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In this paper, Turkmen postterminal markers are discussed. Turkmen belongs to the
Southwestern branch of Turkic languages and is mostly spoken in Turkmenistan. Alt-
hough Turkmen is an Oghuz language, it also shares some common areal features with the
Northwestern (Kipchak) and Southeastern (Karluk) branches of Turkic languages. This
can also be observed in the inventory of Turkmen markers of postterminality, and in some
respects this situation can be interpreted as a deviation from the typology of Oghuz
languages. The work will first focus on the postterminal marker -An (< -GAn turur) in
competition with the other postterminal marker -(D)pdlr (< -Ip turur). After this, -An
dildir, the negative form of -4n, will be discussed in competition with -mAndlIr.

Sema Aslan Demir, Hacettepe University, Faculty of Letters, Department of Turkic Lan-
guages and Literatures, Ankara, Turkey. E-mail: semaaslan@hacettepe.edu.tr

0. Introduction

The present work aims to present some interesting features of viewpoint aspect
markers in Turkmen. The paper does not include evaluations of all viewpoint aspect
markers in Turkmen; instead some observations and questions will be presented
about the postterminal markers. Turkmen belongs to the Oghuz branch of Turkic
languages and is mostly spoken in Turkmenistan. It has also speakers in Iran, Af-
ghanistan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, and some parts of north Caucasus. Although it is
an Oghuz language, it also shares some common areal features with the North-
western (Kipchak) branch and the Southeastern (Karluk) branch of the Turkic lan-
guages, which can also be observed in the inventory of Turkmen viewpoint aspect
markers, and in some respects this can be interpreted as a deviation from the typol-
ogy of the Oghuz languages. In this work, Lars Johanson’s theory and terminology
(1971, 1994 and 2000) will be employed when analyzing data. Examples will be
given both in the present Turkmen orthography and in transcription, because some
important phonetic features of Turkmen, such as vowel lengths, labial harmony, etc.,
are not marked by the standard orthography.

Unlike the Slavic languages, the term aspect is here not used for denoting ac-
tional contents or situation types; rather, it denotes the viewpoint perspectives, en-
visaging the events in various ways, in relation to their relevant limits. Viewpoint
operators offer different choices for envisaging and presenting events, by opening
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perspectives on them. They operate on the actional contents (Johanson 2000: 30—
31). There are three main aspectual perspectives that represent different ways of en-
visaging the event:

The intraterminal perspective: envisaging the event within its limits.

The postterminal perspective: envisaging the event after the transgression of its relevant
limit.

The adterminal perspective: envisaging the event at the very attainment of its relevant
limit (Johanson 2000: 29).

The viewpoint operators can highlight a point situated within the limits of the event,
a point situated after the decisive limit of the event or the decisive limit itself (Jo-
hanson 2001: 54)

1. The competition between -4n and -IpdIr

There are two postterminal markers in the Turkmen aspectual system: -4n and
-Ipdlr. 1t must be stated that while -Ipdlr is a widespread postterminal marker in
modern Turkmen, -4n is less commonly used. The morpheme -4n can be seen in
tales, proverbs, and some folkloric narrations, but today -Ipdlr is much more com-
mon both in daily speech and literature. If we disregard some modal expressions
based on -An, it seems that the frequency rate of -4» has been gradually decreasing.

The descriptions of -4n provided by Baskakov et al. (1970) and S6yegow et al.
(2000)—also including findings of earlier works—are the followings:

-An signals that the speaker refers to events, which happened long before, in a way as if
they were seen by the speaker. This marker is mostly used in tales and rumors.
(Soyegow et al. 2000: 261-262)

-An refers to the past events, which occurred in an uncertain, indefinite past. Although
the speaker did not witness the event, he is sure of its realization. (Baskakov et al. 1970:
268)

Let me reformulate the statements implicit in the above descriptions in the following
way:

There is an event (E)

E happened in an indefinite past

Speaker did not witness the realization of E
Speaker explains E as if he had seen it
Speaker sure of the realization of E

These statements create some problems. How can a speaker express an unwitnessed
event, which happened in an uncertain past, as if he had seen it or was sure of its
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realization? In other words, how can a speaker encode a past event which he actually
did not see, in a way that is as if he had seen it? See the following examples.

(1)  Bu giin onun geyimi-gejimi pdkize, basy bolsa daralan. SE. 154
/Bu giin onun geymi-gejmi pi:kide basi bol6o daralan/
‘Today her clothes are clean and (it is observed that) her hair has been combed.’

(2) Han kaka, men hig yere gitjek ddl. Okajak. Onsoriam indi gi¢, menir adym bu yerde
okuwgy diylip yazylan. BT. 135
/Xa:n qa:qa: men hi:¢ yere gitjek gi:l, oko:joq. Onsogom inni gi:¢, meniny a:dim bu
yerde okuw¢i diylip yadlan/
‘Khan daddy, I will not go anywhere. I will study. Henceforth, it is late, (it is seen that)
my name has (already) been written here as a student.’

(3)  Gapynyn agzynda seki, iistiinde haly diisekler yazylan. TDG. 262
/gapi:nin aydinna Oeki 1i00iinne xa:li diisekler yadlan/
‘(It is seen that) there is a sofa in front of the door; the mattresses, which were made of
carpet, have been laid down on it.’

As these examples illustrate, the -4» marker highlights the postterminal phase of the
events, namely, the postterminal situation which results from the transgression of the
relevant limit of the event observed. No past phase of the event appears in the range
of vision. The event has already disappeared, but some observable traces remain.
These traces are adjective-like qualities or descriptive properties, resulting from the
transgression of the relevant limit. In examples 1-3, the postterminal verb forms da-
ralan (comb-PASS-POST.3SG) ‘be combed’, yazylan (write-PASS-POST.3SG) ‘be writ-
ten’ and yazylan (lay down-PASS-POST.3SG) ‘be laid down’, encode the property
like situation, which result from postterminality, i.e. from the transgression of
the relevant limit. The state of the hair, which was combed, the state of the name
being written, and the situation of the carpet being laid down are highlighted.

In examples 1-3, which are taken from novels written in standard Turkmen,
there are high-focal postterminals, which acquire diagnostic readings. As pointed out
by Johanson (2000), more focal anterior items are also inclined to be more diagnos-
tic (Johanson 2000: 108). Let me remind the reader how the term focality is used in
Johanson’s theory. Focality is a scalar notion. Intraterminals or postterminals may
display higher or lower degrees of focality. High-focal postterminality means that
the relevance of the event at the moment of encoding (orientation point) is more im-
portant than the event itself. They put high focus on the postterminal state. Their
range of vision is narrow, restricted to what is still relevant of the event at the ori-
entation point (Johanson 2000: 38, 108, 110; see also Csaté 2000: 30-31). If we
reanalyze the examples, we can conclude that
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No past phase of the event appears in the range of the speaker’s vision. But he can see
its results or remaining adjective-like properties, which are valid at the moment of en-
coding.

The speaker gets information about the postterminal phase of the event usually through
visual perception. (In Turkmen -4n can mark perceptual evidentiality.)

In the examples, the diagnostic readings seem also to be connected with the verb forms,
which are passives, such as daralan (comb-PASS-POST.3SG), yazylan (write-PASS-POST.
3sG) and yazylan (lay down-PASS-POST.3SG)

I now revise Soyegow’s and Baskakov’s descriptions on the basis of the above
findings.

There is an event (E)

E happened in an indefinite past (proposed: No past phase of the event appears in the
range of vision)

Speaker explains E as if he had seen it (proposed: Speaker describes/reproduces not the
event but its concrete results by perceiving them at the moment of encoding)

Speaker is sure of the realization of E. (proposed: Speaker gets information about the
postterminal phase of the event usually through visual perception, and this provides a
high degree of confidence in the realization of the event.)

In the meantime, especially in folk tales, -An also covers less diagnostic and more
historic readings, which are more event-oriented (for similar functions of -GA4n in
Noghay see Karakog 2005: 74). In such uses, the attention is not on the postterminal
state of the event, rather on the event itself. In the following example, which is taken
from a folk tale, -4n denotes succeeding event chains historically. It must be stated
that it is not usual to see such examples in modern Turkmen literature or colloquial
Turkmen.

“)

Garyp pirin elini dandyryp, howzun yanyna elten. Esgerlerine hem howzuin suwny
bosatdyran. Pirden jayyn agaryny alyp gapylary agan. Sol wagt jaydan kyrk gyz bilen
kyrk yigit ¢ykyp bagslan. Solar bilen patysanyr ogly bilen gyzy hem ¢ykan. TM 44
/Gari:p pi:riy elni dandirip xowduii ya:nna elten. Efgerlerini:m xowduii suwnu
bogotturon. Pi:rden ja:yiti alarni alip gapilari adan. Sol wagt ja:ydan qirq gi:8 wilen qirq
yigit &iqip basla:n. Solor bilen pa:$8a:nin oylu wilen gi:5a:m &iqan./

‘Garyp bound the hands of the master and took him to the pool. He also made his sol-
diers drain the water of the pool. He took the house key from the master and opened the
door. In that case, forty girls and forty young men began coming out of the building.
Both the son and the daughter of the padishah also came out.’

2. The relation between degree of focality and source of information

Another question to be discussed in this paper is that of the relationship between the
degree of focality and the source of information. It seems that if the basis of the
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knowledge about the event or postterminal state of the event is “hearsay” or “report-
ive”, the postterminal markers are prone to be less focal and more historic. On the
other hand, if the basis of the knowledge is perceptive or inferential, the postter-
minal markers are prone to be more diagnostic and high-focal. The plausibility of
this idea needs to be studied further, but a similar tendency can also be observed in
the use of the other postterminal marker -(I)pdlr. In example 5, the basis of the
knowledge is inference, and a diagnostic reading can be obtained. In example 6, the
basis of the knowledge is hearsay, and -(I)pdIr (the negative form is -mAndlr) sig-
nals low-focal postterminality in which the events are narrated according to the
historical order, like E1 > E2 > E3 > E4...

(5)  Men soyginin ugrunda seyle ile goz-giilban bolupdyryn. Emma seyle ile giilban bo-
lanymy oziim bilmdn galypdyryn. P 413
/Men 06ygii:niin u:yrunna $eyle i:le g6d-giilba:n bolupdurun. Emma: $eyle i:le giilba:n
bolanima 6:8tiim bilméa:n galipdirin/
‘My love had brought disgrace upon me to, embarrassing me in front of everyone. Yet,
I wasn’t even able to comprehend my shame.’

(6)  Enelerinin aytmagyna gord, Japbaklaryn kakasy hem sol agyr yiike tap getirmdin, olary
yaslykda yetim galdyrypdyr. Dort ¢agaly dul oturan, girdeji goziini yitiven, bar iinsiini
iymite ataran ene ¢agajyklary aglyk belasyndan goramak iicin gije-giindiz ondan-oria
siimsiinipdir, olary wagtly-wagtynda timarlamaga da yagday tapmandyr. Sonun ii¢in
Japbaklar ata mdhrini gérmdn, ene terbiyesini alman, esasan 0z peywagtlaryna
osiipdirler. J 13
/enelerniy aytmayna goré: japbaqlarin qa:qafa:m Sol ayir yiiko ta:p getirmé:n olori
ya:§liqda yeti:m ga:lliripdir. d6:rt ¢a:ya:1i dul oturon gi:rdeji g6dnii yitiren ba: tin6iini
iymite ataran ene Ca:yajiqlari acliq bela:finnan go:romoq {i¢iin gi:je-giinniid onnon-oio
OiimOiiniipdiir olori waytli-waytinna ti:ma:rlama:ya da yayday tapma:nnir Sonuii ti¢iin
japbaglar ata mé:hrini gérmé:n ene terbiyeini alma:n efa:0a:n 6:8 peywaytlarna
60tpdiirlor/

‘According to their mother, the father of Jabpak could not bear this heavy responsibility
and left them as orphans. Their mother, who was widowed with four children, struggled
to make a living; day and night she tried to find some food for her children. She could
not give much attention to their moral attitude. Without their father’s love and mother’s
training, they have grown up on their own.’

3. Competition between -An dildir and -mAndIr

In Turkmen, the negative form of -An is -An ddldir. The negative form of -4n was
originally -mAndyr (-Andir: -mAndlr) (Caryyarow 1969: 273) But in the standard
language, -mAndIr is usually used as the negative form of -Ipdlr. In this way, the
suppletive negative-positive morpheme pair -Ipdir vs. -mAndlr has developed. The
generally accepted assumption is that -An ddldir must have arisen from a need to
avoid the ambiguity between the negative forms of -AndIr and the negative form of
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-Ipdlr (Clark 1999: 237). The negated form -An ddldir differs from -mAndIr in some
particular respects. The first difference concerns indirectivity. -mAndlr expresses
indirectivity in the sense that non-occurrence of the event or absence of the post-
terminal state is perceived, inferred or heard by the speaker (for indirectivity, see
Johanson 2000, 2003). On the other hand, -An ddldir removes indirective nuances
by coding a higher degree of awareness and consciousness concerning the
postterminal phase of the event. (For further details about the semantic values of
-Andlr and its modal functions, such as presumption, strong assumption etc., see
Aslan Demir 2014.) Secondly, unlike -mAndIr, what is negated by -An ddldir is not
the occurrence of the event itself, but a negation of the postterminal state which
would occur after the transgression of the relevant limit. The semantic contents of
the -mAndlr and -An ddldir can be formulated as follows: -mAndlr: [(event + NEG)]
+ viewpoint aspect, +IND; -An ddldir: [(event + viewpoint aspect)] + NEG, -IND. In
examples 7 and 8, no indirective nuance can be perceived. But in example 9, the oc-
currence of the event is recognized by the speaker with a sudden remembering; i.e.
the speaker expresses it in an indirect way referring to a source. This can be trans-
lated into English as ‘obviously’, ‘apparently’. Examples 7 and 8 belong to literary
language, and 9 comes from colloquial Turkmen.

(7)  Bu yiiziik siziri barmagyriyza geliser diyip aldym. Men muny yéne yere saylan ddldirin.
MT 100
/bu yiidiik 0idin barmanida geliSer diyip allim. men muni y6:n6 yere Bayla:n na:1lirin/
‘I bought this ring with the thought that suits you. I have not chosen it in vain.’

(8) Men olardan hi¢ wagtam gorkan déldirin. GRS 52
/men olordon hi:¢ waytam gorqon né:llirin./
‘I’ve never been scared of them.’

(9)  Wah, dinldsim gelydn CD-mi yanyma almandyryn. CT
/wax, dinla:0im gelyd:n CD-mi ya:nima alma:nnirin/
‘Tut-tut. I have obviously forgotten the CD, which I want to listen to.’

4. Conclusion

I have presented some properties of the two Turkmen postterminal markers -4»n and
-Ipdlr. While -Ipdlr is a widespread postterminal marker in standard Turkmen, -4n
is used in some particular discourse types. In modern Turkmen, both in colloquial
and standard, -IpdIr is more common.

The marker -4n highlights the postterminal phase of an event. The speaker often
refers to the postterminal phase of the event based on knowledge gained through
visual perception. Johanson states that “where the types -GAn turur and -(V)p turur
occur together in one system, the former tends to be pure postterminal, whereas the
latter has indirective meanings” (2000: 73). In Turkmen -An (< -GAn turur) covers
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both historical and diagnostic readings. The diagnostic value occurs especially when
-An is added to passive verb forms.

Another issue discussed in this paper is the competition between -4n ddldir and
-mAndlr. The negated form -An ddldir differs from -mAndlr in particular respects.
The most salient difference concerns indirectivity. -mAndlr expresses indirectivity in
the sense that the non-occurrence of the event or the absence of the postterminal
state is expressed, inferred or heard by the speaker. On the other hand, -An ddldir
removes indirective nuances and encodes a higher degree of awareness and con-
sciousness of the postterminal phase of the event.
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