun *[etwuw-un kunul|-ci-nun  kos
dusk-LOC-TOP dark-REL  shade-DER-REL place

‘A place that gets dark at dusk’

d. Ku-nun [hwullyungha-n hakca]-tap-key yenkwu-lul  swi-ci
3SG-TOP outstanding-REL scholar-DER-COMP research-ACC stop-COMP
anh-nunta.

NEG-PRS

‘He never stops dping research, as befits his reputation as an outstanding

scholar.’
Gapping/Ellipsis

e. *Ku kos-un kilum-_kulikoi  kos-un kunul-ci-ta.
that place-TOP oil-_  AND this place-TOP shade-DER-DECL

Intended “That place is fertile while this place is shady.’

f. Cheli-nun kwunin-_ kuliko Tongswu-nun haksayng-tap-ta.
Cheli-TOP soldier AND Tongswu-TOP student-DER-DECL

‘Cheli is every bit a soldier and Tongswu (every bit) a student.’

Adapted from Yoon (2017)

(44) shows a clear distinction in the tests, but a suffix does not always behave
the same. For example, in (45), the suffix -fap behaves like -ci in not allowing
modification of base. Yoon dubs this category of suffixes as Double-duty suffix.

(45) *[Ceng-kwa alum]-taw-un sa.i
affection-AND beautiful-DER-REL relation

‘Close and beautiful’

The behaviours of suffixes in (44) show that derivational suffixes can have
different responses to structural configurations. This is an observation that can prove

useful for identifying why, if any, some derivational suffixes in Turkish can take part
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in SA and some cannot. Yoon, after further tests and contrasts, provides a table

indicating the different category of derivations, a short version is given in Table 6.

Table 6. Response of Different Category Suffixes in Korean to Lexical
Integrity Tests

Suffix Coordination External Modifiers | Gapping (Base)
Opaque N N N

Transparent | Y Y N

Double-duty | N/Y N/Y N

Suffix Gapping (Suffix) | Inbound Ana Island | Extraction
Opaque N N N

Transparent | Y Y N

Double-duty | N/Y N/Y N/Y

Adapted from Yoon (2017)

The observations of Yoon show that not all derivations are representable as
one sub-syntactic and opaque process. Even the ones that have a transparent relation
with syntax do not behave the same. Yoon proposes an analysis using word-internal
phases, citing Marantz (2007). The analysis boils down to these suffix categories
belonging to different word phases. Opaque suffixes combine with the vV ROOT
assigning the category and take place in the first phase of word derivation.
Transparent suffixes combine with category assigned words and take place in the

second phase of word derivation. Figure 7 illustrates both phases.

e T

lstphase XP Y
X° Transparent Suffix
VROOT Opaque Suffix

Figure 7. Root internal phase in word-derivation

In Figure 7, there is one suffix for each phase. This does not mean that an
opaque suffix always culminates the first phase. According to Yoon, there could be
several suffixes that could form a new Root from a base Root without category

assignment as the Figure 8 illustrates.
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VROOT'

Vi ROOT2 suffix

N

v ROOT suffix

Figure 8. Derived Roots from Root bases in first word derivation phase

The explanation of word formation phases captures the differences in the
suffix groups of Transparent and Opaque. Opaque suffixes merge with Roots and
cannot be targeted by SA, but Transparent suffixes merge with category assigned
words and can be targeted by SA. This explanation can be utilized in explaining why
bare verbs are not morphological words and why SA cannot take place with bare verb

remnants in Turkish.

2.3.5 Ossetic

Erschler (2012) and Erschler (2018) deal with SA in Ossetic. Ossetic is a language
spoken in Caucasus. Ossetic displays a set of data that on the surface seems to be
inconsistent when it comes to SA. For example, when a pronoun and a proper noun
is conjoined, the choices of CASE for the both conjuncts change depending on the
order of the conjuncts (46). In (46a), it seems there is no SA since the pronoun 2SG
is marked for OBL. On the other hand, in (46b) there is SA of ABL from the proper

noun Alan.

(46) SA of ABL

a. dew ema Alan-vj tarsten.
2SG.OBL AND A-ABL be.afraid.PST.1SG

‘I am afraid of you and Alan.’

b. Alan ema dew-vj  tarsten.
A[NOM] AND 2SG-ABL be.afraid.PST.1SG

‘I am afraid of Alan and you.’

Adapted from Erschler (2012)

Erschler (2012) deals with SA of CASE in Ossetic. He provides some

background into the case system of Ossetic before moving on with examples and
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analysis of SA. Definite animates, and personal pronouns are obligatorily marked
OBL, inanimate objects are marked NOM, and modifiers are not case marked. All
plural nouns in Ossetic lose their final [e] sound when marked by vowel initial case
markers. This is taken to be a phonological constraint since consonant initial case
markers do not trigger the same alternation. (47) shows an example of dropping [e].

47) a. bey-te
horse-PL[NOM]
b. bey-t-o
horse-PL-OBL
Adapted from Erschler (2012)

Erschler proposes some constraints, first of which is that any case marker can
be suspended. This is not so much of a constraint but an observation. The examples

in (48) host SA for OBL, SUP, ABL, and LOC.

(48) a. SA of OBL

Soslan ema Zalijn-i yedre
S AND Z-OBL house.

‘the house of Soslan and Zalina.’

b. SA of suP

Alan ema Soslan-bel is-embaltten.
A AND S-sSUP PRV-meet.PST.1SG

‘I met Alan and Soslan.’

c. SA of ABL

Alan ema Soslan-byj tarsten.
A AND S-ABL be.afraid.PST.1SG

‘T was afraid of Alan and Soslan.’

d. SAofLOC

budur ema Bed-i bere ¢’ewu-te is-Serdtonce.
field AND forest-LOC many bird-PL PRV-find.PST.3PL

‘They found many birds in the field and the forest.’
Adapted from Erschler (2012)

The second constraint is that the first conjunct in SA should be the base of the

case marker, without phonological processes like [e] deletion (49).
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(49)

a.

bey-t-ime eme gel-t-ime
horse-PL-COM AND 0X-PL-COM

*bey-t vme gel-t-ime
horse-PL AND 0X-PL-COM

bex-ta eme gel-t-ime
horse-PL AND 0X-PL-COM

‘with horses and oxen’

Adapted from Erschler (2012)

Complying with the same constraint, personal pronouns that have different

bases for some of the cases need to have those bases as their remnants in the first

conjunct (50).

(50)

a.

b.

dew/*du ema Alan-bel is-embaltten.
2SG[OBL]/*2SG[NOM] AND A-SUP PRV-meet.PST.1SG

‘I met you and Alan.’

dew/*du ema Alan-vj tersun.
2SG[OBL]/*2SG[NOM] AND A-ABL be.afraid.PRS.1SG

‘I am afraid of you and Alan.’

Adapted from Erschler (2012)

The third constraint for Ossetic SA is what is left after suspension should be

an independent (morphological) word. The two branches of Ossetic differ in

regarding a reciprocal form ‘each other’ as an independent word. In Iron Ossetic, it is

an independent word and can take part in SA whereas the Digor counterpart is not an

independent word and does not take place in SA (51).

(5D

a.

Iron Ossetic

’ne=dowe  gedy-je kerezi eme ne=k"oz-vj
POSS1PL=two cat-OBL each.other AND POSS1PL=dog-ABL
ters-onc.

be.afraid.PRS.3PL

‘Our two cats are afraid of each other and of our dog.’

50



b. Digor Ossetic

*ne=duwe  tikis-i kerecge  wma ne=kuj-vj
POSS1PL=two cat-OBL each.other AND POSS1PL=dog-ABL
ters-unce.

be.afraid.PRS.3PL

Adapted from Erschler (2012)

The fourth constraint of Ossetic SA is that what is left after SA should not

have idiosyncratic meaning. This constraint relates to the 3SG pronoun form wom

which has the meaning ‘there’ that serves as the base for the Dative marked 3SG

pronoun (52).

(52) a

b.

wam eme medine-jen didindoate ratta.
there AND M-DAT flowers  gave

wam-en eme medine-jen didindote ratta.
3SG-DAT AND M-DAT flowers gave

‘S/he gave flowers to her and Madina.’

Adapted from Erschler (2012)

The final constraint for Ossetic SA is that when both conjuncts are pronouns

no suspended affixation takes place, a point illustrated in (53).

(53) a.

men-bel eme dew-bel ewwenduj.
1SG-SUP AND 2SG-SUP believe.PRS.3SG

‘S/he believes me and you.’

*men eme dew-bel ewwenduj.
1SG[OBL] AND 2SG-SUP believe.PRS.3SG

Intended ‘S/he believes me and you.’

Adapted from Erschler (2012)

Following these observations, Erschler argues that SA needs to be a

phonological deletion process after vocabulary insertion instead of a structural

sharing process. Erschler argues against an approach where case markers are treated

as syntactic projections. This in turn makes the structural sharing argument less

appealing. He provides the examples in (54) where the complements of adpositions

cannot control depictives, but case marked arguments can.
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(54) a. soslan yeteg-i yecce rasug-vj  dor-uj.
S[NOM] X-OBL with drunk-ABL talk-PRS.3SG

‘Soslan; is talking to Xetag; when he;/,; is drunk.’

b. soslan yeteg-bel rasug-vj=der  ewwend-uj.
S[NOM] X-SUP  drunk-ABL=EMP believe-PRS.3SG

‘Soslan; believes in Xetag; even when he;/; is drunk.’

Adapted from Erschler (2012)

In Erschler (2018), he further develops the approach of ellipsis for SA. He
provides the alternative question configurations in which SA can take place (55) to
show that SA is an ellipsis process.

(55) a. sermet(-me) evi uruzmeg-me durdtaj?
S(-ALL) OR.Q U-ALL you.called

‘Did you call Sarmat or Uruzmag?’

b. adejmag kVod feZond? arv-o  c’evB(-gj) vvi Sodot-ej rajg’ord
human how appeared sky-OBL blue-ABL OR.Q clay-ABL was.born

‘How did the humans appear? Were they born from the sky blue or from

clay?

Adapted from Erschler (2018)

I mirror the examples in (56) for Turkish in two ways. First, the exclusive
alternative question is formed by two question clitics =ml/. Second is a disjunctive
yes/no question which is formed with or ‘veya’. The exclusive alternative question
does not allow SA, but the disjunctive yes/no question does.

(56) a. Ali*(-yi)=mi Mehmet-i=mi ara-di-n?

A-AcC=Q M-ACC=Q call-PST-2SG
‘Did you call Ali, or did you call Mehmet?’

b. Ali veya Mehmet-i=mi ara-di-n?
A OR M-AcC=Q  call-PST-2SG
‘Did you call Ali or Mehmet?

Turkish exclusive alternative questions do not allow for SA unlike Ossetic.
One important point needs to be made here. The question clitic =m/ in Turkish is a

focusing element which draws focus to the preceding argument it is attached to. In
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exclusive alternative questions, the question clitic =m/ focuses the target word for
SA.

Erschler moves on to pinpointing where the deletion process takes place after
claiming that SA is an ellipsis process. He uses the DM framework, and argues that
SA takes place after vocabulary insertion but before morpheme specific
readjustments. The support for SA taking place after vocabulary insertion comes
from the example in (57a) since the fragment after SA is the base for SUP and not the
base for NOM. The support for SA taking place before morpheme specific
phonological adjustments comes from the example in (57b) since the phonological
assimilations of [g]>[&] and [k]>[tf] dont take place in the first conjuncts under SA of

OBL.

(57) a. dew(-bel)/*du ema medine-bel isembaltten.
28G.OBL-(SUP)/2SG.NOM AND M-SUP 1SG.met

‘I met you and Madina.’

b. i. park eme wond-o.
park AND street-OBL

‘in/of the street and the park.’

ii. wong eme partf-o.
street AND park-OBL
‘in/of the park and the street.’

Adapted from Erschler (2018)

Erschler argues that SA is a backward ellipsis process under identity where
not all conjuncts should bear [+EMP] feature. He cites Herbeck (2016) in defense of
positing information structure features in the lexicon for lexical items where Herbeck
argues that Spanish overt pronouns have feature [+FOC]. Overt pronouns need to be
discourse configured hence the feature [+EMP] because Ossetic is a pro-drop

language like Turkish (cf. Oztiirk (2001) overt Turkish pronouns).

2.4  Summary
As a summary of the literature presented in this chapter, I provide the following

observations about SA:
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e [t is a rightward-bound process in the underlying morpheme order: Examples
provided in Kabak (2007), Pounder (2006), and Guseva & Weisser (2018) show

this for Turkish, German, and Mari.

e [t is found both in inflectional and derivational paradigms: Examples provided

in Akkusg (2016), and Yoon (2017) show this for Turkish and Korean.

o [t takes place after vocabulary insertion and before phonological readjustments:
Examples provided in Pounder (2006), Guseva & Weisser (2018), and Erschler

(2018) show this for German, Mari and Ossetic.

These are the observations that seem to be consistent in all the articles.
However, not all the articles align in the structural analysis of SA. The dominant
account for Turkish seems to be structural sharing in nature (Orgun, 1995; Kornfilt,
1996; Broadwell, 2008; Kornfilt, 2012). This account is in line with Ackema &
Neeleman (2004), Kunduraci1 & Goksel (2016), and Bruening (2018) since an output
of syntax can become an input for morphology and word formation in such form of
language derivation. The accounts provided for other languages like Serbian, Mari,
and Ossetic are all ellipsis analyses (Despi¢, 2017; Guseva & Weisser, 2018;
Erschler, 2018). The summary of the literature for Turkish SA presents the following
points to be addressed for any further study. It is the aim of this thesis to scrutinize

these issues and contribute to the literature in an orderly and comprehensive manner.

e [s SA of derivational suffixes possible in Turkish? If so how, if not why?

e What empirical studies can be used to determine the processing cost of SA?

e How does SA interact with sentence processing?

2.5 Conjunction
The environment of SA is conjunction. I give what conjunction analysis I follow and
what the constraints are in forming conjunctions in this section. The functional cue or

signal for such conjunction usually have a conjoiner like veya ‘or’ and ve ‘and’.
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These structures are not necessarily additive, and depending on the parts they are
putting together, the relations that the parts hold to one another can change. A
conjoiner like ve ‘and’ can have additive properties when it conjoins nouns, but an

ordering one when it conjoins sentences. (58) shows an example for each.

(58) a. Ahmet kalem ve kitap al-di.
A[NOM] pencil AND book buy-PST[3SG]

‘Ahmet bought some pencils and books.’

b. Ahmet ev-e git-ti ve bulasig-1  yika-di.

A[NOM] house-DAT go-PST[3SG] AND dishes-ACC wash-PST[3SG]
‘Ahmet went home and washed the dishes.’

The structural representation of conjunctions can prove a bit difficult when
other language processes are considered. One interesting behaviour of conjunctions is
that the extraction of a conjunct from the conjunction is not felicitous. This is
commonly known as Coordinate Structure Constraint (Ross, 1967). (59) illustrates

this constraint in Turkish.

(59) *Ahmet ne ve kitap al-mig?
A[NOM] what AND book buy-PST[3SG]

“* Ahmet bought what and book?’
In addition to this behaviour, conjunctions are not always carried out by overt
conjoiners. Some instances of conjunctions can be signalled by small prosodic

breaks. I give an example of this in (60) where commas indicate prosodic breaks.

(60) a. Ahmet pazar-dan domates, biber, patlican al-du.
A[NOM] market-ABL tomato pepper aubergine buy-PST[3SG]

‘Ahmet bought tomatoes, peppers, and aubergines from the market.’

b. Ahmet pazar-a git-ti, domates al-d.
A[NOM] market-DAT go-PST[3SG] tomato buy-PST[3SG]

‘Ahmet went to the market, and bought tomatoes.’
Constraints like CSC and the possibility of conjoining more than two
elements with or without conjoiners made conjunctions receive a ternary branching
analysis. This analysis regards all the conjuncts as elements of the same hierarchical

level. Figure 9 shows a simple example for conjunction of three conjuncts.
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e

XP XP XP

Figure 9. Early conjunction analysis

This analysis however is problematic when binding principles (Chomsky,
1993; Haegeman, 1994) are considered. More specifically, Principle B which states
that a pronoun must be free in its binding domain. I use the c-command relation for a
simple consideration of what constitutes a binding domain. (61) shows Principle B in
Turkish. In this example, the proper noun Ahmet c-commands the pronoun ‘o(n)’
3SG. This means that the pronoun cannot be co-referential with the proper noun since
it is in the binding domain of the pronoun.

(61) Ahmet; on,; j-un arkadags-in-1 sev-iyor.
A[NOM] 3SG-GEN friend-POSS.3SG-ACC like-PROG

‘Ahmet; likes his,;/; friend.’

An analysis like Figure 9 predicts all conjuncts to c-command one another.
This means that no conjunct should be able to bind a pronoun within the conjunction.
(62) shows an example that goes against such a prediction. In this example, the
pronoun o 3SG can be co-referential with a proper noun Azmet even if they are in a

conjunction.

(62) Ahmet;ve on;/-un arkadags-lar-1
A AND 3SG-GEN friend-PL-3SG

‘Ahmet; and his; /; friends’

Co-referentiality in (62) would have been infelicitous if the pronoun Ahmet
were to c-command the other conjunct. This means that a ternary branching analysis
that treats all conjuncts belonging to the same hierarchical level is problematic.

There are at least three different ways that a binary representation of
conjunctions can be achieved. These are Munn (1993)’s adjoined Boolean Phrase
(BP) analysis, Johannessen (1998)’s Co(njunction/ordination) Phrase (&P) analysis,
and lastly Te Velde (2006)’s pure merge analysis. I briefly explore these analyses in

the next subsections.
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2.5.1 BP analysis

Munn (1993) revisits and revises the observations made in Munn (1987) for an
asymmetric structural interpretation for conjunctions. He proposes that conjoiners
form a Boolean Phrase, and work on the basis of semantics. The conjoiner takes an
argument, makes a Boolean Phrase (BP), and takes another semantically equivalent
argument to form a complete conjunction. The resulting structure bears the syntactic
category of the last argument. Figure 10 illustrates a basic representation of the

analysis.

XP<0‘ T> BP

B XP<G,T> /YP<U,T>

Figure 10. Boolean phrase analysis of conjunction

The structure Munn provides is head initial, and it works on the semantic
denotation of the conjuncts. The only requirement for a conjunction is the semantic
equivalence. The example (63) shows conjunction of two different syntactic
categories in Turkish. The first conjunct is an adverb phrase and the other is a

post-positional phrase.

(63) a. Ahmet dikkatlice ve azim-le calis-ryor.
A[NOM] carefully AND tenacity-INS work-PROG[3SG]

‘Ahmet is working carefully and with tenacity.’
Changing the headedness of the analysis can fit it into Turkish and predict the
correct c-command relations for (62). Figure 11 illustrates an abstract representation

of BP and conjunction.

2.5.2 &P analysis
Johannessen (1998) proposes asymmetric conjunction analysis following the

irregularities that conjunctions display in several languages.® She categorizes

3the title of her work is ‘Coordination’, and the explanations are provided with that naming. For
the sake of cohesiveness I replace the ‘Coordination” with ‘Conjunction’
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XP<U,7’>/ YP<U,T> B
conjoiner

Figure 11. Structural representation of BP for Turkish

conjunctions into unbalanced and balanced conjunctions where a balanced
conjunction has, order wise, reversible conjuncts with no cost of grammaticality or
form but an unbalanced conjunction does not have reversible conjuncts without a cost
of change in the conjuncts or grammaticality. The unbalanced conjunctions can have
different types. One of those types that Johannessen dubs ‘assigning type unbalanced
conjunction’ is the base argument for the peculiarities of conjunctions.

In the assigning type conjunctions, one of the conjuncts determine the
syntactic relations that the conjunction and other processes hold, such as agreement
on the verb. An example for person agreement from Czech (64a) and and example of
gender agreement from Latin (64b) are provided in Johannessen where one of the
conjuncts determine the agreement. In (64a), the verb holds person agreement with
the first conjunct. In (64b), the verb holds gender agreement with the second

conjunct.

(64) a. Czech

Puijdu tam [ja a  ty].
will.go.1SG there 1SG AND 2SG
“You and I will go there.’

b. Latin

[Populi provinciaeque | liberatae sunt.
people.M.PL province.F.PL.AND liberated.F.PL are

“The people and the provinces are liberated.’

as cited in Johannessen (1998)

Johannessen goes on to present more conjunctions of this type to show the

conjunction should receive its own syntactic category so that the kind of
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constructions like assigning unbalanced conjunctions can be accounted for. Figure 12

illustrates the structural representation she proposes.

Figure 12. Conjunction phrase analysis

In this analysis, the conjoiner is a functional head that takes two arguments
and projects a conjunction phrase. The headedness of the structure follows from the
language and in the case of Turkish, the first conjunct is the first argument of the
conjoiner and the second conjunct is the second argument. The final conjunction
phrase carries the syntactic label of the second conjunct, if syntactic processes that
require lexical categories are concerned.

One shortcoming of Johannessen’s analysis is that she uses examples of SA
from languages like Eastern Mari, Old Uighur, and Turkish to argue for unbalanced
conjunctions. I repeat some examples provided by Johannessen (1998) for
unbalanced conjunctions in (65). These examples fall into examples of SA. This is

not a concern for her analysis, but I mention it here for its relevance to my study.

(65) a. Eastern Mari, SA of PL

[Rveze den ydorvlak] modot
boy AND girl.PL  play.3PL

‘The boy(s) and the girls are playing.’
b. Old Uighur, SA of AcC

[Jalayug-lar tynlyy-lar-yy]
man-PL animal-PL-ACC

‘the men and the creatures’

c. Turkish, SA of PL and ACC

Elma veya armut-lar-1  ye-di-niz ~ mi?
apple OR pear-PL-ACC eat-PST-2PL =Q
‘Did you eat the apples or the pears?’

Adapted from Johannessen (1998)
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2.5.3 Pure merge

Te Velde (2006) provides some theory internal objections to both the analysis of
Munn (1993) and the analysis of Johannessen (1998). These include the assumptions
that both the analyses hold with respect to the conjunct positions. The analysis of
Munn suggests that the Boolean Phrase, which has the conjoiner and one conjunct, is
adjoined to the other conjunct. The analysis of Johannessen suggests that the
conjoiner projects to a conjunction phrase where one of the conjuncts is the
complement and the other conjunct is placed on the specifier position of the
conjunction phrase. Te Velde argues that the specifier adjunct positions should be
subject to movement in theory. Movement out of a conjunct on the other hand is not
permitted (Ross, 1967).

Te Velde argues for an analysis that regards a conjoiner as a defective
syntactic category with no phrase projection akin to BP or &P. He claims that
conjunction is carried out at the base positions with ‘Pure Merge’ as he cites
Chomsky (1999). The conjoiner signals a process of conjunction that triggers certain
constraints that are set for a conjunction. These include the copying and checking
over the syntactic and semantic features, where the features differ in their influence
over the well-formedness of the conjunction. This solves a theory internal problem in
terms of the place status of conjuncts. Base generation removes the analyses of
adjunction or specifier positions.

Te Velde provides an example from German where two prepositions are
conjoined and used with a single noun. In (66a), the preposition in ‘in’ assigns DAT
and um ‘around’ assigns ACC. The noun Stadt is used with an accusative article die
instead of a dative der. Te Velde argues that there is no independent evidence to argue
for an ellipsis analysis to account for (66a) as in (66b).

(66) a. Wir kaufen heute inpsy und umycc die Stadt ein.
we buy todayin  AND around the.ACC city in

‘We’re going shopping in and around the city.’
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b. Wir kaufen heute in der-Stadt und um die Stadt ein.

Te Velde (2006)
PP
P DP
die Stadt

P P Merge
in A

& P

und um

Figure 13. Base generated conjunction

I have provided three analyses of conjunctions in this section. All of them
have a hierarchical representation. Munn (1993) provides an adjunction analysis of
BP where BP consists of one conjunct and a conjoiner. BP is later adjoined to the
other conjunct. Johannessen (1998) provides a full conjunction phrase analysis where
one of the conjuncts is the complement and the other is the specifier of &P which is
headed by a conjoiner. Te Velde (2006) provides a pure merge analysis where one of
the conjuncts is merged with the other at base position. In this study, I follow the
analysis of Munn (1993). The analysis of Johannessen places one of the conjuncts on
a specifier position which should be open to movements as Te Velde argues. Te Velde
further argues against an adjunction analysis of Munn but he recognizes that
adjunction and merge do not have clear distinctions to argue against. Te Velde’s
arguments mostly revolve around arguing against a conjoiner that could check or
assign case, or a specifier position for conjunctions. I recognize that Te Velde’s
analysis can prove useful as a general interpretation of conjunction but none of the
examples he provides are adjusted for a head final and an agglutinative language like
Turkish. One of the examples Te Velde provides right after (66a) is (67). He provides

the structural representation in Figure 14 for the analysis of (67).
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(67) Fritz dankt und begriif3t den Herrn.
F  thanks AND greets the.ACC gentleman

‘Fritz thanks and greets the gentleman.’

Te Velde (2006)

TP

N

YP T

N

T T 9

N

& T

T .
Figure 14. Te Velde tense conjunction

I give a sentence with argument structure of (67) in (68). The same structural
analysis Te Velde provides cannot be carried out for Turkish. The functional head
for tense is suffixed to the verb. A base merge of a partial construction to the head
projection of tense as in Figure 14 is not possible.

(68) Ahmet adam-1 gor-dii ve cagir-du

A[NOM] man-ACC see-PST[3SG] AND call-PST[3SG]

‘Ahmet saw and called the man.’

Accounting for the sentences like (68) requires a whole other exploration of
the mechanisms of conjunction that Te Velde provides. Not all are related to this
study. That is why I only use the semantic equivalence condition for a successful

conjunction of phrases and adopt Munn (1993)’s analysis in treating conjunctions.
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CHAPTER 3
TESTING SUSPENDED AFFIXATION

In this chapter, my aim is to explore some aspects of SA empirically. These include
the suspendability of derivational suffixes, the processing cost of SA, and the effect of
the conjoiner. I present 2 experiments I conducted. The first is an acceptability study
with 214 participants that investigates the suspendability of derivational suffixes with
two conjoiners. The second is a self-paced reading study with 160 participants that
investigates the processing cost of SA with different number of suffixes and two

different conjoiners.

3.1 Experiment 1

In the literature of SA in Turkish, it is claimed that SA is only operational for
inflectional suffixes (Orgun, 1995; Kornfilt, 1996; Broadwell, 2008; Kornfilt, 2012)
apart from Akkus (2016). Isolated examples for SA of derivational suffixes can be
found in corpora, but the literature treats them as exceptions. One similarity of this
exceptionalism can be argued for the instances of SA in German. The examples
provided in German (Pounder, 2006) have a dash "-" character at word endings where
the suspended affix should be recovered, and the examples are from written literature
sources dating back to 17" century. I designed a simple acceptability study to see
whether SA of derivational suffixes are acceptable, and how the conjoiner choice
affects the acceptability. I took a subset of the derivational suffixes that take nominal
bases and produce nominals from a list in Goksel & Kerslake (2004). I give the

derivation examples for the suffixes in (1).

(1) a. diis-er-cesine c. kahve-msi renk
fall-AOR-DER coffee-DER colour
‘as if falling’ ‘colour resembling coffee’
b. yalan-ct d. ii¢-tincii
lie-DER three-DER
‘liar’ ‘third’
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e. sorun-lu adam g. smr-siz  internet

problem-DER man limit-DER internet

‘troubled man’ ‘limitless internet’
f. diisman-lik h. iki-ser

enemy-DER two-DER

‘enmity’ ‘two by two’

The suffixes I chose do not have a particular property that makes them
suitable candidates for SA. I used some of the observations of Yoon (2017) where he
suggests that some suffixes belong to a different morphological phase and retain their
atomic properties even after vocabulary insertion. The morphemes that retain
syntactic visibility choose category assigned bases and can take part in SA. Among
the suffixes I selected, some show differences in what they take as a base. In (2), I

provide a small description for the unique differences that some suffixes display.
(2) e -CasInA can take bases that are modified with a participle like PRF, PROG,
or AOR.
e -(I takes noun bases and it is an agent nominalizer

e -(I)msl takes properties (adjectives,nouns) and returns properties similar

but not equal to its base
e -(I)ncl takes numerals and returns an ordinal numeral

e -(5)Ar takes numerals and returns adverbs

I designed an acceptability study where a yes or no answer is provided for an
expression hosting an SA construction. My purpose in this experiment was to
investigate how much the suspension of the suffixes in (1) were acceptable and how
they compared to ACC. Additionally, I investigated the effect of a conjoiner choice
between ve ‘and’ and veya ‘or’. In the following subsections I lay out the

participants, materials, procedure, results, and analysis of the experiment.
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3.1.1 Participants
The participants were 214 students from Bogazici University who are native speakers
of Turkish. In exchange for their participation, they received 1 point to their overall

course score with the consent of the course’s instructor.

3.1.2 Materials

The experiment comprised of two variables: Suffix with 9 different levels (8
derivational and 1 inflectional ACC suffixes) and Conjoiner with 2 levels (ve‘and’,
veya ‘or’). For each suffix there were 3 distinct items. This way there were 54
experimental items. Additionally there were 27 grammatical and 27 ungrammatical
fillers. A latin square design by conjoiner type was applied, forming two lists of 27.
This resulted in each participant seeing only 27 experimental items and 54 fillers. The
order of trials was randomized for each participant. An example set of experimental
items for ACC and -CAsInA is given in (3). I carried out the experiment using
ibexfarm (Drummond, 2013). For the full list of items and fillers (1-27 and 100-154),

see Appendix A.

(3) a. DER_AND

Ev-e kos-ar ve zipla-r-casina gel-di-m.
house-DAT run-AOR AND jump-AOR-DER come-PST.1SG

b. DER_OR

Ev-e kos-ar  veya zipla-r-casina  gel-di-m.
house-DAT run-AOR OR jump-AOR-DER come-PST.1SG

‘I came home as if running and/or jumping.’

C. INFL_AND

Ev-e defter  ve kitab-i getir-di-m.
house-DAT notebook AND book-ACC bring-PST.1SG

d. INFL_OR

Ev-e defter  veya kitab-i getir-di-m.
house-DAT notebook OR  book-ACC bring-PST.1SG
‘I brought home the book and/or the notebook.’
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3.1.3 Procedure

Participants were provided with a link to the experiment prompting them with a
consent page. Upon giving consent participants went through 5 practice items and
they were prompted again for the beginning of the experiment. Each trial proceeded
with a full sentence and participants decided on whether the sentence they read was a
natural/ok sentence in Turkish. They professed their decision by pushing ‘Q’ key for
‘yes’ and ‘P’ key for ‘no’ on the keyboard. The experiment only recorded choice and
response time. Participants were redirected to a separate page where they provided
their student information to be relayed to the course’s professor for the extra credit
after the experiment was done. This information is kept separate from the experiment

results, keeping participant information and experimental data anonymous.

3.1.4 Results
The results were recorded onto a csv file and imported to R (Team, 2013) for data
cleaning, aggregation, and analysis. The data consisted of 17415 data points before
cleaning. 1 experimental item with a typo and 1 experimental item with a possible
ambiguity are excluded from the data. A further 3 filler items are excluded because
they had particular configurations that lead to increased misparsing like garden path
sentences. After this exclusion, accuracies of the participants are calculated relying
on their answers for filler items. 9 participants with accuracies lower than 70% are
excluded from the data. Trials that were not between 2-20 seconds of response time
are considered outliers and also excluded from the data. This cleaning process
resulted in the loss of 14% of the data. In Figure 15, I give the average acceptability
of each suffix by conjoiner type'.

For more inference in the acceptabilities, I fit a linear mixed model to
responses using Conjoiner and Suffix as predictors with random effects for subject
and item. I give the results of the model in Figure 16. The points indicate median

estimates and the thick line represents %50 credible intervals and the thin line

!from here on out all vertical errorbars indicate confidence intervals adjusted for within subject
variation (Cousineau, 2017).
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Figure 16. First experiment, model results fit to grammaticality judgments
with the predictors Suffix(8 derivational, 1 inflectional) and Conjoiner(ve, veya)

3.1.5 Analysis
Figure 16 shows wide posterior probability distributions for the coefficients. One of
the reasons for this is the low item count for each suffix. Another reason can be the

varying degree of behaviour among the participants. The conjoiner choice of veya
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"or" decreases the acceptability for SA in general. It also shows that suffixes do not
behave uniformly in terms of acceptability. The suffixes -// and -/IK seem to have the
highest acceptabilities among all derivational suffixes, trailed by -(I)ncl and -(I)msl.
There is no particular grouping of derivational suffixes in terms of acceptability.
Positive estimates in this case don’t indicate suspendability being grammatical or not,
it is just a comparison made relative to a grand mean.

The two suffixes -(I)ncl and -(§)Ar take numerals as their base and they both
derive a nominal. They differ in average acceptability and the model results indicate
a very small overlap in credible intervals. The suffix -CAsInA takes participle forms
as its base? and participle forms can end sentences with 3SG interpretation in Turkish.
This indicates that such bases are already assigned a lexical category.

The varying degree of average acceptabilities among derivational suffixes and
the similar results of the model show that SA of derivational suffixes in Turkish does
not rely on a morphological phase analysis. If such an analysis were to hold true, the
suffixes that take the same base should have behaved the same and the suffix taking
participle base should have faired better. If a morphological phase analysis is not
viable according to the experiment results, an approach that could capture the varying
degree of acceptability is needed. The approach I take is the frequencies of the
suffixes. For this purpose I extracted the frequencies of all four derivational suffixes
(-11,-lIK,-slz, and -CI that TS Corpus (Sezer et al., 2013) had parsed). I give the

relative proportion of the suffixes in Figure 17.

0.5 -

suffix
0.3 -

o -
o . . .
.. I -

-slz
00 ) T T T T
-Cl -ll -lIK -slz

suffix

ratio

Figure 17. Relative proportion of derivational suffixes in TS Corpus

%it can take simple nouns too, but all the examples in the experiments are participle forms.
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The suffixes with the highest acceptabilities were -II and -/IK. These two are
the first two most frequent suffixes among the four presented in Figure 17.
Unfortunately not all derivational suffixes are readily extractable from the corpus
data. The relative frequency of the suffixes in the corpus is not equally reflected by
the experiment results and the experiment results indicate -CI being less likely to be
suspended compared to -s/z even though it is relatively more frequent in the corpus.

The experiment results do not reflect the order of relative frequencies of these
suffixes. The suffixes -/l and -/IK indeed have the highest acceptabilities in the
experiment results, yet they aren’t to the proportions of their relative frequencies. The
suffix -ClI is relatively more frequent compared to -s/z but fairs less acceptable in the
experiment results. This means that raw frequency of a morpheme is not enough to
explain the results. The two suffixes -(I)ncl and -(I)msI might hold an answer. These
two suffixes receive similar acceptabilities with close estimates and overlapping
credible intervals.

I made a search in TS Corpus (Sezer et al., 2013) for examples of SA of the
two suffixes -(I)ncl and -(I)msl. I provide two small CQP search keys (Hardie, 2012)?
in (4) for SA of -(I)ncl, with the numbers ranging from one to ten, and for -(1)msl

with noun and adjective bases.

(4) a. -(I)ncl TS corpus search key
[word="(birlikilii¢ldortibeglaltilyedilsekizldokuzlon)"][word="ve"]

[word="(.+nc(1liluli))"]

b. -(I)msl TS corpus search key
[PosTag="NounlAdj"][word="ve"|[PosTag="Adj" & word="(.+ms(1lilulii))"]

There are many examples for the SA of -(I)ncl within ~500 hits. The same
can not be said for -(I)msI which has the same acceptance rate as -(I)ncl but the

corpus search does not result in an SA of -(I)msI within ~500 hits. This discrepancy

3CQP notation lets the user combine multiple features for a word in a corpus. These features
include things like lexical category and morphological composition, together with regular expressions
to specify certain character strings. A hit means a positive result matching the provided search key, and
not all hits mean examples of suspended affixation.
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between similar acceptabilities but different corpus results can be explained by the
relative frequency of these suffixes according to the context they are used in. The
examples for SA of -(I)ncl mostly comprise of texts written by clerks or reporters
that refer to the passage or paragraph numbers of a law. In (5), I give some partial

examples from the corpus search results for (4a).

(5) SA of -(I)ncl in corpus

a. ...hiikiim-ler  bir ve iki-nci fikra-lar-da yeniden
...provision-PL one AND two-DER paragraph-PL-LOC again
diizenlendiginden . ..

change.because

‘...because the provisions were adjusted again in the first and second

paragraphs ...’

b. ...kanun-un dortve bes-inci madde-ler-i
...law-GEN four AND five-DER article-PL-POSS.3SG
degis-tir-il-mig .
change-CAUS-PASS-PRF[3SG] ...
‘... the forth and the fifth articles of the law were changed ...’

There are examples in texts related to football, education, and others but texts
related to law are more prominent. Unfortunately, text types are not tagged in TS
Corpus. That’s why it is hard to identify which text belongs to which context. I made
a pseudo classification for the search results with the text categories of law, football,
education, and others. I made the categorization depending on what the twenty words
before and after the search hit contained. If those words contained an inflected or
derived form of some words they are categorized according to the list of words they
match. In (6), I provide what words defined a category of text. If twenty word
periphery of the search hit contained an inflected or derived word outside the lists, it
is categorized as ‘others’. This resulted in the classification of total 513 hits into 229
counts of law, 175 counts of others, 58 counts of education, and 51 counts of football
in terms of what context the hit was in. This means that texts that are related to ‘law’

are more numerous, thereby they are more likely to host examples for SA of -(I)ncl.
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(6) a. Law: kanun, hiikiim, fikra, madde, paragraf, yonetmelik, niisha

‘law, provision, paragraph(archaic), article, paragraph, regulations,

copy(archaic)’
b. Football: gol, takim, lig, futbol, puan, oyun
‘goal, team, football, point, game’

c. Education: sinif, ders, okul, egitim, 6grenci

‘class, course, school, education, student’

3.1.6 Conclusion

The results of the experiment, comparisons of some derivational suffixes, and the
related corpus searches provide two main observations about the suspendability of
derivational suffixes. First, purely structural explanations can’t predict varying
acceptabilities. Second, suffixes with similar acceptabilities do not result in similar
number of examples in the corpus. The examples in corpus show that the
acceptability for SA of a derivational suffix is related to its relative frequency given
the context it is used in. Taking these observations into consideration, I propose the
following: The acceptability for SA of a derivational suffix is related to the relative
frequency of the suffix given the context it is used in. When the relative frequency
increases, the acceptability should increase too. Additionally the conjoiner veya ‘or’

decreases acceptability for all suffixes.

3.2 Experiment 2

The aim of this experiment is to see what the cost of SA in a local environment is and
if it is additive by the number of suffixes using a self-paced reading study. A local
environment means that the target conjunct and the source conjunct for the suspended
affix(es) are in the adjacent periphery of the conjoiner. Target conjunct is where the
affix is interpreted but phonologically covert and the source conjunct is where it is
overt. In the case of Turkish, the source conjunct is the rightmost conjunct as

illustrated in (7).
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(7)  CONIJ1;4pger (conjoiner) CONJ26p0ce

SA in the nominal domain is ambiguous except than the SA of CASE. SA in
the verbal domain, on the other hand, does not result in ambiguity, and the SA
capable suffixes can be stacked. This enables me to test the effects, if any, of
suspending different number of suffixes. In addition to changing the amount of
suffixes, I investigate if the acceptability decreasing effect of the conjoiner veya ‘or’
in the first experiment will be reflected by increases in reading times.

There is one concern with using verbal domain for SA. The target conjunct
can only be reduced to a verb plus a participle morpheme. These participle
morphemes can have 3SG agreement interpretations on their own. Should an effect
arise in SA amount changes, it might be related to the mismatches between the first
and second conjuncts instead of SA. There are additional conditions to meet this
concern. These conditions are formed by changing an aspect or agreement of the first
conjunct. This provides a contrast in terms of distinguishing an effect of suspension
from feature mismatches. I lay out the experiment and analysis of the results in the

following subsections.

3.2.1 Participants
The participants were 160 students from Bogazici University who are native speakers
of Turkish. In exchange for their participation they received 1 point to their overall

course score with the consent of the course’s instructor.

3.2.2 Materials

The experiment comprised of three variables. The first variable was the Amount of
SA with the levels: No SA, One SA, and Full SA. In No SA, no suffix is suspended.
In One SA, only one suffix is suspended. In Full SA, two suffixes are suspended. The
second variable is the Conjoiner with the levels: ve ‘and’ and veya ‘or’. The third
variable is Contrast with the levels: Contrast and Parallel (No SA). In this last

variable one of the suffixes in the first conjunct is altered to have a grammatical
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feature mismatch between the conjuncts. This contrast is only performed on the No
SA conditions. This resulted in an experiment design with 4x2 conditions combining
the amount of SA and conjoiner type, plus two conditions where there is a contrasting
first conjunct for No SA condition. There were 24 distinct items together with 48
filler items. All experimental and filler items were grammatical. A latin square design
by condition was applied, forming 8 lists of 24. This resulted in each participant
seeing only 24 experimental items and 48 fillers. All the experimental items had a
four-word pre and four-word post conjunction regions. (8) shows a template for an
experimental item. In (9), I give an example set of experimental items with all the
conditions. All the experimental items and fillers had a comprehension question with
half of them having "yes" and the other half having "no" as the correct answer. I
carried out the experiment using ibexfarm (Drummond, 2013). For the full list of

items and fillers (1-24 and 100-148) see Appendix B.

(8) 4WORDS CONIJ1-a-f ve/veya CONJ2-a-5 4WORDS

(9) a. No SA:AND/OR

...yap-sa-ymis-im ve/veya gonder-se-ymis-im ..
...do-COND-PRF-1SG AND/OR send-COND-PRF-1SG ...

b. One SA:AND/OR

...yap-sa-ymis ve/veya gonder-se-ymis-im
...do-COND-PRF AND/OR send-COND-PRF-1SG ...

c. Full SA:AND/OR

...yap-sa  ve/veya gonder-se-ymig-im
...do-COND AND/OR send-COND-PRF-1SG ...

d. Contrast: AND/OR

...yap-sa-ymig-iz ve/veya gonder-se-ymis-im ...
...do-COND-PRF-1PL AND/OR send-COND-PRF-1SG ...
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3.2.3 Procedure

Participants were provided with a link to the experiment prompting them with a
consent page. Upon giving consent participants went through 5 practice items and
then they were prompted again for the beginning of the experiment. Each trial
proceeded by the participants pushing the "space" key, for each key stroke a word at
the center of the screen appeared and by each key stroke it was replaced with the
following word in the sentence. After the sentence was read, the participants were
presented with a statement that was either true or false according to the sentence they
read. The statement was made about a dependency that was formed within the
sentence. This could have been a modification of a noun or the verb, or the argument
relations within the sentence. Participants professed their decision by pushing "Q"
key for "yes" and "P" key for "no" on the keyboard. The experiment only recorded
word reading times, responses, and response times. After the experiment was done,
the participants were redirected to a separate page where they provided their student
information to be relayed to the course’s professor for the extra credit. This is kept
separate of the experiment results, keeping participant information and experimental

data anonymous.

3.2.4 Results

The results were recorded onto a csv file and imported to R (Team, 2013) for data
cleaning, aggregation, and analysis. Two items with a typo are excluded from the data
(they do not count in initial data points). The data consisted of 38720 points before
cleaning. 4 articipants whose accuracies were below 70% are excluded from the data.
After these exclusions, 15.48% of the trials which had incorrect answers for the
comprehension question is excluded from data analysis. The trials in which a word
had a reading time that was outside 100-3000 milliseconds were considered outliers
and those trials are also excluded. The whole cleaning resulted in the loss of 25.03%
of the data. In Figure 18, I give the average reading times per word with a

representative sentence for the conditions of suspension amount.
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Figure 18. Second experiment, average reading times of a sentence for all
categories(No SA, One SA, Full SA, Contrast) and conjoiners(ve, veya)

The critical region in all the sentences is the 7" word. In the case of Figure
18 it 1s silmeliymigim ‘(I) should have cleaned (something)’. The spillover region is
the two words after the critical region. In this case the words diye ‘saying that’ and
miriddandim ‘ (I) mumbled’. In Figure 19, I give the average reading times of the
critical and spillover region words by experimental conditions.

There is an increase in critical and spillover regions with the conjoiner veya
‘or’. The amount of suspension does not display a similar trend in all the regions. In
the critical region and the first spillover word, there is a slight increase by the number
suspended suffixes. Contrasting sentences have higher reading times compared to
suspension of one and two suffixes. This indicates that feature mismatches between
the conjuncts lead to different processes other than SA.

For more inference on the effects of SA, I fit 3 linear mixed models for the
reading times of the critical and spillover region words. I used SA amount and
Conjoiner as predictors with random effects for subject and item. I used sliding

differences contrasts for the SA amount, and sum contrast for the Conjoiner. Sliding
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Figure 19. Second experiment, average reading times of critical and spillover
regions for all categories(No SA, One SA, Full SA, Contrast) and conjoiners(ve,
veya)
differences mean that the comparisons are made between the levels of the differences.
This follows from the expectation of varying effects depending on the SA amount,
which is an incremental but not a categorical change. I give the models’ results for
SA amount in Figure 20. The model results indicate an increase in spillover region
for the suspension of one suffix, with no additive effects by suspending one more

suffix. The conjoiner veya ‘or’ increased reading times consistently in all regions.

critical spillover-1 spillover-2
One-No —-lﬁ— ——— — ——
%) Full-One o ————e@u——— ——— ——r—
o
51(:2 veya - —— -o— -
3
O  One-No*veya - ———————— [ TS ———
Full-One*veya - ——r— ———— —————
T T T T T T T
-0.05 0.00 0.05 -0.05 0.00 0.05 -0.05 0.00 0.05

Estimate(log)
Figure 20. Second experiment, model results for the SA amount conditions fit

to reading times with the predictors SA amount(No SA-One SA-Full SA) and
Conjoiner(ve, veya)
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In addition to the effects of SA, I fit another 3 models for the reading times of
the critical and spillover region words using feature match between conjuncts and
conjoiner as predictors with random affects for subject and item. I used sliding
difference for feature match, comparing Contrast to No SA, and sum contrast for the
conjoiner. The results indicate an increase in reading times in Contrast conditions
(Contrast, No SA) in all regions, with an increase in reading times by the conjoiner

veya ‘or’ only in the critical region and the second spillover region word.

critical spillover-1 spillover-2

o Contrast - ———— —————— —————
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Figure 21. Second experiment, model results for the feature mismatching
conjuncts fit to reading times with the predictors Contrast(Contrast, No SA) and
Conjoiner(ve, veya)

Figures 20 and 21 indicate that suspending an affix and feature mismatches
between conjuncts increase reading times. I fit 3 other models to compare only One
SA and Contrast conditions in all the regions with random effects for subject and
item. This time I used sum contrasts across the board. If the two levels behave the
same, the comparison should result in indifference between One SA and Contrast. I
give the models’ results in Figure 22. The results indicate increased reading times in
Contrast conditions compared to One SA. This differentiates the operation of SA and

feature mismatches between the conjuncts.

3.2.5 Analysis
In this experiment, the main aim was to identify the cost of SA. The results indicate
that suspending a suffix is costly but it is not additive. The conjoiner veya ‘or’

increased reading times, this is a similar trend of decreasing acceptabilities in the first

77



critical spillover-1 spillover-2
o Contrast - — - ——— —_— I P N—
c
Q2
E;LE) veya - e —— D e S—— ————
)
8
Contrast*veya - —T— ———t—
T ] T T T T T T ] T T
-0.02 0.00 0.02 0.04 -0.02 0.00 0.02 0.04 -0.02 0.00 0.02 0.04

Estimate(log)

Figure 22. Second experiment, model results for the comparison of
suspending an affix (One SA) and feature mismatching conjuncts (Contrast) fit to
reading times with the predictors of Category(Contrast-One SA) and Conjoiner(ve,
veya)
experiment. The feature mismatches between the conjuncts also lead to increased
processing cost but they are greater than those of suspension. In the first experiment
this effect is directly realted to SA, because the response was directly related to SA.
In this experiment the main effect of the conjoiner in reading times can not be tied to
SA. An increase in reading times can be caused by the semantic difference between
the two conjoiners ve ‘and’ and veya ‘or’. This means that the conjoiner effect in this
experiment is not related to SA directly. If there was such a relation, the conjoiner
veya ‘or’ and the suspension conditions should have had an interaction effect,
presumably an increase in reading times for suspending suffixes in an environment

formed by the conjoiner veya ‘or’.

3.3 Conclusion of Experiments 1 and 2

The first experiment was conducted in the nominal domain and the analyses were
based on responses. It aimed to compare suspendability of derivational suffixes to the
suspension of inflectional ACC. The results and the analyses indicate that
suspendability of derivational suffixes is less related to structural explanations than it
is to the frequency of those suffixes. This does not mean, however, that a structural
explanation is not required. If the context relative frequency of a suffix is given as an

explanation, a more gradient measurement is needed. Additionally using a conjoiner
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veya ‘or’ decreased acceptability of SA overall, this needs to be addressed
theoretically. I reserve the discussion of the conjoiner to Chapter 5.

The second experiment was conducted in the verbal domain and the analyses
were made based on the reading times. It aimed at observing the effects of
performing SA. It compared suspending different number of suffixes with using two
different conjoiners for the environment. It made another comparison using
contrasting features in the first conjunct to distinguish an effect of SA from an effect
of feature mismatch between the conjuncts. The results and the analyses indicate that
performing SA is costly but not additive. The cost of performing SA is different than

an effect of mismatching features between the conjuncts.
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CHAPTER 4
SUSPENDED AFFIXATION AND SENTENCE PROCESSING

The previous chapter focused on SA and its environment. The results of the first
experiment showed that SA is mostly reserved for inflectional suffixes and changes in
the environment of SA affects its acceptability. The second experiment showed that
performing SA has a non-additive cost that differs from an effect of conjuncts with
mismatching features.

In this chapter my aim is to investigate how SA would interact with sentence
processing. I first give the structural explanations for SA. I then present a structural
ambiguity environment dependent on SA. I come up with an experiment design using
the ambiguity environment and come up with hypotheses for the results. I end the

chapter by reporting on the experiment results and analysis.

4.1 Processing suspended affixation

The overall interpretation from Chapter 2 indicates that SA is interpreted under two
approaches. The first approach (Orgun, 1995; Broadwell, 2008; Kornfilt, 2012)
argues for structural sharing in different ways, the second approach (Erschler, 2018;
Guseva & Weisser, 2018) argues for an ellipsis analysis where exponents of
morphemes are deletedin the following subsections I give what both approaches

predict for the processing of SA.

4.1.1 Lexical sharing
In the lexical sharing approach, the suspended affix is affixed to the whole

conjunction as illustrated in Figure 23.

ConjP Affix

/’\

N1 (conj) N2

Figure 23. Abstract representation of lexical sharing
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In this approach, the feature values for the suffix are encoded in the whole

conjunction as opposed to being only encoded in the second conjunct. Figure 24

shows a representation of SA in the expression kitap ve kalem-ler-i ‘the books and the

pencils’.

/\

ConjP

-ler-i

) ) ) ) [NUM PL ]
kitap kalem CASE ACC
LEX  Book LEX  Pencil

CAT  NOUN CAT  NOUN

NUM ? NUM ?

CASE ? CASE ?

Figure 24. SA of PL and ACC in lexical sharing

The number feature has two values in Turkish: SG and PL. PL has an overt
exponent -/Ar but the exponent for SG is ()/zero. The exponent for NOM in case
feature is also ()/zero. A basic lexical sharing approach would never have SA if zero
exponents are used for feature encodings. The nouns would already have feature
encodings with zero exponents. A remedy for this can be an update of the features,
where the feature encodings in the affix override the default values signalled by zero
exponent (). In ambiguous cases of SA, such as the suspension of the PL and POSS,
this update depends on a choice to perform SA or not. In unambiguous cases of SA,
such as the suspension of CASE, this update is not a choice but obligatory for a

successful interpretation.

4.1.2 Ellipsis

In the ellipsis approach, the suspended affix is encoded for the second conjunct and

the value of that affix is recovered for the first conjunct as illustrated in Figure 25.
In this approach, the feature values of the suffix are first encoded to the

conjunct it is attached to. Later, the values for that suffix are encoded for the first
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Figure 25. Abstract representation of ellipsis analysis

conjunct. Figure 26 illustrates the ellipsis analysis for SA of PL-ACC in kitap ve

kalem-ler-i ‘the books and the pencils’.

_kitap ] [ kalem-ler-i 1
LEX  Book LEX  Pencil
CAT NOUN CAT NOUN
NUM SGPL NUM PL
CASE NOM ACC CASE ACC

- .

~ AY
~ 1

" recover PL, ACC

~

Figure 26. SA of PL and ACC in ellipsis

The two approaches do not predict differences in the processing of SA. For
both approaches to work, a process of updating feature values takes place. In the
cases where SA is ambiguous this update depends on the parser’s choice. On the
simplex sentences, the SA of CASE is unambiguous. The unambiguous CASE SA is
an incentive for both approaches to predict that SA of CASE is always carried out in a
local environment where the first conjunct is encoded by zero (()) exponent. In this
study, I investigate if the unambiguous CASE SA in simplex sentences have effects on
ambiguous CASE SA in complex sentences. In the next section I introduce the

ambiguous environment that depends on whether CASE SA takes place.

4.1.3 Environment
In Turkish, there is an ambiguity environment where the ambiguity depends on

whether SA of CASE takes place. See (1) for an example. The ambiguity depends on
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the SA of Acc. If SA takes place, the nouns ¢cocuk ‘child’ and kadin ‘woman’ form a
conjunction and become the object of the embedded verb kurtar- ‘to save’. If SA
does not take place, the noun ¢ocuk ‘child’ and the noun adam ‘man’ form a
conjunction and become the subject of the main clause.

(1) ¢ocukve kadin-1 kurtar-an adam ev-e gel-di.
child AND woman-ACC save-FP man home-DAT come-PST

SA: ‘[the man who saved the child and the woman] came home.’

No SA: ‘[the child] and [the man who saved the woman] came home.’

This means that the unambiguous CASE SA in a simplex sentence can be
made to be ambiguous in a complex one. This ambiguity can be regulated by a
pronoun as a disambiguator like in (2).

(2) kadin ve yolcu-yu kurtar-an adam [onlary/ birbirlerini] uyar-d.
woman AND passenger-ACC save-FP  man them/ each_other = warn-PST

‘the man who saved the passenger and the woman warned them.’

‘the woman and the man who saved the passenger warned each other.’

In this environment, a pronoun birbirlerin-CASE ‘each_other’ requires two
antecedents that are both subjects. A main clause subject in Turkish requires NOM as
CASE. This means that the CASE value for the first conjunct should remain NOM as
encoded by the zero ({)) exponent. This requires that no SA to take place. The other
pronoun onlar-CASE ‘them’ requires a resolution of two antecedents that are the
objects of the relativized verb. In this case, SA needs to take place for the pronoun to

be processed grammatically.

4.2 Experiment 3

The main aim in this experiment is to answer the following questions:
e Do people keep performing CASE SA even when it is ambiguous?

e If so, does the parallelism between the conjuncts influence it?
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4.2.1 Hypotheses

Now that the SA of CASE is made to be ambiguous, I present how the deterministic
and probabilistic parsers can operate in this ambiguity environment. I first outline
the two outcomes that the deterministic serial parser predicts, then I outline how the

probabilistic serial parser can operate and what is predicts.

4.2.2 Deterministic serial parser

The two main principles of this parser is minimal attachment and late closure. The
ambiguity environment depends on how the conjunction is formed. Specifically how
CASE is taken into consideration when forming a conjunction. In an example like (3),
the first word receives a NOM value for CASE and by the time the conjoiner is reached

the first conjunct is formed.

(3) a. adam ve ... b.
man[NOM] AND ...
‘the manand ...’ A
BP
DPyowm B

If the conjunction continues with a noun that is not marked with the same
CASE, there are two options to consider. The first one works as the following. The
CASE value of the first conjunct determines the CASE value of the second because
nouns marked with different cases can’t be conjoined in Turkish. Once the second
conjunct is designated to have NOM as its CASE value, encountering a noun with a
different CASE should result in positing an embedded clause and the different CASE
marked noun to be interpreted within it. As illustrated in (4). This amounts to
maintaining late closure, because the second conjunct was designated to have NOM as

its case.

84



“4) DPyou

T

BP DPyowm

NN

DPyoy B X

P .
DP_xom X

A deterministic serial parser does not force the structure in (4). That is a result
of assuming that the parser keeps conjuncts parallel in their CASE value immediately
after the conjoiner. If such a parallelism is not taken into account and CASE
mismatches are only handled after a possible conjunction is formed, a different
structure is predicted.

Let us assume that the parser is given a second conjunct that is not marked
with NOM as in (5). The correct parsing of this structure requires a grammaticality
filter. Once both conjuncts are encoded with their own CASE values, a filter of
comparing the two and deciding whether or not the conjunction can be saved needs to
take place. In (5), the first conjunct is marked with NOM which does not have an overt
exponent. This enables the parser to perform SA. This amounts to keeping minimal
attachment, even though it requires additional processes that are costly. The resulting
conjunction is marked with the case of the second conjunct and the parsing continues

with the embedded verb taking the conjunction as its argument.

(5) DP—\NOM

N

BP DP_xom

PN

DPyon—-~om B
The specific environment I provided uses embedded sentences to establish an
ambiguity of CASE SA. To achieve that, the noun after the conjoiner is followed by a
relativized verb. If the structure in (4) is adopted, the verb is interpreted only with the

second noun. The head noun of the relative clause is marked with NOM. This head
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noun becomes the second conjunct, satisfying CASE match with the first conjunct.

If the structure in (5) is adopted, the verb is interpreted with both nouns that come
before it and the head noun of the relative clause becomes one noun that is not part of
a conjunction.

As aresult, a deterministic serial parser can predict either performing SA or
not depending on the assumption of how a conjunction is formed. If the conjuncts are
taken to be parallel in CASE immediately after the conjoiner, SA is not performed. If
the CASE parallelism is a grammaticality filter after a potential conjunction is formed,

SA is performed.

4.2.3 Probabilistic serial parser

As per the deterministic serial parser, the probabilistic one can also predict both
outcomes of performing or not performing SA in ambiguous environments. This time
however the difference does not rely on how the conjunction is formed, but it relies
on the processes that would include and follow performing or not performing SA.
Instead of a filter of grammaticality or syntactic interpretation, a race between the
options is taken. Following from the representation of (3), the parser encounters the
second conjunct that is not marked with NOM. Performing or not performing SA are
the two structural options.

Let us take the route of performing SA and consider the processes that it
entails. For a parser to know that it is in an SA environment, it needs to compare the
CASE values of both conjuncts to see if SA is even felicitous. This can be an
operation initiated by the conjoiner even before the second conjunct is reached, as a
constraint for building a grammatical structure. Once the comparison is made and the
first conjunct is shown to have NOM as its CASE, an operation of feature value update
of the first conjoiner from NOM to the CASE of the second conjunct takes place. Then
a conjunction of the two nouns is formed and the verb after the second noun takes the

conjunction as its argument. This amounts to performing SA. The processes are the
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comparison of the two conjuncts in their CASE values and updating the feature value
of the first conjunct when permissible.

Taking the route of not performing SA requires other processes. When the
second conjunct is encountered and it is marked with CASE other than NOM a
comparison of CASE with the first conjunct is made, as presumably initiated by the
conjoiner and not by the second conjunct. Not performing SA requires positing an
embedded clause that the second noun belongs to. The nature of the ambiguity is
accomplished through using ACC, DAT, LOC, and ABL. All arguments with those
CASE values require a verb to be interpreted under. Positing an embedded structure
includes the processes of building a VP and a nominalization because the first
conjunct is a noun and semantic equivalence is a constraint for conjunction. This
means that not performing SA involves one process of positing an embedded
sentence which would entail building a complex structure of a verb and a
nominalization.

As aresult, a probabilistic serial parser predicts a result compatible with
performing SA over not performing SA under the assumption that it ranks the cost of
positing an embedded structure higher than of performing SA. Performing SA is an

update in feature values, but not performing SA is building up a complex structure.

4.2.4 Participants
The participants were 132 students from Bogazici University who are native speakers
of Turkish. In exchange for their participation, they received 1 point to their overall

course score with the consent of the course’s instructor.

4.2.5 Materials

I used the environment I introduced in the previous section and altered the
disambiguation and parallelism between the conjuncts. I provide the template for an
experimental item in (6)(‘W’ stands for ‘word’, abbreviated because of space

limitations).
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(6) [1W]CONJI and CONJ2-CASE [2W] PRONOUN [1W] MainVerb

The pronoun is the factor of Disambiguation with levels: Subject and Object.
In Subject, birbirlerin-CASE ‘each_other’ disambiguates towards a no SA reading. In
Object, onlar-CASE ‘3PL’ disambiguates towards an SA reading. The factor
Parallelism has two levels: Parallel and Non-parallel. In Parallel, the conjoiner is
immediately followed by a noun. In Non-parallel, the conjoiner is followed by an
adjective first and then a noun. In (7), I give partial sentences for all the experimental

conditions.

(7) a. Subject, Parallel

... [baron] ve  [sovalye-yi ... kral] birbirlerini ... dinle-yecek.
... baron AND knight-ACC ... king each_other ... listen-FUT

‘

. [the baron] and [the king who ... the knight] will listen to each other

b. Subject, Non-parallel

... [baron] ve [cesur sovalye-yi ... kral] birbirlerini ... dinle-yecek.
... baron AND bold knight-AcC ... king each_other ... listen-FUT

‘... [the baron] and [the king who ... the bold knight] will listen to each

other...’

c. Object, Parallel

... [baronve  sovalye-yi] ... kral onlari... dinle-yecek.
... baron AND knight-ACC ... king 3PL ... listen-FUT

‘... the king who ... [the baron and the knight] will listen to them ...’

d. Object, Non-parallel

... [baronve cesur sovalye-yi] ... kral onlari ... dinle-yecek.
... baron AND bold knight-AccC ... king 3PL ... listen-FUT

‘... the king who ... [the baron and the bold knight] will listen to them ...’
After every sentence, a statement was presented and the participants judge if
the statement was true or false depending on the sentence they read. The statement
targeted the theta role assignments. It had two types. One that was only true with SA
(Object conditions), meaning that the first conjunct held theta role relation with the

embedded verb. The other was only true with no SA (Subject conditions), meaning
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that the first conjunct held theta role relation with the matrix verb. For the full list of
sentences (items 1-40, fillers 101-180) and questions (items 1-40, fillers 101-180) see

Appendix C

(8) a. Subject true (no SA)

Baron kral-1 ... dinle-yecek.
Baron[NoM] king-AcCC ... listen-FUT[3SG]

“The baron will listen to the king ...’

b. Object true (SA)

Kral baron-u  odiillendir-mig
King[NOM] baron-AcCC reward-PRF[3SG]

“The king ... the baron.’

4.2.6 Procedure

Participants were provided with a link to the experiment prompting them with a
consent page. Upon giving consent, the participants went through 5 practice items
and then they were prompted again for the beginning of the experiment. Each trial
proceeded by the participants pushing the ‘space’ key, for each key stroke a word at
the center of the screen appeared and by each key stroke it was replaced with the
following word in the sentence. After the sentence was read, the participants were
presented with a statement that was either true or false according to the sentence they
read. They professed their decision by pushing ‘Q’ key for ‘yes’ and ‘P’ key for ‘no’
on the keyboard. The experiment only recorded word reading times, responses, and
response times. After the experiment was done, the participants were redirected to a
separate page where they provided their student information to be relayed to the
course’s professor for the extra credit. This is kept separate of the experiment results,

keeping participant information and experimental data anonymous.

4.2.77 Results
The results were recorded onto a csv file and imported into R (Team, 2013) for data

cleaning, aggregation, and analysis. The data consisted of 140714 data points. 1
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subject with accuracy lower than 70% in filler items is excluded from the data. The
trials which had a word with reading times outside 100-3000 milliseconds are
considered as outliers and also excluded. These exclusions resulted in the loss of
8.17% of the data. In Figure 27, I give the average reading times per word with a

representative sentence.
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Figure 27. Third experiment, average reading times of words for all
experiment conditions by Disambiguation(Subject, Object) and Parallelism(Parallel,
Non-parallel)

The critical region in all the sentences is the Disambiguation word
onlar-CASE or birbirlerin-CASE. The spillover region in all the sentences is the two
words after the Disambiguation word. In the case of Figure 27 it is the two words
satoda ‘at the chateau’ and dinleyecek ‘will listen’. I give the average RTs of critical
and spillover regions in Figure 28. On average, Subject and Parallel conditions result
in higher RTs.

For more inference in RTs in critical and spillover regions, I fit a regression
model using brms package in R (Biirkner, 2017). I used sum contrasts for the
predictors and controlled for the random effects for participant and experimental
item. I give the results of the models in Figure 29. The model results indicate that
Subject and Parallel conditions have a main effect of increasing RTs. They are more

pronounced in the spillover region.
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Figure 28. Third experiment, average reading times of critical and spillover
regions by Disambiguation(Subject, Object) and Parallelism(Parallel, Non-parallel)
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Figure 29. Third experiment, model results of RTs for critical and spillover
regions with the predictors Disambiguation(Subject, Object) and Parallelism(Parallel,
Non-parallel)

In Figure 30, I give participant accuracies grouped by experiment conditions
and correct answer type. On average, participant accuracies are high in Object
conditions and when the correct answer is ‘yes’. There is an interaction between the
correct answer ‘no’ and the Subject conditions where the accuracies are considerably
lower.

For more inference in response accuracy, I fit a regression model using brms
in R. This time, the correct answer type is added to the predictors. All predictors have
sum contrasts and I controlled for random effects of subject and item. I give the

model results in Figure 31.
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Figure 30. Third experiment, average participant accuracy by
Disambiguation(Subject, Object) and Parallelism(Parallel, Non-parallel)
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Figure 31. Third experiment, model results for subject accuracies fit to
responses with the predictors Disambiguation(Subject, Object), Parallelism(Parallel,
Non-parallel), and Correct Answer(yes, no)

4.2.8 Analysis
I evaluate the results of the experiment in two parts. In the first part, I analyze the

changes in RTs. In the second part I analyze the changes in response accuracies.

4.2.8.1 Analysis of reading times

Subject conditions result in higher RTs than Object conditions. This means that the
parser have gone through a process that costs extra effort in Subject conditions. These
conditions require having no suspension of CASE. Increase in Subject conditions

means that the initial reading was compatible with an SA interpretation but it was
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changed. This indicates suspension taking place in local environments, no matter
what the structural ambiguity in the sentence as a whole is. This is a Reanalysis effect
directly related to SA and how the parser operates when it is possible to perform SA.

Parallel conditions display higher RTs than non-parallel conditions. There is
no structural ambiguity that the effect can be attributed to. In both levels of
Disambiguation, accessing a conjunction is required for establishing antecedents for
the pronoun. There is an interaction between the levels Subject and Parallel in the
first spillover word, suggesting an increase in difficulty. In Subject conditions, the
conjunction needs to be accessed and then broken apart. After this operation, a new
conjunction is formed. This first noun and the head noun of the relative clause are
conjoined as subjects.

Parallel conditions do not have any contrast between the conjuncts whereas
non-parallel conditions have the second conjunct modified by an adjective. This
creates a contrast between the conjuncts. Marked conjuncts being more accessible for
retrieval has been shown previously (Hofmeister & Vasishth, 2014) and similarity
effects for establishing dependencies are also attested (see Jager et al. (2017) for a
review). In Subject conditions, the conjunction to be broken apart needs to be
retrieved, and the first noun needs to be taken out the conjunction. Addressing the
correct noun in memory becomes harder in parallel conjuncts. This breaking process
may be an effect of dechunking Martin & McElree (2011).

There is a main effect of Parallelism, relatively stable in all regions. It is more
pronounced, as the interaction effect, in the first spillover word. I do not see an
inherent reason for why parallel conjuncts increased difficulty. It is actually shown to
facilitate processing in conjunctions (Frazier et al., 2000), yet here it displays an
opposite effect. The parallelism tested in (Frazier et al., 2000) is not a target to be
broken apart or establishing antecedent relations with.

The only thing common in the pronouns that are used for Disambiguation is
their number marking. They are both marked PL but there is no plural noun among

the possible antecedents. The pronoun number agrees with a complex number feature
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that takes the number of conjuncts instead of the number markings on nouns. Plural
agreement is not obligatory in Turkish for conjoined nouns so there is no incentive to
form a PL value for a conjunction when it is formed. I speculate that the easier it is to
form a conjunction, the harder it gets to address its parts for establishing a complex
feature for number. This is the main effect that is observed in my experiment. Parallel
conjuncts are easier to form, average reading differences on the second conjunct
sovalyeyi in Figure 27 and a regression model with only Parallelism as the predictor
(median log estimate -0.027, %50 CI -0.032-0.021, %95 CI -0.042-0.011) confirms
the processing ease of parallel conjuncts. This makes it harder to access their parts in
forming a complex feature for the conjunction since each of the conjuncts needs to be
checked for the number feature. It even makes it harder to break the conjunction apart

and form a new one.

4.2.8.2 Analysis of response accuracies

The participants were given a statement to judge depending on the sentence they
read. This makes the statement a memory probe for which the participants search
compatible readings in their memories. A match results in answering with ‘Yes” and
a lack of finding a match results in answering with ‘No’.

Subject conditions decrease participant accuracies overall. In Subject
conditions, there was a point of Reanalysis. Overall decrease in Subject conditions
mean that either the Reanalysis was not carried out even if it was, the statement was
still judged erroneously. There is an interaction between the level Subject and ‘No’ as
the correct answer. This means that when the participants were supposed to answer
with ‘No’ in Subject conditions, they performed worse compared to Object
conditions or ‘Yes’ as the correct answer. This interaction can be attributed to
matching the statement to a reanalyzed reading in the memory. When the statement is
taken to be a memory probe, the participant had two readings formed, one that is
actually true and one that was reanalyzed. The existence of both readings in the

memory makes both statement types to have a match thereby decreasing accuracy

94



further when the statement is indeed false. This is in line with the studies that show
readings being addressable in memory (Christianson et al., 2001; van Gompel et al.,
2006; Slattery et al., 2013) even after Reanalysis.

When the statement was indeed false and the participants were supposed to
answer with ‘No’, they performed lower in general compared to the statements that
were indeed true. When the statement is taken to be a memory probe for finding a
match in memory, answering with ‘No’ becomes the result of an exhaustive search
that requires checking all available readings. This exhaustive operation might result
in parser abandoning the search and give a random answer, possibly biased towards
yes. Remember that not all statements are made about the theta role assignments and
false statements only make up 1/4 of the questions. This reduces the chances of
conditioning the parser for the task (Swets et al., 2008; Logacev & Vasishth, 2016).

Parallel conjuncts do not have a main effect and only have interaction effects
with Subject and ‘No’ as correct answer. It reduced accuracy in both. The main effect
of increased difficulty in reading times seem to have effected Subject conditions more
than they did Object conditions. It was shown that Subject and Parallel conditions
had an interaction in the first word of the spillover. Subject conditions included a
process of Reanalysis. The difficulty of breaking the conjunction combined with the
Reanalysis might have proven too much for the parser, and lead to misparsing hence
the interaction effect. In object conditions though, this increased difficulty did not
lead to misparsing and that is why a main effect of Parallel seems to be lacking
(although the median estimate and %50 credible intervals are below zero indicating a
relatively decrease in accuracy). All the effects of Subject and ‘No’ as correct answer,
and interaction with parallel decreasing accuracies are compatible with good enough
approach (Ferreira et al., 2001; Ferreira & Patson, 2007) that suggests language input
is not strictly implemented during processing. Partially satisfied relations are taken to
be enough if the required effort exceeds the resources that the parser is needed to

allocate.
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4.3 Discussion

The second experiment showed that suspension of a suffix is costly, yet this
experiment has shown that it is a preferred operation. A deterministic serial parser
can predict this, as long as it filters possible conjunctions for CASE match and carry
out any process necessary to satisfy it to keep the structure minimal. A probabilistic
serial parser can predict this result as well, considering that suspension takes less
processing resources (thereby time) than positing an embedded clause. The results
further indicate that the participants did not fully interpret the sentences when the
processing cost proved higher than expected.

In the experiment, the ambiguity environments did not use only ACC to be
reconstructed, there were examples of DAT, LOC, and ABL in similar numbers. These
can fall into different categories of CASE (Woolford, 2006) and their category is only
apparent when a verb is reached. Thereby CASE can play both a syntactic and a
semantic role. If thematic roles are preemptively assigned by CASE, then the
participants should have favored no SA reading. Some studies in German (Gorrell,
2000; Schlesewsky et al., 2000; Bader, 2000) show that ambiguous CASE markings
on arguments receive preferred readings of subject over object. The preferred reading
is compatible with an SOV ordering just like the canonical word order in Turkish.
None of those studies employ an example of CASE ambiguity in a conjunction where
both the subject (NOM) and the internal argument (-NOM) CASE markings are
available by means of SA. Another difference is that CASE is decomposable in
Turkish, and no CASE marking is ambiguous. Even when the first conjunct was
marked with NOM and canonical word order being SOV in Turkish, the participants
favored a reading that is incompatible with the NOM or Subject interpretation. There
is one crucial point in this experiment. To prevent information structure driven
effects, I placed the nominative marked noun not in a sentence initial position, but
following a speech act adverbial. This might have prevented the information like

SOV word order to be used.
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4.4 Conclusion

The results and the analysis indicate that people still perform SA of CASE even when
it is made ambiguous. Conjunct parallelism do not regulate performing SA or not, but
it effects the cost of Reanalysis. This experiment has shown that CASE information is
overwritten for the sake of positing minimal structures, or structures that take less
time to build. This means that the parser favors syntactically simple structures to
morphologically complex operations.

The effects of CASE for processing ambiguities of conjunctions received very
little attention in the literature. The only relevant study I could find was Traxler &
Pickering (1996) where the CASE ambiguous ‘you’ in English is contrasted to the
unambiguous pronouns for predicting the attachment for c-selection ambiguous verbs
like ‘recognize’ that can have both a sentence and a noun as their internal argument.
That study concludes in participants using CASE information rapidly and effectively.
A similar but different story holds for this experiment, the CASE is updated in local
environments of conjunction. Breaking this update is costly or even not done

properly after a contradicting information is encountered.
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CHAPTER 5
STRUCTURE OF SUSPENDED AFFIXATION

In this chapter, I present my analyses for SA. I use the inferences I have drawn from
the empirical results and the theoretical considerations as well as my own native
judgments. These analyses include a consideration for the exact machinery of
performing SA. I later present theoretical analyses for the suffixes ile/=(y)IA and

-(y)Ip and how they relate to SA.

5.1 Analysis of suspended affixation

In this section, I provide an analysis for SA and the considerations that should go into
it. The empirical results and the theoretical considerations so far give the points in (1)
about SA. In the following subsections, I provide the explanation for each of these

observations and come up with a singular analysis of SA.

(1) 1. SAis highly productive with inflectional suffixes
ii. veya ‘or’ hinders SA of CASE

iii. SA, pragmatics, and the information structure

5.1.1 Structural interpretation for suspended affixation

SA operates mostly in the inflectional paradigm. Other than an outright lexical
sharing analysis (Broadwell, 2008), other analyses of RNR (Kornfilt, 2012) and
ellipsis (Guseva & Weisser, 2018; Erschler, 2018) suggest that the suspended suffixes
are either moved out or deleted from the word they were affixed to. Considering each
inflectional suffix as a terminal node as in Kornfilt (2012) needs further explanation.
For example, if both PL and POSS suffixes have their own terminal nodes, performing
SA for only one of them should be possible when they are concatenated. If CASE had
a terminal node of its own, SA of ACC should have been ambiguous just like the SA

of PL or POSS. The sentences in (2) illustrate this point.
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(2) a. Non separable SA of PL and POSS

kitap-lar ve  kalem-ler-im
book-PL AND pencil-PL-POSS.1SG

“The books and my pencils’

“*My books and my pencils’

b. Unambiguous SA of ACC

Ahmet kitap ve  kalem-i al-du.
A[NOM] book AND pencil-ACC take-PST[3SG]

‘Ahmet took the book and the pencil.’

“* Ahmet took a book' and the pencil’

The sentences in (2) and their possible interpretations should be all
grammatical according to the RNR analysis of Kornfilt (2012) but this is not the case.
Consideration into the environment of SA and the nature of the PL and POSS suffixes

can clarify some points.

5.1.1.1 Explaining unambiguous suspension of CASE

First point to explain is why SA of CASE results in unambiguous readings. This can
be captured by a well-formedness condition on the conjunction instead of the
interpretation of SA. A bare argument with no CASE marking is of type D, a set of
individuals. The argument with overt case marking is of type D>, an individual.
Conjoining a set of individuals and an individual is not semantically equivalent,
thereby CASE SA is carried out by default to satisfy semantic equivalence (Munn,
1993). This results in an unambiguous reading. Another point that could strengthen
the semantic equivalence as a well-formedness condition is the no SA reading in (3).
In this example, SA of POSS is ambiguous. However, the first conjunct can’t stay in a

reading of set of individuals D.;. Even if the SA of POSS is not performed, the

I'The article ‘a’ is used to denote a non-referential noun, not an indefinite one. That is why ‘Ahmet
took a book and the pencil’ is a perfectly grammatical sentence on its own but it is not a possible
interpretation of this sentence

2This is a semantic domain that takes individuals and returns truth values. It can have several
individuals that can fulfill the function, that’s why I refer to this domain as ‘set of individuals’

3This is a semantic domain that has an individual, there is only one presupposed
individual(singular or plural) in the context
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second conjunct is shifted to an individual D, by the POSS suffix. The first conjunct
needs to be interpreted as an individual D, instead of a set of individuals D,; to be
semantically equivalent.

(3) kitap ve  kalem-im

book AND pencil-POSS.1SG
SA: ‘my book and my pencil’

No SA: ‘the book and my pencil’

No SA: “*a book and my pencil’

5.1.1.2 Why are PL and POSS inseparable?

Second point is to explain the inseparable nature of PL-POSS in SA. Instead of
positing distinct terminal nodes for each suffix, I propose to place these two suffixes
under a single node. For example, the inseparable SA of PL-POSS can be captured by
the small ‘n’ analysis of Oztiirk & Taylan (2016). The analysis itself treats agreement
markers belonging to DP layer since they establish referential and deictic nouns. This
however does not hinder an analysis of placing PL-POSS on the same node.
Compound markers (3SG) and agreement markers don’t co-exist, and in all cases the
PL precedes both (4).

(4) a. ders kitap-(lar)-1
course book-(PL)-P0OSS.3SG

‘course book(s)’

b. ders kitap-(lar)-im
course book-(PL)-POSS.1SG

‘my course book(s)’

Although the semantic interpretation of possessive agreement markers merits
placing them on the ‘D’ head, I propose that the inability of compound marker and
agreement markers to coexist is enough to posit them entering the structure in the
same level.

This kind of behaviour is reminiscent of position class morphology (Inkelas,

1993; Stump, 1993). In such a representation, suffixes are assigned slots for insertion,
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and they follow those slots even though their functional ordering is different than
their surface form. If a position class morphology is adopted for Turkish, with slots
for suffixes, SA can just work on deleting exponents on these slots. This would do
away with the representation of PL and POSS on the same terminal node since SA

would be an operation of morphology independent of their syntactic organization.

5.1.1.3  Other places where PL-POSS receives special treatment

SA is not the only place that PL-POSS or PL-AGR receive special treatment. In
Turkish, the head noun of an object relative clause can be omitted (5). When the head
noun is marked with plural and the headless relative clause is formed, instead of a
suffix order of POSS-PL on the relativized verb, an order of PL-POSS appears as
illustrated in (6).

(5) sev-dig-im (kisi) gel-di.

like-PP-P0OSS.1SG person[NOM] come-PST[3SG]
‘The person I like came.’

(6) a. sev-dig-im kisi-ler gel-di.
like-PP-1SG person-PL[NOM] come-PST[3SG]

b. sev-dik-ler-im gel-di.
like-PP-PL-1SG[NOM] come-PST[3PL]
‘The people I like came.’

Goksel (2005) provides an interesting example for SA of PL in headless
relative clauses (7). This seems like a separable and non-rightward-bound SA of PL
in the string of PL-POSS or PL-AGR. In (7), however, the PL and POSS are not
originally affixed to the same noun. In their underlying form, POSS or AGR is affixed

to the relativized verb, and the PL is affixed to the head noun.

(7) a. Full relative clause

dil-in-i bil-dig-im ve anla-dig-im kisi-ler
language-POSS.2PL know-PP-1SG AND understand-PP-1SG person-PL
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b. Reduced relative clause, No SA

dil-in-i bil-dik-ler-im ve anla-dik-lar-im.
language-POSS.2PL know-PP-PL-1SG AND understand-PP-PL-1SG

c. Reduced relative clause, SA of PL

dil-in-i bil-dig-im ve anla-dik-lar-im.
language-POSS.2PL know-PP-1SG AND understand-PP-PL-1SG
‘The people whose language I know and understand’

The observations in (5), (6), and (7) indicate two things. The first is that the
ordering of the suffixes PL-POSS or PL-AGR require special treatment with or without
SA. The second is that SA is performed before the surface ordering of the suffixes is

formed.

5.1.1.4 How to fit suspended affixation to an RNR analysis

Now that the unambiguous CASE is handled by semantic equivalence of conjuncts
and the inseparable suffixes are represented under one terminal node, RNR analysis
can be entertained with a better picture. At this point, the analysis of a pure lexical
sharing (Broadwell, 2008) (examined in §2.1.3) is out since it requires distinct
terminal nodes for each suffix. The RNR analysis argues for performing an Across
the Board (ATB) movement of the terminal nodes. One possible issue for this
analysis is the order of movement for a suspension of PL-POSS-CASE. Figure 32
illustrates the structural representation for the SA in in (8).

(8) Kitap ve kalem-ler-im-i bul-du-m.

book AND pencil-PL-POSS.1SG-ACC find-PST-1SG
SA: ‘I have found my books and my pencils.’

SA of only one suffix with an RNR analysis is straightforward in moving the
head to a pseudo-specifier* position in the conjunction. It is not clear how RNR
would handle moving more than one terminal node. If the target pseudo-specifier

position attracts heads for suspension, the first candidate for movement would be the

“T am calling this a pseudo-specifier position and mark it with ‘*> because it is a non-phrase
element of syntax acting as if a specifier phrase would do
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Figure 32. RNR analysis for multiple terminal nodes

‘D’ head. The second would be the ‘n’ head. This would derive an order of D-n at the
pseudo-specifier position after movement, which is not the order that is observed in
the example. For such a movement to take place in a correct order, an assumption of
forming a complex head needs to take place. This complex head then serves as the
target for movement.

There is another problem with a movement analysis. Most examples of SA
are given in a conjunction with only two conjuncts. A movement analysis, in theory,
should allow for SA of a suffix in only one conjunct when there are 3 conjuncts in the
conjunction. The sentence in (9) illustrates this point. Performing SA only in one of
the three conjuncts is ungrammatical (9a) and performing SA for all the conjuncts but

the last one is grammatical (9b).

(9) a. *kitap, kalem-i,  ve defter-i getir.
book pencil-ACC AND notebook-ACC bring.IMP

b. kitap, kalem, ve  defter-i getir.
book pencil AND notebook-ACC bring.IMP

‘Bring the book, the pencil, and the notebook’

SA in (9a) should be possible in theory. The movement is only carried out
for the conjunction of kitap, kalem-i ‘the book, and the pencil’ and the further CASE

marked argument is conjoined just as the Figure 33 shows.
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Figure 33. Movement analysis of one SA in multiple conjunctions

As a result of all these observations, RNR analysis requires two crucial
constraints. The first is forming of a complex head for the target of movement and the
second is the consideration of all conjuncts and a specification for where the

suspension begins.

5.1.2 Proposal for SA analysis

I propose in line with Guseva & Weisser (2018), and Erschler (2018) that SA is a
deletion of phonological exponents. It takes place in conjunctions. In Turkish, the
rightmost terminal nodes are sources for SA. On the underlying order within the
conjunct, a leftward process of deleting matching morphemes takes place. The
deletion is performed for the terminal nodes not the individual suffixes. In Figure 34,
I give my analysis for SA which progresses on terminal nodes for deleting
morphemes with matching values. The deletion takes place before vocabulary

insertion.

CONJ; —y—4 CONJ, —6—4 --- CONJ, —a —f

J

deletion

Figure 34. Final analysis of SA
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This analysis is a variation of the ellipsis approach (Guseva & Weisser, 2018;
Erschler, 2018). Turkish does not display mixed order of suffixes, which means that
it does not require the specific machineries like D-lowering and K as case head that
Guseva & Weisser (2018) provides. Base changing pronouns don’t take part in SA,
so positting an ellipsis after vocabulary insertion (Erschler, 2018) is not needed. The
only change is the addition of using terminal nodes as target of deletion and not the
actual morphemes themselves. In this deletion process, source matching terminal
nodes can be deleted in the preceding rightmost nodes so long as they have the same
feature values for the encoded suffixes. These terminal nodes do not need to be nodes
of syntax, they can be individual points for exponent insertion’. Deleting exponents
for terminal nodes instead of morphemes captures both the inseparable SA of PL-
POSS and the lack of deletion for only person or number in AGR markers on verbs.
The suspendable agreement marker -/z is made up of first person and number plural
morphemes. There is no separate deletion of person or number.

An analysis of RNR with the two specified constraints or the ellipsis analysis
are both capable of capturing SA of inflectional suffixes and the inseparable SA of
PL-POSS. RNR is strictly syntactic and movement is a frequently used operation to
define if a process in language belongs to word derivation (morphology) or syntax. If
SA of derivational suffixes are observed, the structural interpretation of SA can not
stay solely in the domain of syntax. That is why instead of modifying RNR with
constraints, an analysis of deletion should be adopted. Other than this difference,
using an RNR analysis or a deletion one makes no clear cut differences for the
structural interpretation of SA.

An important constraint for both analyses is the morphological word status
of what is left after SA. No movement or deletion of terminal nodes are felicitous if

they are the last ones that constitute a morphological word. As illustrated in (10), a

>Combining the insertion for PL-POSS or PL-AGR can be argued by Fusion (Halle, 2000) which
requires a deep look into the agreement paradigms in Turkish, it is not pursued here because it falls a
bit out of this study’s scope.
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suffix that forms a participle, thereby a morphological word from a verb, can not be

suspended.

(10) a. Non-morphological word

*kitab-1  oku ve anla-mali-ydi-m.
book-AcCC read AND understand-NEC-PST-1SG

b. Morphological word

kitab-1 oku-malr ve  anla-mali-ydi-m.
book-ACC read-NEC AND understand-NEC-PST-1SG

I should have read and understood the book.

5.1.3 Why veya ‘or’ lowers acceptability

The first experiment that mainly investigated the acceptability for the SA of
derivational suffixes in the nominal domain showed an effect of the conjoiner veya
‘or’. The conjoiner decreased the acceptability of CASE SA. On the other hand, the
second experiment did not replicate similar effects in terms of reading times. If SA
were to be affected by the conjoiner choice in the verbal domain, there should have
been interaction effects. I address this issue by first making a difference between
conjunction in the verbal domain and conjunction in the nominal domain. I later
provide the differences that veya ‘or’ brings about and the ramifications of them for
SA.

The main difference between conjunction of nouns and conjunction of verbs
is the semantic denotations depending on affixation. SA in the verbal domain can
only be performed up to a participle form. These participles form a semantic
denotation that is equivalent to a sentence (a truth condition). This means that
suspendable affixes on top of the participle do not change the semantic denotation but
modify it. In SA of CASE, the remnant word after suspension can have a semantic
denotation that is different from the other conjunct. This is the main difference of

conjunction related to SA.
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SA in the conjunctions formed with ve ‘and’ recover the semantic equivalence
by making the CASE available for the unmarked conjuncts. The problem with veya
‘or’ is that it can have an exclusive reading which requires evaluation of the conjuncts
separately. This evaluation process takes both conjuncts to be semantically equivalent
before performing SA. Therefore there is a negative effect of veya ‘or’ for the
acceptability of CASE SA but no interaction in SA in the verbal domain. The
difference of exclusive reading in veya ‘or’ stems from pragmatics. In logic, the
operators A and V correspond to the lexical items ‘and’ and ‘or’ respectively. In Table

7, I give the truth conditions for both operators A ‘and’” and V ‘or’.

Table 7. Truth Value Calculations for Logic Operators A ‘and’, V ‘or’

And Or
P q9|PAQ|P q|PVq
T T| T |[T T| T
T F| F |T F| T
F T| F |F T| T
F F| F |F F| F

The operator V ‘or’ can have the truth condition for the operator A ‘and’. This
is the reading where both arguments are True. This is an operation of logic.
Languages use the logic calculations for conjunction but they are not only governed
by them. According to Grice’s maxims (Grice, 1989), the pragmatics in a language
affect the interpretation of expressions. The two maxims are of importance here:
Maxim of quality and maxim of quantity. Maxim of quality suggests that the
language user produces expressions that are the most informative and not false for a
given situation. Maxim of quantity suggests that the language user produces just
enough and not more than what is necessary. Using VV ‘or’ in language might entail

the following considerations:

e Logical V truth conditions: both expressions are true, or only one is true
e [f both expressions were to be true, A is enough and V is unnecessary

e If V is used instead of A then the qualified condition is: one of them is true
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This pragmatic operation is what renders CASE SA with the conjoiner veya
‘or’ in the nominal domain. There is a way of canceling this pragmatic operation.
Such an operation is cancelled in under negation, some quantificational determiners,
and in questions. The exact ways of how implicatures are cancelled have a semantic
discussion that falls out of this study’s scope. In the experiment, the sentences were
plain declarative sentences without a negation or a quantificational determiner. This
enabled the pragmatic operations to take place, and render CASE SA less acceptable.
In fact, while sifting through some data, I found an example from (Johannessen,
1998, p.24) that hosts a CASE SA with the conjoiner veya ‘or’, the catch is it is used
in a question. I give the example in (11). In this example, there is SA of PL-CASE.
(11) Elma veya armut-lar-1 ye-di-niz =mi?

apple OR pear-PL-ACC eat-PST-2PL =Q
‘Did you eat the apples or the pears?’

Adapted from Johannessen (1998)

While this interaction between the pragmatic operations and CASE SA is
observed in the first experiment, the environments where the pragmatic operations are
cancelled are not tested. The importance of this observation is that the interactions

that the environment has affect the feasibility of SA.

5.1.4 SA, pragmatics, and the information structure

An important point for the discussion of SA is not only where it happens but also
where it does not. The first and the second experiments showed that the favored
environment for SA is a conjunction formed by the conjoiner ve ‘and’. It does not
mean that SA is infelicitous with veya ‘or’, it may require canceling pragmatic
implicatures. (11) illustrates this point. It is not always grammatical to suspend
suffixes in questions. If the question is an alternative one formed by the clitic =m/
instead of a disjunctive formed by veya ‘or’, the question becomes ungrammatical

(12).
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(12)  *Elma =mu (veya/*ve) armut-lar-1 =nmu ye-di-niz?
apple =Q (OR/AND) pear-PL-ACC =Q eat-PST-2PL
Intended: ‘Did you eat the apples or the pears?’

The alternative question forces an exclusive reading, but does so with the
clitics that change information structure. A different clitic =dA with a similar
function can be used in declarative sentences together with the conjoiner ve ‘and’. It
too renders SA ungrammatical (13).

(13) Ahmet ev-*(i) =de ve araba-yi =da al-du.
A[NOM] house-ACC =FOC AND car-ACC =FOC buy-PST[3SG]

‘Ahmet bought both the house and the car.’

The observations of veya ‘or’ lowering acceptability and clitics like =mlI and
=dA rendering SA ungrammatical points to the close relation of SA and the
information structure. If an exclusive reading is present or the conjuncts are focused,
SA does not take place. Even though there are not apparent reading differences in
sentences with SA, early observations of this phenomenon (Emre, 1945) and the
ungrammaticality effects shown in the first experiment, in (12) and (13) place SA
among other ellipsis processes. Such processes like Backwards and Forwards
Gapping/Ellipsis also can not be performed for focused arguments. If in those
processes the desired effect is to shift focus to arguments and thereby verbs and parts
of sentences are omitted, SA is a process of focusing the elements of a conjunction

independent of their inflection or morphological make up.

5.2 Suspended affixation and ile/=(y)IA

In this section, I present the clitic ile/=(y)IA in Turkish that serves several functions.
My aim is to show how the conjoiner function of this clitic relates to SA. I argue that
ile/=(y)IA 1s morphologically the conjoiner head but its phonological size includes
the place where CASE is encoded. According to Goksel & Kerslake (2004) ile/=(y)IA
can be used as a case marker and a conjoiner as in (14). Being a clitic, ile/=IA is

outside the phonological word and thereby unstressable.
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(14) a. Instrumental

Sise-yi cakmak ile ac¢-t1.
bottle-AccC lighter INS open-PST[3SG]
‘S/he opened the bottle with a lighter.’

b. Comitative

Ahmet ev-e Mehmet ile  (birlikte) gel-di.
A[NOM] house-DAT M COM (together) come-PST[3SG]

‘Ahmet came home (together) with Mehmet.’

c. Conjoiner

kitap ile  kalem cok pahali.
book AND pencil very expensive

“The book and the pencil is very expensive.’

The first function of ile/=(y)IA in (14a) is like a semantic case Woolford
(2006) that seemingly does not have a case assigner. The second function of
ile/=(y)IA in (14b) is like a semantic case that can have an overt or covert case
assigner, a postposition, birlikte ‘together’. The third function of ile/=(y)IA in (14c) is
a conjoiner. I am only interested in the conjoiner function of the clitic ile/=(y)IA
(AND, and =AND in glosses). I give an example of SA with ile/=(y)IA in (15).

(15) Ahmet kitap=la kalem-ler-i al-du.
A[NOM] book=AND pencil-PL-ACC take-PST[3SG]

‘Ahmet took the books and the pencils.’

‘Ahmet took the book and the pencils.’

5.2.1 SAinile/=IA constructions

SA of PL, or POSS in the environment of the clitic ile/=(y)IA is ambiguous like it is
in a conjunction formed with ve ‘and’. The clitic ile/=(y)IA allows for insertion of PL
and POSS suffixes between itself and the noun it is attached to. It does not allow the
insertion of CASE but it allows SA of them, as shown in (16).

(16) a. *kitap-lar-um-1=ylA defter-ler-i al-di-m.
book-PL-P0OSS.1SG-ACC=AND notebook-PL-ACC take-PST-1SG
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b. kitap-lar-im=IA defter-ler-i al-di-m.
book-PL-POSS.1SG=AND notebook-PL-ACC take-PST-1SG
‘I took my books and the notebooks.’

As a general constraint, SA takes place for the rightmost terminal nodes. If
the rightmost terminal node does not match the suspended affixes, SA does not take
place. In (17), all the second conjuncts have the rightmost PL-ACC.

(17) a. Kalem=le kitap-lar-1  al.
pencil=CASE book-PL-ACC take.IMP

“Take the pencils and the books.’

b. Kalemve kitap-lar-1  al.
pencil AND book-PL-ACC take.IMP

‘Take the pencils and the books.’

If the clitic ile/=IA in (17a) were to be a case marker, it would mismatch with
Acc. This should have stopped SA of PL. This is not the case and both sentences in
(17) are examples of SA. There is no SA environment in Turkish that violates the
rightward-bound process of deletion, and positing ile/=(y)IA as an exception is not
needed if an explanation that captures both the SA capability and inability of CASE
insertion can be given. The examples in (17) would violate the rightward-bound
nature of SA since POSS and PL suffixes before ile/=(y)IA would be subject to
suspension but not ile/=(y)IA itself. I argue that, in its conjoiner function, ile/=(y)IA

itself is a conjoiner head and not a case mark assigned by a zero conjoiner head.

5.2.2  What does ile/=IA conjoin?

The phrase that ile/=(y)IA conjoins is not marked for CASE, yet it can be marked for
number and possession. The first approach to conjoiner ile/=(y)IA can use the
insertable and non-insertable suffixes to determine the size of a conjunct for
ile/=(y)IA. In §5.1.2, I proposed to place both number and agreement suffixes on the
small ‘n” head. If CASE can not be inserted before ile/=(y)IA but number and
possession can be, then ile/=IA might be conjoining nPs. In Figure 35, I give a

representation for ile/=(y)IA conjoining nPs.
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Figure 35. Representation of ile/=(y)IA as a conjoiner of nPs

This analysis argues for a small conjunction of two inflectional levels before a
DP layer and after the lexical item. One issue with this analysis comes about when
the conjuncts are modified with a modifier that requires a DP layer. In Turkish, there
is a suffix -ki that is attached to LOC marked nouns and it either derives an adjectival
modifier or a pronominal. I give the examples in (18) to show the difference of
adjectival -ki than a normal adjectival modifier.

(18) a. Ahmet kiiciik kitap bul-a-ma-du.
A[NOM] small book find-ABIL-NEG-PST[3SG]

‘Ahmet bought some small book.’

b. *Ahmet araba-da-ki kitap bul-a-ma-du.
A[NOM] car-LOC-ki book find-ABIL-NEG-PST[3SG]

c. Ahmet araba-da-ki kitab-1 bul-a-ma-du.
A[NOM] car-LOC-ki book-ACC find-ABIL-NEG-PST[3SG]

‘Ahmet took the book in the car.’

The nouns that are modified with an adjective can be non-referential as in
(18a), but nouns that are modified with -ki derived modifiers can not be
non-referential (18b). This shows that -ki modifiers require a position where the noun
is already referential, and according to Oztiirk (2001) the DP layer is the place where
referentiality is encoded. If the clitic ile/=(y)IA were to be analyzed as in Figure 35,
-ki derived modifiers should have rendered (19) ungrammatical.
(19) Ahmet masa-da-ki kitap=la vazo-da-ki c¢iceg-i getir-di.

A[NOM] table-LOC-ki book=AND vase-LOC-ki flower-ACC bring-PST[3SG]
‘Ahmet brought the book on the table and the flower in the vase.’
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The structural interpretation of ile/=IA now has the following problem. The
use of ile/=(y)IA in (17) and (19) are uses of the clitic as a conjoiner morpheme and it
does not allow CASE insertion. The -ki derived modifiers require a DP layer so
positing a conjunction of nPs is not feasible. Additional support for DP level
conjunction in ile/=(y)IA comes from the nominalized sentences in Turkish.

ile/=(y)IA can conjoin two nominalized sentences as in (20).

(20) Ben-im ev-e gel-me-m=le sen-in  uyan-ma-n
1SG-GEN house-DAT come-NMLZ-1SG=AND 2SG-GEN wake_up-NMLZ-2SG
aynt an-da ol-ma-du.

same moment-LOC happen-NEG-PST[3SG]

‘Me coming home and you waking up did not happen at the same time.’

Following from all the observations, I argue that the inability to insert overt
case markers before ile/=IA does not stem from the lack of a DP layer or whether
ile/=(y)IA functions as CASE. It is rather based on the vocabulary insertion. I propose
to consider ile/=(y)IA as a conjoiner like ve ‘and’ that can conjoin DP level nouns,
and its phonological size includes the DP head and the BP head. I provide Figure 36
for a final representation of my proposal (ACC is just a placeholder, any other CASE is
applicable). In this representation, I show the phonological insertion for the
morphemes. The DP head is still morphologically encoded with CASE, but its
vocabulary insertion is overwritten by the clitic ile/=(y)IA that serves as the BP head
morphologically and syntactically. This is a process of Impoverishment, where a
vocabulary item is inserted for morphemes that are not fully its subset.

This analysis is against an approach that uses subset principle where a
vocabulary item is inserted for a place that it contains the morphemes for. Figure 36
places the vocabulary item for the clitic ile/=IA on ‘D’ and ‘B’ with granting it the
morphological realization of only ‘B’. This is solved by a procedure of
Impoverishment (Bonet, 1991), where a specific vocabulary item does not contain all
the morphemes it is inserted for. This means that ile/=[A always triggers an operation
of impoverishment at vocabulary insertion, it morphologically represents ‘B’ but

occupies the phonological space for both ‘D’ and ‘B’ similar to the conjoiner -kwa in
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Figure 36. Conjoiner ile/=(y)IA phonologically occupying conjoiner head and
CASE

Korean (Yoon & Lee, 2005). A position class morphology (Inkelas, 1993; Stump,
1993) in this case might not be helpful since the conjoiner head is not an inflection on

the noun but a clitic that needs a phonological host.

5.3 Analysis of the suffix -(y)Ip

In this section, I discuss the status of the suffix -(y)Ip (PC in glosses). I give the
structural interpretations that it should be evaluated under and the properties of the
environment it forms. I argue for it to be evaluated as an environment of conjunction

where SA beyond a morphological word is carried out.

5.3.1 Whatis -(y)Ip
The suffix -(y)Ip is used with verbs and only allows bare verbs, Voice, Mod 4,
Negation, and the suffix -(y)lver (I take this as Aspco, (Cinque, 1999) and mark as

CON in glosses) before it. In (21), I give a set of examples for -(y)Ip.

(21) a. Bare verb

Ahmet  kos-up diis-tii.
A[NOM] run-PC fall-PST[3SG]
‘Ahmet ran and fell.’
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. verb-CAUS

Ahmet  sise-yi dol-dur-up  temizle-di.
A[NOM] bottle-AccC fill-CAUS-PC clean-PST[3SG]
‘Ahmet filled the bottle and cleaned it.’

. verb-ABIL

Ahmet mantikl diisiin-ebil-ip sorun-u coz-dii.
A[NOM] sensible think-ABIL-PC problem-ACC solve-PST[3SG]

‘Ahmet was able to think sensibly and solved the problem.’

. verb-NEG

Ahmet ev-e gel-me-yip  bekle-di.
A[NOM] house-DAT come-NEG-PC wait-PST[3SG]

‘Ahmet did not come home and waited.’

. verb-CON

Ahmet  bulagiklar-1 yika-ywer-ip otur-du.
A[NOM] dishes-ACC wash-CON-PC sit-PST[3SG]

‘Ahmet managed to wash the dishes and sat down.’

. verb-ABIL-NEG-CON

Ahmet  tutun-a-ma-yiver-ip diis-tii.
A[NOM] hold-ABIL-NEG-CON-PC fall-PST[3SG]

‘Ahmet could not manage to hold on and fell.’

There are several arguments for its structural interpretation but they mainly

boil down to converb adverbial (Demir, 2014; Underhill, 1976; Goksel & Kerslake,

2004), and converb conjoiner (Fokkens et al., 2009; Johanson, 1995; Kornfilt, 1997)

analyses. In this subsection, I show whether -(y)Ip is a conjoiner or an adverbial. The

sentences in (21) show that -(y)Ip can conjoin two predicates that do not match in

their Voice, Modality, and Polarity features. One contrasting behaviour of -(y)Ip

compared to other adverbial markers -(y)IncA and -mAdAn is given in (22). Under the

same argument settings, -(y)Ip is unacceptable® unlike -(y)IncA and -mAdAn (PC,

WHEN, and WO in glosses respectively).

®Contrasting subjects are grammatical with -(y)Ip but they require changes in information
structure, otherwise they are unacceptable. Exact grammatical considerations for -(y)Ip constructions
will be addressed in §5.3.5.
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(22) a. Ahmet kos-unca Mehmet diis-tii.
A[NOM] run-WHEN M|NOM] fall-PST[3SG]

‘When Ahmet ran, Mehmet fell.’

b. Ahmet kos-madan Mehmet diis-tii.
A[NOM] run-wOo  M|NOM] fall-PST[3SG]

‘Mehmet fell before Ahmet ran.’

c. ??Ahmet kos-up Mehmet diis-tii.
A[NOM] run-PC M[NOM] fall-PST[3SG]
Intended ‘Ahmet ran and Mehmet fell.

An objection to this observation can come from the adverbial suffix -(y)ArAK
‘~ by Ving’ (BY in glosses). It results in the same ungrammaticality as in (23).

(23) a. Ahmet kos-arak diis-tii.
A[NOM] run-BY fall-PST[3SG]

‘Ahmet fell running’

b. *Ahmet kos-arak Mehmet diis-tii.
A[NOM] run-BY M][NOM] fall-PST[3SG]

-(y)Ip deviates from -(y)ArAK in verb-manner relation. The verb marked with
-(y)ArAK requires semantic compatibility with the main verb. If the derived reading
with -(y)ArAK is not semantically compatible as a manner for the main verb, the
expression receives an odd meaning. Verbs that are marked with -(y)Ip do not require
such a compatibility of manner. Manner relations are usually carried out by adverbs
and adverbial clauses. In (24), the suffix -(y)ArAK is bound by verb-manner
interpretations just like any other adverb whereas -(y)Ip is not.

(24) a. Ahmet kos-up uyu-du.

A[NOM] run-PC sleep-PST[3SG]
‘Ahmet ran and slept.’

b. %Ahmet kos-arak uyu-du.
A[NOM] run-BY sleep-PST[3SG]

‘90 Ahmet slept running.’

An additional contrast of -(y)Ip comes about in word order configurations. -

(v)Ip does not allow a word ordering under same argument settings as an adverbial
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suffix like -(y)ArAK would allow. (25) shows some word orderings for -(y)Ip and -
(y)ArAK’. In these word orderings, the verb marked with -(y)Ip and the main verb
need to stay as a unit for a grammatical sentence.

(25) a. 1. Ahmet kos-up gel-di.
A[NOM] run-PC come-PST[3SG]

ii. *kos-up Ahmet gel-di.
run-PC  A[NOM] come-PST[3SG]

iii. kos-up gel-di Ahmet.
run-PC come-PST[3SG] A[NOM]

‘Ahmet ran and came.’

b. i. Ahmet kos-arak gel-di.
A[NOM] run-BY come-PST[3SG]

ii. kos-arak Ahmet gel-di.
run-BY A[NOM] come-PST[3SG]
iii. kos-arak gel-di Ahmet.
run-BY come-PST[3SG] A[NOM]

‘Ahmet came running.’

This difference in grammaticality does not mean that -(y)Ip has to be adjacent
to the main verb, but it means that any word ordering needs to take the verb marked
with -(y)Ip and the main verb as equivalent units. If the verb marked with -(y)Ip were
to be a unit of modification for the main verb, all word order changes should have
resulted in reading differences rather than ungrammaticalities. I argue that the
observations made here distinguishes -(y)Ip from an adverbial forming suffix. In the

following subsection, I lay out how -(y)Ip is taken to be a conjoiner.

5.3.2  What does -(y)Ip conjoin

In the literature where -(y)Ip is evaluated as a conjoiner (Fokkens et al., 2009;
Johanson, 1995; Kornfilt, 1997), it is given the status of conjoining VPs. On first
sight, the lack of any tense and agreement marker leads to evaluating -(y)Ip as a

conjoiner of VPs. Figure 37 illustrates this analysis.

"Remember that word order changes are not free of interpretation in Turkish, they result in
different information settings. See Oztiirk (2001) for word order and change effects in Turkish.
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Figure 37. Early conjoiner analysis of -(y)Ip

Conjoining only VPs might be warranted given the lack of overt inflections
for the -(y)Ip marked verb, but this analysis has couple of problems. First of which is
the ability of -(y)Ip marked verb to have inflectional suffixes of Negation, and
Modality. These should immediately elevate the representation of VP to a higher
structure. Not all inflectional markers are represented by overt heads, but the
existence of them can be addressed cross-linguistically. The observations of Cinque
(1999, 2002) show that multiple inflectional levels for Tense, Aspect and Modality
exist. These inflectional levels can have functional projections that take specific types
of adverbs. These adverbs reside in the specifier position of the functional
projections. For example, the two time adverbials bugiin ‘today’ and yarin
‘tomorrow’ can occupy the specifier position of Tensegy. If they are both used in one
sentence, they form a complex adverbial that means ‘soon’ as illustrated in (26).

(26) Ahmet bugiin yarin kitab-1  al-ip  gel-ecek.
A[NOM] today tomorrow book-ACC take-PC come-FUT[3SG]

Ahmet will buy the book and come here soon.’

This is easily predicted by an analysis of VP conjunction for -(y)Ip and
functional projection for Tensegyr since a VP can later be marked with a single
projection of tense and both adverbs occupy the same position and form a compound.
The -(y)Ip clause can have an adverb to itself that is different from the main verb. In
(27), I provide an example where -(y)Ip marked verb and the main verb differ in their
time adverbial. In (27), performing a conjunction of VPs require only one inflectional
projection of Tenseg,r but -(y)Ip clause can have its own time adverbial different than

the matrix clause.
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(27) Ahmet bugiin kitab-1 al-ip  yarin defter-i kapla-yacak.
A[NOM] today book-ACC buy-PC tomorrow notebook-ACC wrap-FUT[3SG]

‘Ahmet will buy the book today and will wrap the notebook tomorrow.’

Another functional projection that can be used to illustrate higher level of
conjunction for -(y)Ip comes from speech act adverbials. The two speech act
adverbials diiriistce ‘frankly’ and sinsice ‘deviously’ result in a semantically odd
reading if they are used in one sentence. (28) shows the resulting odd reading.

(28)  YAhmet diiriistce ve  sinsice  konug-up davran-di.
A[NOM] frankly AND deviously talk-PC  behave-PST[3SG]

Intended: ‘Ahmet talked and behaved frankly and deviously.’
Placing one of the adverbs under the -(y)Ip marked verb and the other under
the main verb does away with the odd reading in (28). If the two speech adverbials

were to occupy the same inflectional level, the example in (29) should have been

semantically odd.

(29) Ahmet diiriistce konus-up sinsice  davran-tyor.
A[NOM] frankly talk-PC deviously act-PROG[3SG]

‘Ahmet is talking honestly but acting deviously.’

All the observations here show that -(y)Ip does not conjoin VPs but higher
projections. According to Cinque (1999), speech act adverbials are used with the
functional projection Moodspcech oct that is higher than Tense and Aspect projections.
I argue that -(y)Ip is a conjoiner for full sentences. In the following subsection, I give

my analysis for -(y)Ip conjunctions.

5.3.3 Analysis of -(y)Ip

Analyzing -(y)Ip as a conjunction that conjoins full sentences requires the
explanation for missing and non-insertable suffixes. These suffixes range from aspect
markers to person agreement markers. I propose that -(y)Ip is a result of vocabulary
insertion after SA. The specific reason for why -(y)Ip is chosen instead of a free form
conjoiner like ve ‘ve’ is a morphological one. In a conjunction of two sentences,

suspension of suffixes on the verb is performed and a non-morphological word is left.
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This results in the violation of the morphological word constraint. The verb after
deletion of exponents can not stand on its own. That is why a bound form conjoiner
like -(y)Ip is inserted for the conjoiner head instead of a free form conjoiner ve ‘ve’.
This way I combine both conjoiner function of -(y)Ip and the explanation for missing
suffixes. I provide my analysis in Figure 38. In Turkish, there aren’t overt suffixes for

‘C’ that can be suspended in -(y)Ip constructions, that is why they are not interpreted

under SA.
CP
BP CP
CP B TP C
INC I TN
TP C o T
T r X /' Overt suffixes
:/ X // SA <-----____ o S
'\ er ’ "7TRECOVER "~

Figure 38. Structural analysis proposal for -(y)Ip

In (30), I provide multiple -(y)Ip constructions that are the results of being left

with non-morphological words after SA.

(30) Ahmet ev-e gel-ip  soyun-up uyu-mug-tur.
A[NOM] house-DAT come-PC undress-PC sleep-PRF-PROB[3SG]

‘Ahmet has probably come home, undressed, and slept.’

In (31), I give the order of derivation that leads to SA beyond the

morphological word and the multiple instances of -(y)Ip.

(31) i. Conjunction of n many sentences, with matching rightmost suffixes (3

ii. Delete the matching nodes

V17ﬂ V27ﬂ Vn_ﬁ
J

deletion
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iii. The remnants are not morphological words, insert bound form conjoiner

-(y)Ip
ViB-Ip Vo B8-(p -+ Vu-f3

One possible problem for a conjoiner -(y)Ip is its ability to co-exist with
another conjoiner hem ... hem de ... ‘both...and ...’ that seemingly carries out the
function of the conjoiner ve ‘and’. I do not take hem ... hem de ... ‘both...and ...’
as a conjoiner but as focus particles that operate on the conjuncts. The counterpart ya
...yada... ‘either...or...  that serves as the focus particle for the exclusive veya
‘or’ 1s ungrammatical. I give the example in (32) to serve the point.

(32) a. hemtez yaz-ip hemde c¢alig-mak ist-iyor-sun.
FOC thesis write-PC FOC PTCP work-NMLZ want-PROG-2SG

‘(‘You) want to both write your thesis and work.’

b. *ya tez yaz-ip ya da ¢alig-mak ist-iyor-sun.
FOC thesis write-PC FOC PTCP work-NMLZ want-PROG-2SG

c. ya tez yaz-mak ya da ¢alig-mak ist-iyor-sun.
FOC thesis write-NMLZ FOC PTCP work-NMLZ want-PROG-2SG

“You either want to write your thesis or you want to work.’

In addition to its ability of co-existing with other conjoiner markers, -(y)Ip
can co-occur with the free form conjoiner ve ‘and’ as in (33). These observations of
-(y)Ip co-existing with other conjoiners do not render a conjoiner analysis obsolete.
There are many cases where conjoiners are used for the purposes of changing
information structure in a sentence. What is important is that in both (32) and (33),
-(y)Ip is only grammatical in an environment where the interpretation of the sentence
is equivalent to a conjunction formed by ve ‘and’.

(33) Ev-e gid-ip ve  de anahtar-1 al-ma-mak tam bir aptallik.
house-DAT go-PC AND FOC key-ACC take-NEG-NMLZ complete a  stupidity

‘Going all the way home and not taking the key is a complete stupidity.’

All the examples in the last two subsections distinguished -(y)Ip from
adverbial markers and presented it as a conjoiner of sentences. With these

observations at hand, I propose that -(y)Ip is a conjoiner that elevates the verb to a
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morphological word status. It does not occupy the morphological slots for the
suspended suffixes, it surfaces after the suspension of affixes to satisfy the
morphological word constraint. In the following subsection, I discuss why SA seems
to be obligatory in -(y)Ip constructions and why the environment of -(y)Ip is

important for the discussion of SA.

5.3.4 Suspended affixation and -(y)Ip

A morphological word is defined if the last morpheme can terminate a sentence
independent of agreement markers (Kabak, 2007). After SA in verbs, the conjoiner
‘ve’ 1s selected if what is left is a morphological word and the conjoiner -(y)Ip is
selected if what is left after SA is not a morphological word.

This means that insertion for the conjoiner is dependent on the morphological
status of what is left after SA. I give a set of examples in (34) that show that SA is
grammatical in verbs with non-morphological word status if the conjoiner is -(y)Ip
and SA is grammatical in verbs with morphological word status if the conjoiner is ve

‘and’.

(34) a. 1. Non-morphological word, ve ‘and’

*kitab-1  oku ve  anla-mali-ydi-m.
book-ACC read AND understand-NEC-PST-1SG

i1. Non-morphological word, -(y)Ip

kitab-1 oku-yup anla-mali-ydi-m.
book-AcCC read-PC understand-NEC-PST-1SG

‘I should have read and understood the book.’

b. i. Morphological word, ve ‘and’

kitab-1 oku-mali ve  anla-mali-ydi-m.
book-ACC read-NEC AND understand-NEC-PST-1SG

‘I should have read and understood the book.’
ii. Morphological word, -(y)Ip

*kitab-1  oku-mali-yip anla-mali-ydi-m.
book-ACC read-NEC-PC understand-NEC-PST-1SG

122



The sentences in (34) show that the vocabulary item for the conjoiner head is

selected after SA is performed. This also explains why the suffixes -mA and -(y)Abil

can reside under the conjoiner -(y)Ip because they do not form morphological words.

I give a set of examples in (35).

(35) a. ABIL

il.

*kitab-1  oku-yabil ve anla-yabil-mis-im.
book-ACC read-ABIL AND understand-ABIL-PRF-1SG

kitab-1  oku-yabil-ip anla-yabil-mis-im.
book-ACC read-ABIL-PC understand-ABIL-PRF-1SG
‘It seems like I was able to read and understand the book.’

b. ABIL-PRF

il.

kitab-1 oku-yabil-mis ve anla-yabil-mis-im.
book-ACC read-ABIL-PRF AND understand-ABIL-PRF-1SG
‘It seems like I was able to read and understand the book.’

*kitab-1  oku-yabil-mis-ip  anla-yabil-mig-im.
book-ACC read-ABIL-PRF-PC understand-ABIL-PRF-1SG

c. NEG

il.

*kitab-1  oku-ma ve anla-ma-mig-im.
book-ACC read-NEG AND understand-NEG-PRF-1SG

kitab-1  oku-ma-yip anla-ma-mig-im.
book-ACC read-NEG-PC understand-NEG-PRF-1SG

‘It seems like I haven’t read the book and understood it.’

d. NEG-PRF

11

kitab-1  oku-ma-mis ve anla-ma-mis-im.
book-ACC read-NEG-PRF AND understand-NEG-PRF-1SG

‘It seems like I haven’t read the book and understood it.’

*kitab-1  oku-ma-mus-ip  anla-ma-muig-im.
book-ACC read-NEG-PRF-PC understand-NEG-PRF-1SG

One prediction of my analysis for SA where -(y)Ip is present is that

ambiguous cases of SA should be possible if what is left after SA is still not a

morphological word. I provide such an ambiguity in (36). In this example, SA of
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NEG is optional since its existence or lack of it in the first conjunct does not change
the morphological word status of the conjunct.
(36) Ahmet ev-e gel-ip  kitab-1 oku-ma-du.

A[NOM] house-DAT come-PC book-ACC read-NEG-PST[3SG]

‘Ahmet did not come home and did not read the book.’

‘Ahmet came home but did not read the book.’

If SA is performed for the suffixes NEG-PST[3SG] which is all the way to the
bare verb itself, you get the first reading of (36). If SA is performed for PST[3SG],
you get the second reading of (36). In both readings, what is left after SA is not a
morphological word since neither can NEG nor a bare verb can terminate a sentence
independent of agreement markers. This results in the selection of -(y)Ip as a

conjoiner. Figure 39 represents the two readings of (36).

/”.\
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Figure 39. Representation of ambiguous -(y)Ip

The analysis I provided for -(y)Ip captures its properties and what it can
conjoin. It is directly related to SA and the selection for a conjoiner in the
conjunction environment. It allows for ambiguous readings observed in (36). It shows
that -(y)Ip is a conjoiner that is affixed to non-morphological words and grants verbs
the morphological word status. This analysis turns the morphological word constraint

for SA into a condition that regulates the vocabulary insertion instead of being a
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well-formedness condition for SA. In the following section, I address a

grammaticality condition for -(y)Ip constructions that are not directly related to SA.

5.3.5 More on -(y)Ip

In the previous subsections, I have shown what the structural interpretation for -(y)Ip
and its relation to SA is. There is one additional property of -(y)Ip constructions that
falls out of the scope of this study, yet holds a crucial distinction for how SA is
considered. I have provided (22) for arguing that -(y)Ip is different from other
adverbial markers. That example hosts an unacceptable sentence formed with -(y)Ip.
To show that it is acceptable under a free form conjoiner like ve ‘and’ I repeat the
same example in (37) with an additional sentence.

(37) a. *Ahmet ev-e gel-ip  Mehmet uyu-du.
A[NOM] house-DAT come-PC M[NOM] sleep-PST[3SG]

b. Ahmet ev-e gel-di ve Mehmet uyu-du.
A[NOM] house-DAT come-PST[3SG] AND M[NOM] sleep-PST[3SG]

‘Ahmet came home and Mehmet slept.’

In my analysis, I have argued for -(y)Ip to be considered as a conjoiner head
after an SA beyond a morphological word is carried out. If this was purely the case,
both sentences in (37) should have been equally acceptable. This on the surface
refutes a conjunction analysis. The remedy requires an investigation into the
sentences that -(y)Ip is acceptable with. -(y)Ip constructions include a necessary
topicalization of at least one phrase that is shared in both conjuncts. The
ungrammatical (37a) can be made grammatical by just adding a topicalized adverb
that is shared by both conjuncts as in (38). Some native speakers might find it
difficult to interpret (38). That is why I also give the example (39) that topicalizes an
argument of the verb.

(38) Tam o sirada Ahmet ev-e gel-ip  Mehmet uyu-du.
right that time A[NOM] house-DAT come-PC M[NOM] sleep-PST[3SG]

‘Right at that time Ahmet came home and Mehmet slept.
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(39) kitab-1  Ahmet bul-up Mehmet oku-du.
book-Acc A[NOM] find-PC M[NOM] read-PST[3SG]

‘Ahmet found the book and Mehmet read it.’

This topicalization of argument is not limited to only one. Multiple arguments
can be topicalized for -(y)Ip constructions to be acceptable. I give a relatively

extensive list of sentences in (40).

(40) a. Topicalized Subject and Indirect Object
[Ali Deniz-e] Mehmet-i vurdur-up  Naci-yi dovdiir-dii.
A[NOM] D-DAT M-AcCC hit.CAUS-PC N-ACC beat.CAUS-PST[3SG]
‘Ali made Deniz hit Mehmet and beat Naci.’

b. Topicalized Subject and Object
[Ali Mehmet-i] Deniz-e vurdur-up  Kadir-e dovdiir-dii.
A[NOM] M-ACcC  D-DAT hit.CAUS-PC K-DAT beat.CAUS-PST[3SG]
‘Ali made Deniz hit Mehmet and made Naci beat Mehmet.’

c. Topicalized Object and Indirect Object

[Mehmet-i Deniz-e] Ali vurdur-up  Osman dovdiir-dii.
M-Acc  D-DAT A[NOM] hit.CAUS-PC O[NOM] beat.CAUS-PST[3SG]

‘Ali made Deniz hit Mehmet and Osman made Deniz beat Mehmet.’

d. Topicalized Subject

[Ali]  Deniz-e Mehmet-i vurdur-up ~ Kadir-e Naci-yi
A[NOM] D-DAT M-AccC hit.CAUS-PC K-DAT N-ACC
dovdiir-dii.

beat.CAUS-PST[3SG]

‘Ali made Deniz hit Mehmet and made Kadir beat Naci.’

e. Topicalized Object

[Mehmet-i] Ali Deniz-e vurdur-up  Kadir  Naci-ye
M-AcCC A[NOM] D-DAT hit.CAUS-PC K[NOM] N-DAT
dovdiir-dii.

beat.CAUS-PST[3SG]

‘Ali made Deniz hit Mehmet and Kadir made Naci beat Mehmet.’
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f. Topicalized Indirect Object

[Deniz-e] Ali Mehmet-i vurdur-up ~ Osman Naci-yi
D-DAT A[NOM] M-ACC hit.CAUS-PC O[NOM] N-ACC
dovdiir-dii.

beat.CAUS-PST[3SG]

‘Ali made Deniz hit Mehmet and Osman made Deniz beat Naci.’

(40) shows that -(y)Ip constructions require at least one gap for
grammaticality even though the gaps do not correspond to the same order.
Topicalizing is not the only requirement for an acceptable -(y)Ip construction. The
order of the focalized arguments also matter. I give (41) for a version of (40d).
(41) ??[Ali] Deniz-e Mehmet-i vurdur-up  Naci-yi Kadir-e dovdiir-dii.

A[NOM] D-DAT M-AcCC hit.CAUS-PC N-ACC K-DAT beat.CAUS-PST[3SG]
Intended: ‘Ali made Deniz kill Mehmet and made Kadir beat Naci.’

This property of -(y)Ip constructions presents a key point for SA. In no other
environment does SA occur so closely related to the changes in information structure.
Performing SA beyond a morphological word is closely related to performing also a
drastic change in the information structure by ways of topicalizing an argument or a

phrase.

5.4 Conclusion for the structure of suspended affixation
The following points make up a general summary of the theoretical consideration
that are made in this chapter. They are based on how morphemes are treated in the

deletion process and how the environment is analyzed.

e The structural interpretation of SA requires adjustments to the existing analyses
provided for ellipsis (e.g. RNR) or a new one that solely operates for the
morphological deletion process. Addressing the morphemes for a movement,

or deletion is the key to structurally representing SA.

e SA in the conjunction of headless relative clauses show that it is performed

before a full linear order of morphemes is formed.
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e The interpretation of the SA environment and the properties that surround the
vocabulary insertion of the clitic conjoiner ile/=IA require taking an operation

like Impoverishment into account.

e The constructions formed with -(y)Ip show that SA can be performed even
though what is left is not a morphological word. The morphological word
constraint for SA can be explained by a selection of vocabulary item for
insertion of the conjoiner instead of hindering SA altogether. A morphological
word requires the insertion of a free form ve ‘and’ and a non-morphological

word requires the insertion of -(y)Ip.

e SA can not be performed on focused arguments as the alternative question

clitic =ml and the focus clitic =dA hinder suspension.
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSION

In this thesis, my primary aim was to investigate the interactions and core workings
of SA. I used empirical and theoretical devices to better represent SA and its
relations. I did not have a small and fixed set of problems for which I engage in
finding solutions. The topic itself on the other hand is very specific and the number of
languages it is observed in is few. I realized that the literature has fixated on only the
suspended part and not the environment. That is why my primary objective became
pinpointing the space that SA occupies in Turkish. I investigated the type of
morphemes that can take part in SA, the environment SA is used in and what it can
bring for a study of sentence processing in Turkish. Answers to the questions in (1)

can be found in my thesis, in the order they are presented:

(1) 1. What are the analyses for SA in Turkish, and similar processes in other
languages? Some form of sharing for Turkish is prominent, ellipsis in other
languages like German, Mari, Ossetic, and Korean.

ii. What type of affixes can be targeted by SA? Mostly inflectional, relative
frequency of a suffix increases acceptability.

iii. Does the type of conjoiner have an effect in performing SA? veya ‘or’ with
pragmatic implicature lowers acceptability in the nominal domain and focus
clitics hinder SA.

iv. Does SA create environments for testing notions like Reanalysis? Yes, it
results in participants preferring structurally simpler constructions and
performing a morphologically complex operation like SA.

v. How does an informed analysis of SA look like? Constraints for RNR
analysis or a morphology specific deletion analysis.

vi. Is SA beyond a morphological word possible? Yes, if the vocabulary
insertion for the conjoiner is changed from a free form conjoiner ve ‘and’ to

a suffix -(y)Ip.
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My observations indicate that SA in Turkish is highly reserved for inflectional
suffixes. It is not necessarily hard to process. Other than its main function, it can be
used to create structural ambiguities that lead to increased processing difficulty with
disambiguations that contradict it. It can also cause lasting effects even after reading
the sentence is completed. SA is a process of ellipsis that target terminal nodes
instead of individual morphemes. SA being optional or successful is dependent on its
environment, which is conjunction. The suffix -(y)Ip can be considered as an example
for SA beyond a morphological word although it is not typically warranted. In the
following sections, I propose some empirical considerations that could be used to
further investigate the claims I made, or the points that arise from the experiments I

conducted.

6.1 Pragmatics and Suspended Affixation

In the experiments and the descriptions provided for SA, it is not clear what function
it serves. There is no prominent reading difference resulting from performing or not
performing SA. One point is the question of why veya ‘or’ reduces acceptability for
SA of Acc. The analysis I provided focuses on the interaction between the use of

a conjoiner and pragmatics. It suggests the reading of ‘A’ (and) to be present. This
can not be achieved by veya ‘or’ because in the environment I used, it interacted with
pragmatics and lost the reading of ve ‘and’. A further research into this point can be
made by using veya ‘or’ in different environments like conditionals, quantificational
determiners, and questions. This means that the environment of SA is placed under

another environment and the argument I make can be further investigated.

6.2 Why use only two conjuncts?

In the beginning of my thesis, I asserted that SA is possible with more than two
conjuncts, but the literature revolves around two conjuncts. According to my
observations, SA of derivational suffixes is not viable and SA does not have too much

processing cost. Yet I made these observations using only two conjuncts for the
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environment of SA. The same points need to be tested with increased number of
conjunctions. Examples for SA of derivational suffixes can be found in a corpus, yet
these examples usually involve more than two conjuncts. SA may be used as a
strategy to avoid repetition of derivational suffixes. That is why those examples are
found in the corpus. The processing cost is low, maybe because the process of
retrieving the suffix and implementing it for only one conjunct is not labor intensive
for a substantial increase in processing difficulty. These are some of the points that

makes it worth looking into SA with numerous conjuncts.

6.3 Why diverge on both empirical and theoretical grounds?

In my thesis, I made use of both the empirical and theoretical tools to provide an
argument or support a point. In issues that are novel and oriented towards answering
a question, I used empirical tools. They provide me with how a variable interacts with
a process that I am after and how it can be explained. A simple yes and no session
with myself as a native Turkish speaker was not enough to capture the fine points or
variation of the phenomenon. These can be related to the effect of a conjoiner
change, the effects of incremental changes in suspension, and many more. [ used
theoretical grounds to argue for or against a formal analysis provided for SA, and

how to characterize a clitic ile/=IA or a suffix -(y)Ip.

6.4 My experience in writing a thesis

Throughout the process of writing my thesis, I tried to compartmentalize my tasks.
The nature of my thesis and my goal of majorly exploring SA made it more suitable
for such a way of studying. I was able to make myself engage with my thesis in
different ways and shed different lights on the problems. I decided what topic to
study early on, and to my surprise it bore fruit and offered an array of different
aspects that I can approach piece by piece. My thesis is not a single line going from
one dot to the other. I like to think of it as the collection of the concentric circles

around SA and what they interact with.
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APPENDIX A
EXPERIMENT 1: ACCEPTABILITY ITEMS

1_Ahmet herseyi biliyormuscasina ve/veya anliyormusc¢asina konusuyor sagda solda.
2_Her seye ragmen herkesi kabullenircesine ve/veya severcesine davranmak insani
insan yapar.

3_Cok duygulanip gozlerim yasarircasina ve/veya kizarircasina giilmek istiyorum.
4_Sevilmeyen kigiler inat¢1 ve/veya yalanci insanlardir.

5_Bu devirde insanci1 ve/veya toplumcu davranis sergilemek nadir goriiliiyor.
6_Tartismalarinda duyudugumuz Trumpg1 ve/veya Hillaryci yorumlar tam olarak
gercegi yansitmiyor.

7_Gezegenler listesinden ¢ikan Pluton gezegenimsi ve/veya goktasimsi ozellikler
tastyor.

8_En cok satilan seker agizda vanilyams: ve/veya nanemsi bir tat birakan.

9_Bu tarz olaylar insanin i¢inde 6fkemsi ve/veya nefretimsi duygular doguruyor.
10_Doktora gittigimizde belimdeki besinci ve/veya altinci kemiklerin zedelendigini
ogrendik.

11_Siraya gecen insanlardan birinci ve/veya ikinci siradakiler a¢ kalacak.
12_Buraya yerlesen go¢menlerin ikinci ve/veya ligiincii nesilleri Tiirk¢eyi 68renmis
olacak.

13_Buraya ne zaman gelsek vanilyali ve/veya cikolatali dondurmay1 mutlaka yeriz.
14_Bu saatte pizza sdyleyeceksen biberli ve/veya sucuklu pizza sdyleme liitfen.
15_Aldigim elbisenin iizerinde noktali ve/veya cizgili motifler varsa ayakkabi1 bulmak
zor olur.

16_Bu yasa tasarisi tartigsmasiz ve/veya itirazsiz kabul edilmis mecliste.
17_Insanlarin dayanabilecegi susuz ve/veya yemeksiz giin sayis1 belli.
18_Seksenlerde baslayan yagsiz ve/veya sekersiz yiyecekler tikketme trendi ¢ok uzun
stirmedi.

19_Sabah okul zili ¢alinca 6grenciler iicer ve/veya dorder siraya dizilirler.

20_Bu magaza pantolonlar1 beser ve/veya altisar raflara diziyor.

21_Masa bacaklarini yediser ve/veya sekizer paketler halinde sakliyoruz.

22_Ashina bakilirsa kalemi ve/veya defteri cok pahaliya almissin.

23_Yarin kdyden gelecek tursuyu ve/veya ezmeyi hemen yeyip bitirmezsem iyi olur.
24 _Geg saatlerde yiiriidgiim yolu ve/veya sahili hi¢ unutmadim.

25_Bu yarista Alman ekibi ikincilik ve/veya ii¢linciiliik kupasini kil pay1 kagirdi.
26_Baskalarina kars1 besledigimiz dostluk ve/veya diismanlik hisleri bizi mutlaka
etkiliyordur.

27_Pazara gidip bes kiloluk ve/veya alt1 kiloluk paketler halinde patates alip geldim.
101_Ogretmenler odasindan yiikselen sesler baz1 6grencileri endiselendirdi.
102_Sayfalarin1 kurcaladigi kitab1 bir kenara koyulup yazmaya devam etti.
103_Eger uzlagsma saglanirsa Suriyede yeni anyasa olusturma siirecine gecilecek.
104_Her giin ¢ekicle ve kazmayla ¢alistifina elleri bir hayli nasirliydi.

105_Devlet tiyatrolarinin salonlar1 sezon boyunca doluyor ve bilet bulmak ¢ok zor.
106_Bu cicek kirilgan ve narin bir yapiya sahip o ylizden yetistirilmek cok zor.
107_Amasra’ya giderken bir siire agaglarla cevrili bir yoldan gecersiniz.
108_Elektrikli arag iiretimi son yillardaki en yiiksek seviyesinde ve hala artilmakta.
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109_Gida zehirlenmesi yagsayan askerler acilen hastaneye kaldirilip tedavi altina
aliacak.

110_Hareketlerinde bir sorun goremeyen dansg¢i hocasina sitem olduruyor.
111_Miizige kendini kaptiran seyirciler hep bir agizdan sozleri tekrar ediyorlar.
112_Katildig: bir programda kendisine yoneltilen soruyu sagma denip gegistirdi.
113_Hong Kong bu aralar gostericiler ve polis arasindaki ¢atismalara sahit oluyor.
114_Agir kayiplar veren ittifak devletleri savasta yeni bir cephe actirilmak istiyorlar.
115_Kas goz hareketi yaparak garsona siirpriz pastay1 getirmesini isaret etti.
116_Masasinin gizli bolmesinde her ihtimalde karg1 bir silah bulunduruyordu.
117_Iki Sehrin Hikayesi hak ettigi gibi MEB ilk yiiz eser listesinde yer almaktadhr.
118_Berberler bir¢ok kiiltiirde kilit olmasa da 6nemli bir rol oynanmaktadir.
119_Hristiyan demokratlarin Almanya ve Avrupa birligindeki basarisini biliyoruz.
120_Bir¢ok kez anayasa degisikligi gidilen Tiirkiye referandumlara yabanci degil.
121_Hig degilse yasadigini biliyorsun, bu bile yeter bazen insana.

122_Kimyasal s1zint1 nedeniyle fabrika acilen tahliye oldurulmak zorundaydi.
123_Dolapta buldugu birka¢ malzemeyle kendisine kahvalt1 hazirlayip yedi.
124_Eski Tiirk filmlerinden firlama ¢izgili bir pijamasi vardi ve ona giyinip uyurdu.
125_Giinliik doldurmas1 gereken belgeleri birike birike bir y1gin haline gelmisti.
126_Yapimi devam eden projeyi mali yetersizliklere dolay1 sonlandirdi.

127_Yeni aldi8 traktorii bir hevesle calistirip tarlasina dogru yol aldi.

128_Planlar istedigi gibi giderse ona giivenilen herkes memnun olacak.
129_Bekarlar partisi diizenlemek isteyen damada gelin izin vermedi.

130_Kaynagi belli olmayan bilgilere gore bircok kisinin evi izlendirilmis.
131_Yo6re insaninin her sene diizenledigi festivale bu sene biiyiik isimler de katiliyor.
132_Haber ajanslarindan alinan bilgiye gore yangina zamaninda miidahale
olunulmamus.

133_Diger milletler tarafindan kabul gérmeyen gruplar marjinallesmeye egilimlidir.
134_Yapilan degisikliklere kars1 gelinmek anlagilabilir ancak kabul edilemez.
135_Cocuklar top oynarken hi¢ kimseyi ve hicbir seyi duymuyorlar ki.

136_Su ve hava kirliligi ile miicadele konusunda belediye sinifta kalinmis durumda.
137_Ogrenciler igin saglanan aylik kart imkani herkes tarafindan olumlu karsiland.
138_Sinir ihlallerine karsilik verinmek her iilkenin 6zgiin hakki ve ayricaligidir.
139_I¢ savastan kacan gocmenlerin y1g1ldig1 sehirler hizmet vermekte zorlaniyor.
140_Son on yildaki agaclandirma faaliyetleri meyvelerine vermeye bagladi bile.
141_Diinya genelinde kabul goren Birlesmis Milletler bircok sorumluluk
tistlenmektedir.

142_Madde kullanimina miicadele kolluk kuvvetlerinden sosyal hizmetlere
kaydirilmali.

143_Eskinin tag plak sarkilar1 giiniimiizde dijital ortamda daha iyi muhafaza ediliyor.
144_Miizik ve sanata olan meraki onda her zaman hobi olarak kalinmis ve
ilerlememistir.

145_Ders baslamadan once sinif defterini dolduran 6gretmen bir yandan yoklama
ald1.

146_Takviminde bos kalan giinleri kendine hediye saydirilan ¢ok yogun bir insandi.
147_Vakit buldukc¢a arkadaslariyla dolasip vakit dldiiriiyordu akli sira.
148_lIzleyenlerin hayal diinyasini genisleten filmler listesi olusturunmak lazim.
149_0Ozenle her giin yazdig1 giinliigiinii seneler sonra bulup sevinmisti kadin.
150_Kardeslerinin ayakkabilarina gotiiriip camura atan yaramaz ¢ocuk buydu.
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151_Yaptiklarimi dikkatlice izlerseniz piif noktasinin ne oldugunu anlarsiniz.
152_Geride biraktig1 ailesi ve anilarini birka¢ ay sonra unutulup yeni bir hayata
bagladi.

153_Meslege ilk atildiginda ¢irak olan Mehmet artik bir marangoz ustast olmustu.
154_Yaklasan oglunun sesini duyunca uzagi géremeyen gozleri yasarinmisti birden.
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APPENDIX B
EXPERIMENT 2: SELF PACED ITEMS

B.1 Sentences

1_Eski mektuplarin satirlarinda cok kosarmisgsin veya giilermissin diye ¢ok bahsin
geciyor.

2_Eglencelerin odag1 olan partiler diizenlermissin veya tertiplermissin diye duydum
ben bagkalarindan.

3_Onceden Sezen Aksu’nun sarkilarini dinlermisim veya ezberlermisim ama simdi
hig¢birini hatirlamiyorum.

4_Unlii dizi Siiper Babay1 izlermisiz veya severmisiz ciinkii bu ailemizin
eglencesiymis.

5_Agaci1 kirar diye ona kizarmisiz veya bagirirmisiz ki aaca hi¢ tirmanmasin.

6_Bu dersin 6devlerini zamaninda yapsaymigim veya gonderseymisim hoca tam puan
verecekmis.

7_Yazicidan ¢ikan belgeyi ceketime koysaymisim veya korusaymisim hi¢ de
1slanmayacakmus aslinda.

8_Boregin pistidi kiiciik firin1 izleseymisiz veya gozetleseymisiz simdi yanik borek
yemezdik.

9_Geng¢ yaslarda diizenli sekilde beslenseymisim veya yasasaymisim daha uzun émiir
siirermigim.

10_Arsadan elde edilen madeni isleseymisiz veya satsaymisiz ¢ok fazla para
kazanirmigiz.

11_Hocanin her sdyledigini dikkatlice dinleyecekmisiz veya ozetleyecekmisiz ¢iinkii
bunlar sinavda gerekliymis.

12_Arabay1 yagmurdan korumak i¢in boyatacakmissin veya kaplatacakmissin ki
araba su gecirmesin.

13_Siparisi verilen bu aletleri monteleyecekmissin veya tagiryacakmigsin sahipleri
gelip gormeden Once.

14_Giivece atilacak bu sarimsaklari dilimleyecekmisim veya ezecekmisim ki sadece
tad1 kalsin.

15_Doktorun tavsiyesine gore gozlerimi dinlendirecekmisim veya ovalayacakmisim
ki kan dolagimi hizlansin.

16_Hurdaciya gelen teknolojik aletleri kurcalamaliymisiz veya incelemeliymisiz
ancak bunlar1 yapmakta geciktik

17_Bu Hindistan cevizlerini heniiz kirmamaliymisim veya yememeliymisim bu
yiizden biraz bekledim.

18_Uzerinde toz biriken masay1 yikamaliymisim veya silmeliymisim diye
mirildandim kendi kendime.

19_Bu makinenin icindeki diglileri sokmeliymisiz veya ¢ikarmaliymisiz ki nasil
calistigin1 6grenelim.

20_Tasarruf yapmak i¢in firin1 kullanmamaliymisiz veya agmamaliymisiz ¢iinkii firin
cok yakiyormus.

21_Dagan ¢ikmak gerekirse diye hazirlamyormusuz veya bekliyormusuz ama disarda
yagmur yag1yor.

22_Kuslarin senelik gog¢ giizergahini izliyormusuz veya belirliyormusuz ki ¢cevre
diizenlemelerine uyalim.
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23_Resmi torende yliriiyen askerlere bakiyormusuz veya sasirtyormusuz ¢iinkii cok
diizenli yiiriyorlardi.

24_Saytfalar1 porsiimiis an1 defterine yasiyormusum veya egleniyormusum diye
usulca not diistiyorum.

101_Kitap almaya giderken karsima ¢ikan adama garip bir sekilde bakarak gectim.
102_Buralara gelerek kendini tehlikeye atmak i¢in ¢cok gengsin desem bana inanirdin.
103_Her giinii iple ¢cekerek yasamak sanirim mutlu olmanin en biiyiik sirri.
104_Aksama rus salatast yapmak i¢in pazardan havug ve uzun tursu aldim.
105_Dolapta birkag giindiir bekleyen zeytinleri bir an evvel sofraya koyalim bence.
106_Kirmiz1 1s1kta gecen aracin plakasi kameralardan ¢ok net bir sekilde
goziikiiyordu.

107_Ekonomiyi takip ederken dikkat edilmesi gereken en 6nemli husus degiskenlerin
coklugudur.

108_Everest dagin1 tirmanmak gercekten de yetenek ve cesaret gerektiren bir istir.
109_Solunum yollarinda a¢iga ¢ikan iltihaptan dolay1 yogun bakim iinitesinde
giinlerdir bekletiliyor.

110_Karigik 1zgara meniide yer alan en pahali yemeklerden sadece goze ¢arpaniydi.
111_Matbaadan ¢ikan yeni basim kitaplar yayinevinin istedigi kalitede olmadigindan
geri gonderildi.

112_Bilgisayar caginda yasadigimiz i¢in bunu hayatimizdaki vazgecilmezler listesine
artik eklememiz gerek.

113_Cok yiirimekten ayaklarina kara sular inen cografya 6gretmeni mola isareti
verdi.

114_Bodrum katindaki duvarlar1 nem alan yurtta tadilat ¢caligsmalar1 giinlerdir devam
ediyor.

115_Cat1 yalittminin sagladig1 enerji tasarrufu yalitim yaptirmayi maliyet agisindan
ekonomik yapiyor.

116_Ulkesini savunurken siddete tanik olan askerler akil sagliklarin1 korumakta
giicliik cekiyor.

117_Resimlerinde gokyiiziinii higbir zaman maviye boyamayan ressam diinyaca tinlii
bir sanatkar.

118_Mantar panoya asilacak hatirlatmalar takip ederseniz hangi giin ne yapacaginizi
bilirsiniz.

119_Ellerini sicak sudan soguk suya sokmayan insanlar risk almak nedir bilmiyorlar.
120_Kitaptaki karakterleri anlayabilmek i¢in satir aralarini ¢ok dikkatli okumak bile
yetmiyor.

121_Geri doniisiim i¢in biriktirilen plastik ve mensgei liriinler yeterince 1yi
saklanmiyor.

122_Elektrik iiretiminde siirdiiriilebilir kaynaklara ge¢cmek kadar tiikketimde verimi
arttirmak da 6nemlidir.

123_Cop kutularin1 devirerek temizlikgileri sinir eden kedi sonunda sokagi terk
etmis.

124_Fabrikalarda alinacak yeni giivenlik onlemleri resmi gazetede yayimlanarak
bugiin yiirtirlige girdi.

125_Maden iscilerinin greve gitmesi komiir iiretiminde ciddi bir diisiise neden oldu.
126_Giiney Amerika iilkelerindeki yiiksek su¢ oran1 ekonomi gelistikce giderek
azalmaya bagladi.
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127_Kaliforniyada evsiz insanlar sayis1 giin gectikce artmasina ragmen gorevliler
onlem almiyor.

128_Ucaga binerken adim attifiniz yere dikkat edin ciinkii orada bosluk var.
129_Kitaplara diigkiin oldugundan ne zaman kitap¢inin oniinden gegsek mutlaka igeri
girer.

130_Yanip sonen 1s1klart takip ederseniz yolun sonunda calismanin oldugu alandan
cikarsiniz.

131_Tadilat parasin1 toplamak i¢in bir araya gelen koyliiler kendi aralarinda
anlasamadi.

132_Anotasyon iglemi icin gerekli olan kotay1 tamamlamak i¢in durmaksizin
caligsmak gerekiyor.

133_Yogun bakima alinan trafik kazas1 kurbani biitiin miidahalelere ragmen hayatta
kalamadi.

134_Universite sinavinda yiiksek puan almak kadar dogru tercih yapmak da
onemlidir.

135_Dogu yakasini kirip gegiren kasirga arkasinda cok biiyiik mali hasar birakti.
136_S1zma zeytinyagini ve sirkeyi ince agizl sise kullanarak salataya yavasca
ekleyiniz.

137_Diinyanin dort bir yanini dolasan Barig Mango benim en favori sarkicim.
138_Diigiin yeri olarak secilen salonun bahcesi ve 1siklar1 herkes tarafindan
begenildi.

139_Cam kavanozlar salatalik tursusuyla doldurup soguk bir yere kaldiralim ki
bozulmasinlar.

140_Kemence ¢almaya calismak gitar calmaktan ¢ok da farkli bir yetenek
gerektirmiyor.

141_Bozuk dus baghiginit degistirirken ayagi birden kay1p kiivetin kenarina kafasini
carpti.

142_Kaulplar diisen dolabin kapagini agmak i¢in parmagini araya sokup geriye cek.
143_Ucurumun kenarindan denize dogru baktigin zaman karsinda gordiiiin manzara
cok giizel.

144_Cocuk sandalyenin ucuna oturup ileri geri sallanirken annesi 6teki odadan
bagirdi.

145_Ellerine kirmiz1 sa¢ boyasi bulastigindan musluk baglarini ve kapilar1 dirsegiyle
acti.

146_Pazar yerini gectikten sonra karsinda gordiigiin bankamatigin hemen yaninda
seni bekliyorum.

147_Anlagsmanin taraflar1 birkag farkli hususta ortak bir kaniya varmak i¢in bulustu.
148_Dibi delinmis siseyle su tasimaya calisan ¢cocuk eve geldiginde sise bombostu.

B.2 Questions

1_correct_Bahsin eski mektuplarda geciyor.
2_correct_Partiler eglencenin odagiydi.
3_correct_Sarkilar Sezen Aksu’nundu.

4 _correct_Unlii dizi Siiper Baba idi.
5_correct_Agaci kirarim diye kiziyorlar.
6_correct_Dersin 6devi zamaninda yapilacak.
7_correct_Belge yazicidan ¢ikmis.
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8_correct_Firin kiictikmiis.

9_correct_Geng yasta diizenli yaganmaliymus.
10_correct_Maden arsadan elde edilmis.
11_correct_Hocay1 dikkatlice dinleyecekmisim.
12_correct_Arabay1 yagmurdan koruyacakmisim.
13_incorrect_Bisikleti monteleyecekmigsin.
14_incorrect_Giivece biber atacakmigim.
15_incorrect_Tavsiyeyi komsum vermis.
16_incorrect_Hurdaciya bozuk aletler gelmis.
17_incorrect_Findiklart yememeliymisim.
18_incorrect_Pencerenin iizerinde toz birikmis.
19_incorrect_Kablolar1 sékmeliymisim.
20_incorrect_Ocag1 kullanmamaliymigim.
21_incorrect_Disarda kar yagiyor.
22_incorrect_Kuslarin senelik beslenmesini izliyormusuz.
23_incorrect_Ogrencilere bakiyormusuz.
24_incorrect_Giinliige not diisiiyormusum.
101_correct_Garip bir sekilde adama baktim.
102_correct_Cok gengsin desem inanirdin.
103_correct_Mutlu olmanin bir sirr1 var.
104_correct_Rus salatast i¢in tursu aldim.
105_correct_Dolapta bekleyen zeytinler var.
106_correct_Arag kirmizi 1g1kta gecmis.
107_correct_Degisken ¢coklugu onemlidir.
108_correct_Dag tirmanmak cesaret gerektirir.
109_correct_Solunum yollarinda iltihap var.
110_correct_Karigik 1zgara en pahali iiriin.
111_correct_Yeni basim kitaplar kaliteli olmamus.
112_correct_Bilgisayar ¢caginda yasiyoruz.
113_correct_Cografya 6gretmeni mola verdi.
114_correct_Yurtta tadilat calismasi var.
115_correct_Cati yalittmi ekonomik.
116_correct_Askerler siddete tanik oluyor.
117_correct_Ressam gokyiiziinii maviye boyamiyor.
118_correct_Hatirlatmalar mantar panoya asilacak.
119 _correct_Insanlar risk almak nedir bilmiyor.
120_correct_Satir aralar1 dikkatli okunmali.
121_correct_Geri doniisiim plastigi iyi saklanmiyor.
122_correct_Enerji verimini arttirmak onemlidir.
123_correct_Kedi ¢op tenekelerini deviriyor.
124_correct_Giivenlik 6nlemleri yiiriirlige girdi.
125_incorrect_Altin iiretiminde diisiis oldu.
126_incorrect_Sug orani artiyor.
127_incorrect_Evsiz sayis1 azaliyor.

128 _incorrect_Otobiise binerken dikkat edin.
129_incorrect_Kisi teknolojiye diigkiin.
130_incorrect_Yolda kaza var.
131_incorrect_Koyliiler tadilat yapti.
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132_incorrect_Anotasyon kotas1 yok.
133_incorrect_Kazazede hayatta.
134_incorrect_Yiiksek puan almak zordur.
135_incorrect_Dogu yakasinda kuraklik olmus.
136_incorrect_Zeytinyag1 dolmaya eklenecek.
137 _incorrect_Zeki Miiren favori sarkicim.
138_incorrect_Evin bahgesi var.
139_incorrect_Kavanozlar domatesle dolu.
140_incorrect_Ut ¢calmak gitara benzer.
141_incorrect_Su vanasi bozuk.
142_incorrect_Dolabin kapag diismiis.
143_incorrect_Karsidaki ev ¢cok giizel.

144 _incorrect_Cocugun babasi bagirdi.
145_incorrect_Ellerine duvar boyasi bulagmus.
146_incorrect_Berberin yaninda bekliyorum.
147_incorrect_Karsilagsmanin taraflar bulustu.
148_incorrect_Legenin dibi delikmis.
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APPENDIX C
EXPERIMENT 3: SELF PACED ITEMS

C.1 Sentences

1_Bence baron ve (cesur) sovalyeyi ddiillendiren kral birbirlerini/onlar1 satoda
dinleyecek.

2_Sanirim hemsgire ve (zavalli) hastayr goren doktor birbirlerine/onlara ameliyati
hatirlatacak.

3_Umarim muhabir ve (endiseli) gorevliyi duyan bakan birbirlerini/onlar1 toplantida
uyaracak.

4_Mesela antrenor ve (utangag) dansc¢iy: tantyan sporcu birbirlerini/onlar1 yarismaya
kaydedecek.

5_So6zde adam ve (acemi) garsonu farkeden kadin birbirlerini/onlar restoranda
agirlayacak.

6_Ote yandan akademisyen ve (unutkan) sekreteri uyaran rektor birbirlerini/onlar
torene ¢agiracak.

7_Anlagilan kuyumcu ve (caresiz) donerciyi dolandiran hirsiz birbirlerini/onlari
polise ihbar ediyor.

8_Allahtan 6gretmen ve (caligkan) 68renciyi unutan miidiir birbirlerini/onlar1 okulda
gorlyor.

9_Belli ki yazar ve (eski) editorii arayan sair birbirlerine/onlara sokakta sesleniyor.
10_Neyse ki adam ve (sakar) ¢iragi cagiran cilingir birbirlerine/onlara kapiy1
gosteriyor.

11_Anlagilan hostes ve (gencg) yolcuyu begenen pilot birbirlerini/onlar1 ucakta
gozetliyor.

12_Aslinda hamal ve (kurnaz) tezgahtar1 bulan siit¢ii birbirlerini/onlar1 pazarda
kandiriyor.

13_Bu arada yarismaci ve (sirin) sunucuyu elestiren seyirci birbirlerini/onlari
salondan cikard.

14_Demek ki sehzade ve (temkinli) veziri dinleyen padisah birbirlerini/onlar1 savasa
ugurladi.

15_Mesela subay ve (dikkatsiz) cavusu fircalayan general birbirlerine/onlara
dikkatlice bakti.

16_Ne yazik ki profesor ve (azimli) asistani arastiran dekan birbirlerini/onlar1
projeden vazgegirdi.

17_lyi ki veznedar ve (iyimser) cerrahi kandiran yatirimci birbirlerini/onlar satistan
caydirdi.

18_Aslinda biiyiikel¢i ve (sagkin) cevirmeni bekleyen bagbakan birbirlerini/onlari
gorliismeye davet etti.

19_S6zde miizisyen ve (alimli) modele yaklagsan aktor birbirlerine/onlara duyuruyu
okuyacak.

20_Kisacas1 oyuncu ve (uzun) kameramana seslenen yonetmen birbirlerine/onlara
sahneyi izletecek.

21_Umarim yatirimcl ve (yorgun) is¢iye bakan miihendis birbirlerini/onlar1 planlarla
bilgilendirecek.

22_Bence fotografc1 ve (gecimsiz) berbere bagiran gozliikcii birbirleriyle/onlarla
kahvede karsilasacak.
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23_Belli ki asker ve (kaygisiz) bekgiye kizan komutan birbirlerine/onlara kiglay:
gosteriyor.

24 _Yani kasap ve (cevik) elemana giivenen pazarci birbirlerine/onlara ditkkkan
emanet ediyor.

25_0Ote yandan marangoz ve (konugkan) ustabagina takilan mimar
birbirlerinden/onlardan siparisi aliyor.

26_Neyse ki cigcekei ve (giileg) rehbere danisan turist birbirlerine/onlara hediyeyi
sectiriyor.

27_Allahtan matbaaci ve (6zensiz) teknisyene giicenen yayimci birbirlerini/onlar
atolyede gordii.

28_Maalesef muavin ve (6zenli) bilet¢iye karigsan sofor birbirlerini/onlari giizergahtan
vazgecirdi.

29_Demek ki madenci ve (1limli) miifettise ulagan tiiccar birbirlerini/onlar1 telefonla
aradu.

30_Ustelik denizci ve (durgun) balik¢iya inanan kaptan birbirlerinden/onlardan rotay:
ogrendi.

31_Nedense avukat ve (insafli) hakime giivenen patron birbirlerinden/onlardan
giivence istedi.

32_Yani manav ve (saygili) delikanlidan bahseden terzi birbirleriyle/onlarla dalga
geciyor.

33_Nedense piyanist ve (hevesli) seyirciden utanan sarkici birbirlerini/onlar1 sahneye
cagiriyor.

34_Ustelik kadin ve (sakin) muhtardan ¢ekinen koylii birbirlerini/onlar1 yemege
buyur ediyor.

35_1yi ki hizmetli ve (hirsh) yoneticiden korkan asc1 birbirlerine/onlara tarifi verdi.
36_Kisacasi kiraci ve (dalgin) kapicidan bikan emlakei birbirlerine/onlara daireyi
gezdirdi.

37_Hic degilse futbolcu ve (tarafli) hakemden usanan direktor birbirlerini/onlari
yonetime sikayet etti.

38_Sanirim ¢ift¢i ve (sinirli) cobandan kacan imam birbirleriyle/onlarla meydanda
kargilast1.

39_Maalesef papaz ve (bilgili) rahibeden uzaklasan filozof birbirlerini/onlar1
tartismaya zorladi.

40_Hig degilse hizmetci ve (ihmalkar) kiracidan huylanan tesisat¢1 birbirlerine/onlara
tadilat tarif etti.

101_Kilitli eve giden sevimli kadin gerisin geri dondii.

102_Karmasik sokakta yalmz kalan ¢aresiz adam ¢ok korktu.

103_Kitabimi ve defterini unutan ¢ocuk okula ge¢ geldi.

104_Gereksiz konular1 merak eden adam fazlasiyla vakit kaybediyor.

105_Sabirsiz 6gretmeni goren okul miidiirii hemen ¢ocuklara seslendi.
106_Sicakkanlt ag¢iya bakan gorevli temizlige biraz yardim etti.

107_Daireyi ve binay1 temizleyen kapicinin maasina zam yapildi.

108_Yeni ameliyat olan hastay1 hemsire ¢ok fena azarladi.

109_Goriismeye geg kalan 68renci 6devini zamaninda teslim edemedi.

110_Feci kazada ve sonrasinda yaralanan olmamasi insanlar1 rahatlatt.

111_Emekli 6gretmen kars karsiya kaldig1 garip durumu anlayamadi.
112_Arabasini alan ve islerini bitiren adam gereginden fazla yoruldu.
113_Defterleriyle kalemlerini evde unutan kiiciik cocuk durmadan agladi.
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114_Elektrik faturast ve benzin iicretlerinin arttig1 bir donemdeyiz.

115_Sisenin kapaginda gordiigii acayip yaziy: dikkatlice okumaya caligti.
116_Masasinda veya arabasinda daginik bir kagit parcasi bulunamadi.

117_Asc1 pisirdigi yemekleri miidiire ve hizmetliye gururla gosterdi.

118_Korkan hayvanlar1 ahira gétiiren ¢oban az daha 6liiyordu.

119_Sarkinin notalarini karistiran tecriibeli piyanist ne yapacagini bilemedi.
120_Mac1 kaybeden takimdaki futbolcular degerlendirme yapmak i¢in bekliyorlar.
121_Pistte kalan lastikler u¢agin kaza yapmasina sebep olmus.

122_Kirmuzi ¢izgileri olmayan sporcu calismalarini ¢ok sert siirdiiriiyor.
123_Ahmetle dalga gecen ¢ocuk sonunda hak ettigini buldu.

124_Caresiz kalan as¢1 depoda kalan son sebzeleri pisirdi.

125_Dinlenmeksizin ¢aligan isciler ¢oktandir mola vermek icin sabirsizlaniyor.
126_Yirtilmig gomleklerini tamir ettirmek i¢in terziye gitmis olmali.

127_Olay yerine gelen polisler oncelikle siiphelinin egkalini belirledi.

128_Yaya gecidinde kirmizi 15181in yanmasini beklemeyen soforler vardi.
129_Sayfalarim karigtirdig: kitabi bir kenara koyup uyumaya bagladi.
130_Gorevliler elektrik hattini tehlikeye sokan agac dallarini kestiler.

131_C1g tehlikesinin yiiksek oldugu yollarda karayollar1 6nlem almali.
132_Fotokopi makinasinin miirekkebini de8istirmek i¢in yeni kartus gerekli.
133_Muavinin tarif ettidi yol lizerinde dinlenme tesisi yok.

134_Hostes ucus baglamadan 6nce giivenlik yonergelerinin hepsini anlatti.
135_Cigekeinin sattid1 laleler cok cesitli renk ve tiirlerden.

136_Balikgilar derneginin yaptig1r duyuruda kotalar protesto ediliyor.

137_Gerekli izinleri alan maden sirketi kaz1 calismalarina bagladi.

138_Sporcular1 ¢alistiran antrenor takiminin performansindan pek memnun degil.
139_Cevirmenlere is veren sirket maaglar1 dogru zamanda yatirmamus.
140_Boyadig1 tablolart sergiye ¢ikaran ressam fazlasiyla gururlaniyor.

141_Yaz tatilini gecirmek i¢in gittigi tatil yerinden esmerleserek geldi.
142_Karpuzu tamamen piire haline getirdikten sonra yavasca karisima eklemelisin.
143_Atesi yiikselen bebegi hastaneye yetistirmek icin hemen arabaya kostuk.
144_Konuyla ilgili agiklama yapmasi beklenen bakan toplantiy1 terk etti.
145_0Okulda ve kursta islenen konular1 dikkatlice takip etmek zorundasin.
146_Projeye dahil edilen konular1 not almak en oncelikli isimiz.

147_Miihendisler odasinin hazirladig1 rapora gore insaatin zemini diizgiin
yapilmamis.

148_Haberlerde ad1 gecen donercinin Uriinlerinde bir¢ok katki maddesi bulunmus.
149_Son yillardaki seller giderek daha fazla zarara sebep oluyor.

150_Kaptan gemideki insanlar1 ve kargoyu korumak i¢in demir att.

151_Yesil 151g1n yanmasiyla hizlanan araba ve motosiklet feci ¢arpisti.

152_Kirik sandalyeleri tamir eden marangoz ¢ok calistigini soylemekten ¢ekinmiyor.
153_Kelebegin tiiriinii tistiindeki sekiller veya kanadinin seklinden anlamaya
calisabiliriz.

154_Atik sularla kirlenen ve hirpalanan dereyi temizleme islemleri yetersiz.
155_Yatirimcilar kentsel doniisiim kapsaminda yikilan yerleri firsat olarak goriiyor.
156_Film sahnesinde yeterli rolii olmayan oyuncu senariste i¢ten yakindi.
157_Kuyumcunun getirdigi bileziklerin iglemeleri gelinin ailesi tarafindan cok
begenildi.

158_Fotografci tek bagina ¢ektigi tiim fotograflar1 arkadaslariyla internetten paylast.
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159_Hep beraber gittigimiz piknikte oynadigimiz oyunlari ¢ok net hatirliyorum.
160_Sekreterin kaybettigi dosyalar1 tek basina arayan profesor ¢ok sinirlendi.
161_Kitaplar1 yerine dizmekten yorulan kiitiiphaneci insanlardan sessiz olmalarini
istiyor.

162_Koseleri eskimis ¢antasini koluna gegiren doktor acilen yola ¢ikiyor.
163_Tezgahtarin 6niindeki kumaslara bakmak isteyen miisteri sesini duyurmaya
calisiyor.

164_Ciragin yanlis bagladigi kablolar diizelten teknisyen cok vakit kaybetti.
165_Vezirin tavsiyelerine kulak asmayan padisah orduyla birlikte sefere ¢ikti.
166_Hastanin ameliyati sirasinda gelisen durumdan otiirii cerrah operasyonu bitirdi.
167_Dersi biten dgrenciler tatillerini gegirmek iizere ailelerinin yanina gidecek.
168_Hizmetli camlarin temizligini bitirdikten sonra oturma odasinin temizligine
baglayacak.

169_Isiklar diizgiin yanmayan binanin elektrik hattinda problem oldugu anlagildi.
170_Burada yasayan koyliiler kahveyi kavurduktan sonra elleriyle saatlerce
doviiyorlar.

171_Turistleri dolandiran rehberleri yakalayan polis basina ac¢iklama yapmaktan
kacindi.

172 _Haftasonu partiye gidecek dgrenciler yanlarinda yiyecek ve icecek getirmeli.
173_Sokaklarda dolasan ¢ocuklarin saglikli biiyltimesi i¢in oyun parklar1 yapilmali.
174_Programin yazili oldugu ajanday1 unutan sekreter kendine ¢ok kizdi.
175_Veznedar bankaya gelen miisteriye imzanlamasi gereken belgeleri usulca uzatti.
176_Sokak iizerindeki olagan devriyeye takilan hirsiz birden kagmaya basladi.
177_Tasarimlarin1 arkadaglarina gosteren cizer giysileri hemen dikmek istiyor.
178_Yola ¢ikmadan Once hazirliklarini tamamlayan kaptan geminin yiikiinii azaltt1.
179_Sehirdeki toplum diizenine katkida bulunmasi amaciyla halk kurslar1 agiliyor.
180_Deprem sonras1 olusan hasarlarin tespiti i¢cin mahalleye uzmanlar génderildi.

C.2  Questions

1_subject correct_Baron krali dinleyecek.

2_subject correct_Hemsire doktora ameliyati hatirlatacak.
3_subject correct_Muhabir bakan1 uyaracak.

4_subject correct_Antrendr sporcuyu yarismaya kaydedecek.
5_subject correct_Adam kadini agirlayacak.

6_subject correct_Akademisyen rektorii torene ¢agiracak.
7_subject correct_Kuyumcu hirsizi ihbar ediyor.

8_subject correct_Ogretmen miidiirii goriiyor.

9_subject correct_Yazar saire sesleniyor.

10_subject correct_Adam cilingire kapiy1 gosteriyor.
11_subject correct_Hostes pilotu gozetliyor.

12_subject correct_Hamal siit¢iiyli kandiriyor.

13_subject correct_Yarigmaci seyirciyi salondan ¢ikardi.
14_subject correct_Sehzade padisahi ugurladi.

15_subject correct_Subay generale bakti.

16_subject correct_Profesor dekani vazgegirdi.

17_subject correct_Veznedar yatirimciy1 caydirdi.
18_subject correct_Biiyiikelci bagbakan1 goriismeye davet etti.
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19_subject correct_Miizisyen aktore duyuruyu okuyacak.
20_subject correct_Oyuncu yonetmene sahneyi izletecek.
21_object correct_Miihendis yatirimciya bakti.
22_object correct_Gozliik¢ii fotograf¢iya bagirdi.
23_object correct_Komutan askere kizdu.

24 _object correct_Pazarci kasaba giivenmis.
25_object correct_Mimar marangoza takilmis.
26_object correct_Turist ¢igekciye danisti.
27_object correct_Yayimci matbaaciya giicenmis.
28_object correct_Sofor muavine karigt.
29_object correct_Tiiccar madenciye ulasti.
30_object correct_Kaptan denizciye inanmis.
31_object correct_Patron avukate giivendi.
32_object correct_Terzi manavdan bahsetti.
33_object correct_Sarkici piyanistten utandi.
34_object correct_Kdylii kadindan ¢ekiniyor.
35_object correct_As¢1 hizmetliden korkuyor.
36_object correct_Emlak¢1 kiracidan bikmus.
37_object correct_Direktor futbolcudan usanmis.
38_object correct_Imam ciftciden kacmus.
39_object correct_Filozof papazdan uzaklagmus.
40_object correct_Tesisatg1 hizmetgiden huylanmas.
101_correct_Kadin kilitli eve gitti.
102_correct_Adam sokakta yalniz kaldi.
103_correct_Cocuk defteri unutmus.
104_correct_Adam vakit kaybediyor.
105_correct_Ogretmen sabirsizmus.
106_correct_Gorevli temizlige yardim etti.
107_correct_Kapici binay1 temizlemis.
108_correct_Hasta yeni ameliyat olmus.
109_correct_Ogrenci goriismeye gec kalmus.
110_correct_Yarali olmamasi insanlari rahatlatti.
111_correct_Ogretmen durumu anlamadi.
112_correct_Adam iglerini bitirmis.
113_correct_Cocuk durmadan agladi.
114_correct_Benzin iicretleri artiyor.
115_correct_Sisenin kapaginda yazi var.
116_correct_Kagit parcasi bulunamadi.
117_correct_Asc1 yemekleri gosterdi.
118_correct_Hayvanlar korkmus.
119_correct_Piyanist notalar1 karigtirmais.
120_correct_Takim mac1 kaybetmis.
121_incorrect_Ucak kaza yapmamas.
122_incorrect_Sporcu ¢aligmalarini rahat siirdiiriiyor.
123_incorrect_Ahmet ¢ocukla dalga ge¢mis.
124_incorrect_Asc1 depodaki etleri pisirdi.
125_incorrect_i§giler mola verdi.
126_incorrect_Gomlekler saglammus.
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127_incorrect_Polisler 6ncelikle olay yerini inceledi.
128_incorrect_Hicbir sofor 15181 beklemedi.
129_incorrect_Defteri kenara koydu.

130 _incorrect_Gorevliler kablolar1 kesti.
131_incorrect_Belediye 6nlem almali.
132_incorrect_Miirekkebi doldurmak i¢in kartus gerekli.
133_incorrect_Yol iizerinde dinlenme tesisi var.
134_incorrect_Hostes baz1 yonergeleri anlatti.
135_incorrect_Cicekei giil sattyormus.
136_incorrect_Balik¢ilar yasagi protesto ediyor.
137_incorrect_Sirket kesif ¢alismalarina baglad.
138_incorrect_Antrendr performanstan memnun.
139_incorrect_Sirket doktorlara is veriyor.
140_incorrect_Ressam tablolar1 satmis.
141_correct_Birisi yaz tatiline gitmis.
142_correct_Karpuzu piire halinde eklenmeli.
143_correct_Bebegin atesi yiikselmis.
144_correct_Bakandan agiklama bekleniyormus.
145_correct_Konular takip etmelisin.
146_correct_Proje konulari not edilmeli.
147_correct_Miihendisler odasi rapor hazirlamis.
148_correct_Uriinlerde katki maddesi varmus.
149_correct_Sellerin verdigi zarar artiyor.
150_correct_Kaptan demir atti.
151_correct_Araba ve motosiklet carpisti.
152_correct_Marangoz sandalye tamir ediyormus.
153_correct_Kelebegin kanatlarinda sekil varmus.
154_correct_Dere temizligi yetersizmis.
155_correct_Yikilan yerler varmus.
156_correct_Oyuncu senariste yakinmis.
157_correct_Kuyumcu bilezik getirmis.
158_correct_Fotografci fotograflar1 paylagmus.
159_correct_Oynadig1 oyunlari hatirliyormus.
160_correct_Sekreter dosyalar1 kaybetmis.
161_incorrect_Kiitiiphaneci kitap dizmemis.
162_incorrect_Cantalarin kdsesi yeni.
163_incorrect_Giysiler tezgahtarin 6niinde.
164_incorrect_Cirak kabloyu dogru baglamas.
165_incorrect_Padisah vezirin soziinii dinledi.
166_incorrect_Cerrah operasyona devam etti.
167_incorrect_0grencilerin dersi bitmemis.
168_incorrect_Hizmetli misafir odasini temizleyecek.
169_incorrect_Binanin elektrik hattinda sorun yok.
170_incorrect_Koyliiler kahveyi kavurmuyor.
171_incorrect_Polis rehberi yakalayamamais.
172_incorrect_Ogrenciler yiyecek getirmemeli.
173_incorrect_Sokaklarda ¢cocuklar dolasmiyor.
174_incorrect_Sekreter ajanday1 unutmamis.
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175_incorrect_Banka miidiirii belgeleri uzatt.
176_incorrect_Hirs1z sakince yiiriidii.
177_incorrect_Cizer giysileri bagkasina diktirecekmis.
178_incorrect_Kaptan geminin yiikiinii arttirdi.
179_incorrect_Halk kurslar1 kapatiliyor.
180_incorrect_Mahalleye erzak gonderildi.
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