/_L'A 7ot

Werk

Titel: Subordination of existence and possessive clauses in Oghuz and Kipchak Turkic lan...
Autor: Karakog, Birsel

Ort: Wiesbaden

Jahr: 2017

PURL: https://resolver.sub.uni-goettingen.de/purl?666048797_0021 | LOG_0025

Kontakt/Contact

Digizeitschriften e.V.
SUB Géttingen

Platz der Gottinger Sieben 1
37073 Gottingen

& info@digizeitschriften.de


http://www.digizeitschriften.de
mailto:info@digizeitschriften.de

Subordination of existence and possessive clauses
in Oghuz and Kipchak Turkic languages

Birsel Karakoc¢

Karakog, Birsel 2017. Subordination of existence and possessive clauses in Oghuz and
Kipchak Turkic languages. Turkic Languages 21, 199-233.

In the present paper I investigate subordination of existence and possessive clauses in
contemporary Oghuz (Southwest) and Kipchak (Northwest) Turkic languages from
comparative and typological points of view. One of the typological features of Turkic
languages is that existence and possessive clauses are based on the same predicates.
The characteristics and crosslinguistic distribution of two predicate types used in com-
plementation and relativization of these clauses will be analyzed; these are the non-
verbal predicate {BAR} and the verbal predicate {BOL}. The following results have been
found. Kipchak Turkic languages, as well as Turkmen, an East Oghuz language spoken
in Central Asia, use both {BAR} and {BOL} (in their bare forms or in various extended
forms). The respective clauses in these languages are accordingly characterized by a
formal diversity which to a certain extent ensures that distinct semantic notions are en-
coded by distinct formal devices. While {BAR} is also attested in some Turkish dialects,
Standard Turkish (West Oghuz) makes exclusive use of {BOL}, a verb that allows am-
biguities by being able to appear in quite a number of meanings and functions. In Turk-
ic varieties that, as a result of intensive contact with Iranian or Slavic languages, exhibit
right-branching and finite subordinate clauses, {BAR} appears as a typical predicate.
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clause, existence clause
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1. Introduction

In this contribution I investigate subordination of existence and possessive clauses in
contemporary Oghuz (Southwest) and Kipchak (Northwest) Turkic languages from
comparative and typological points of view. Turkic languages are characterized by
their lack of a verb corresponding to ‘to have’ in English or its cognates, as found in
many European languages.' Instead, in Turkic, predications indicating possession
are typically marked by existential predicates, which means, that existence and pos-
sessive clauses are based on the same predicates and share essential categorial af-
finity. Two core types of predicates are available in these clauses: i. the non-verbal

1 See Stassen (2009) for a crosslinguistic typology of predicative possession; see also Ai-
khenvald & Dixon (eds.) (2013).
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predicate {BAR} meaning ‘existent’, ‘present’, and ii. the verbal predicate {BOL}
with quite a number of meanings and occurrences.” Examples (1—4) illustrate these
two predicate types as used in non-subordinate (main) clauses; (1-2) are existence
clauses, and (3—4) convey predicative possession.

(1)  South Kipchak, Kazakh
Ustelde kitap bar.
table-LOC book existent
‘There is a book on the table.’
Lit.: “on the table book existent’

(2) South Kipchak, Noghay
Burun-burun ~ zamanda bir kan  bol-yan.
former-former time-LOC a khan BOL-PTER
‘Once upon a time there was a Khan.” (Karakog 2005: 64)
Lit.: “once upon a time a Khan was/existent’

(3) West Oghuz, Iranian Azeri of Ardabil
Menim bi dene oglum var, bi dene kizim.
I.GEN a piece son-PsslsGexistent a piece daughter-PSS1SG
‘I have a son and a daughter.” (Karini 2009: 283)
Lit.: “my, my a son, my a daughter existent’

(4) South Kipchak, Noghay
Kaniy s kizi s kedesi  bol-yan.
khan-GEN  three daughter-pSs3 three son-PSS3 BOL-PTER
‘The Khan had three daughters and three sons.” (Karakog 2005: 64)
Lit.: “‘Khan’s, his three daughters, his three sons, were/existent’

In existence clauses, the noun referring to the existent entity is syntactically posi-
tioned after the noun that is marked by the locative case and denotes the location (1—
2).2 As for the possessive clauses, where the possessor takes a genitive case and the
possessee agrees with the possessor in person and number, the existential predicate
{BAR}, negated as {YOK}, performs a function comparable to that of the verbs ‘to
have’, “to possess’ (3). The verb {BOL} ‘to be(come)’, negated as {BOLMA}, is capa-
ble of conveying various dynamic or static meanings in copular, existence and pos-

2 Itis possible to find further types resulting from linguistic renewals, such as bulun- ‘to be
found’ in Turkish existence clauses, e.g. Masada bir kitap bulunuyor [table-LOC a book be
found-PRS] ‘There is a book on the table’. The present paper focuses on the core types
{BAR} and {BOL}.

3 The locational copular clauses, such as Kitap iistelde [book table-LOC] “The book is on the
table’ (South Kipchak, Kazakh), where the syntactic order of the constituents, and hence
the information structure, is realized differently, are not included in the present analysis.
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sessive clauses (Karakog 2005, 2007 [2002], forthcoming). In existence clauses, it
can denote a dynamic (“to come about’, “to come into being”) or a static (“there is/
are’, ‘to exist’) meaning (2). Similarly, it indicates dynamic (‘to acquire’, ‘to take
possession of’) or static (‘to have’, ‘to possess’) possession (4) in possessive
clauses.

The morphosyntactic, semantic and discursive qualities of these predicate types
in non-subordinate (main) possessive clauses have been comparatively analyzed for
Oghuz and Kipchak languages in Karakog (forthcoming). The purpose of the present
paper is to explore their characteristics and distribution in subordinate (non-main)
existence and possessive clauses. The analysis will focus on complement clauses
(Section 2) and relative clauses (Section 3). Typological properties of these clauses
in some Turkic languages that developed under intensive contact with Slavic or
Iranian languages will be analyzed separately in Section (4). Adverbial clauses are
excluded from the present paper, as they constitute a large and diversified domain of
subordination including various formal and semantic subdomains (temporal, causal,
conditional, purposive, etc.), which, I think, deserve an elaborate separate analysis.

The data analyzed was gathered from a number of literary sources, published
texts including among others traditional/oral genres, internet sites, linguistic descrip-
tions and grammars, and corpora of spoken vernaculars (published for instance in
the context of master’s or doctoral theses). Examples are also taken from my own
collection of recordings.” Standard Turkish examples are rendered in the official
orthography. Examples from other Turkic languages and vernaculars, which are
found in various transcriptions or Cyrillic- or Latin-based orthographies, are ren-
dered in a crosslinguistic Turcological transcription. The notations given in small
caps within curly brackets, for instance {BAR}, are intended to cover possible
phonological variants of the given cognates in languages under investigation.
Morphological glossings of forms or structures in the running text are shown in
square brackets.

2. Complementation of existence and possessive clauses

The non-verbal predicate {BAR} is attested in nonfinite complement clauses of older
Turkic varieties, for instance ahcasi var idukina [money-PSS3 existent COP.NFIN-
PSS3-DAT] ‘that X has money’ (Eckmann 1982-1983: 95) in Mamluk Kipchak from
the Middle Turkic period. In contemporary Standard Turkish, the use of {BAR} is
widely restricted to non-subordinate, main clauses (for its limitations—Ilexical/ idio-
matic uses and special meanings—in embedded constructions, see 2.3.). This means,
that the verbal predicate {BOL} is the main choice in Turkish subordinate clauses,
where it can appear with its various dynamic and static meanings (Karakog 2007
[2002]). In contemporary Kipchak languages, however, and in Turkmen, which

4 1 would like to thank Raima Auyeskhan, Shynar Auelbekova, Uldanay Jumabay, Aynur
Aibixi, Said-Ali Kudaynetov, Kenjegul Kalieva, and Ak Welsapar who kindly discussed
some of the examples presented in this paper.
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belongs to the eastern sub-branch of Oghuz Turkic, {BAR} alongside {BOL} is pro-
ductively operative in subordinate clauses. Furthermore, {BAR} is still in use, though
not frequently, in complement clauses of some Turkish dialects.

2.1. Morphosyntactic appearances of the predicates {BAR} and {BOL}

In my crosslinguistic data, following morphosyntactic patterns of {BAR} are found.
Under complementation, the bare predicate {BAR} (or the negated {YOK}) can be
directly followed by a possessive suffix, which refers to the subject of the comple-
ment clause,’ and a case suffix, marking the syntactic role of the complement within
its superordinate clause, e.g. bar-i-n [existent-PSS3-ACC] ‘that there is’, ‘that X ex-
ists’, ‘that X has’. Further, there are extended forms of {BAR} containing: i. the non-
finite copular marker {EKEN} meaning ‘that X is’, e.g. bar eken- in Kazakh, Noghay,
Kirghiz, Kumyk, etc., or the corresponding nonfinite copular suffix -/dIK- “that X is’
in Turkish dialects: var-idiK-, ii. the suffix {LIK},®e.g. bar-liK- in Karachay-Balkar,
Tatar, Bashkir, Turkmen, jok-tuK- in Kirghiz, etc., iii. the nonfinite copular marker
eken- followed by the suffix {LIK}, e.g. bar eken-diK-, Zok eken-diK- in Kazakh. The
possessive and case suffixes attach to the extended forms, e.g. bar eken-i-n [existent
COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC] in Noghay, bar-liy-i-n [existent-LIK-PSS3-ACC] in Tatar, bar
eken-dig-i-n [existent COP.NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC] in Kazakh (‘that there is’, ‘that X
exists’, ‘that X has’).

As a verbal predicate, {BOL} behaves differently. Under complementation, in or-
der to be capable of forming a nominal base for the subsequent possessive and case
markers, {BOL} first takes a nonfinite suffix, such as -DIK or -mA in Turkish,
or -GAn in Kipchak Turkic languages, e.g. o/-duK-, ol-ma- in Turkish, bul-yan- in
Bashkir. {BOL} takes participles denoting prospectivity in different languages, e.g.
bol-ayaK- in Noghay, bul-acaK- in Tatar, ol-acaK- in Turkish, bol-a turyan- or bo-
lor- in Kirghiz. In Kipchak and Turkmen complement clauses, {BOL} can be found
in extended forms containing: i. the nonfinite copular marker {EKEN} attached to the
participial base, e.g. bol-yan eken- in Noghay, and ii. the suffix {LIK} attached to the
participial base, e.g. bol-yon-duK- in Kirghiz. Possessive and case suffixes attach to
the simple or extended forms, e.g. bul-yan-i-n [BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC] in Bashkir, ol-
dug-un-u [BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC] in Turkish, bol-yan-diy-i-n [BOL-NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC]
in Kazakh, bol-yan eken-i-n [BOL-NFIN COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC] in Noghay (“that there/it

5 Note that in an existential complement clause, the noun referring to the existent entity is
the syntactic subject with which the possessive suffix attached to the predicate agrees. In
a possessional complement clause, the possessive suffix on the predicate refers to the
possessed element.

6 Though some researchers consider this suffix to be derivational (e.g. Rentzsch 2005 in the
context of modern Uyghur), following Johanson (2006: 60) I leave open the possibility of
tracing it back to an older copular form.
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BE’, ‘that X EXIST’, ‘that X HAVE’). Furthermore, {BAR} and {BOL} can occur in
combination, e.g. bar bol-yan-i-n [existent BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC] in Kazakh, var ol-
dug-un-u [existent BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC] in Turkish, bar bol-yon-duy-u-n [existent
BOL-NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC] in Kirghiz.

Table (1) reviews morphosyntactic structures of {BAR} and {BOL} as presented
so far. It should be pointed out that not all these structures are available to the same
extent in all languages investigated. Each language has its own preferences and
limitations. For instance, {BAR} has a restricted use in Standard Turkish (see 2.3),
whereas it can still be found in combination var-idiK- in Turkish dialects. Thus, the
table aims to summarize formal possibilities found in the entire body of cross-
linguistic data.

Table 1: Structures of predications attested in existential and possessional complement
clauses

-{LIK} +{LIK}
| {BAR} -[COP.NFIN] | {BAR}-PSS-CASE | {BAR}-LIK-PSS-CASE
+[COP.NFIN] | {BAR}-EKEN-PSS-CASE {BAR}-EKEN-LIK-PSS-CASE
| {BAR } -IDIK-PSS-CASE
{BOL} -[COP.NFIN] | {BOL}-NFIN-PSS-CASE {BOL} -NFIN-LIK-PSS-CASE
. +[COP.NFIN] | {BOL}-NFIN-EKEN-PSS-CASE = )
{BAR}+{BOL} | -[COP.NFIN] | {BAR}+{BOL}-NFIN-PSS- {BAR}+{BOL}-NFIN-LIK-
CASE | PSS-CASE

In complementation of interrogative clauses conveying existence or possession, we
find two patterns: i. where {BAR} and its negated form {YOK} are combined, for
instance bar-jok eken-i-n [existent nonexistent COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC] in Kirghiz, bar-
in-i yoy-un-i [existent-PSS3-ACC nonexistent-PSS3-ACC], bar-diy-in-i ya yok-duy-in-i
[existent-LIK-PSS3-ACC or nonexistent-LIK-PSS3-ACC] or bar-yok eken-lig-in-i [exist-
ent nonexistent COP.NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC] in Turkmen (‘whether there is (or not)’,
‘whether X exists’, ‘whether X has’), and ii. where the verbal predicate {BOL} and
its negated form {BOLMA} are combined, the first part taking the converb suffix {Ip}
and the second negated part taking a nonfinite suffix, for instance ol-up ol-ma-dig-
1n-1 [BOL-CV BOL-NEG-NFIN-PSS3-ACC] in Turkish or bol-up bol-ma-diy-in-i [BOL-CV
BOL-NEG-NFIN-PSS3-ACC] in Turkmen (‘whether there/it BE (or not)’, “whether X
EXIST’, ‘whether X HAVE”).

7 The notation of the words ‘be’, “exist’ and ‘have’ using small caps is intended to cover
the possible dynamic or static meanings of {BOL} in past or present contexts, for instance
BE will present ‘become(s)’, ‘is/are’, ‘became’, ‘was/were’. This issue will be analyzed
further below in 2.5.



204 Birsel Karakog

2.2. Complement clauses based on {BAR}

The following examples from Kipchak Turkic languages, as well as from Turkmen
and Turkish dialects, illustrate the morphosyntactic structures of the predicate {BAR}
(or the negated {YOK}) in complement clauses. (5-9) exemplify the structure of the
bare predicate {BAR} in existence clauses (5—7) and possessive clauses (8—9), where
possessive and case markers are directly attached to the bare form.

(5) North Kipchak, Bashkir
Ah bilar donyala  Negim kebi tebigettey  kati zolomona
INTER they world-LoC N. like nature-GEN  hard cruelty-PSS3-DAT
taslanyan balalar ~ da bar-i-n belheler.
throw-PAS-PAR  child-PL  also existent-PSS3-ACC know-CD-3PL
‘If only they knew that there are also children like Negim who are left to nature’s hard
cruelty.” (BA)
Turkish: “Ah bunlar Negim gibi tabiatin kat1 zulmiine birakilan ¢ocuklarin da oldugunu
bilseler.’

(6) South Kipchak, Karakalpak
Bala bulardiy basinda bir kayyiniy bar-i-n biledi.
child these-GEN head-PSS3-LOC a  trouble-GEN existent-PSS3-ACC know-PRS-3SG
‘The child understands that they are in trouble.’
Lit.: *... that there is trouble on their heads ...” (KA)
Turkish: ‘Cocuk, bunlarmn baginda bir dert o/dugunu anlar.’

(7)  South Kipchak, Kazakh
Bilmeym oylarinda ne bar-i-n.
know-NEG-PRS-1SG  thought-PL-PSS3-LOC  what existent-PSS3-ACC
‘I do not know what they think.” (Muhamedowa 2016: 32)
Lit.: “... what there is in their thoughts ...’
Turkish: “Kafalarinda/fikirlerinde ne oldugunu bilmiyorum.’

(8)  South Kipchak, Noghay

... Oniy anasina usaytayan yerleri bar-i-n

... she-GEN mother-PSS3-DAT resemble-PAR  place-PL-PSS3  existent-PSS3-ACC
koredi.

see-PRS-3SG

‘... he sees that she has features resembling those of her mother.” (Kapaev 1989: 161)
Turkish: “Onun annesine benzeyen taraflari oldugunu goriir.”

(9) South Kipchak, Kazakh
Azamat  biyznesti damituw isin  tayi kanday usinis-pikirleri
A. business-ACC develop-INF for  another what  offer-opinion-PL-PSS3
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bar-i-n suradi.

existent-PSS3-ACC ask-PST

‘Azamat asked what kind of proposals and opinions they had for business develop-
ment.” (Muhamedowa 2016: 36)

Turkish: “‘Azamat, isi gelistirmek i¢in baska ne gibi onerileri o/dugunu sordu.’

The complement clauses in (10-21) are based on the extended form {BAR-LIK} (or
the negated {YOK-LIK}. (10-12) exemplify existential complement clauses, while
(13-21) contain possessive clauses.

(10) North Kipchak, Tatar

Yigit Sul uk vakit, cibik bilen kiikte hikmet
young man immediately rod with globe-LOC magic
bar-liy-i-n Sizip ...

existent-LIK-PSS3-ACC  recognize-CV

‘The young man immediately recognizes with a rod that there is a magic in the globe
..." (TA)

Turkish: “Geng hemen ¢ubukla kiirede bir sihir oldugunu anlayip ...”

(11) East Oghuz, Turkmen
Olar aOil  bu dinydde yamanliyiy, duSmanciliyiy

they infact this world-LOC malice-GEN enmity-GEN
bar-diy-in-i-da® unudupdurlar.
existent-LIK-PSS3-ACC-also forget-PTER-3PL

‘They have probably forgotten that there is malice and enmity in this world.” (Welsapar
1988: 44)°

Turkish: “Onlar asil bu diinyada kétiiliigiin ve diigmanligin oldugunu da unutmuslar.’

(12) East Oghuz, Turkmen
Oz  aralarinda Seyle adamiy bar-liy-in-a
self among-PSS3PL-LOC such person-GEN existent-LIK-PSS3-DAT
olar inanyarlar.
they believe-PRS-3PL
“They believe that there is such a man among themselves.” (Welsapar 2006: 126)
Turkish: “Kendi aralarinda boyle bir adamin o/duguna onlar inaniyorlar.’

8 In my Turkmen data, both bar-diK- (as found in this example) and bar-liK- (for instance
in (12)) are attested. The former is regarded as a written variant. Similarly, bar eken-diK-
is considered the more formal variant of bar eken-liK- (Ak Welsapar, p.c.).

9 According to Ak Welsapar, author of the book from which this example is taken, the use
of bar-liK/bar-diK is similar to that of bar eken-liK-/bar eken-diK-, which means that
they are interchangeable (compare (29)).
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(13) North Kipchak, Tatar

Bulattiy  akcasi bar-liy-i-n (vuk-liy-i-n)
B.-GEN money-PSS3 existent-LIK-PSS3-ACC (nonexistent-LIK-PSS3-ACC)
belcim.

know-PRS-1SG
‘I know that Bulat has (doesn’t have) money.” (Ersen-Rasch 2009b: 151)
Turkish: ‘Bulat’in parasi oldugunu (olmadigint) biliyorum.’

(14) North Kipchak, Bashkir

Zildney  aksahi bar-liy-i-n (yuk-liy-i-n)
Z.-GEN  money-PSS3 existent-LIK-PSS3-ACC (nonexistent-LIK-PSS3-ACC)
beldm.

know-PRS-1SG
‘I know that Zild has (doesn’t have) money.” (Ersen-Rasch 2009a: 146)
Turkish: ‘Zild’nin parasi oldugunu (olmadigini) biliyorum.’

(15) North Kipchak, Bashkir
Zildney nisd balahi bar-liy-i-n belmdyem.
Z.-GEN  how many child-PsSS3 existent-LIK-PSS3-ACC know-NEG-PRS-1SG
‘I don’t know how many children Zil4 has.” (Ersen-Rasch 2009a: 147)
Turkish: ‘Zild nin ka¢ ¢ocugu oldugunu bilmiyorum.’

(16) South Kipchak, Noghay
... tek okituwsi sorasa, okiwsidiy biliminiy
... onlyteacher ask-CD student-GEN knowledge-PSS3-GEN
bar-liy-i korindi.
existent-LIK-PSS3  appear-PST
‘... when the teacher asked, it became apparent that the student had knowledge.” (Ka-
paev 1989: 161)
Turkish: ‘Ogretmen sorunca 6grencinin bilgili oldugu (bilgisinin oldugu) goriindii.’

(17) East Kipchak, Kirghiz
Men koy Jjayip  Cikkan torlordon anda-sanda  alardi
I sheep herd-Cv go out-PAR field-PL-ABL sometimes they-AcC

ucuratip kalip, miltiyimdin Jjok-tuy-un-a okiiniip tim
come across-CV PV-CV rifle-PSS1SG-GEN nonexistent-PSS3-DAT regret-CV  quiet
bolcumun.

BOL-HAB.PST-1SG

‘I sometimes suddenly came across them on the fields where I was tending my sheep. I
would regret not having my rifle and used to stay quiet.” (Kasapoglu 2005: 363)
Turkish: */.../ Tifegimin o/lmamasina pisman olup sesimi ¢ikarmazdim.’

(18) East Oghuz, Turkmen
[lki bilen-G $u  kdrde — on basyil — stazimiy
first of all  this job-LoC fifteen year experience-PSS1SG-GEN
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19

(20)

(2]

bar-diy-in-i yatladayin.

existent-LIK-PSS3-ACC  remind-OPT1SG

‘First of all, let me remind you that I have fifteen years experience on the job.” (Clark
1998: 379)

Turkish: ‘Oncelikle bu iste onbes yillik bir tecritbemin oldugunu size hatirlatayim.’

East Oghuz, Turkmen

Bu  bir kopi gecip,  adi galan halk.

this a many-PSS3  pass-CV little-PSS3 remain-PAR people
Tiirkmeniy  gelejeginiy bar-liy-in-a mende indi  inam ad.

Turkmen-GEN future-PSS3-GEN  existent-LiIK-PSS3-DAT I-LOC now trust little
“This is a folk where many vanished and few remained. Now, my faith that the Turk-
mens have a future has lessened.” (Welsapar 2006: 113)

Turkish: ‘Bu, ¢ogu yok olup az1 kalan bir halk. Tiirkmenin geleceginin olduguna dair
giivenim artik az.’

East Oghuz, Turkmen

Onuy  miraOinda Jedelli verleriniy bar-liy-in-i

X-GEN heritage-PSS3-LOC  controversial place-PL-PSS3-GEN existent-LIK-PSS3-ACC
kim  bilenok?

who know-NEG.PTER3

‘Who doesn’t know that X has controversial issues in his heritage.” (Welsapar 2006:
126)

Turkish: ‘Onun mirasinda tartigmal1 yerlerin o/dugunu kim bilmez?’

East Oghuz, Turkmen

Alkjagiiliiy  iki gidiniy bar-diy-in-a gen galdim.
A.-GEN two daughter-PSS3-GEN  existent-LIK-PSS3-DAT surprise-PAST-1SG
‘I am surprised that Akjagiil has two daughters.” (Ak Welsapar, p.c.)

Turkish: ‘Akcagiil’tin iki kizinin olduguna sasirdim.’

The clauses in (22—27) illustrate the use of the productive nonfinite copular mor-
pheme eken- in the combination {BAR EKEN}. (22-23) exemplify existential comple-
ment clauses, while (24-27) denote possession.

(22)

East Kipchak, Kirghiz

I¢inde em  ne bar eken-i-n kaysi  bir
inner-pSS3-LOC also  what existent COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC which a
ayaldar bilisken Jok.

woman-PL know-REC-PTER  nonexistent
‘Most of the women did not know what there was inside of it.” (KIA)
Turkish: ‘Iginde ne oldugunu kadinlarin birgogu bilmiyordu.’
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South Kipchak, Noghay

Soradiy  kiilemsirewinde bir yamanlik bar eken-i-n

S-GEN  smile-PSS3-LoC a  malice existent COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC

seze  kelgen Pasa ...

feel-Cv PV-PART P.

‘Pasa, who has recognized that there is malice in Sora’s smile ..." (DZanbidaeva &
Ogurlieva 1995: 55)

Turkish: ‘Sora’nin giilimsemesinde bir kotiiliik oldugunu sezen Pasa ...’

South Kipchak, Kazakh

Azamat  biyznesti damituw isiin  tayi kanday usinis-pikirleri

A. business-ACC develop-INF for  another what  offer-opinion-PL-PSS3
bar eken-i-n suradi.

existent COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC ask-PST

‘Azamat asked what kind of proposals and opinions they had for business develop-
ment.” (Muhamedowa 2016: 36)™°

Turkish: “Azamat, isi gelistirmek igin baska ne gibi onerileri o/dugunu sordu.’

(25) South Kipchak, Noghay

...em oniy aylak iiyken bibliotekasi bar eken-i-n

...and X-GENvery big library-pSS3 existent COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC
esitken.

hear-PTER

‘... and, he had heard that X had a very big library.” (Kazakov 1983: 21)
Turkish: “Hem onun ¢ok biiyiik bir kiitiiphanesi oldugunu isitti.’

(26) West Kipchak, Kumyk

Baliki, o gisi oziinii  raxmulu yiiregi bar
maybe that person self-GEN kind heart-pSs3 existent
eken-ge siyiniip yirlaydir...

COP.NFIN-DAT be glad-cv  sing-PRS-COP
‘Maybe, this person is glad that he has a kind heart and is singing.” (KUA)
Turkish: ‘Belki o kisi merhametli bir yiireginin o/masina sevinip sark: sdyliiyordur.’

(27) East Kipchak, Kirghiz

10

Anin  eski kitebi bar eken-i-n uktum.
X-GEN old book-PSs3 existent COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC hear-PST
‘I heard that X has old books.’

Turkish: ‘Onun eski kitaplar1 oldugunu isittim.’

According to Muhamedowa (2006: 36), examples as given in (9) and (24) are free options
with the same meaning.
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The use of the extended predicate {BAR EKEN-LIK} is exemplified in (28-31). (28—
29) contain existential complement clauses, while the complement clauses in (30—
31) convey predicative possession.

(28)

29

(30)

(€))

East Kipchak, Kirghiz

Bul  kitepkanada eski kitepterdin ~ bar eken-dig-i-n uktum.

this library-LOC old book-PL-GEN existent COP.NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC hear-PAST-1SG
‘I heard that there are old books at this library.’

Turkish: ‘Bu kiitiiphanede eski kitaplarm o/dugunu duydum.’

East Oghuz, Turkmen

Olar aBil  bu dinydde  yamanliyiy, dusmanciliyiy

they infact this world-LOC malice-GEN enmity-GEN

bar eken-lig-in-i-de unudupduriar.

existent COP.NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC-also forget-PTER-3PL

“They have probably forgotten that there is malice and enmity in this world.” (Ak
Welsapar, p.c.)

Turkish: “Onlar asil bu diinyada kétiiliigiin ve diismanligin oldugunu da unutmuslar.’

East Kipchak, Kirghiz

Tekebayev Atambayevdin kanca bayliyi bar
T A.-GEN how much property-pss3  existent
eken-dig-i-n acikka ciyarat.

COP.NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC bring to light-PRS-3

‘Tekebayev brings to light how much property Atambayev has.’
(http://kaganat.kg/2017/01/31/tekebaev-atambaevdin-kancha-bajlygy-bar-ekendigin-
achykka-chygarat/)

Turkish: “Tekebayev, Atambayev’in ne kadar varlig1 oldugunu agiga ¢ikariyor.’

East Oghuz, Turkmen

Akjagiiliiy  iki  gidiniy bar eken-lig-in-e
A.-GEN two daughter-PSS3-GEN existent COP.NFIN-LIK-PSS3-DAT
gey galdim.

surprise-PAST-1SG
‘I’m surprised that Akjagiil has two daughters.” (Ak Welsapar, p.c.)
Turkish: ‘Akcagiil’tin iki kizinin olduguna sasirdim.’

The complement clauses in examples (32—37), representing the Turkish dialects, are
based on the contracted forms of the Oghuz counterpart var-idiK-, a combination of
{BAR} with the archaic copular morpheme -/dIK-.
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(32) West Oghuz, Turkish dialect of Aliefendi, Alanya
Olkiiz var-idi:-n za:tdn  bilmadyoriiz.
0oX  existent-COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC anyway know-NEG-PRS-1PL
‘Wir wuBlten doch gar nicht, da die Ochsen dort waren.” (Demir 1993: 155)
‘We didn’t really know that the oxen were there.’
Standard Turkish: ‘Okiiz oldugunu zaten bilmiyoruz.’

(33) West Oghuz, Turkish dialect of Babadag, Denizli

Ne var ne yok, Coluk cojuk?

what existent what nonexistent child and the like

Amjay aylatti  ya ne var-di:n-a, bes
uncle-Pss2sG tell-PAST well what  existent-COP.NFIN-PSS3-DAT five
evia:dimiz va:, ic o:lan iki giz.

child-pSSIPL existent three son two daughter

‘What do you have, child and the like? Well, your uncle told you, what we have; we
have five children, three sons and two daughters.” (Kanag 2010: 137)

Standard Turkish: “Ne var ne yok, ¢oluk-cocuk? Amcan anlatt1 ya ne(yimiz) o/dugunu,
bes evladimiz var, ii¢ oglan, iki kiz.’

(34) West Oghuz, Turkish dialect of Cukurbag, Karaman

Domatislerde, hormon olan domatislerde ilac¢
tomato-PL-LOC hormone BOL-PAR tomato-PL-LOC chemicals
var-idi: belli olur!

existent-COP.NFIN-PSS3 obvious BOL-AOR

‘It will be apparent that there are chemical agents in tomatoes which have been in-
jected.’

Standard Turkish: ‘Domateslerde, hormon olan domateslerde ilag oldugu belli olur.’

(35) West Oghuz, Turkish dialect of Cukurbag, Karaman
Domatislerde ~ hormon  yog-udu:n-u anlariz.
tomato-PL-LOC hormone nonexistent-COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC recognize-AOR-1PL
‘We recognize that there is no hormone in tomatoes.’
Standard Turkish: ‘Domateslerde hormon o/madigin: anlariz.’

(36) West Oghuz, Turkish dialect of Cukurbag, Karaman
AysSa Ankara’da  halasinin var-idi:n-1 yeni o:rendi.
A. Ankara-LOC aunt-PSS3-GEN existent-COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC recently find out-PST
‘Aysa recently found out that she has an aunt in Ankara.’
Standard Turkish: “‘Ayse Ankara’da halasi(nin) o/dugunu yeni 6grendi.”

11 Examples (34-37) are taken from a recording of a conversation with Ziileyha Turan, a
speaker of the given Turkish dialect.
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(37

West Oghuz, Turkish dialect of Cukurbag, Karaman

AySanin  bi  gizi var-idi:n-i duydum.
A.-GEN a  daughter-pSS3 existent-COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC hear-PST-1SG
‘I heard that AySa has a daughter.’

Standard Turkish: ‘Ayse’nin bir kiz1 o/dugunu duydum.’

The following examples illustrate subordination of interrogative clauses expressing
existence or possession in the sense of ‘whether there is/are’, “whether X has’. Ex-
ample (38) from Kirghiz contains a combination of {BAR} and {YOK} (bar-jok eken-
i-n). Turkish equivalent of bar-jok eken-i-n would be ol-up ol-ma-dig-in-1, a com-
bination of the converbial ol-up with the negated participial ol-ma-dig-in-1. Simi-
larly, (39) from Turkmen and (40) from a Turkish dialect denote subordinate inter-
rogative clauses.

(38)

(39

(40)

East Kipchak, Kirghiz

Anan cinidayy suunun tiibiindo ak biirtiikcolor
then bowl-LOC-KI water-GEN bottom-PSS3-LOC white particle-PL
bar-jok eken-i-n tekseret.

existent-nonexistent COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC explore-PRS3

“Then, they check whether there are white particles in the water at the bottom of the
bowl.” (KIA)

Turkish: ‘Sonra kasedeki suyun dibinde beyaz pargaciklarin olup olmadig: kontrol edi-
lir.?

East Oghuz, Turkmen

Akjagiiliiy  gidiniy bar-yok eken-lig-in-i'
A.-GEN daughter-PSS3-GEN  existent-nonexistent COP.NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC
Ooradim.

ask-PAST-1SG

‘I asked whether Akjagiil has a daughter or not.” (Ak Welsapar, p.c.)

Turkish: “Akcagiil’tin kizinin olup olmadigini sordum.’

2

West Oghuz, Turkish dialect of Kulu

Var-idi:n-i yog-udu:n-u bilmiyon.
existent-COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC nonexistent-COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC know-NEG-PRS-1SG
‘I don’t know whether there is or not.” (Adnan Kiigiikgol, p.c.)

Standard Turkish: ‘Olup olmadigini bilmiyorum.’

2.3. Restrictions of {BAR} in Standard Turkish complement clauses

The Turkish adjectival predicate var, a cognate of the Kipchak Turkic and Turkmen
bar, is not capable of directly taking possessive and case markers in embedded

12 In this example, bar-yok eken-lig-in-i can be replaced by bar-in-i yoy-un-i or bar-diy-in-i
ya yok-duy-in-i with the same meaning.
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clauses (compare the unacceptable uses in (41) and (42) with the uses in (6) and (8)
respectively), unless it—preferably combined with yok—appears in lexical and/or
idiomatic expressions, e.g. (43—44). Compare varini yogunu in Turkish with the lex-
ical use of vari in Azeri (45).

(41) West Oghuz, Standard Turkish
*Cocuk, bunlarin baginda bir dert var-in-1 anlar.
Intended: “The child understands that they had trouble.’

(42) *Onun annesine benzeyen taraflari var-in-1 goriir.

Intended: “He sees that she has features resembling those of her mother.’

(43) var-n-1 yog-un-u bilmek (*var-in-1 bilmek)
existent-PSS3-ACC nonexistent-PSS3-ACC  know-INF
‘to know everything (all the details) about someone or something’

(44) var-in-1 yog-un-u kaybetmek (*var-in-1 kaybetmek)
existent-PSS3-ACC nonexistent-PSS3-ACC lose-INF
‘to lose one’s all’ (Redhouse: 1218)

(45) West Oghuz, Azeri
Bir kisinin,  dovleti, var-i, mali, koyunu
a man-GEN prosperity-PSS3 possession-PSS3 property-pSs3  sheep-Pss3
heddinden artik cox  idi.
limit-ABL more many COP.PST
‘A man had an excessive prosperity, possession, property and sheep.” (AA)

Further, the Turkish words varlik and yokluk, formal cognates of Kipchak Turkic
and Turkmen {BAR-LIK} and {YOK-LIK}, never denote a complement clause in the
sense ‘that there is (not)’ or ‘that X has (does not have)’. Compare the unacceptable
examples (46) and (47) with (10) and (13) respectively. In cases in which varlik or
yokluk appear as complements of superordinate clauses, it is a question of their lexi-
cal meanings (varlik “existence’, ‘being’, ‘wealth’, ‘possessions’; yokluk ‘absence’,
‘non-existence’, ‘lack’, ‘poverty’) (48—49). Compare examples (48—49) which ex-
hibit a nominal complementation (‘existence’, ‘possession’) with example (50),
which illustrates a clausal complementation based on the predicate olduk- ‘that there
is’."* At this point, it should be noted that Kipchak and Turkmen words {BAR-LIK}
and {YOK-LIK} can also exhibit comparable lexical meanings, e.g. barlik ‘the
whole’, “abundance’, ‘wealth’, ‘existence’ in Noghay. See also the use of Kirghiz
barlik in example (30).

13 See Herkenrath & Karakog (2017) for a recent analysis of criteria for distinguishing claus-
al versus nominal complementation in Turkish.
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(46) West Oghuz, Standard Turkish
*Geng hemen ¢ubukla kiirede bir sihir var-lig-in-1 anlayip ...
Intended: ‘The young man immediately recognizes with a rod that there is a magic in
the globe ...’

(47) *Bulat’in parasi var-lig-in-1 biliyorum.
Intended: ‘I know that Bulat has money.’

(48) Biitiin varlig-in-1 bagislad.
all possession-PSS3-ACC  donate-PST
‘X donated all his/her possessions.’

(49) Boyle bir  sorunun varhg-mn-i inkar edemeyiz.
such a problem-GEN existence-PSS3-ACC deny-NEG.MOD.AOR-1PL
‘We cannot deny the existence of such a problem.” (Karakog¢ 2007 [2002])

(50) Boyle bir  sorunun ol-dug-un-u inkar edemeyiz.
such a problem-GEN BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC deny-NEG.MOD.AOR-1PL
‘We cannot deny that there is such a problem.’

The combined form var ol- is sometimes found in existential complement clauses,
however, it displays restrictions by having a special meaning strongly implying an
absolute existence (“that it exists’) (51-53) or a dynamic existence (‘that it comes
into being/existence’). Hence, it does not occur in clausal complements simply
corresponding to ‘that there is’ or ‘that X has’. This specific meaning explains the
relatively infrequent occurrence of var ol- in the data. It appears to be too strongly
marked to be used in neutral existence clauses. Compare examples (54-55) with
(22-25) above. The same is true for the negated form yok ol-, which is not found in
complements corresponding to ‘that there is not’ or ‘that X does not have’. In em-
bedded clauses, it typically conveys a dynamic meaning (‘that something/ someone
disappears, vanishes, becomes nonexistent’), see (56) (Karakog 2007 [2002]).

(51) West Oghuz, Standard Turkish
var ol-dug-u bilinmeyen bir seyin ortaya ¢ikarilmasi
existent BOL-NFIN-PSS3 know-PAS-NEG-PAR a  thing-GEN find out-PAS-INF-PSS3
‘to find out something which you don’t know exists at all’
(https://www.seslisozluk.net/var-oldugu-daha-6nce-bilinmeyen-bir-geyin-ortaya-
¢ikarilmasi-nedir-ne-demek/)

(52) Hep orada, karsimizda durmak,  var ol-duk-larin-1
always there in front of-PSSIPL-LOC stand-INF existent BOL- NFIN-PSS3PL-ACC
birbirlerine duyurmak,  herkesten ayrt ve degisik
one another-PSS3PL-DAT  announce-INF everyone-ABLdistinct and different
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olduklarim ima etmek igin.

BOL-NFIN-PSS3PL-ACC  imply-INF for

‘... so they might always be there, standing before us, announcing their existence, nay,
their individuality and distinction.” (Pamuk 2001: 130)™

(53) Sanki bu  dlemde neden var ol-dug-um-u bu
asif this world-LoC why existent BOL-PSS1SG-ACC this
ustllerle resmedilirsem daha iyi kavrayacaktim.
fashion-PL-INS depict-PAS-AOR-COP.CD-1SGmore good understand-PROS-COP.PST-1SG
‘Had I been depicted in this fashion, it seemed, I’d better understand why I existed in
this world.” (Pamuk 2001: 132)

(54) *Icinde ne var ol-dug-un-u kadinlarn bircogu bilmiyordu.
Intended: “Most of the women did not know what was inside of it.’

(55) *Hem onun ¢ok biiyiik bir kiitiiphanesi var ol-dug-un-u isitti.
Intended: “and, he had heard that X had a very big library.’

(56) Bunun ispati, kitaplarin,  ciltlerin pargalanip  yok
this-GEN proof-PsS3 book-PL-GEN volume-PL-GEN torn-PAS-CV nonexistent
ol-ma-st1, ama  ig¢indeki resimli sayfalarin,  baska
BOL-INF-PSS3 but  inside-PSS3-LOC-KI illustrated page-PL-GEN other
kitaplarn, baska ciltlerin icine girerek sonsuza
book-PL-GEN other volume-PL-GEN inside-PSS3-DAT enter-CV eternity-DAT
kadar yasayip Allah’in  dlemini gostermeye devam etmesidir.
till live-cv  Allah-GEN world-PSS3-ACC show-INF-DAT  continue-INF-PSS3-COP
“The proof of this resides in the fact that the illustrations in manuscripts and volumes
that had been torn apart and vanished have passed into other books and other volumes
to survive forever in their revelation of Allah’s worldly realm.” (Pamuk 2001: 85)

2.4. Complement clauses based on {BOL}

As analyzed so far, in Standard Turkish the verbal predicate {BOL} remains the
exclusive choice in both types of complement clauses, existential and possessional.
That means that in the Turkish equivalents of all the examples given in (5-39), the
bare form {BAR} orits extended variants {BAR-LIK}, {BAR EKEN} or {BAR EKEN-LIK }
are to be replaced by {BOL} (compare the respective Turkish translations of these
examples). In contrast to this, Kipchak Turkic languages, as well as Turkmen, have
both {BAR} and {BOL} at their disposal. Consider existence and possessive clauses
based on {BOL-GAN}, {BOL-GAN-LIK} or {BOL-GAN EKEN} in (57-61). In example
(62) from Karachay-Balkar, {BOL-GAN} and {BAR-LIK} immediately follow each
other in similar contexts. In these languages, {BAR} and {BOL} also appear in

14 In examples taken from Pamuk (1998), I keep the English translations made by Erdag M.
Goknar (see Pamuk 2001).
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combination (63). Example (64) illustrates the use of {BOL} in a subordinate inter-
rogative clause. Examples (65-69) illustrate {BOL} in combination with participles
denoting prospectivity.

(57) South Kipchak, Kazakh
Oniy  iiyde bol-yan-i-n (bol-yan-diy-i-n) kim  aytti?
X-GEN house-LOC BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC (or BOL-NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC) who  say-PST
‘Who said that X was at home?’
Turkish: ‘Onun evde oldugunu kim sdyledi?’

(58) East Kipchak, Kirghiz
Murun bul kitepkanada eski kitepterdin  bol-yon-duy-u-n uktum.
earlier this library-LOC old book-PL-GEN BOL-NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC hear-PST-1SG
‘I heard that there used to be old books at this library.’
Turkish: “Eskiden bu kiitiiphanede eski kitaplarin oldugunu duydum.’

(59) South Kipchak, Noghay

Oniy  balasi bol-yan  eken-i-n esittim.
X-GEN child-PsS3 BOL-NFIN COP.NFIN-PSS3-ACC hear-PST-1SG
‘I heard that X had a child.’

Turkish: ‘Onun bir ¢ocugu oldugunu duydum.’

(60) South Kipchak, Kazakh
Oniy  kitapxanasi  bol-yan-i-n (bol-yan-diy-i-n) estidim.
X-GEN library-pSS3 BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC (or BOL-NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC) hear-PST-1SG
‘I heard that X had a library.’
Turkish: ‘Onun bir kiitiiphanesi oldugunu duydum.’

(61) North Kipchak, Bashkir
Zildnen aksahi bul-yan-i-n beldm.
Z.-GEN money-PSS3 BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC know-PRS-1SG
‘I know that Zild had money.’ (Ersen-Rasch 2009a: 146)
Turkish: “Zild nin parasi o/dugunu biliyorum.’

(62) West Kipchak, Karachay-Balkar
Har bir tasda ne bol-yan-i-n sezgendi.
each stone-LOC what BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC recognize-PTER-COP
Ol  taslani yirjin kibik aSayandi.
that stone-PL-ACC bread like eat-PTER-COP
Kop taslada ne bar-liy-i-n sinayandi.
many stone-PL-LOC what existent-LIK-PSS3-ACC examine-PTER-COP
‘He recognized what there is in each stone. He ate stones like bread and examined what
there is in many stones.” (KMA)
Turkish: “Her bir tasta ne o/dugunu anlamis. O taslar1 ekmek gibi yemis. Birgok tasta
ne oldugunu arastirmis.’
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(63)

(64

(65)

(66)

(67)

(68)

(69)

Birsel Karakog

East Kipchak, Kirghiz

Anin  eski kitebi bar bol-yon-duy-u-n uktum.
X-GEN old book-PSS3 existent BOL-NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC hear-PST-1SG
‘I heard that X had old books.’

Turkish: “‘Onun eski kitaplar1 o/dugunu duydum.’

East Oghuz, Turkmen

Akjagiiliiy ~ gidiniy bol-up  bol-ma-diy-in-i Ooradim.
A.-GEN daughter-PSS3-GEN BOL-CV BOL-NEG-NFIN-PSS3-ACC ask-PST-1SG
‘I asked whether Akjagiil had a daughter or not.” (Ak Welsapar, p.c.)

Turkish: ‘Akcagiil’iin kizinin olup olmadigini sordum.’

North Kipchak, Tatar

Bulattiy  akcasi bul-acay-i-n (bul-ma-yacay-i-n) beldm.
B.-GEN money-PSS3 BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC (BOL-NEG-NFIN-PSS3-ACC) know-PRS-1SG
‘I know that Bulat is (not) going to have money.” (Ersen-Rasch 2009b: 151)

Turkish: ‘Bulat’in parasi olacagini (olmayacagini) biliyorum.’

North Kipchak, Bashkir

Zildney  aksahi bul-maOin aytteldr.

Z.-GEN money-PSS3 BOL-NEG-NFIN-PSS3-ACC tell-PST-3PL

‘They said that Zila is not going to have money.” (Ersen-Rasch 2009a: 147)
Turkish: ‘Zild nin parast o/mayacagin sdylediler.’

East Oghuz, Turkmen

Men Akjagiiliiy ¢ayaOiniy bol-jak-diy-in-i (bol-jay-in-i)

I A.-GEN  child-PSS3-GEN BOL-NFIN-LIK-PSS3-ACC  (BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC)
bildim.

know-PST-18G

‘I knew that Akjagiil was going to have a child.” (Ak Welsapar, p.c.)

Turkish: “Akcagiil’tin gocugunun olacagin: bildim.’

East Kipchak, Kirghiz

AySanin kép  akcast bol-o  tur-yan-i-n bilem.
A.-GEN much money-PSS3 BOL-CV PV- NFIN-PSS3-ACC know-PRS-1S
‘I know that Aysa is going to have much money.’

Turkish: “Ayse’nin ¢ok parasi olacagin biliyorum.

Aysanin  balasi bol-or-u-n uktum.
A.-GEN  child-PSS3 BOL-NFIN-PSS3-ACC hear-pPST-1S
‘I heard that AySa is going to have a child.’

Turkish: “Ayse’nin ¢ocugu olacagini duydum.’
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2.5. Ambiguity versus formal diversity: Attempting to explain the distribution

Needless to say, that the Turkish system allows for ambiguities since various dyna-
mic and static contents of existence and possession (both in present and past con-
texts) are denoted by one and the same predicate. In contrast to this, Kipchak Turkic
and Turkmen clausal complements are characterized by a formal diversity, which to
a certain extent ensures that distinct semantic notions are marked by distinct formal
devices. Such diversity as is found in Kazakh and Turkmen can be reviewed by
following minimal pairs appearing to indicate similar overall readings, see (70-72).
Note that in translations, the notation of “have’ in small caps is intended to cover
possible static and dynamic meanings and subtle nuances in past or present contexts
(see Footnote 7).

(70) South Kipchak, Kazakh
a. Siylimnip bar-in-a siiyiinemin.
sister-PSS1SG-GEN  existent-PSS3-DAT be glad-PRS-1SG
Siylimniy bar-liy-in-a siiyiinemin. [existent-LIK-PSS3-DAT]
Siylimniy bar eken-in-e siiyiinemin. [existent COP.NFIN-PSS3-DAT]
Siylimnin bar eken-dig-in-e siiyiinemin. [existent COP.NFIN-LIK-PSS3-DAT]
Siylimniy bol-yan-in-a siiyiinemin. [BOL-NFIN-PSS3-DAT]
Sinlimniy bol-yan-diy-in-a siiyiinemin. [BOL-NFIN-LIK-PSS3-DAT]
Overall meaning: ‘I am glad that I HAVE a sister.’

moe po o

(71) South Kipchak, Kazakh

a. Miltiyimniy Zoy-in-a okinemin.
rifle-PSS1SG-GEN nonexistent-PSS3-DAT regret-PRS-1SG
Miltiyimniy Zok-tiy-in-a 6kinemin. [nonexistent-LIK-PSS3-DAT]
Miltiyimniy Zok eken-in-e 6kinemin. [nonexistent COP.NFIN-PSS3-DAT]
Miltiyimniy Zok eken-dig-in-e Gkinemin. [nonexistent COP.NFIN-LIK-PSS3-DAT]
Miltiyimniy bol-ma-yan-in-a Gkinemin. [BOL-NEG-NFIN-PSS3-DAT]
Miltiyimniy bol-ma-yan-diy-in-a okinemin. [BOL-NEG-NFIN-LIK-PSS3-DAT]
Overall meaning: ‘I regret that I do not HAVE my rifle.’

mo a0 o

(72) East Oghuz, Turkmen
a. Uyamiy bar-in-a begenyidrin.
sister-PSS1SG-GEN  existent-PSS3-DAT be glad-PRS-1SG
Uyamiy bar-diy-in-a begenydrin. [existent-LIK-PSS3-DAT]
Uyamiy bar eken-in-e begenydrin. [existent COP.NFIN-PSS3-DAT]
Uyamiy bar eken-lig-in-e begenydrin. [existent COP.NFIN-LIK-PSS3-DAT]
Uyamiy bol-an-in-a begenydrin. [BOL-NFIN-PSS3-DAT]
Uyamiy bol-an-diy-in-a begenydirin. [BOL-NFIN-LIK-PSS3-DAT]
Overall meaning: ‘I am glad that I HAVE a sister.’

o ao o

In what follows, I will attempt to explain the complex formal diversity characteriz-
ing Kipchak Turkic and Turkmen by considering the following kinds of oppositions.
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The first opposition pertains to the essential semantic domains of the predicate
types {BAR} and {BOL}. The non-verbal predicate {BAR} and its extended forms are
responsible for the static meanings in ‘present’ contexts (‘that there is’ or ‘that X
has’), whereas {BOL}, as a verb, largely but not exclusively implies dynamic rea-
dings (‘that it comes/came into being/existence’ or ‘that X takes/took possession of).
Furthermore, the {BOL} predicate, either in its bare form or its extended forms
depending on the preferences of individual languages, is involved in the expression
of static existence or possession, often emphasizing a ‘past’ reading (‘that there was’
or ‘that X had’).15 For instance, bar-, bar-liK-, bar eken- [+STA, -PST] versus bol-
yan-, bol-yan eken- [+DYN] or [+STA, +PST] in Noghay (compare e.g. 8, 16, 23, 25
and 59), bar-, bar-liK- [+STA, -PST] versus bul-yan- [+DYN] or [+STA, +PST] in Bash-
kir and Tatar (compare e.g. 5, 14, 15 and 61) (see Ersen-Rasch 2009a and 2009b),
bar eken-(diK)- [+STA, -PST] versus bol-yon-(duK)- [+DYN] or [+STA, +PST] in Kirg-
hiz (compare e.g. 17, 22, 27, 28, 30 and 58), bar-, bar-liK-/bar-liK-, bar eken-liK-
/bar eken-diK- [+STA, -PST] versus bol-an-, bol-an-diK- [+DYN] or [+STA, +PST] in
Turkmen (compare e.g. 11, 12, 18-21, 29, 31 and 64). The situation concerning
dynamic or static ‘past’ readings, depending on the given context, may cause some
fluctuations in the use of {BOL} in Kipchak languages and Turkmen, even if not to
the same degree as in Turkish. A further static domain typically expressed by {BOL}
concerns the prospective aspect. In combination with participles denoting pro-
spectivity, {BOL} conveys static existence or possession in future (“that there will be/
is going to be’ or ‘that X will have/is going to have’). For instance, bol-ayaK-
[+PROS] in Noghay, bol-jaK- or bol-jak-diK- [+PROS] in Turkmen, bul-acaK-
[+PROS] in Tatar, bol-a turyan- or bolor- [+PROS] in Kirghiz (examples 65-69).
Possible functional expansions or limitations of {BOL} in particular languages need
to be considered separately.

The second opposition arises, in my view, between the bare form {BAR} and its
copulative extension {BAR EKEN}, both having the values [+STA, -PST]. This opposi-
tion might be a result of diachronic renewals. More concretely, the bare form {BAR}
is a prototypical and basic form often found in varieties which can be characterized
as oral, spoken, informal, vulgar or traditional, whereas {BAR EKEN} can be seen as a
formation prevailing in more standardized and formal genres and language uses.
Such an opposition can be observed in Noghay.

Another opposition occurs between those forms not containing the suffix {LIK},
i.e. bar-, bar eken-, bolyan-, and those containing it, i.e. bar-liK-/bar-diK, bar eken-
liK-/bar eken-diK, bol-yan-diK-. According to my observations, North and West
Kipchak languages, as well as the South Kipchak language Noghay spoken outside
of Central Asia, seem to use {LIK}-based formations relatively less frequently than
the Central Asian Turkic languages Kazakh, Kirghiz and Turkmen, as well as Uzbek

15 It should be pointed out that “present” or “past” in such nonfinite clauses of Turkic lan-
guages are to be interpreted in relation to the viewpoint markers in the given superor-
dinate clauses, and by considering the higher structures of the underlying discourse types.
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and Uyghur, which belong to the Karluk branch. As regards providing a satisfactory
explanation, which should go beyond such observations, I must recognize that this
paper runs into some obstacles. It turns out not to be a trivial matter to gain a deeper
insight into the factors behind this variation. The bare forms, as opposed to those
containing {LIK}, are often considered to belong to spoken registers and traditional
genres (see e.g. Zhang 2004: 324, Ersen-Rasch 2009a: 146). In Turkmen, forms not
containing {LIK} (bar-, bar eken-) are regarded as archaic and nonstandard, i.e. be-
longing only to some vernaculars, and thus are largely nonexistent in standard writ-
ten language. The special contribution of {LIK}, be it semantic, pragmatic, genre-re-
lated, discourse type-related, variety-related, etc., as well as its dubious and dis-
putable etymological source (see my comment in Footnote 6), is a comprehensive
Turcological topic that needs to be investigated, not only in the context of our sub-
ject concerning existence and possessive clauses, but also for the entire verbal sys-
tems of the languages involved.'® In my opinion, the {LIK}-based forms as opposed
to the bare forms (yet, only in varieties where this opposition is still operative and
productive) seem to appear to highlight events in given speech situations (in our
context, implying a stronger relevance of existence or possession) and thus are more
appropriate for certain discourse types. This ad hoc observation needs to be ques-
tioned in further research by carefully taking into account, among other things, the
above-mentioned linguistic areas.

A further opposition can be observed either between the simple form {BOL} and
the combined form {BAR BOL}, as in Turkish, or between the simple forms {BAR},
{BOL} and the combined form {BAR BOL}, as in Kipchak varieties or in Turkmen.
By strongly conveying absolute existence, the Turkish combination var ol- appears
as a marked member of an opposition (olduK- versus var olduK-). This also seems
to be the case for other languages, though more data and analysis are needed for the
individual languages in this respect as well.

3. Relativization of existence and possessive clauses

Regarding the use of {BAR} and {BOL} in relative clauses, I found a comparable
distribution across our languages. The non-verbal predicates {BAR} and {YOK},
alongside the verbal predicate {BOL}, are widely found in Kipchak and Turkmen
relative clauses. Examples (73—74) from Kazakh and Turkmen respectively illustrate
existential relative clauses based on the predicate {BAR} or {YOK}. In (73), the noun
marking the location of the existence clause (Zer ‘place’) is the relativized final
head, whereas in (74) the relativized constituent (head noun) refers to the existent
entity (TZirkmen filmleri ‘Turkmen movies’).

16 See Herkenrath & Karakog¢ (2017) for an analysis of the complex forms -mlslIK
and -mAzIIK in Turkish context.
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(73) South Kipchak, Kazakh
Kitap bar Zerde yilim boladi.
book existent place-LOC knowledge BOL-PRS-3SG
‘Where there are books there is knowledge.’
Turkish: ‘Kitap olan yerde ilim olur.’

(74) East Oghuz, Turkmen

Bidin makOadimiz, iy tide we internet ulyaminda
we-GEN intention-PSSIPL most new and internet site-PSS3-LOC
yok Tiirkmen  filmlerini/.../ Oide yetirmekden ibarat.

nonexistent Turkmen film-PL-PSS3 ~ you-DAT  provide-INF-ABL consisting

‘Our only goal is to provide you with the newest Turkmen films which are not available
on internet sites.’ (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eeV1-s1XJIE)

Turkish: ‘Bizim amacimiz, en yeni ve internet sitelerinde o/mayan (bulunmayan) Tiirk-
men filmlerini size ulasgtirmaktan ibaret.’

Examples (75-77) illustrate relativization of possessive clauses. In (75), from Ka-
zakh, Zeti basi bar ‘that has seven heads’ is an attribute to the head noun sari kus
‘yellow bird’. The possessee Zeti bas ‘seven heads’ in the relative clause receives a
possessive suffix agreeing in person and number with the possessor sari kus (head
noun). According to some native speakers, bar in this position may be combined
with bolyan (i.e. Zeti basi bar bolyan). If the relative clause had been based on bar
bolyan, the clause might have had a past reading: ‘that sad seven heads’. Note that
the corresponding clause in Turkish employs the predicate olan or the adjective yedi
bash. Use of an adjective is also possible in Kazakh: Zeti basti sari kus. In (77) from
Kirghiz, the relative clause bayar-koriirii jok is based on the negated form {YOK}.

(75) South Kipchak, Kazakh
Astinda Zatkan Zeti  basi bar sari kus  eken.
under-LOC lie-PAR seven head-PSS3 existent yellow bird COP.EVID
“That which lies under it is evidently a yellow bird that has seven heads.’ (KXA: 42)
Turkish: “Altinda yatan yedi bas1 olan (or yedi bagsli) sar1 (bir) kus imis.’

(76) South Kipchak, Kazakh
miigedek balalari bar dyel
invalid  child-PL-PsS3 existent woman
‘a woman who has invalid children” (Muhamedowa 2016: 38)
Turkish: ‘sakat ¢ocuklari o/an (bir) kadin’

(77) East Kipchak, Kirghiz
Iigeri zamanda Baydad — Saarinda bayar-koriirii
former time-LoCc Baghdad city-PSS3-LOC caregiver-PSS3
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(78)

jok bir toyolok Jetim  jaSayan  eken.

nonexistent a  motherless-fatherless orphan live-PTER COP.EVID

‘In former times, in Baghdad, there was a motherless-fatherless orphan who did not
have anyone to take care of him.” (KIA)

Turkish: “Eski zamanlarda Bagdat sehrinde kendine bakan kimsesi o/mayan anasiz-ba-
basiz bir yetim yasarmis.’

East Kipchak, Kirghiz

Dayrasi bar, toosu bar baska jak

river-pSS3  existent mountain-PSS3 existent other place

sendey  koriinboyt.

yOu-EQU see-PSS-PRS-NEG-PRS3

‘Other places with rivers and mountains do not look like you.” (KIA)
Turkish: ‘Irmagi, dag1 olan baska yer senin gibi goriinmez.’

{BAR} is frequently found in proverbs (79—84) or in general statements (85). Exam-
ples (82—84) represent headless relative clauses, such as ayasi’ bar ‘the one who has
an older brother’ (82), sozi bar ‘the one who has something to say’ (83), where the
genitive case marker directly attaches to {BAR}. In such proverbs, which might in-
dicate fixed and archaic usages and express general, ageless wisdom, {BAR} and
{BOL} cannot be interchangeable. Otherwise, {BAR} can be replaced by {BOL} with
a similar reading (cf. example (85) with example (73) given above).

(79)

(80)

(81)

South Kipchak, Kazakh

It Zok Zerde SoSka iiredi.

dog nonexistent place-LOC pig  increase-PRS3

‘In a place where there is no dogs, pigs will multiply.’
Turkish: ‘Itin o/madig1 (or it olmayan) yerde domuz iirer.’

West Kipchak, Kumyk

Erisiw bar iiyde bereket bolmas.
contention existent house-LOC blessing BOL-NEG.AOR
‘In a house where there is contention, there is no blessing.’
‘Kavga olan evde bereket olmaz.” (KUA)

West Kipchak, Kumyk

Bala bar iiyde balax yok.

child existent house-LOC misfortune nonexistent

‘In a house where there are children, there is no misfortune.’
‘Cocuk olan evde bela olmaz.” (KUA)
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(82)

(83)

(84)

(85)
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South Kipchak, Kazakh

Ayasi bar-din Zayasi bar.

older brother-pss3 existent-GEN collar-pSS3  existent

‘The one who has an older brother has a collar (i.e. he has security).’
Turkish: ‘Agabeyi olanin yakasi olur.’

West Kipchak, Karachay-Balkar

Sozi bar-ni kiicii bardi.

word-PSS3  existent-GEN strength-PSS3 existent-COP
‘The one who has a word [something to say] has strength.’
Turkish: ‘Sozii olann giicti vardir.” (KMA)

West Kipchak, Karachay-Balkar

Atasi bar-ni, Jili kelse  da kesi jas.
father-pSS3 existent-GEN year-PSS3 come-CD also self-PSS3  young
‘The one who has a father is always young, even if his age has come.’
Turkish: ‘Babas1 olamin yas1 gelse de kendisi gengtir.” (KMA)

South Kipchak, Kazakh

Kitap bol-yan  Zerde yilim boladi.
book BOL-PAR place-LOC knowledge BOL-PRS-3SG
‘Where there are books there is knowledge.’

Turkish: “Kitap olan yerde ilim olur.’

According to Ersen-Rasch (2009b: 143), in Tatar, a relative clause is based on
{BAR} if it introduces new information (86). In other cases, as well as in past tense,
{BOL} is preferred (87-88).

(86)

(87

North Kipchak, Tatar

Akcasi bar bu kese esldmi.

money-PSS3  existent this person work-NEG.PRS3

“This person who has money does not work.” (Ersen-Rasch 2009b: 143)
Turkish: “Parasi o/an bu kisi ¢aligmiyor.’

North Kipchak, Tatar

Akcasi bul-yan  Timur Berlinya bara.

money-PSS3  BOL-NFIN T. B.-DAT go-PRS3

‘Timur, who has money, goes to Berlin.” (Ersen-Rasch 2009b: 142)
Turkish: “Parasi o/an Timur Berlin’e gidiyor.’
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(88) North Kipchak, Tatar
Elegrik akcasi bul-yan  kiz xdzer inde yarli.
earlier =~ money-PSS3 BOL-NFIN girl now poor
“The girl, who had money earlier, is now poor.’ (Ersen-Rasch 2009b: 142)
Turkish: “Eskiden parasi olan bu kiz simdi fakir.’

Further, I rarely observe the use of the negated copular marker emes ‘not’ in Kazakh
and Kirghiz relative clauses expressing ‘nonexistence’ (89-90). According to native
speakers, these clauses might in a similar reading be formed with the predicate
{YOK} (91). The coverage and distribution of this interesting usage needs to be in-
vestigated.

(89) South Kipchak, Kazakh
Zerde  de emes, kikte de emes bir altin saray ...
carth-LOoC also not  sky-LOC alsonot a gold palace
*A palace that exists neither on the earth nor in the sky ...” (KXA: 29)
Turkish: “Yerde de o/mayan (bulunmayan) gokte de olmayan (bulunmayan) altin bir
saray ...’

(90) South Kipchak, Kazakh
Ne kokte  emes ne Zerde emes, altinnan  Zasalyan  saray ...
neither sky-LOC not  nor earth-LOC not  gold-ABL build-PAR palace
‘A palace, that exists neither in the sky nor on the earth, and that was built with gold ...”
(KXA: 30)
Turkish: “Ne gokte ne de yerde olan (bulunan) altindan yapilmis bir saray ..."

(91) South Kipchak, Kazakh
Zerde de Zok kokte  de Zok bir altin saray ...
earth-LOC also nonexistent sky-LOC also nonexistent a  gold palace
‘A palace that exists neither on the earth nor in the sky ...’
Turkish: “Yerde de olmayan (bulunmayan) gékte de olmayan (bulunmayan) altin bir sa-

’

ray ...

As is obvious from the Turkish translations of the Kipchak and Turkmen examples,
Turkish typically employs the verbal predicate {BOL} in relativization of existence
and possessive clauses. {BAR} is not common, unless it occurs in combination with
{BoL}. Similar to the analyzed complement clauses, however, the form var ol- de-
notes absolute existence (“that/which absolutely exists’); see (92-93). Consider also
the Kazakh form bar bolyan in (94) and the Turkmen form bar bolan in (95). The
negated form yok ol- usually indicates a dynamic meaning ‘that disappears, van-
ishes’, see (96).
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92)

%93)

o4

95)

(96)
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West Oghuz, Turkish

Theophile Gautier igin oldugu gibi o zamanki hamimlar

T. G. for BOL-PAR-PSS3 like that time-KI lady-PL

ve  beyler icin de tabiat var ol-an,

and gentleman-PL for also nature existent BOL-PAR

goriilen, sevilen bir seydi.

see-PAS-PAR  like-PAS-PAR a  thing-COP.PST

‘As it was for Theophile Gautier, so was it for the ladies and gentlemen of that time,
that nature was something which was existent, was seen and enjoyed.’ (Hisar 1955: 36)

West Oghuz, Turkish

"Evet, kor  olmak ve var ol-ma-yan iilkelere

yes  blind BOL-INF and existent BOL-NEG-PAR country-PL-DAT

kagmak” dedi Leylek.

flee-INF  say-PST stork

““Aye”, said Stork, “going blind and fleeing to nonexistent countries”’ (Pamuk 2001:
489)

South Kipchak, Kazakh

semyasi  bar bol-yan jigit ...

family-PSS3 existent BOL-PAR young man

‘the young man who has a family ...” (Jumabay 2016: 39)
Turkish: “ailesi var olan geng ...’

East Oghuz, Turkmen

Tiirkmen dilinde ol Oddleriny odal  diiypli

Turkmen language-PsS3-LOC that word-PL-GEN earlier in depth

derpelmdndigi iic¢in olar hakda hddire cenli-de
examine-PAS-NEG.PAR-PSS3 for theyabout now till

bar bol-an  maylumatlar o diyen kop  dl.

existent BOL-PAR information-PL such many not

‘Since those words have not previously been examined in depth in the Turkmen langu-
age, there has not been much information about them until now.” (Azmun 2016: 12)
Turkish: “Turkmen dilinde o sézler onceleri kapsamli bir sekilde ele alinmadig: i¢in
simdiye kadar onlar tizerine var olan bilgiler de o kadar fazla degil.’

West Oghuz, Turkish

Istanbul’'un  yirmi  yida bir yamp  yok
Istanbul-GEN twenty year-LOC a burn-CV nonexistent
ol-ma-yan mahallesi ~ mi var ki kitap  kalsin?

BOL-NEG-PAR quarter-pSS3 Q  existent JUNC book remain-IMP
‘Is there a neighborhood in Istanbul that hasn’t been burned to the ground at least once
every twenty years that we might expect such a book to survive?’ (Pamuk 2001: 207)
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4. Contact-induced patterns for embedding existence and possessive clauses

In Oghuz and Kipchak Turkic varieties that develop under the strong linguistic
influence of Iranian or Slavic languages, we usually find contact-induced right-
branching relative or complement clauses based on finite verb forms.'” In the data
for such contact languages, {BAR} is a usual predicate in embedded existence and
possessive clauses. It typically appears as a finite form after a junctor, such as ani in
Gagauz or ki in Iranian Azeri. Examples (97-98) from Gagauz illustrate finite and
right-branching complementation of existence clauses. The clause ani varmis ga-
gauzlarda osoy adet ‘that there was such a tradition among the Gagauz’ in (97)
functions as a direct object argument of the superordinate clause Dadu annattiydi
Tezaa. Example (98) has a comparable structure. Compare the Turkish translations
of these contact-induced patterns.

(97) West Oghuz, Gagauz

Dadu annattiydi Tezaa, ani  var-mi§ gagauzlarda
grandfather tell-PST-COP.PST Teza-DAT JUNC existent-COP.EVID Gagauz-PL-LOC
osoy adet.

such custom
‘Grandpa told Teza that there was such a custom among the Gagauz.” (GA)
Turkish: “Dede Teza’ya Gagauzlar’da boyle bir adet oldugunu anlatmistt.”

(98) West Oghuz, Gagauz
Bu  isi Simu kendi da pek islaa annardi
this issue-AccC S. self alsovery good understand-AOR-COP.PST
ani var bu diinneeda isler paasiz, ani
JUNC existent this world-LOC issue-PL invaluable JUNC
alip satilmeerlar.
buy-Cv  sell-PAS-NEG.AOR-3PL
‘Simu could understand this very well: there are things in this world which are invalua-
ble and not for sale.” (GA)
Turkish: “Simu kendi de, bu diinyada pahasiz (pahasi olmayan), alip satilamaz isler
oldugunu ¢ok iyi anliyordu.’

The Gagauz examples in (99-100) show finite relativization of existence clauses in-
troduced by the junctors angi or ne, respectively. (101-104) exemplify a comparable
role of the finite predicate {BAR} in relativizing existence clauses in Iranian Azeri.

17 See Menz (1999) for Gagauz, Csat6 (2000) for Karaim, and Kiral (2001) for Iranian Azeri.
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(99) West Oghuz, Gagauz
te o, ani  yip var aya.nda, o  benim Cojii:m.
theone JUNC cord existent foot-PSS3-LOC that I.GEN son-PSS1SG
‘The one who has a cord on his foot, he is my son.” (Moschkoff 1904: 61)
Turkish: ‘Ayaginda ip olan, o benim oglum.’

(100) West Oghuz, Gagauz
Kurkanin  biri SiSirmisti kendisini sarkitmisti
turkey-GEN one-PSS3 puff-PTER-COP.PST self-PSS3-AcC hang down-PTER-COP.PST
pupuligasini da hig bir Sey gormezdi
comb-PSS3-ACC and nothing  see-NEG.AOR-COP.PST
ne  var oniinde.
what existent in front-PSS3-LOC
‘A turkey puffed himself up and let his comb hang, so that he could not see what was in
front of him.” (GA)
Turkish: “Hindinin biri sisirip kendini, ibigini sarkitmist: ve 6niinde olan hig bir seyi
gormiiyordu.’

(101) West Oghuz, Iranian Azeri of Urmia
o resmler ki var-di ...
that custom-PL JUNC existent-COP
‘those customs that exist ....” (Dogan 2010: 235)
Turkish: ‘Olan (bulunan) adetler ...’

(102) West Oghuz, Iranian Azeri of Urmia
Bizim mentegede hasillar ki var-di, almadi,
We-GEN  region-LOC product-PL JUNC existent-COP apple-COP
tiziimdli, sifijatdi,  bugdadi, noxuddi.
grapes-COP melon-COP wheat-COP chickpea-COP
“The products which are found in our region are apples, grapes, melons, wheat and
chickpeas.’ (Dogan 2010: 351)
Turkish: ‘Bizim bolgemizde olan (bulunan) tiriinler elma, tiztim, kavun-karpuz, bugday
ve nohuttur.’

(103) West Oghuz, Iranian Azeri of Ardabil
O  arzular ki var-rar-idi bularin mesem  iirehlerinde
that desire-PL JUNC existent-PL-COP.PST this-PL-GEN innocent heart-PSS3PL-LOC
“Those desires which are found (which they had) in their innocent hearts ...” (Karini
2009: 408)
Turkish: ‘Bunlarim masum yiireklerinde olan arzular ...’

(104) West Oghuz, Iranian Azeri of Urmia
o ag seggel ki var-di mejlisde
that white-bearded JUNC existent-COP gathering-LOC
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o:n  gabaginda goyalla yere.

he-GEN in front-PSS3-LOC put-AOR-3PL ground-DAT

‘They put it on the ground in front of the elderly man (lit. white-bearded) who is in this
gathering.” (Dogan 2010: 379)

Turkish: ‘O toplantida olan (bulunan) aksakalin (yash kisinin) 6niine koyarlar yere.’

Examples (105-107) illustrate the copied pattern for relativization of possessive
clauses in Gagauz and Iranian Azeri. In the Gagauz example in (105), the possessee
kuvedi ‘his strength’ (head noun) attaches to the existential predicate {BAR}, which
itself follows the junctor ne kadar “how much’. The relative clauses from Iranian
Azeri (106-107) exhibit similar typological characteristics. Example (105) further
includes a contact-induced pattern where the agreement (possessive) suffix is at-
tached not to the possessed element (as is the usual procedure in Turkic), but to the
predicate {YOK} (as similarly is the case in Persian) (see Karakog, forthcoming).
Similar finite right-branching structures based on the predicate {BAR} can also be
found in Karaim, a West Kipchak contact language.

(105) West Oghuz, Gagauz

Bakdi  ufarak  kivrak boylu kiza da giildii
look-PST small  long height-DER  girl-DAT and laugh-PST
ne  kadarvar-di kuvedi.

what much existent-COP.PST  strength-PSS3
‘He looked at the little, tall girl and laughed with all his strength.” (GA)
Turkish: “Ufak, boylu kiza bakip biitiin giiciiyle (sahip o/dugu biitiin giigle) giildii.’

(106) West Oghuz, Iranian Azeri of Urmia

... herkesin tavani var-di oxur, gédir  yuxariya.
someone-GEN strength-PSS3 existent-COP study-PRS3 go-PRS3 upward-DAT

Herkesin, tavani yox-di, éle penjimin  aldi ya

someone-GEN strength-PSS3 nonexistent-CoPso fifth class complete-PST or

dogguzun  aldi geyidi ketde kesaverzjilig éliri.

ninth class complete-PST return-PRS3  village-LOC peasant-DER do-PRS3

‘... those who have strength study and make progress. Those who do not have strength

come back to the village and work as peasants, after having completed the fifth or ninth

class.” (Dogan 2010: 400)

Turkish: “Giicii olan okuyor, ilerliyor, giicii o/mayan besinci ya da dokuzuncu sinifi bi-

tirdikten sonra koye doniip ifteilik yapiyor.

(107) West Oghuz, Iranian Azeri of Urmia

bir  migda:rin dagidar na:tavannara, olarin ki
one part-PSS3-ACC portion-PRS3 weak-PL-DAT  they-GEN  JUNC
yox-lari-di. Olarin ki var-rari-di,

nonexistent-PSS3PL-COP  they-GEN JUNC existent-PSS3PL-COP
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dene gurbannig
piece animal for sacrifice buy-PRS-3PL
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alallar.

“They portion out a certain part to the poor, to those who do not have (anything). Those
who have (property), they all contribute money to buy an animal destined for sacrifice.’

(Dogan 2010: 383)

Turkish: ‘Bir kismim giicii olmayanlara (fakirlere) dagitirlar. imkam (mah) olanlar,
hepsi para koyup bir tane kurbanlik alirlar.

5. Recapitulation of the results

Table (2) gives a schematic overview of the morphosyntactic structures I have found
in complement clauses of the investigated languages.'®

Table 2: Structures of nonfinite clausal complements conveying existence or possession

Type of clausal complementation

Morphosyntactic structure

Existence clause based on {BAR}

[N-LOC + N-NOM + {BAR}-PSS-CASE] + Matrix

Possessive clause based on {BAR}

[N-GEN + N-PSS-(GEN) + {BAR}-PSS-CASE]
+ Matrix

Existence clause based on {BARLIK}

[N-LOC + N-NOM + {BAR}-LIK-PSS-CASE]

2 + Matrix
Possessive clause based on {BARLIK} [N-GEN + N-PSS-(GEN) + {BAR}-LIK-PSS-CASE]
+ Matrix
Existence clause based on {BAR EKEN} | [N-LOC +N-NOM + {BAR}-EKEN-PSS-CASE] +
3 Matrix

Possessive clause based on {BAR
EKEN}

[N-GEN + N-PSS-(GEN) + {BAR}-EKEN-PSS-CASE]
+ Matrix

Existence clause based on {BAR
4 | EKENLIK}

[N-LOC + N-NOM + {BAR}-EKEN-LIK-PSS-CASE]
+ Matrix

Possessive clause based on {BAR
EKENLIK }

[N-GEN + N-PSS-(GEN) + {BAR}-EKEN-LIK-PSS-
CASE] + Matrix

Existence clause based on {BAR IDIK}

[N-LOC + N-NOM + {BAR}-IDIK-PSS-CASE]

5 + Matrix
Possessive clause based on {BARIDIK} | [N-GEN + N-PSS-(GEN) + {BAR}-IDIK-PSS-CASE]
+ Matrix
Existence clause based on {BOL} [N-LOC + N-NOM + {BOL}-NFIN-PSS-CASE]
6 + Matrix

Possessive clause based on {BOL}

[N-GEN + N-PSS-(GEN) + {BOL}-NFIN-PSS-CASE]
+ Matrix

Morphosyntactic structures found in nonfinite relative clauses are summarized in

Table (3).

18 Extended structures of {BOL}, such as bol-yan-dik- in Kazakh and bolyan eken- in

Noghay, are not shown in this table.
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Table 3: Structures of nonfinite relative clauses conveying existence or possession

Type of clausal relativization Morphosyntactic structure
| Existence clause based on {BAR} [N-NOM + {BAR}]+ HN-LOC
1 [N-LOC + {BAR}] + HN-NOM
| Possessive clause based on {BAR} [N (possessee)-PSS + {BAR}] + HN (possessor)
Existence clause based on {BOL} [N-NOM + {BOL}-PAR] + HN-LOC
2 | [N-LOC + {BOL}-PAR] + HN-NOM
Possessive clause based on {BOL} [N (possessee)-PSS + {BOL}-PAR] + HN (posses-
L sor)
3 | Relativization of nonexistence based on | [N-LOC + {EMES}] + HN-NOM
{EMES}

Table (4) illustrates the inner structures of some of the contact-induced embedded
clauses.

Table 4: Contact-induced structures of embedded clauses conveying existence

Type of subordinate clause Morphosyntactic structure

Finite complementation of existence based on Matrix + [JUNC + {BAR} + N-LOC +

{BAR} N-NOM]
Finite relativization of existence based on HN-NOM + [JUNC + {BAR} + N-LOC]
{BAR}

Concerning the distribution of these structures, the following results among others
have been found:

Standard Turkish only makes use of complement structures in (6) in Table (2),
and of relative clause structures in (2) in Table (3). The predicate {BAR} has exten-
sive restrictions. This means that, being the only option, the predicate {BOL} is per
se operative with its various static and dynamic meanings and can refer to both pre-
sent and past contexts. It has been argued that this can be a potential source of am-
biguities.

Some Turkish dialects still use complement structures based on the combination
of {BAR} with the archaic nonfinite copular marker -/dIK- (structure 5 in Table 2).

In the East Oghuz language Turkmen, and in Kipchak languages, {BAR} along-
side {BOL} can be attested in its different bare and extended shapes. That is, these
languages display existence and possessive structures as in (1-4) in Table (2),
though, especially in Turkmen, structures in (1) and (3) are often regarded as ar-
chaic, vulgar and nonstandard. Further, the relative clause structures in (1-2) in
Table (3) are available in these languages. The structure in (3) in Table (3), based on
the negated copular marker emes ‘not’, seldom occurs in Kazakh and Kirghiz rela-
tive clauses expressing ‘nonexistence’.
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In languages that have both {BAR} and {BOL} at their disposal, {BAR} typically
denotes static readings referring to present contexts, whereas {BOL} is usually re-
sponsible for dynamic semantic domains. Fluctuations can however be observed in
the sense that {BOL} can also convey static meanings, particularly referring to past
contexts. The degree of such static usages and formal preferences (for instance
bolyandiK- in Kazakh vs. bolyan eken- in Noghay) may vary across the languages.
Furthermore, the domain for prospective existence and possession is mainly occu-
pied by the verbal predicate {BOL}.

Gagauz, Iranian Azeri and Karaim, which to different degrees have undergone
contact-induced language change, have developed right-branching and finite com-
plement and relative clauses. In such constructions, {BAR} is the typical choice (see
structures given in Table 4).

Table (5) is intended to present the results so far for the respective branches by
comparing the functions of the nonfinite predicate types (which means that the
contact-induced finite structures in Gagauz, Iranian Azeri and Karaim are not in-
cluded in this table). In terms of the distribution of {BAR} and {BOL}, the Central
Asian Oghuz language Turkmen shares common characteristics with the Kipchak
languages.

Table 5: Predicate types used in nonfinite subordination of existence and possessive clauses

West Oghuz Kipchak Turkic &
Turkmen (East Oghuz)

[+DYN] {BOL} {BOL}

{BOL} {BOL}

[-PsT], [+PST], [+PROS] contexts mainly restricted to [+PST] or
[+STA] [+PROS] contexts

{BAR} {BAR}

not common in West Oghuz, but productive in [-PST] contexts

available in complement clauses of

some vernaculars

Abbreviations
1 First person LIK Suffix in -//K
2 Second person LOC Locative
3 Third person MOD Modality
ABL Ablative N Noun
ACC Accusative NEG Negation
AOR Aorist NFIN Nonfinite suffix in a complement clause
BAR Non-verbal predicate in NOM Nominative
{BAR}

BOL Verbal predicate in {BOL} PAR Participle
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CcD Conditional PAS Passive

CoP Copular PL Plural

cv Converb PROS Prospective
DAT Dative PRS Present tense
DER Derivational PSS Possessive
DYN Dynamic PST Past tense
EQU Equative PTER Postterminal
EVID  Evidential PV Postverb
GEN Genitive REC Reciprocal
HAB Habitual Q Interrogative
HD Head noun SG Singular

INF Infinitive STA Static

INS Instrumental X he, she, it
INTER  Interjection * Ungrammatical structure

JUNC  Junctor
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