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The present article investigates a type of complex sentence in Turkish where the predicate
of the embedded clause is based on a conditional form followed by the particle de or
sometimes bile. The syntactic and semantic peculiarities of this construction in Turkish
are outlined according to the exhaustive description of concessive conditionals for Euro-
pean languages by Haspelmath & Konig (1998).
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Introduction

The type of complex sentence dealt with here has a conditional form as the predicate
of the embedded clause. It does not, however, convey any conditional semantics in
the sense that a situation B is brought about only under the condition that a situation
A takes place. Konig (1994: 86) describes the semantic equivalents of this Turkish
construction for German and other Germanic languages. He claims that this sentence
type stands between conditional and concessive clauses in terms of its semantic and
syntactic properties, and labels it Concessive Conditional. In the following, I will
examine in detail this sentence type in Turkish in light of the observations made by
Konig (1994) and Haspelmath & Konig (1998).

Concessive clauses

Haspelmath & Konig (1998: 566) give a definition of the semantic properties of
concessive clauses as follows: “Concessive constructions, [...], are used to assert two
propositions against the background assumption that the relevant situations do not
normally go together”. The implied connection between the two clauses has, as
Konig explains “the status of a presupposition [...] with roughly the content that
there is a general incompatibility between the two propositions in question” (1988:
146).

Concessive clauses in Turkish

The main types of concessive clauses' in Turkish are based on converb constructions
in -mesine ragmen/karsin® or -digi halde® and, to a somewhat lesser extent, in -mekle
beraber/birlikte.*

1 For a list of other possibilities see Banguoglu (1974: 432).
2 Member of Konig’s group (i), (1988: 152).
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For a demonstration of the definition given above on a simple Turkish example,
see (1) below: despite the fact that he is ill—and that one normally would stay at
home when one is ill—Ali went to work.” In other words, the situation expressed in
the subordinate clause is irrelevant for the situation expressed in the main clause.

(1) Alihasta ol-masina ragmen  is-e git-ti.
A.ill  be-conv work-DAT  go-PST3SG
Ali hasta ol-dugu halde ise gitti.
be-CONV
Ali hasta ol-makla beraber ise gitti.
be-CONV
factual factual

‘Although Ali was ill, he went to work.’

In concessive clauses, both parts of the construction, main and subordinate clause,
are factual, and a speaker is normally confident of the truth of both clauses (Konig
1988: 146). In Turkish, the interpretation as concessive is strongest in the construc-
tion with -mesine ragmen/karsin® and weakest with -mekle beraber. The concessive
semantics in constructions with the converbs -digi halde and -mekle beraber arise
from the contrast between the situations narrated in the two clauses. Depending on
the context, for instance, if the contrast between the two situations in question is not
very strong, constructions with oldugu halde and -mekle beraber can be interpreted
simply as temporal co-occurrence, like ‘in the state of being...” and ‘together with
being ...". Thus, example (2) could be interpreted as: tafrasina kizarim ayni zamanda
kendisini severim ‘I am annoyed by his boastings (but) at the same time I do like
him’ as well as tafrasina kizmama ragmen kendisini severim ‘Despite being annoyed
by his boastings, I do like him’.

(2) Tafra-sm-a kiz-makla beraber  on-u sev-er-im.
boasting-POSS3-DAT get annoyed-CONV  he-AcC like-AOR-1SG
‘Although his boastings annoy me, I do like him.” (Banguoglu 1974: 432)

Constructions with ragmen ‘despite’ are always concessive because of the unambig-
uous semantics of the postposition. The concessive interpretation of the other two
constructions thus stems from the contrast between the two situations described in
the clauses together with a certain degree of conventionalization rather than from the
semantics of the respective postpositions.

Member of Ko6nig’s group (i), (1988: 152).

Konig’s group (iv), (1988: 154).

Konig’s group (v), (1988: 155).

After Konig’s (1994: 90) example “Obwohl Paul krank ist, geht er zur Arbeit”.

The postposition karsin ‘despite, in spite of” is mostly encountered in formal language.

AN b WN
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Besides these constructions for concessive clauses proper, in grammar books on
Turkish we find a further construction that is ascribed the semantic value of conces-
sion. In this construction, the embedded clause has the predicate in a conditional
form followed by one of the particles de or bile. This construction is one of the pos-
sibilities for expressing concessive conditionals in Turkish.

Concessive conditionals

In their article on “Concessive conditionals in the languages of Europe” Haspelmath
& Konig (1998) argue that the three types of constructions exhibited in example (3)
are each specific subtypes of a construction that Konig (1988) has labeled Conces-
sive Conditional. Whereas these subtypes do not share formal properties in most
European languages, they are obviously formally connected with each other in Turk-
ish. If one compares the Turkish translations with the English examples taken from
Haspelmath & Konig’s (1998) article, the formal similarity becomes clear: in all
three Turkish the predicate of the subordinated clause versions is marked with a
conditional form:

(3) a. Scalar concessive conditionals/extreme value
Even if we do not get any financial support, we will go ahead with our project.

Maddi  yardim alma-sak da/bile proje-yi
financial support get-NEG-COND-1PL PTCL project-ACC
devam et-tir-eceg-iz.

continuation  AUX-CAUS-FUT-1PL

b. Alternative concessive conditionals/disjunction

Whether we get any financial support or not, we will go ahead with our project.

Maddi yardim al-sak da  alma-sak da projeyi devam ettirecegiz.7
get- COND-1PL PTCL get-NEG-COND-1PLPTCL

c. Universal concessive conditionals/quantification

No matter how much/(However much) financial support we get, we will go ahead with

our project.

Ne kadar maddi yardim al-sak da (alirsak alalim) projeyi devam ettirecegiz.

get- COND-1PL PTCL

According to Haspelmath & Konig (1998), these three subtypes are semantically
and/or formally connected to

1. conditionals

2. concessives

7  Another construction with the same semantics is built with ister ‘wants’ preceding each of
both of the alternatives that are marked by the optative. Eg. Ister hosumuza gitsin ister
gitmesin markalar, [...] bir¢ok islev iistlenir. (TUD WI22F1D-4721) ‘Whether we like it
or not, brands [...] fulfil a lot of functions’. Similar constructions are also found in
Hungarian, Ossetic, Georgian and Basque; see Haspelmath & Konig (1998: 599-601).
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3. in the case of universal concessive conditionals, to free relative clauses®
4. in the case of alternative concessive conditionals, to embedded interrogative
clauses

In what follows I will focus on this type of adverbial clauses in Turkish based on the
findings made by Ko6nig (1994) and Haspelmath & Ko6nig (1998). Note that all gen-
eral findings on concessive conditionals in the following are taken from these arti-
cles and compared to the situation in Turkish. I will therefore refrain from repeated-
ly referencing Haspelmath & Konig’s (1998) article and will mention it only when
referring to a specific paragraph.

Concessive conditionals in Turkish

For Turkish, all three subtypes are generally regarded as a subtype of a conditional
clause for formal reasons: in all of them the embedded clause has the predicate
marked with a conditional suffix or copula. Subtype (a) is sometimes regarded simp-
ly as a concessive clause; see Kornfilt (1997: 76) and Lewis (1985: 269).

As for conditional clauses the association with concessive conditionals is obvi-
ous in Turkish, for all three types are formally conditional clauses with some addi-
tional element (the particle de or sometimes bile; a question/indefinite pronoun or
coordinated alternative predicates). Compare the conditional construction in exam-
ple (4a) with the concessive conditional in (4b) the ostensible formal difference
being the use of the particle dE.

(4) a. Murat sinema-ya gid-er-se Ayse kiz-ar.
M. cinema-DAT go-AOR-COND.COP3SG ~ A.  be_angry-AOR3SG
‘If Murat goes to the movies, Ayse will be angry.’
b. Murat sinema-ya git-se de  Ayse kiz-maz.
M. cinema-DAT go-COND3SG  PTCL A.  be angry-NEG.AOR3SG

Even if Murat goes to the movies, Ayse won’t be angry.’

Furthermore, there are also common semantic features that connect concessive con-
ditionals to conditional clauses.

First, simple conditional clauses can be understood as concessive (conditionals)
when the two situations in question are interpreted as contrastive.” This interpreta-
tion of conditional clauses as concessive seems to work better in Turkish with either
the contrasting adverb yine ‘again, still, yet’ in the apodosis or if the contrast is
stressed by e.g. an overt subject in the main clause different from the subordinate
clause subject. Compare the examples given in (5), where a. has an overt subject in

8 On Turkish free relative clauses based on a question word and a predicate marked with
the conditional (copula) see Ozil (1993) and Erkman-Akerson (1993).

9 “Sentences, on the other hand, that are explicitly marked as concessive can never be
reinterpreted in the sense of any other adverbial relation, however suitable the context
might be.” (Konig 1988: 150)
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the both clauses, b. contains the adverb yine ‘anew, still’ in the main clause and c. is
a “canonical” (scalar) concessive conditional construction.

(5) a. Herkes git-se ben  git-mem. (Kononov 1956: 534)
everyone  go-COND3sG | 20-NEG.AOR1SG
‘If everyone goes, I won’t go.” and ‘Even if everyone goes, [ won’t.”
b. Herkes gitse  yine gitmem/ yine de  gitmem.
‘Even if everyone goes, I won’t.’
c. Herkes gitse de (ben) gitmem.
‘Even if everyone goes, I won’t.’

Example (6a) is a conditional clause with a possible concessive nuance. The differ-
ence between the semantics of (6a) and b. is that the expectation with a. is that
Murat indeed would follow Ayse, while in b. the expectation is that Murat will even-
tually leave Ayse, which he surprisingly does not do.

(6) a. Ayse Amerika’ya  git-se Murat  on-u birak-maz.
A.  America-DAT go-COND3SG M. she-ACC leave-NEG.AOR3SG
Murat will not leave Ayse, if she goes to America.
b. Ayse Amerika’ya gitse de Murat onu birakmaz. .
‘Even if Ayse goes to America, Murat won’t leave her.’

Secondly, type Bf/alternative concessive conditional, can be paraphrased as two
coordinated conditional constructions: one assertive, the other a negative version of
the first. See (7); a paraphrase of (3b).

(7) Maddi yardim al-sak proje-yi devam et-tir-eceg-iz ve
financial support get-COND-1PL project-ACC continuationAUX-CAUS-FUT-1PL  and
maddi yardim al-ma-sa-k projeyi devam ettirecegiz.

get-NEG-COND-1PL
= Maddi yardim alsak da almasak da projeyi devam ettirecegiz.

Type C/universal concessive conditionals can be paraphrased by type B, alternative
ones:

(8) Hesap nekadar  gel-se de  dd-er-im.
bill how much come-COND3SG  PTCL pay-AOR-1SG
= Hesap az  gel-se de  ¢ok gel-se de  dderim.
bill low come-COND3SG PTCL much come-COND3SGPTCL pay-AOR-1SG

‘I will pay the bill, however much it is. = Whether it is high or low I will pay the bill.”

10 The same meaning as in a. can also be expressed by Ayse nereye giderse gitsin Murat onu
birakmaz.



Concessive conditionals in Turkish 95

According to Haspelmath & Konig (1998: 565) ordinary conditionals as well as con-
cessive conditionals express a conditional relationship between a protasis and an
apodosis. The main semantic difference between the two types is that in concessive
conditionals a set of conditions for the consequent is established in the protasis,
whereas in conditional constructions usually only one condition is related to a con-
sequent; see Konig (1994: 88). This set of conditions can contain a qualification
over a variable (universal), be a disjunction between a protasis and its negation (al-
ternative) or is an extreme value for the relevant condition (scalar).

An even more important semantic difference in my opinion, however, is that the
situations expressed in the protasis are not a condition for the situation expressed in
the apodosis to unfold but just background information for it. The situation in the
apodosis is expressed as factual and as unfolding regardless of the fulfillment of the
set of events expressed in the protasis.

A major formal difference between Turkish conditionals on the one hand and
concessive conditionals on the other, besides the use of the particles de or bile, is
that the conditional conjunctions eger ‘if” or sayet ‘if” cannot occur in concessive
conditionals.

In Turkish, in scalar concessive conditionals, the predicates theoretically can
take the same aspecto-temporal suffixes as in ordinary conditional constructions;
compare example (9).

9) Aliev-e git-se / gid-er-se / gid-ecek-se / git-ti-yse /
A. house-DAT g0-COND/-AOR-COND.COP3SG/-FUT-COND.COP3SG/-PST-COND.COP3SG
git-mis-se de  ben kal-ir-im/kal-acag-im/kal-di-m.
gO-PERF- COND.COP3SG  PTCL [ stay-AOR-1SG/-FUT-1SG/-PST-1SG
‘Even if Ali goes/will go/went home I stay/will stay/stayed.’

However, the bare conditional is far more frequent in scalar concessive conditionals
than are forms with aspect-temporal affixes. Examples (10) and (11) thus exhibit the
typical sequence of predicators for non-past and past.

(10) Dikkat et-se-m de  bir fayda-si ol-maz ki!
caution AUX-COND-1SG ~ PTCL one benefit-POSS3SG ~ AUX-NEG.AOR3SG
“Even if I am careful, it won’t help anyway!” TUD'' VA14B1A-1602

(11) Soyle-sem de  gel-mez-di-n sen. TUD PA16B4A-1247
say-COND-1SG PTCL come-NEG.AOR-PST.COP-2SG  you
‘Even if | had told you, you wouldn’t have come.’

11 Examples marked by the abbreviation TUD are all taken from the Turkish National
Corpus (http://www.tnc.org.tr/index.php/en/), established by Mustafa Aksan, Yesim Ak-
san and others. See also Aksan et al. (2012).
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In scalar concessive conditionals where the particle bile follows the predicate of the
embedded clause, the examples I have seen so far invariably have the predicate in
the bare conditional, as in example (12). When the lexical verb carries an aspecto-
temporal suffix it is followed by the auxiliary o/- which then carries the bare condi-
tional, as in example (13).

(12) ...ikram  ed-il-se bile Coca Cola ig-il-mez,
... offering AUX-PASS-COND3sG PTCL CC drink-pass-NEG.AOR3SG
Algida  dondurma ye-n-mez.
A. ice-cream eat-PASS-NEG.AOR3SG TUD SH43C4A-1885

‘....even if it is offered, Coca-Cola and Algida ice-cream are refused.’

(13) .. bu sonug-lar siyasal istikrar-la ¢elig-iyor olsa bile,
this result-PL political stability-PP contradict-PRES3SG ~ AUX-COND3SG PTCL
sonug-lar-dan tatmin ol-ma-ya devam ed-er-ler.

result-PL-ABL satisfaction AUX-VN-DAT continuation AUX-AOR-3PL
‘... even if those results conflict with political stability, they continue to be satisfied
with the results.’ IC05A2A-1770

Lewis (1985: 269) claims in his Turkish grammar that a constraint for subtype B
(alternative) is that only the simple conditional form can appear in alternative prota-
ses, while tensed forms were not possible. He maintains that “Pairs of alternative
protases are expressed in the remote form (because the two conditions, being mutu-
ally exclusive, are not open)”. Thus, only constructions like examples (14) and (15)
should be possible.

(14) Ali git-se de  git-me-se de  ben kal-ir-im.
A. g0-COND3SG  PTCL gO-NEG-COND3SG PTCL I stay-AOR-1SG
‘Whether Ali goes or not, I will stay.’

(15) Ali git-se-ydi de  git-me-sey-di de
A. g0-COND-PST.COP3SG PTCL gO0-NEG-COND-PST.COP3SG PTCL
ben  kal-r-di-m.

I stay-AOR-PST.COP1SG
‘Whether Ali had gone or not, I would have stayed.’

That seems however not to be a rule but rather the statistically most frequent case. In
principle, native speakers judge sentences like (16) and (17) as grammatical.

(16) Ali gid-iyor-sa da  git-mi-yor-sa da  ben kal-ir-um.
A. g0-PRES-COND.COP3SG  PTCL gO-NEG-PRES-CONDCOP3SG PTCL I  stay-AOR-1SG
‘Whether Ali is going or not, I will stay.’
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(17) Ali git-mig-se de  git-me-mig-se de  ben kal-di-m.
A. go-perf.COND.COP3SG PTCL g0-NEG-PERF-CONDCOP3SG PTCL I stay-PST-1SG
‘Whether Ali had gone or not, I did stay.’

Nevertheless, even though it is possible to have either bare or tensed conditional
forms as the protasis predicator, the bare form is overwhelmingly more frequent
than forms also bearing aspect-temporal markers. I will return to this below. At this
point I would just like to mention that this statistical relation of bare to marked
forms is reversed in canonical conditional constructions in Turkish, see Menz (2010:
597).

In scalar concessive conditionals, the particles de and bile are attached to the
predicate or alternatively to another constituent. The particle bile does not appear in
the other two (alternative and universal) types of concessive conditional construc-
tions. When the particle precedes the predicate, the focus shifts to the element pre-
ceding de; compare example (18) a. with (18) b. The particle in the protasis serves
to mark the contrast between the situation in the apodosis and the situation in the
protasis. If it is placed adjacent to an argument of the embedded clause rather than to
the predicate, it serves additionally to emphasize the element it is adjacent to.'

(18) a. Alimektup yaz-sa da/bile  affet-mem.
A. letter  write-COND3SG ~ PTCL forgive-NEG.AOR1SG
‘Even if Ali writes a letter, I won’t forgive him.’
b. Ali mektup da/bile yazsa affetmem.
‘Even if Ali writes a letter, I won’t forgive him.’

In universal concessive conditionals, the particle can follow either the predicate or
the question word. Compare example (19) a. and b. below:

(19) a. Ne kadar ara-sak da  bul-ama-yacag-iz.
how much search-COND3SG PTCL find-IMPOSSIB-FUT-1PL
b. Ne kadar da arasak bulamayacagiz.
‘However much we look for (her), we will not find (her).’

De and bile thus exhibit a different behavior than focus particles in concessive
clauses in languages that utilize finite subordinated clauses where the position of the
additional focus particle is fixed and normally sentence initial preceding the subor-
dinating conjunction (e.g. German auch wenn, English even if).

One of the predicates in alternative concessive conditionals can follow the main
clause, see the below example taken from Deny (1921: 846):

12 On the function of dA4 in Turkish see Goksel & Ozsoy (2003).
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(20) ben al-sa-m da  ig-i bitir-ecek-ler  al-ma-sa-m da
I take-COND-1SG PTCL work-ACC  finish-FUT-3PL take-NEG-COND-1SG PTCL
“que je me charge de I’affaire ou que je ne m’en charge point, on la finira”

As for the properties that concessive conditionals share with concessives, first, both
constructions share the factuality of the main clause. Typically, concessive condi-
tionals are semifactual; i.e. their apodosis is factual or, if the event has not occurred
at the time of speaking, the speaker is nevertheless convinced that it will inevitably
do so in the future. All main clauses of alternative concessive conditionals are factu-
al, as are all those of scalar concessive conditionals if they are linked on the epistem-
ic level. In universal concessive conditionals, the main clause is also typically factu-
al, but there are exceptions to this; see Haspelmath & Konig (1998: 567).

The subordinate clauses of concessive conditionals are of course non-factual.

Secondly, in all concessive and concessive conditional sentences, the situation
described in the subordinate clause contains an unfavorable circumstance or one that
is unusual for the situation described in the main clause; i.e. the two situations would
not normally go together. These circumstances are however presented as irrelevant
for the occurrence of the event described in the main clause. Compare the conces-
sive constructions in (21) a. and b. with the concessive conditional constructions in
(21) c.—e. Note that the interpretation of concessive in (21) b. or concessive condi-
tional in (21) c. depends on the marking of the verbs, and thus the factuality of the
clauses, rather than on the use of the particle dA.

(21) a. Arama-lar-imiz-a ragmen bul-ama-migsti-k. TUD PI22E1B-2909
search-PL-POSS1PL-DAT PP find-IMPOSSIB-PLUPERF-1PL
‘Although we looked for (her), we couldn’t find (her).’
b. Ara-di-ysak da  bul-ama-migti-k."”

search-PST-COND.COP-1SG  PTCL find-IMPOSSIB-PLUPERF-1PL
‘Even though we looked for (her), we couldn’t find (her).’

c. Ara-sak da bul-ama-yacag-iz.
search-COND-1PL PTCL find-IMPOSSIB-FUT-1PL
‘Even if we look for (her) we will not find (her).’

d. Ara-sak da  ara-ma-sak da bulamayacagiz
search-COND-1PL PTCL search-NEG-COND-1PL  PTCL
‘Whether we look for (her) or not, we will not find (her).’

e. Ne kadar ara-sak da  bul-ama-yacag-iz.
how much search-COND-1PL PTCL find-IMPOSSIB-FUT-1PL
‘However much we look for (her), we will not find (her).’

13 Arasak da bulamadik would also be possible with roughly the same meaning as (21) b.
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Linking levels

In concessive conditionals as well as in causal, conditional and concessive construc-
tions, subordinate and main clause can be semantically linked on three different
levels:

1. On the content level, one situation follows and/or is brought about by another one,
or in the case of concessive conditionals, the set of situations established in the sub-
ordinate clause has no influence on the situation in the main clause. The situation in
the main clause takes place despite the unfavorable or unusual condition that is ex-
pressed in the subordinate clause.

(22) Mektup yaz-sa-m da  ben-i affet-mez.
letter  write-COND-1SG  PTCL I-ACC forgive-AOR3SG
‘Even if [ write a letter, he won’t forgive me.’

(23) Yagmur yag-sa da  havuz-a gid-er-iz.
rain rain-COND3SG PTCL pool-DAT  go-AOR-1PL
‘Even if it rains, we will go swimming.’

2. On the epistemic level two items of knowledge, a premise and a conclusion, are
connected. In concessive conditionals, the premise is irrelevant for the unfolding of
the event expressed in the main clause. The difference between examples (24) and
(25) on the one hand and (26) on the other lies in the fact that in the former sentenc-
es the main clause is factual, but in the latter it is non-factual. Moreover, while (24)
is a concessive conditional, with a hypothetical event in the subordinate clause, (25)
is a concessive construction, both the main and embedded clauses being factual.

(24) Mektub-u  postala-sa da  biz-e  gel-me-di.
lettter-ACC mail-COND3SG PTCL we-DAT come-NEG-PST3SG
‘Even if he sent the letter, we didn’t receive it.’

(25) Mektubu postala-di-ysa da bize gelmedi.
mail-PST-COND.COP3SG
Although he had sent the letter, we didn’t receive it.

(26) Mektubu postalasa da bize gel-mez-di.
come-NEG.AOR-PST.COP3SG
‘Even if he had sent the letter, we wouldn’t have received it.’

3. On the illocutionary level, the facts established in the subordinate clause are only
of potential relevance for the uttering of the main clause.
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(27) Duy-mak  iste-mez-sen de  anne-n sen-i
hear-INF ~ want-NEG.AOR-COND.COP-2SG PTCL mother-POSS2SG  you-ACC
bekl-iyor.

Wwait-PRES3SG
‘Even if you don’t want to hear this, your mother is waiting for you.” (Haspelmath &
Konig 1998: 570)

According to Haspelmath & Konig (1998), only linking on the content level leads to
constraints on the sequence of tenses similar to those in conditional clauses (conse-
cutio temporum).

In Turkish, conditional clauses with linking on the content level, i.e. when the
event in the apodosis is a consequence of the event in the protasis, have the predicate
of the conditional clause in either the aorist and the conditional copula in the case of
real conditionals, or in the bare conditional form in hypothetical conditional clauses.
All other theoretically possible combinations of aspect-temporal affixes and the
conditional copula only appear in sentences with linking either on the epistemic or
on the illocutionary level; see Kerslake (2003).

As mentioned above, we do in fact also find various tensed forms as well as the
bare conditional in concessive conditionals. Nevertheless, if we take a closer look at
scalar concessive conditionals that are conditional clauses simply expanded by a
particle, we find that statistically the bare conditional is far more frequent than the
tensed form in -(¥)rsE, which in turn is the most frequent form in conditional
clauses.

(28) Bir sonraki trenle  git-se-k de  yetig-ir-iz.
one later train-PP  g0-COND-1SG PTCL arrive-AOR-1PL
Bir sonraki trenle gid-er-se-k de yetigiriz.

£0-AOR-COND.COP-1SG
‘Even if we take the next train, we will be on time.’

If we look at the two versions of example (28) we find that there is no semantic
difference between them, but native speakers claimed that the first version is the
more appropriate one. This is also reflected by the far more frequent occurrence of
this type in Turkish texts as well as in grammar books. In a real conditional clause,
however, we would expect the aspect-temporally marked conditional form gidersek
rather than the bare conditional. The bare form in conditional clauses is used to
express hypotheticality; see Menz (2010: 596-597).

With universal concessive conditionals the statistics are slightly different. Here
forms bearing an aspect-temporal affix, as in examples (29) (for linking on the il-
locutonary level) and (30) (for linking at the epistemic level) are not infrequent.
Again, however, with linking on the content level the bare conditional is used; see
example (31).
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(29) Her nekadar  Zuhal’in agabey-i-nin bu  olay-a tliml
however much Z-GEN  older brother-POSS3SG-GEN this event-DAT mild
bak-tig-n-1 ogren-di-yse de,  bir siirii
100k-PART-POSS3SG-ACC learn-PST-COND.COP3SG PTCL a bunch of
“acaba’-lar  on-u rahatsiz ed-iyor-du. TUD, JA16B4A-0854
if-PL he-ACC uncomfortable AUX-PRES-PST.COP3SG

‘However much he found out that Zuhal’s brother looked mildly on this incident, a
bunch of “ifs” were bothering him.’

(30) Her nekadar  sicaklik su-yun biitiin  ozellik-ler-in-i,
however much heat water-GEN  all feature-PL-POSS3SG-ACC
etkile-r-se de  bu etkileme biitiin ozellik-ler-i
influence-AOR-COND.COP3SG  PTCL this influenceall feature-PL-POSS3SG
igin aym oran-da degil-dir. TUD OB04A2A-1982

PP same rate-LOC not-COP3SG
‘However much the temperature influences the features of water, this influence does
not have the same rate for all features.’

(31) Ben de  kendi-m-i ne kadar geri ¢ek-iyormug gibi
I PTCL self-POSS1SG-AcC however much  back pull-CONV
yap-sa-m da, neden-in-i anla-ma-dig-im bicim-de
do-COND-1SG  PTCL reason-POSS3SG-ACC understand-NEG-PART-POSS1SG form-LOC
on-dan uzun siire uzak kal-ami-yor-du-m. TUD VA16B2A-1243
she-ABL long period far  stay-IMPOSSIB-PRES-PAST-COP-1SG
‘However much I pretended to stay away from her,—for reasons I do not understand—I
could not stay far from her for a long time.’

As can be seen in the above examples, the use of bare conditional forms is con-
strained to concessive conditional constructions with a linking on the content level.
That means that concessive conditional constructions are not just ordinary condi-
tional constructions extended by the particle -dE. Example (23), with a clear linking
on the content level, exhibits a bare conditional, whereas its conditional counterpart
in example (32) has the aorist marked by the conditional copula. An explanation for
this may be found in logical facts. Because the situation described in the subordinat-
ed clause is not factual and is irrelevant for the main clause situation, a temporal
sequence between subordinated and main clause predication is not necessary, and
therefore only the adverbial status and the non-factuality and/or a higher degree of
hypotheticality have to be expressed. The concessive semantic force comes from the
contrast between the two events and is emphasized by the focus particle.

(32) Yagmur yag-ar-sa havuz-a gitmeyiz.
rain rain-AOR-COND.COP3SG pool-DAT  go-NEG.AOR-1PL
‘If it rains, we won’t go swimming.’
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Conclusion

All three types of concessive conditionals in Turkish share the use of a conditional
verb form and the particle dE in the embedded clause. The use of the particle bile as
an alternative to dE is restricted to scalar concessive conditionals. The conditional
junctors eger or sayet cannot appear in this type of adverbial clause. In concessive
conditionals with a semantic linking on the content level, the bare conditional form
is the rule. Marking of the embedded clause predicate with aspect-temporal affixes
is restricted to linking on illocutionary or epistemic levels. Scalar concessive condi-
tionals consist of a conditional construction extended by a focus particle in a variety
of languages, while the other two types are often based on different adverbial con-
structions.

In Turkish, we thus do see a similar use of a conditional construction with an ad-
ditional particle as concessive construction, as is the case in many European lan-
guages; see Haspelmath & Konig (1998). Whether we can speak of a diachronic
development from conditional to concessive conditional construction in Turkish re-
mains to be investigated. In many languages, concessive conditionals have further
developed into concessive clauses (German, English, Norwegian), the development
thus being conditional > concessive conditional > concessive.

In Turkish, however, concessive clause models did not develop from concessive
conditional constructions.

Haspelmath & Konig’s (1998) claim that the three types should be analyzed as
subtypes of one type on semantic and functional grounds is supported by the fact
that in Turkish all three types are formally marked by a conditional affix or copula.

Abbreviations
1 First person INF Infinitive
2 Second person NEG Negation
3 Third person PART Participle
ABL Ablative PASS Passive
ACC Accusative PERF Perfect
AOR Aorist PL Plural
AUX Auxiliary PLUPERF Plusquamperfect
CAUS Causative POSS Possessive marker
COND Conditional PP Postposition
CONV Converb PRES Present
cop Copula PST Past
DAT Dative PTCL Particle
FUT Future SG Singular
GEN Genitive VN Verbal noun

IMPOSSIB Impossibility
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