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PREFACE

This thesis has been prepared with the purpose of handling
certain theoretical and methodological problems of 'cohe-
sion’within the framework of discourse analysis as it
relates to Turkish. The study has basically relied on
Halliday and Hasan's Model (1976), but we have not followed
it slavishly. The method of examining cohesion has been

modified to account for the Turkish language system.

In this dissertation, the first chapter attempts
to give the nature and scope of 'cchesion!, problem pur-
pose and method. The second chapter reviews 'literature'
relevant to the subject. And 'cohesive components' like
‘reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction and lexi-
cal cohesion’ héve been discussed in chapter 3 through 7
respectively. Thus, a descriptive framework for the study
of cohesion in literary prose texts has been set férth.
Thereafter, in chapter 8 an 'analysis and teaching of cohe-
sion' have been demonstrated, based on literary prose texts.
Applied to the texts by Turgut Ozakman, Haldun Taner, Oktay
Akbal and Tarik Bugra, the method of examining cohesion
illustrates some insights in discourse as written literary
texts. The conclusion summarizes briefly what we have been
trying to'dq all throughout the thesis and points to some

imélications inherent in the discussion.



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

1l.1. The Nature and Scope of Cohesion

Until the 1950's the sentence was considered the upper
unit of linguistic studies. Although the studies of
linguistic structure beyond the sentence began appearing
in the fifties and early sixties the transformational
generative grammar redirected linguistics towards the
study of the sentence structure. However, the description
beyond the sentence has progressively focused on the
discourse. Thus, the analysis of language which can be
referred to as discourse analysis is employed to substan~w
tiate the notion that language is more than a sentence
phenomenon. "All of the functions which can be used among
surface elements are inluded under our notion of cohension"

.(Beaugrande and Dressler 1981:3).

The concept of cohesion which is used in dis-
coﬁrse’analysis indicates the relations among the sentences
and clauses of a text. These relations are manipulated by
certain grammatical and lexical featuies showing the dis-~

course structure at the text level.



And "Discourse analysis is a term thch has been
used for two distinct activities: the study of narrative
structures of literary texts and the study of the rhetori-
cal coherence of records of interaction" (Béll'135). Cohe-
sion, on the other hand, can be considered as a manifesta-
tion of discourse structure on the surface level. In his

book, A First Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics

(1980), Crystal defines ‘cohesion' as follows:

The term is~used by some linguists to refer to
the property of larger units than morpheme to
bind together in communications, é.g,‘Article—
Noun. In this case, any group of'words which
acts as a constituent of a larger unit can be
said to be internally cohesive. In the Hallidayan
approach to grammatical analysis, cohesion is

a major concept, referring to.thpse features of
an utterance or tekt which link different parts
of sentences or larger units of discpursé, eqg.
the cros-referriﬁg function of pfonouns, ar-
ticles and some types of adverb as in, 'The man

went to town. However, he did not stay long ...'

(Crystal 1980:67-68).

And, one can easily agree with Halliday and Hasan
(1976) who refer to the concept of 'cohesion' in a broader

sense as follows:



Cohesion occurs where the interpretation of some
element in the discourse is dependent on that of
another. The one presupposes the other in the
sense that it cannot be effectively decoded except by re-
course to it. When this happens, a relation of
cohesion is set up, and the two elements, the
presupposing and the presupposed, are thereby at
least potentially integrated into a text.

(Halliday and Hasan 1976:4)

Now, let us consider the foilowing example:
(1:1) salih baygin yatiyordu. Doktor ona endige-
1i bakiyordu.
'Salih was lying in bed fainted. And the
doctor was looking at him anxiously.'
The word 'ona' in the text presupposes for its interp;eta-
tion something other than itself. The presupposing element
'ona' here refers back to the presupposed element 'Salih'
in the fiiSt sentence. In fact, 'ona' copies certain fea-
tures of . 'Salih', such as 'singular'. This presupposition
has provided ‘'cohesion' between the two sentences. Thus,

a textual link has been set up by this process,

Sentences do not exist in isolation. "Usually
sentences used communicatively in discourse do not in
themselves express independent propositions: they take on

value in relation to other propositions expressed through



other sentences" (Widdowson 1978:26). Now, we can easily
say that in a text one element is interpreted by reference
to another. This cohesive relation is realized partly
through the grammar and partly through the vocabulary. In
other words, the categories of cohesion can be recognized
in the lexico-grammatical system. We can say here that
'cohesion' can be described in terms of syntactic and
semantic links between sentences and their parts. For in-
stance
(1:2) Sen Ahmet'le galigtain. Q gegti.Sen nigin

kaldin?

'You studied with Ahmet. He passed; but

why did you fail?'
The 'O' in the previous example functions anaphorically
and thus the '0' serves to repeat the reference in the
context. The major cohesive devices to be examined
(Halliday and Hasan 1976:4) are 'reference', 'substitution’,
'ellipsis', 'conjunction' and 'lexical cohesion'. Refer-
ence, substitution and ellipsis are purely grammatical,
and lexical cohesion, as the name implies, is lexical;
conjunction is both grammatical and lexical. Each of them

will be discussed at length with examples in this study.

1.1.1. Cchesion and Coherence

We should note that the terms, 'cohesion, cohesive and

cohesiveness' which will be used in this study, should



not be confused with the terms, 'coherence, coherency
and coherent'. Gudwinski (1976: 26-27) says that "cohe-
rence is most often discussed in relation to paragraph";
and he adds, "coherence is achieved when the sentenceés
follow each other in a logical order and are linked to-
gether by transitions". Thus, it can be said that a para-
graph is coherent if the author has used 'transition’
between thoughts in its sentences. Moreover, the transi-
tion can also be handled between the clauses in a para-
'graph. On the other hand, the term, 'cohesion' which has
been fully.discussed in the related section is introduced
for the purpose of surface linguistic analysis. In brief,
‘cohesion' represents surface structure relationships
such as lexical recurrence, pronominalization, comparison,
conjunction and so on whereas 'coherence' relates to the
deep structure relationships like 'cause, effect, implica-
tion and presupposition'. Before closing this section it
is fruitful to illustrate the term 'coherence' with the
following sentence.

(1:3) Geg¢ kaldigindan dolayi treni kagirdim.

'Because you are late I missed the train.'

The relationship between these two clauses of this sentence
is that ofk'reason' and 'result' respectively. This realiz-
ation which is concerned with 'cause' and 'effect' shows
the relatioﬁ between the communicative acts involved in
this sample sentence. This sentence is coherent because of

the logical sequence of the clauses and it is a cohesive

1

E



text with the second clause being linked to the first by

the conjunction '-den dolayai'.

Further discussion of 'coherence' lies beyond
the scope of this study; our main concern will be cohesion

in all its manifestations.

1.1.2. Text and Discourse

The term 'text' is used in linguistics to refer to any
passage which is spoken or written prose or verse, -dialogue
or monologue; that is, 'it' is a unit of language in use.
It is related to a sentence or clause not by size but by
realization. This realization is how the relation to sen-
tence or clause can best be interpfeted, so the semantic
link of a text is naturally found in the cohesion of sen-
tences. Thus, every sentence may contain at least one
anaphoric tie connecting it with what has gone before, or

one cataphoric one connecting it with what follows.

In size, a text may be of‘any length, either
larger or less than one sentence in the grammatical struc-
ture; for epample:

(1:4) a- Sigara igilmez.

'No smoking.'
b- Beslemeyiniz.

'Do not feed.':



A text as an upper unit beyond the sentence may
be realized in many genres such as a short story, a novel,
a play, a lecture and a sermon, SO a miniature text is re-
‘garded as part of a larger text. The property of this cre-
ation is expressed by 'texture'. Now let us consider the
following example:

(1:5) Diin ben buraya Ahmet'le geldim. O gitti;

ben kaldim.

'Yesterday I came here with Ahmet; he went

away; but I stayed.'
The O 'he' in the second sentence refers back to 'Ahmet'.
Thus, this anaphoric O 'he' provides cohesion between these
two sentences which estazblish a text. And this cohesive
link between the co-referential items O and Ahmet gives the
basis of 'texture'. Furthermore, tense sequence (eg. gelg;F_ﬁ
m, gitti, kaldi-m) is another indication within the process

of text.

On the other hand, the term 'discourse' used in
linguistics which has come to mean any utterance larger -
than the sentence is characterized by individuals acting
in a special time and'place. The following quotation from
Crombie (1985) states the exact relation between 'text’
and 'discoursg' clearly:

The term ‘'discourse' is ré?ersed for the cohe-

rent, dynamic, communicative function of a text:



for text as a communicative entity. When we look
at text as discqurse, we look at its communicat-~-
ive dynamics: at the way in which its various
elements function in relation to one another to
commuinicate patterns of integrated meaning...
Texts are .@ivisible into discourse elements in
terms of the way in which their parts function
to convey various types or categories of infor-
mation. Each discourse element is classified in
terms of the communicative function which it
performs in relation to the discourse as a whole.
One discourse element (eg. problems) combines
with another discourse element (eg. solution) to
produce a discourse relation (eg. problem-soi-
ution). (Crombie 1985:57:58)
Thus, we can say that "the basic signals of discoﬁrSe are
texts which are spoken, listened to, written or read"
(Kinneavy 30). And it is also necessary here to add that"
a set of mutually relevant texts can be said to constitute
Discourse” (de Beaugrande 1980:2). Accordingly, a 'text'
may be short whereas 'discourse' implies length. That is,
perhaps why, in recent years, the linguistic studies of
texts have been carried out under various names such as
'discourse analysis', ‘'hyper-syntax', 'text-grammatik’,

'text-syntax', 'translinguistique' and ‘'text-linguistics’.



1.1.2.1. Discourse Units and Discourse Functions

To begin with, discourse analysis focuses on linguistic
units above the rank of utterance and their seguences.
These units are not necessarily said to be grammatically
defined utterances or sentences. For most discourse ana-
lysts, utterance is regarded as the basic unit of analysis.
Second, to take into consideration discourse structure in
terms of functional units, it is reasonable to add that
the main functions of language are to make statements, to
give commands, and to ask questions. These functions have
generally been subsumed under the presentation of declara-

tive , imperative and interrogative sentences.

Although the following string of sentences is
grammatically unexceptional, speaker B in (1:6), for in-
stance, breaks the conversational maxim:

(1:6) A~ Kag¢ yasinda $1n1z?

'How old are you?’

B- Sey, hergeyi elinizden geldi§i kadar

¢abuk yapmalisiniz.

'Well, you should do everything as

quickly as you can.'
So, a coherent discourse has not been carried out. Here
we can say, dne of the fundamental aims of 'discourse
analysis' is to discover and describe the rules related

to this type of conversational structures.
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Language and situation are inseparable in terms
of 'communication' which occurs with shared knowledge and
assumption between the speakers and hearers. It follows
that in certain situation forms vary according to func—
tion; for instance, acébrding to the speech act (qﬁestion—
ing vs informing) and the speech event (sermon vs lecture)
as well as other factors. It is the task of discourse ana-
lysis to discover and explain the relationship between the
discourse units and discourse functions. Eventually, one
can say that "in the case of text analysis the maximum

unit is the given text itself" (Hendricks 1973:13).

1.1.3. Cohesion within. the Sentence

and

Beyond the Sentence

To start with, cohesion which is the basic resource for
creating texture between clauses/sentencés can also func-
tioﬁ within the sentence. Hence, units within a sentence
may hang together so as to establish a text with the help
of this tie'obtained in it. For instance:

(1:7) Ahmet'i gbriirsen, ona beni gbrmesini s&yle.

'If you see Ahmet, tell him to see me.'’

Heré, the ona 'him' in the second half of the sentence
refers backlto Ahmet cohesively. This entity which carries
the semantic property of its antecedent 'Ahmet' is a pro-

noun in this process. That is, stylistically, if the same



11

item is referred to twice within the same sentence, the
second one can normally be a pronoun. It may sometimes be
realized as '@' (zero) on the predicate as in (1:8).
(L:8) Ahmet erken kalkarsa otobilise yetigebilir.d.
'If Ahmet gets up early he can catch the
bus.'
This '@' standing for O 'he' also comes into play to estab-
lish a text. The identity of reference has been expressed
by the use of pronominals in these two previous sentences.
It can easily be claimed that the sentence, which is the
highest unit of grammatical structure,is a significant one
for cohesion; however, texts which are made up of one sen-

tence are fairly rare in discourse.

Secondly, a text normally extends beyond the
range of structural relation, that is, beyond sentences.
In other words, cohesion, as usual, occurs in a larger
linguistic unit than a sentence as can be seen in (1:9):

(1:9) Ahmet, Hasan ve ben ayni evde kaliyoruz;

her cumartesi onlar sinemaya gidiyor; ben
tiyatroya.
'Ahmet, Hasan and I stay at the same house.
Every Saturday, they gd to the cinema; I
(go) to,thé theatre.'
The onlar 'ﬁhey‘ in tﬁe second sentence refers back to
'HasanAand Ahmet' in the first one. Furthermore, the verb

predicate ‘'giderim' which is ellipted in 'ben tiyatroya’
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is also a cohesive feature. So, the cohesive relations

formed here make a text.

To conlude, we can say, cohesive relation is

formed within the sentence as well as beyond sentences.

1.1.4. Cohesion and Linguistic Context

The implication about the uses of language will naturally
be made explicit in this section, taking into consideration
'cohesion' and the 'context' used in linguistics which
"occurs before and/or after a word, a phrase or even a
larger utterance or a text" (Richards et al 1985:61).
Thus, a lingquistic unit such as a word or an utterance/a
sentence is partly or wholly determined by’its context.
The related term 'situation' in linguistics is therefore
used to refer to the extra-linguistic setting in which an
utterance takes place. We can say linguistics émphasises

the need to study language in its situation or context of

situation for a full statement of meaning to be obtained.
Presupposition, for instance, is one of the elements to be
considered in the context of situation. And the presup-
posed one is verbally found in the preceding sentence as
in the example:
(l:ld) Ben Ahmet'le okula gittim. O orada kaldi;
ben geldim.

'I went to school with Ahmet. He stayed

i
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there; but I came back.'
where the presupposed elements 'Ahmet' and 'school'’ are
referred to by the pronoun o0 'he' and the adverb of place
orada 'there' in the second utterance respectively. This |
anaphoric use of 9 and orada gives 'cohesion to the two

sentences so that we can interpret them as a whole; so these

two sentences constitute a text.

Before going further, it is necessary to say
that there are two kinds of relationship with respect to
the location of the presupposed element. First, if this
element is located elsewhere in an earlier sentence or in
the following one, the relationship will be endoéhoric;
here the interpretation lies in a te#t. These relationships

are of two kinds:

i. Anaphoric relations are those which look back
in the text for their interpretation as in the example

given above o refers back to Ahmet..

ii.ACataphoric relations aré those which look
forward in the text for their interpretation as in:
(1:11) 2. Mahkﬁm; Allah Allah bu nedir be?
Kiz: Kuskonmaz. (Ozakman 36)
'2nd prisoner: By god, what is this, I
say?

Girl : asparaqus.’'
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where bu 'this' in the utterance of the 2nd prisoner refers

cataphorically to the kugkonmaz 'asparagus' uttered by the

'girl'.

Secondly, if the presupposed element is not lo-
cated in the text, but only in the context of situation,
the relationship will be called 'exophoric', for instance;

(1:12) 2. Mahkdm: (Ttfe&i kapar) Bir daha sdyle-

“ sene.
1. Mahkim: Koy onu yerine inek. (Uglinciiye)
Al bunu asagi gdtiir. (Ozakman 25)
'2nd prisoner: (He picks up the rifle).
Why don't jou say it again.
lst prisoner: Put it down in its place,
idiot. (to‘the third) Take
this downstairs.
where onu 'it' and bunu 'this' in the utterance of the lst
prisoner find theif interpretation in this well-defined
FEOntext which lies outside the text. This exophoric rela-
tionship plays no part in textual cohesion; it refers to
the world. Note that this reférence is not cohesive if it
does not bind the two elements together in a context.
However, the context of situation determines the kinds of

meaning that are expressed.

FPurther, 'field', 'mode' and 'tenor' are proposed

so as to describe how the context of situation determines
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the méaning. Therefore, the brief description of each of
these terms will make explicit the relationship between

the context of situation and the text: the field' (of dis-
course) indicates the total event where the text is
functioning together with the 'addressor' and the ‘'add-
ressee (s)'; 'mode' gives the function of the text in the
event in terms of the channel taken by the language written
or spoken; and ‘'tenor' refers to the relationship among

the participants involved in a linguistic activity. So,

the context of situation of a text can satisfactorily be

defined with the help of these three features.

Here, we can distinguish 'text' from 'non-text’
in terms of 'cohesije'relation/link.' Therefore, this
link concerns how the text is constructed as a semantic
unit. In this case, we should take into account the three
major functional-semantic components holding in‘the forma-
‘tion of text: the ideational component indicates the sem-
antic part of the linguistic system which gives function
‘_laﬁguage has from the angle of the speaker (addressor).
The ‘'interpersonal component' refers to the social aspects
of meaning, taking account of the speakér in his role as
‘observer. The third one, the 'textual' which constitutes
the 'text' in the linguistic system. This is related to
the patterns of meaning which are concerned with the infor-
mation structuré regarding 'sentences', ‘'clauses' and the

like in the system of text. This structure, as a unit, is
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related to ‘cohesion'. "Cohesion, therefore, is part of
the text-forming component in the linquistic system"

(Halliday and Hasan 1976:27).

Cohesive relationships within a text are set up
where the interpretation of some elements in the discourse
is dependent on that of other. The information required
may be found in either the text or the situation as in:

(1:13) Bahg¢ivan gsu ¢igekleri sulamadi ma?

'Hasn't the gardener watered those flowers?’
vhere 'su' refers back to the preceding text, to some

earlier mention of these partiéular parts in the discussion.
1.2. Problem

Cohesive devices have not yet been studied in. Turkish 1lit-
erary prose texts; In other words, 'cohesibn' in the prose
texts which accounts for semantic relations between sen-
tences is a relatively neglacted aspect of Turkish linguis-
tic work. It is hypothesized‘that a reader may require a
higher degree of competence in reqognizing cohesive devices
which are clues to,éropositional development in the text
and discourse. Thus, it is necessary to appreciate larger
units of language because language is more than grammar.
Communicatién through language ﬁecessitates an overall
appreciation of elements within the sentence and beyond it.

Moreover, grammar out of context is inadequate to account
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for communication process. To understand conceptual con-
figurations, cohesion is the primary device. It is one of
the best clues to comprehend the relationships of the text
as well as individual sentences. The study of cohesion will
help us understand the nature of language teaching, native
and foreign, as it will guide one to see the functional
patterning within the discourse. In fact, in recent years,
comminicative languagevteaching literature abound in ar-
ticles related to‘cohesion, coherence as they are related
to language teaching (Widdowson 1979, 1984). It is hoped
that this present study will be relevant to Turkish texts
of all kinds since literary prose texts constitute one

large part of all Turkish texts.

1.3. Purpose of the Study

The aim of the present study is to handle certain theor-
etical and methodological problems of 'cohesion' within
the framework of 'discourse analysis'. I believe that this
study will provide some grounds for constructing a compre-
'hensive and unified model of the description of discourse
structure in Turkish. This, in turn, will reveal some new
possibilities for reseérch in the field of linguistic

study of literary texts.

If the readers who are either native speakers

or learners of Turkish are trained to identify the positive
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effects of cohesive devices in the comprehension of the
‘Turkish literary prose texts, they will be able to utilise
the konwledge of cohesive devices stored in their minds
satisfactorily. Thus, this study also éims at developing
the reader's ability to extract the message the text con-

veys.

The study of cohesion in Turkish literary texts
will illuminate some stylistic features of those texts on
which a reader or critic of a literary work bases his esti-
mation. The present study will deal with examining the coh-
esive relations obtaining between clauses and sentences of

some selected literary prose texts.

Let us note in passing that this study will be
the first research in the field of Turkish linguistic work

in terms of 'cohesion'.
1.4. Method

fhe examination of 'cohesion' in literary prose text is
limited to pairs of adjacent sentences. All cohesive com-
ponents and their function ties betWeen these pairs of
sentences are described separately for each. Thus, the
whole paragraph can be evaluated according to that descrip-
tion provided in 8.1. Furhermore, the cohesive elements

are studied individually in relation to the paragraph in
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question. In this thesis, although the method is basically

based on Halliday and Hasan's work Cohesion in English

(1976) I propose a linguistic framework for this study and
apply it to the authentic data obtained from the short

stories Pili¢c Makinesi (1968) by Haldun Taner, Yalnizlik

bana yasak (1967) by Oktay Akbal, the drama Duvarlarain

Otesi (1965) by Turgut Ozakman, and the novel Kiiglik AJa
Ankarada (1966) by Tarik Bugra in terms of components like
'‘reference’, 'substitution'; 'ellipsis', 'conjunction' and
'"lexical cohesion'. The approach is descriptive and if

necessary, some texts will be constructed to substantiate

the need for the relationships beyond the sentence. After
the analysis of the texts an overall assessment will be
provided technically. In this respect, I will consider the

skills a reader needs in order to understand a text more

thoroughly.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.1. Previews

This section is a quick review of ideas in discourse ana-
lysis and related fields concerning the formation of the

views I present later in this study.

In order to take a comprehensive look at 'dis-
course analysis', it is customary to start with a brief
historicél sketch of discourse education in Western Antique
Civilization: in Greece, education in the use of language
was handled at three stages which can be roughly paralleled
to our elemantary, secondary and college education.

Af ter mastering the elementary reading and writing skills
the student passed on the second stage of instruction.
This education provided him the elements of literary ana-
lysis. This literary study was primarily considered as a
preparation for the main function of education: the compo-
sition and speeches in rhetoric. The study of literary
interpretation and the compositions written by the students
established some pattern transferring to college study

later. Grammar was also put into the secondary curriculum.
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The college education witnessed that exercises in compo-
sition consisted of story, summaries, narratives{ fables
and aphorisms to be developed in a rigid format. And the
sophists actually dealt with "The beginning of this kind
of litefary analysis, as well as of two main streams of
higher education: rhetoric and dialectic" (Kinﬁeavy 1971:
7). As a sophist, Aristotle summarized the classical rhet-
oric in his work 'Rhetoric' which contains acute observa-
tion about the structure of discourse. S@cratés also dis-
cussed the rhetoric within the phisolophy. Although rhet-
horical works tended to be schoolbook treatises and dis-.
course phenomena were traditionally brought up and dis-
cussed, in a real sense, rhetoric was only a science and
academic elequence at the college level. As for Rome, Rome
almost adopted most of the Helenistic framework. Quanti-
lian and Cicerg—actually adopted the same type of work
prepared by Aristotle. What is more, Isocrates established
the system containing the study of some history and mathe-
matics and a little debating. Nevertheless, this was an
actual preparation for rﬁetoric since "Isocrates developed
the set speech and the imitation of models, as an essen-—
tial of his technique, and this has continued down to our
own day" (Kinneavy 1971:7). Consequently, the topics such
as eulogies, censures, character sketches, comparison,
descriptions, theses and legal stands were added to the
preparatory exercises in composition of secondary educa-

tion. It should be noted here that 'men' 1ike Prodicus of
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Ceos and Georgias of Leotini did at least pay attention
to the fbrms.and techniques of discourse construction.

And the.alternatiye to a higher rhetorical education in
Antiquity was one in dialectic realized in the Aristota-
lian and Platonic tradition of Philosophy. It might be

summarized that in Antiquity, the main aims of language
which embddied‘the training in the art of discourse are

'literary', 'rhetorical and dialectical!'.
Yy .

The framework of the study of discourse in
Antiquity is present in the Middle Ages; however, Media-
eval education was mainly built on the foundation of the
seven Iiberal arts; and so the mediaeval trivium which
forms the first part of the edugation combined rhetoric,
philosophy,’and the grammar including the reading and ana-
lysis of literary text as the standard course of instruc-
tion. The aim was not to teach the desired communication ‘
in the student's native language but rather in Latin. |
Notice here that "The main business of the college and
university shifted radically from rhetoric to dialect. In
a real sense, then the Middle Ages can be regarded as the
delayed educationai triumph of ﬁlato over Isocrates" (Kin-
neavy 1971:8). Incidentally, the dialectical debate gained
great importance in education; thus, the mediaeval debate
and_the education were not separated from each other.
Compared to dialectic, grammar and rhétoric had a second-

ary role in in the mediaeval university. Although grammar
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usually confinued to be studied in Priscian, rhetoric was
generally a neglected art during this period. Yet, the
rhetorical media of the Middle Ages were mainly realized
in the law schools as the part of letter writing and in -
theology as the parts of preaching. And tﬁe'composition
modes of the Middle Ages which prerequisite to dialectic

were handled as definition, disputation and determination.

The dialectical tradition showed an important
change under the influence of the Renaissance. For in-
stance, Oxford used the oral debate exams (disputation)
including the mechanical questions and answers on their‘
topics; and the disputation was still required in grammar.
On the other hand, in 1722 Cambridge preferred the written
exams. In England the grammar of Latin written by Williams
Lyly in 1554 was a kind of preéaration for Cicero, Virgil,
Terrence, Ovid, Caesar and Livy. Also, poetry and elo-
quenée were assorted importantly during this period. How-. .
ever, the'“modes>of discourse strésSed in the secondary
schools were again preparations for rhetoric as they had

been in Antiquity" (Kinneavy 1971:10).

The disputation system disappeared at Cambridge
in the eighteenth century and at Oxford in the nineteeth
century; however, it still continued in some American
universities; what is more, the classical rhetoric still

remained a main part of the curriculum; in the nineteeth
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century, the linguistics became a separate discipline. The
most important contribution of this century was the modes
of discourse. For instance, Alexander Bain} philosopher,
set up the modes of discourse such as narration, exposi-
.tion, description, argqumentation and persuation. The first
four embodied the structuring principles of many composi-
tion books in the second half of this century. Consequent-
ly, many school and college text-books are still based on
these modes. All in all, this century could not effective-

ly see the development of a full theory of discourse.

.On the other hand, oral dialectical expressive media
were exiled in the 1800's; rhetorical media in the 1900's;
and literary media in 1950's; however, the courses 'debate!,
'‘argumentation' and 'discussion' continued to receive more
emphasis in the early twentieth century. Thus, the thir-
ties and forties saw three important movements in the teach-
ing of -discourse: semantics, communication and criticism.
The composition courses were generally called 'communica-
tion courses'. At the college level the text of this period
written in terms of 'genres' were analyzed in the composi-
tion courses. 'Discourses were generally examined by
sociologists, anthropologists and philosophers; but in the
thirties, linguists attempted to discover linguistic regu-
larities in discourse. The thirties witnessed the father
of American linguistics Leonard Bloomfield; Bloomfield, in

his book 'Langgage' (1933:249), discussed the 'substi-
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tution', but he could not observe the grammatical relations
obtaining in structures larger than sentences. He directed
linguistics to the concentration on form and substance. He
did not touch on the identical utterances having different
functions in different situations. And so the sentence was

still considered as the upper limit of grammatical analysis.

In Britain, "J.R.Firth arqued linguists to
study conversation" (Coulthard 1977:1). He believed that
language was only meaningful in its 'context of situation'.
He was positive about the meaning; but he could not clarify
the relation between form and meaning. He stressed that the
descriptive process must begin with the collocation of a —
set of contextually defined homogeneous- text. He differen-
tiated himself from Bloomfield since Firth focused more

on meaning.

About the movement in the forties and fifties
Kinneavy (1971) says:
Certainly the strongest sihgle movement in
English departments in the forties and fifties
has been the turn from historical to descriptive
linguistics and exciting advances in phonology
and syntax. Only recently, however, with the
wbrk of Christensen, Harris and Pike have struc-
tural and generative grammars moved into areas
relevant to discourse education.

(Ki?neavy 1971:16)
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Generally speaking, until the 1950's the sentence
was considered to be the upper unit of linguistic stﬁdies.
And the studies of the structure of parts of context and
even of a whole text began in the early fifties. In his

article entitled 'Discourse Analysis (1952) Zellig Harris

argues that "language does.nbt occur in stray words or
sentences but in connected discoursé"'(ﬁarris 1952:3) ;. he
has showed the distinction between connected sentences and
arbitrary conglomeration. Following the Bloomfieldian tra-
dition mostly he has attempted to develop a formal method
for the analysis of a connected speeéh, ighoring the
particulér meaning of each morpheme; According to him a
distributional analysis can be suécéssfully handled for a
whole te#t in order to reveal structuring above the rank

of sentence. He has also stressed that the aim of this

type of analysis is to show units of texts having distribu-
tional equivalence. Thus, he has proposed a method 5f ana-
lysis,; taking into consideratibh the equivalence classes of
substrings of sentences. In ofder to illustrate his aﬁa-
lyzing method, let us take the text extracted by M.Coulthard
(1977:4); and underline each.substring by marking it with

a relevant letter:

The trees turn here about the middle of autumn
a b

The trees turn here about the end of October

a (o]

The first frost comes after the middle of autumn
a d
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We start heating after the end of October
e c

Depending on the text given above we can say the substring
'a' goes along with the substring 'b' in one sentence and
the substring 'a' with 'c' in the second sentence, 'b' also
goes along with 'd' in sentence 3 and 'c' with 'e' in still
another by constituting the sentences of the form 'ab’',
‘ac', 'db' and 'ec' somewhere in the text. Here we can say
that 'b' and 'c' form one equivalence and ‘'a,d' and 'e'
form another. However, it is possible to analyze a whole
text in the way of equivalence classes if the sentences
are nominalized in form. This method is not good enough to
utilize for the analysis of texts because of the formal
manipulation involved; and therefore not many people adopt-

ed or developed this method until now.

And the true studies on discourse began appear-
ing in the late fifties and early sixties. Using the
Firthian tradition in his article. 'The Language of buy-
ing and selling in Cyrenaica' (1957) T.F. Mitchel gives
a semantically motivated analysis' (Coulthérd 1977:4-5).

By taking relevant situation and relevant participants

into consideration, he distinguishes three major cat-
gories of transaction: market ‘auctions', 'Other market
transactions' and 'éhop transactions'. His analysis can

be said to be a description of the suprasentential linguis-

tic structure. However, the organisation of the transac-
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tions involved in his text is in non-linguistic terms.

He could not succeed in giving an effective example in his
work in terms of grammar and linguistic foim. However, he
points out the importance of the linguistic function re-
lated to the discourse level existing between grammar and
non—linguistic'organiséﬁién. Some other remarkable studies
are 'Shipipo Discourse Analysis (1957) by J. Loriot, 'Dis-
course Analysis sf Mazatec'.(1959) by S. Gudschinsky, 'The
Gfamﬁatical Hierarchy'of isthmus Zapotec® j1963) by E.

Loos (Cudwinsk: 1976:15, Grimes 1975:22).

Indeed, the late fifties and the sixties wit-
nessed some different approaches in discourse snalysis.
The most important ones will be discussed briefly as fol-

lows:

Iﬁ ths Chomsky tradition (1957, 1965) there has
been an approach: deletion. This process of pronomihalza-
tion iﬁdicates that one of the two noun phrases which are
identical in referenée-is’deleted and a pronoun is left
in itS'placé, eg:.

(2:1) Hasan'la denize gittim. Ben déndiim; o ora-

da kaldi.

'I went to the sea with Hasan. I came

back; (but) he stayed there.'

(o 'he' and gﬁﬁgg 'there'refer back to Hasan

and the sea respectively.)
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In addition, although the transformationalists have for-
milated the relation between active and passive, they have
not said anything why a éassive may necessarily be used in
a text, rather than the corresponding active. Hence, it
can be said that they have concerned themselves less with
connected discourse than have other groups. Indeed, Choms-
kyan school has redirected linguistics to the study of sen-
tence. .However, "generartive semantics has givén a great

deal of attention to presupposition" (Gudwinski 1976:24).

Another important point to note here'is that in
his work, 'How to do Things with Words' (1962). J.L. Austin
attempted to show how the speakers manipulate things with
words. Thus, 'speech act theory' which originateé in this
work began appearing in 'discourse analysis' in order to
analyze the role of the utterance in relation to the behav-
iour of speaker and hearer in a communicative activity. He
divided speech acts into performative andvconstative utter-
ances; and a few years later, in his work, 'Speech Acts
(1969) John Searl developed the notion of 'speech act'jy
this interest in the study of discourse structure reflects

the éhilosophical dimension of discourse.

We observe that within the field of modern Ameri
can linguistics, scholors of the so-called 'tagmemic
-school' developed under Kenneth I.Pike have paid great

attention to discourse. In his article, 'Discourse Struc-
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tures and Tamemic Matrics' (1964) Pike gave a pragmatic
statement of his view. And later Pike and Ivan Lowe (1966)
worked out systemic relationships between pronouns and
their referents. This movement in linguistics gave.an im-

portant contribution to the study of discourse structure.

Furhermore, the stratificational model of language
organization as developed by Sydney M. Lamb (1964) and H.
A. Gleason, Jr (1968) provides a major contribution in
suggesting how the text of discourse may be presented as
an aid to discoVering and showing the linguistic relation-
ships. However, since this theory examines language by
taking into consideration the stratal systems each of which
is said to be related to a stratum of linguistic structure,
the terminolqu employed in the stratificational theory

can not easily be handled in 'discourse analysis’.

Now, the late sixties and the early seventies wit-
nessed an important view of textual structures developed
by Peter Hartmann. And some linguists proposed the notion
of text-linguistics under the influence of Hartmann's works,
'The linguistik als linguistiscke Aufgab' (1968), 'Proble-
me der Semantiscﬁen Text—analyse' (1970, 'Zur Klassifika-
tion und Abfolge Text—-analytischer Operationen' (1970) and
'Texte alsiLinguisticshen Object' (1971). Some of the lin-
guists manipulating the methods and techniques of text-lin-

guistics, which designates any work in language science
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devoted to the text, .are W.Dressler, Teun A;van Dijk,
Siegfried Schmidt, Jelitte Herbert, Harwag Roland and R.

de Beaugrande.

2.2. The Current Status of Discourse Study

In the late fifties énd sixties, there was little emphasis
on the nature of meaning of language. But during the last
few.years discourse analysis has gained an increasingly
important role within the study of language, and this
brought meaning into focus again; it is believed that the
study of 1ahguage in context will give a more effective
insight into how meaning is attached to utterance than the
study of language in isolated sentences. Discourse analysis
plays an increasing role in our understanding of how lan-
guage works. Thus, discourse analysis can be said to be

a flourishing area in linguistic studies. For example, E.

F. Prince (1978) focuses on the function of 'Wh-clefts’

- and 'it-clefts' in discourse. There is still much to be

told about the whole area of discourse analysis; and this

will be taken up in detail in the course of this thesis

. 2.2.1. Cohesion

"The idea of cohesion was first developed in detail by
Roman Jakobson (1960), one of -the leading linguists of the
twentieth century and a pioneer in the application of lin-

J
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guistics to literature" (Traugott and Pratt 1980:21).
Halliday (1962) also briefly discusses lexical cohesion;

he has given his attention to written and literary texts.
Later 'cohesion' has been considered to be grammatical and
lexical in Halliday's work 'The Linguistic Study of Liter-
ary Texts (1964). Since he mostly follows the teaching of
J.R. Firth, his approach is naturally called ‘neo-Firthian'
And the linguistic theory based on the notion of function
in context has been developed by Halliday. Furthermore,
Rugaiya Hasan used the terms, 'major cohesion' to refer to
the structural cohesion and 'minor cohesion' to cover lexi-
éal‘cohesion. In the article entitled 'Rime and Relason on
Literature' (1971), Hasan has discussed four general cohe-
sive tie-types: reference, substitution, ellipsis and logi-=
cal cohesion; she also has touched on some aspects of lexi-

cal g¢ohesion.

Before going any further, it should be noted that
Haliiday and Hasan's work 'Cohesion in English' (1976) is
extremely productive in the area of discourse analysis.
This work deals mainly with the study of cohesion due to
thé semantic relations between sentences; these relations
are systematized by the categories of reference, substitu-
tion, ellipsis, conjunction and lexical cohesion. Each
of them is handled in the text by particular features such
as repetition, omission,'occurrances of certain words and

constructions. It also provides a method for the analysis
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and coding of cohesion. In fact, this important contribu-
tion to linguistics and applied linguiétics has long been
fundamental in 'discourse analysis'. There is no doubt
that this book has become a standard work of reference on
the linguistic aspects of text construction. For my part

I will basically adopt Halliday and Hasan's method, tech-
niques and approaches }n the present study; but, of course,

I will introduce necessary modifications as required.

2.2.2. Cohesion in Turkish

Since the present study is on 'cohesion in Turkish' it is
reasonable to have a brief look at the basic characteris-
tics of the Turkish language for our purposes, with respect

to ‘cohesion' in general.

Turkish is a tyPical example of the co-called
agglutinative languages and shows a clear-cut morphology;
that is, words typically contain a linear sequence of
morph—-affixes. In other words, the Turkish language employs
several sets of suffixes which will be illustrated with

exam@les below:

Characteristically, the subject NPs used as
pronouns in Turkish may not be realized on surfacé; how-
ever, the personal endings which are equivalent to the

English personal bronduns mist be suffixed to the predicate
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in every case. Notice that third person singular pronoun
norﬁally shows a zero-realization on the predicates; it
should be borne in mind that the Turkish personal pronouns
are mostly used only for emphasis; that is, the pronouns

used as subject NPs are optional:

(Ben) geliyor-um.

('I' come-prog-1I)

'I am coming.'

(Sen) geliyor—sun-‘
('you' come-prog-you)
'You are coming.’

(0) geliYor.

('He/she' come-prog-@)
'He/she is coming.'
(Ben) hastayim.

('I' 1i11-1)

'I am ill.'
(Ssen) hasta-sain.
('you' ill-you)
'You are ill.'

(0) hasta-@-dair.

(*He/she' ill-he/she)

. "He is ill."®

(Ben) &fretmen-im.
('I' teacher I)

'I am a teacher.'

(Sen) &gretmen-sin.
('you' teacher-you)

'You are a teacher.'

(0) 6Jretmen-g-dir.
('He/she' teacher-he/she)
'He/she is a teacher.'
(Ben) evde-yim.

('I' home-loc-I)

'I am at home.'

(Sen) evde-sin.

('you ' hame ~loc-you)

'You are at home.,'

(0) evde-g-dir.

('He/she' home-loc-he/she)

'He/she is at home

The nouns in Turkish denote ‘'case' according to

their place and function in the sentence. There are six

cases in Turkish: the subject NPs having no case marking
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allow the nominative case as in 'Ahmet kosuyor.' (Ahmet-
nom run-prog-@) 'Ahmet is ruhning', the grammatical role
of another NP is signalled by case marking: the accusative
case usually marks the definite object of verbs, for ex-
ample, 'Ahmet bardag-i kirdi.' (Ahmet glass-acc break-past-
Qj 'Ahmet broke the glass'; the indirect object NPs are
markéd by the dative case ending as in ‘Ahmet Ayla-ya bir
demet c¢igek verdi. (Ahmet Ayla-dat a bunch of flowers give-
past-@) 'Ahmet gave Ayla a bunch of flowers‘; the ablative
case generally indicates the point of departure, as in
'Ahmet lstanbul-dan geliyor' (Ahmet lstanbul-abl come-prog-
) 'Ahme£ is coming from Istanbul.' The locative case mark-
er is‘uéed to indicate the place in/on/at whicﬁ an action
occuré; or an object is located as in 'Ayla ataba—da kal~
da’ fAyla araba-loc stay~-past-@) 'Ayla stayed in the car.'
Genitive and possesive cases can usually be seen as in the
example, ‘'Ahmet-in ev-i (Ahmet-gen house-poss (his)) 'Ah-
met's house.' Notice that the possesive -suffixes thch are
{_(I)m} v 5—(1)%}, {—(S)I(nﬁ ' é—(I)m} +Z-Ig};and.{—(1) g}f
{—Iz} indicate a relation between the nominal sufﬁixer and
something prior in the utterance or context. These suf-
fixes have a 'backward valence.' These can be exemplified
as follows: S

(2:2)
' (ben-im) ev-im' ((I-gen) house-poss (my)) 'my house',
' (sen-in) ev-in' ((you-gen) house-poss (your)) 'your house',

"{o-run) ev-i' ((he-gen) house-poss (his)) 'his hause’,
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'(biz-im) ev-imiz' ((we-gen) hause-poss (ocur)) 'our house',

'(siz-in) ev-iniz' ((you—-gen) house-poss (your)) 'your house',
'(onlar-in) ev-i' ((theybgen) house-poss (their)) 'their house',

' (o-min) pencere-si' ((he-gen) window-poss (his)) ‘his window',
'(o-mun) pencere-si-n-i' ((he-gen) window-poss (his)-acc) 'his window'.

At this point it is necessary to have a close
look at the Bux(iliary) which will be handled in the pro-
cess of ellipsis discussed in chapter five. Auxiliary
is taken to designate the grammatical forms which are
'modals', 'subs (-tantivizers)-aspects', and 'tense’',
'inferentiai' and 'assertive'. According to the environ-
ment in which 'i-mek' occurs, we can divide 'Aux' into
aux, which preceds 'i-mek' and 'auxz' following 'i-mek'.

And now, let us clarify this information graphically:

/M]iary\
aux, aux,
/ \
Modal Substantivizer Tense inferential assertive
-(y) Ebil| -mElI 7 ~@ ] -mig -Dir
etc. ~(I)yor ~Dt
~mEktE ‘ -mlg
~(y)EcEk N
~D1
~mls
i etc.
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Before giving examplés, we Should,say that a basic sentence
in Turkish consists of subject, predicate and Auxiliary.
And the predicate may be either verbal such as 'gel-'
‘come', 'ver-' 'give' or non-verbal such as ‘'iyi- 'well/
(good‘, okulda 'at school' and &Jretmen 'teacher'. The ex-
amples in (2:3) below will exhibit the verbal sentences in
relation to the Auxiliary.

copulative aux, copulative aux,

(2:3) Subject 'Vé:b stem anxl
. i-mek

a) o cki-  -ms ol- -abil-ir (i-)  -di
'He could have read.'

b) O bitir- -mis ol- -acak @ -g
'He will have.finished.'

_ Notice that Turkish allows recursive use of‘auxl in verbal

sentences as can be seen in the pfededing exémple, if the

semantic structuré of a sentence so required; On the other

‘hand, the nondverbéi sentences admit only aux, as in

(2:4) Sﬁbject complement copulative aux.,
L i-mek

a) Ahmet doktor é -dur
'Ahmet is a doctor.'
b) Ayla . gilizel | o i- -di
'Ayla was beautiful.’
¢) Kemal okulda~ -y= -d1
'Kemal was at school.’
The preceding example has illustrated three possible
phondlogical realizations '@, i- and -y-' of i-mek accord-

ing to the environment where it occurs. As for the distinc-
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tion between the tense marker '-mlg' and the inferential
one '-mlg', if the '-misg’ following i-mek is accompanied
by a past time adverbial it is the tense marker; if it is
not, it’isAthe inferential marker. For example,

(2:5) Subject Adverbial complement copulative aux,
) i-mek

a) O gegen y1l &jrenci i- . -mig
'It is said that hé was a student last year.'
b) O @ 8grenci i- -mis
'It is said that he is a student.'
Since the components of ‘Auxiliary' are not separate
words in Turkish, they are suffixes; and these suffixes
are directly attached to the verb stems, preceding the
‘personal endings, for example
(2:6) Ben sizi yaran ziyaret et-ebil-ir-im
(I you tomorrow visit—abil—aoristéI(PER))
‘I can visit yqu tomorrow.'
Now, it can be said that furthei discussion of Auxiliary

lies béyond the scope of this thesis.

Here, let us note that participles are formed
by adding the suffixes {-(y)En} , J-(y)EcEK] + (olan)
S—Dlg} and }—mig} + (olan) to the verb stems; These suf-
fixes replace 'Aux'. Let us continue with example:-

{(2:7) a) Gel—-en adam ‘The man who pome'

.(come~ppl man)
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b) Ba evde kalanlar ‘those that live in this house.'

(this house—dat live-ppl 3 pl) .

c). Kemal'in ckuyacad: kitap "The book which Remal
‘ will read’'
(kemal1y§1rem}{utﬂqibzxss 3sg book)

d) Yazdiginin bir pargasini oku
((yargen)mmiuaimiﬂxms1mmealittEabitread)
'Read a little bit of what you have written.®

e) Limana gelmig olan gemiden yolcular iniyorda.
(The port-dat come-past ppl-become ship-abl

the passangers get-prog-pas)
'The péésmmﬁxs were getting off the ship which

had come into the port.’

Let us now consider the case for the sentence

functioning as noun or NP. A nominalized sentence which is

included within another fills the grammatical role of nouns

or NPs within the main clause; in relation to the fcohe-

sive devices' these constructions will normally be manipu-

lated whenever needed; therefore, it is reasonable to have

a brief look at this process too. To nominalize a sentence

in Turkish, an appropriate nominalizer (Nom) is selected

to replace the Auxiliary marker (s} of the verb; in adition,

the subject of the embedded sentence (if it is expressed)

is placed in the genitive and the corresponding possessive

suffix replaces the personal ending (PER} and a case marker

follows PER if necessary, e.g.
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(2:8) a) Ben Ahmet'in geldi§ini biliyorum.

'Ben (Almet- gel-Aux-PER) biliyorum.'
(I Ahmet-gen come-Nom-Poss—~acc know-prog)
'I know that Almet came.’

b) Fatma'nmin glilmesi glizeldir.
(Fatma glil-Aux-PER) is nice.
(Faum%genikmgh4mmwfossIﬁce is)
'Fatma's laughing is nice,'

c) Biz bir hemsirenin gelmesini istedik.
'‘Biz (bir hemgire gel-Aux-PER) istedik.’
‘We wanted (a nurse—gen came-Nom-poss—-acc)

'We wanted a nurse to come.'

As for the case with the clauses functioning as
adverbs, we can easily say that the verbs on the predicates
are formed as adverbs by the suffixes {»(y) ErEk},
éwy)IncE} + (kadar), i—DIkgE}, j—mEksIzIn}, {-DIktEn +
(sonra) and {-(y)Ié} which are used to replace the Aux-~
iliary marker and PER of the embedded sentence, e.g.

(2:9) a) Gidip sigara alir misin?
| ' (Git~-Aux misin) Sigara alir misin?'
(Go-advl cigarettes buy-aor g-encl?)
'Will you go and Iuy cigarettes?'
Notice that the subject of the verb with this suffix must
be the samé as that of.the main verb.
b) Ahmet'i istasyonda karsilayarak eve getirdik.
'(Biz Ahmet'i istasyonda karsila-Aux~PER) eve

getirdik.'
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' (Ahmet-acc istasyon—loc meet-advl we brought him
hame) *

'Meeting Ahmet at the station we brought him home.'

Now, let us give some examples concerning 'cohe-
sive devices' in Turkish:
(2:10) a) lzmire mi? QOraya hi¢ gitmedim.
'To Izmir? I have never been there.
ggagl"dmie'zxferskﬁck to Izmir.
b) Ahmet igerde; semsiyesi digarda.
'Almet is inside; his umbrella is outside.
The possessive suffix -si indicates that 'semsiye (umbrel-
la) is possessed by Ahmet; that is '~-si' refers back to
1Ahmet'in (Ahmet's).
c) Ahmet heniiz ig bulamadi; diin bana Syle (heniiz
is ulamadigam) styledi.
'Ahmet couldn't find a job yet; yesterday he
told me go.'
The Syle 'sq' in the preceding example substitutes: for
'heniiz bulamadlélnl.'
d) Kemal nezaketlidir; Ustelik cGmerttir de.
'Kemal is polite; in addition, he is also genicus.
The conjuction {istelik 'in addition' connects these two
sentences.
e) Fatmé mobilyalarin tozuru alamadid:r igin Ayla
(mobilyalarin tozurm) alayor.

'Since Fatma could not dust the furniture, Ayla

J

{



42

is dusthx;(theﬁ).
'mobilyalarin tozunu' in the main sentence is ellipted.
£) Yafmur yadmasina radmen karam semsiyesini aldi-
g1 igin ben (gemsiyemi) almiyorum.
'Although it is raining, since my wife has taken
her umbrella with her, I do not take mine.'
The gemsiye ‘'umbrella' in the main sentence is ellipted.
g) Ahmet'in g¢ok galigmasina radmen bagaramadigin
goriiyoruz.
'Although Ahmet studied hard we see that he
failed.'
The possessive marker ~I(n) following '~dig' refers back

to Ahmet.

As these examples indicate Turkish has a unique
structure of its own as regards 'cohesion'. That is, more
than lexical items are involved. Thus, 'reference', 'sub-
stitution', 'ellipsis', 'conjunction' and ‘'lexical' cohe-
sion within Turkish texts will require a novel treatment
as we have to consider morphemes as well as words and

larger units.



CHAPTER III
REFERENCE

3.0. Introduction

In this chapter we will be concerned with a theory of
reference related to the grammatical points where it is
needed. To start this discussion, let us take a concrete
sample text to reflect an accurate characterisation of
'reference':
(3:1) Ben gidince de vaziyeti Fuat Paga'ya arz
ederim. O ne derse yapariz.
(Bugra:315)
'Wwhen I (also) arrive I will explain‘the
situation.to Fuat Pasha. We will do what-
ever he says.'
The o in (3:1) refers back to 'Fuat Pasha'. As can be seen
in this example, notice that when things are referred to
for the second time they are not necessarily identified
by simply repeating the words'that~were used the first
time. It is, therefore, more reasonable to use a new lin-
guistic form. In grammatical analysis, this linguistic
form 'reference' is generally taken to state the relation-

ship between grammatical units. In case of 'reference’,
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the information in question displays the referential
meaning, the identity of a certain thing or a class of
things to be referred to; in this way, 'cohesion' con-
tinues by the help of the reference items entering into
the discourse a second time. In fact, the interpretation
can be achieved through either the context of situation

or the text itself. That is, this particular type of cohe-
sion directs the hearer/reader to look elsewhere for the
interpretation of the form; if it is realized outside the
text, in the context of situation, this relationship will
be exophorié; and if it lies within the text, the link is
ehddphoric. This kind of 'cohesion' a text displays will
be studied by the help of miniature texts. The text of
each pair of sentences which follows each type of refer-
ence desired precedes the discussion of cohesion in that
pair. And since this concept concerns the use of the e#—
pressions ;anaphoric' and ‘'cataphoric', each one will also

be studied under the related subheadings.

'3.1. Exophoric Reference -

Although this study is mainly concerned with textual/
endophoric reference, in order to clarify the identifica-
tion and the semantic role of 'reference’ sufficiently,
it will be reasonable to have a brief look at the exo=
phoric/situational one as well. Like an endophoric ex-

pression, this also embodies instructions to lock else-
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| where for the information needed to interpret the text
in question. This reference item which is dependent on
the context of situation provides the reader/hearer with
the presupposition to identify the thing referred to.
And it may be said to be impossible to dis?lay what is
said without contextﬁ Thus, the link between language and
the context of situaéion can normally Ee supplied effec-
tively; however, it does not contribute to the text direct-
‘ly in terms of cohesion. Now, we are going to proceed with
a fragment of conversation:
(3:2) 2.MahkOm: (TBiifedi kapar) Bir daha sﬁylesene;
1.Mahkiim: Koy onu yerine inek. Al bunu
‘asagl gbBtiir. "
~ (Ozakmari:20)
'2nd prisoner: (He picks up the rifle)
| Why don't you say it again?
lst prisoner: Put it down in its place,
idiot.’
The presupposed element tiifek 'rifle' which is realized in
the context is referred to by the personal pronoun onu
'it' and its possessive suffix -in ‘'its'. The 'onu'’ |
and its possessive férm '‘-1n' create a situafional world.
Although the interpretation does not lie in the text
given, the speaker's expectation is undoubtedly presup-
posed to be known to the hearer. Thus, in exophoric ref-
erence, the proforms apply directly to entities recover-

able in the situation as in (3:2) above.
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And in his work 'Text, Discourse and Process'
(1980 :152) de Beaugrande claims that “First and‘secpnd~
person pronouns are inherently exophoric, and their use
presupposes the mutual identifiability of the communicat-
ive participants though more direct;y for spéaking than
for writing®. For instance, the personal endings {-im} '
{—In} and {-siniz} represent first singular pronouns and
éecqnd person singular/plural pronouns in (3:3) respect-
ively.
(3:3) l.MahkQm: $imdi gOsterecedim seye bakin.
Ona gdre karar verirginiz. Getir
kizi buraya.
y (8zakman:11)
'lst prisoner: Look at what I will show
now,
And then you will make a
decision. Bring the girl
here.'
At this point it is inevitable to say that buraya 'here’
in (3:3) and guraya 'there' in (3:4) indicate their places
in the text with focus on the situational world of com-
municating. In case of exophoric reference, there is no
other expression in the text besides guraya in (3:3)
(3:3) 1. Mahkum: Kes dirdiri da otur guraya.
(6zakman:15)

lst prisoner: 'Shut up and sit here.'
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It must be noted once again that since ‘'exophoric
reference' items have no antecedents in the text, the
interpretation necessary can not,be‘carried out without

the situation.

3.2. Endophoric Reference

After having a brief look at exophoric relations which
play no role in textual cohesion, I will discuss the
endophoric reference items in furtﬁefidetail with examples.
These items can basically be recognized as anaphora and
cataphora. Without regard to this distinction, they are
classified (Halliday and Hasan 1976:36) as personal, de-
monstrative and comparative, dépending on what parts of
speech the referent items belong to. This textual phe-
nomenon will be manipulated in‘twé respects, distinguished
by the types of unit they refer to: noun phrase and ex-
tended/text reference. In tﬁis study'these reference items
will be studied undér the headings of ‘'anaphoric reference'
and 'cataphoric reference', including subheadings: per~
sonal, demonstrative and comparative references by takiﬁg
account of the textual relations between the noun phrase
and the referent item, a sentence/clause and referent item,

and text épd referent items.
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3.2.1. Anaphoric Reference

"Anaphora is a term used in grammatical description for
the process or result of a linguistic unit referring back
to some previously expressed unit or meaning" kCrystal
1980:25) . This definition makes it clear that the inteﬁded
sense of reference is the sense in which a linguistic unit
refers back to another iinguisiic unit such as NP aﬁd a
sentence, or an identifiable portion of text. To illustrate
what anaphoric references are, let us continue with éx—
amples: | |
(3:5) 3. Mahkiim: Hakim idam kararini yazdiktan
sonra kalemini‘kirmls. Demek ki,
g da istemedi benim &lmemi.
(Ozakman:32)
3rd Prisoner: 'After the judge had written
the verdict of execution, he
broke his pen. That means to
say that he did not want me
to pass away either.'
The '0' in (3:5) which refers backt to 'hakim' provides
a link between the first and second sentences to form this
text.
| (3:6) 3. Mahkidm: Ya da baska ¢are bulamayinca
adam 8ldiirmek sug¢ de§il o zaman
bizim onlardan farkimiz ne?

Kiz: Buna cevap veremem.

(8zakman:54)
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.

The buna in (3:6) refers to neither a particular person
nor an object, but to the whole process; that is, buna
stands for 'O zaman bizim onlardan farkimiz ne?' in rela-
tion to 'Ya da bagka care bulamayinca adam Oldiirmek sug
degil.' Hence, 'buna' which is a complex phenomenon which
is in question has the property of a text. In other words
it is a text reference item. Clearly the personal, demon-
strative and comparative’references may function anaphor—

ically in a discourse to form a text.

3.2.1.1. Personal Reference

Personel reference is realized through the category of
person. This category includes personal pronouns and
possessive suffixes, These pronouns and suffixes are
highly inflected in Turkish. They are declined in six
cases. As regards functions, so-called bronouns may occur
in a wide range of entirely different positions in sen-~
tences. Generally speaking, these cases serve to take the
élace of prepositions, 'of', 'to', 'in', 'on', and 'from'
of English.Case endings normally change according to the
vowel harmony. The personal pronouns in the genetive case
which are used as determiners are optional; however, in
this reséect, the possessive suffixes, which are attached
to the nominals are obligatorily present. These suffixes
denote a relation between the nominal suffixed and some-

thing prior in the utterance context. And now, it is
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necessary to give a brief account of the personal pronouns

plus possessive suffixes in a table.

|

Case

Speaker | Addressee Specific Generalized
Naminative |Ben 'I' Sen/siz 'you' | O 'he/she/it| biri/birisi ‘'one'
" |Genetive |benim  |Senin orun birinin
g Dative bana sana ona birine
'§ Accusative |beni seni onu birini
ggloaﬁﬁve bende serde orda birinde
; Ablative benden senden ondan birinden
ﬁxmegﬁye
Suffix ~ |-(Mm  |-(D)n ~(s)I(n) ~(s)I(n)
Nominative |biz 'we' |[siz 'you' onlar 'they'| birileri 'ones'
Genitive bizim sizin onlaran birilerinin
Dative bize size onlara birilerine
- Accusative {bizi sizi onlari birilerini
g Locative bizde sizde onlarda birilerinde
;: Ablative bizden sizden onlardan birilerinden
Possessive
Suffix -(I)mIz -(I)niz -(s)I(n) ~(s)I(n)

The deletion of the personal pronouns ?lus the éosséssive

suffixes have been exhibited by the paradigm in the table

given above. Notice that Turkish has no grammatical gender;

that is, there is no distinction between he, she, and it;

nevertheless; the pronoun o serves for all three. And it

can be seen that these pronouns are distinguished in number

and case. Each of them may be a reference item. These re-~
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ference items ate naturally used to refer to somebody/some-
thing mentioned before or later in the text in terms of

their roles and fUnctions.

Of the personal pronouns o 'he/she’ and onlar
'they' together with their inflectional forms, 'o, onun,
ona, onu, onda, ondan, onlar, onlarin, onlara, onlari, on-
larda' and ‘onlardan' plus the possessive suffix {f(s)l(n)}
may function anaphorically. But the first and second per-
sons do not have this function; however, these pronouns
'ben/biz' 'I/we’ an& sen/siz ‘'you’ together with their
inflectional forms are anaphoric when they occur in quoted
(direct) speech as in (3:7). Benim 'I' in the nominalized
sentence refersvanaphorically to Kiigiik Ag 3

(3:7) Kﬁgﬁk Aéa'sakallnl uzun uzun kagsidi ve
o mlrllaandl.

"_Bunu bilmiyecek ne var? Topal benim
kendisinden kugkulandiimi anladi, bunu
da Tevfik beye s8yledi.”

(Bugra:436)
'Rliglik AJja scratched his beard again and .
again, and muttered:
"-It is easy to know this. Topal noticed

that I suspected him; and he told this

to Mr. Tevfik.,'
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As for the speech roles and the others indicated
in the table given above, the basic distinction between
these two 1s that the third persons are normally cohesive,
but the other persons are not; within this frame, the
Turkish personal system recognizes the speaker ben 'I'
and the addressee (s) sen(siz"yog’; in some cases biz 'we'
includes the speakér, together with other persons; and
these others may be address (s). In other words, these
person forms do not normally refer to the text; howevér,
for instance, ben-im }I' in (3:7) provides an endophoric
link in this text; but this form still refers back to the
speaker. In short, this endophoric reference is derived
from the exophora. Therefore,'tbe third person forhs are
naturally endophé;ic. Thus, a third person can typically
be assumed to be an anaphoric tie as in the examples given
below: o

(3:8) 3. Mahkim: Hakim idam kararini yazdiktan

sonra kalemini klrmls.'Démek

ki, o da istemedi benim &lmemi.

(6zakman:32)
3rd: Prisoner: 'After the judge had written

the decision of execution
he‘broke his pen. That
means to say that he didn't
want me to pass away,

either.'

The o 'he' in the second sentence refers anaphorically to
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hakim ‘the judge' in the first one. So this link between
. these two elements establishes the textuality in this
process.
| (3:9) Tevfik bey adgabeysini kapida karsiladai;
ne kucaklagtilar ne de bir laf ettiler.
(Bugra:524)
'TevEik bey met his eldér-brother at the
door; they neither émbra&ed éach other
nor said a word to each other.'
The third personal plural suffix LlAr'on the predicates:
‘kargilagtalar' and ‘laf ettiler' refers back té 'Tevfik
7£ey' and ‘agabeysi'; so the textual phenomenon has been
created by means of this cohesive feature.
(3:10) Hocanin kagtigina iyice kanaat getirince
Reis beye vardim. O da bize haber salalim
dedi. Salih burada idi. Anasi adir hasta
da gdrmede gelmisg. 923 dedik.
(Bugra:313)
‘When‘I was absolutely sure ﬁhat Hodja
escaped, I directly called on Mr. Mayor.
He also demanded that we should announce.
Salih was here. Since his mother was
seriously ill, he came to visit her. We
told him.'
The reference item o 'he’ in the second sentence is a
personal pronoun which functions as Head in the subject

position referring to Reis key. The possessive suffix
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'?(s)I'attachEd to the expression ana 'mother' shows that
ana in this text is poséessed by 'Salih'; that is,'-s1'
refers to Salih'in 'Salih's'. Moreover, the third person
pronoun with the zero realization on the predicate gelmig-
@ stands for o 'he' referring back to 'salih'; and ona
'him' in the last sentence is also a pronoun in the dative
case which acts as the second reference to 'Reis bey' here.
(3:11) 2. Mahkiim: Haftalik hazairlarsak adamlara
| kolaylik olur.
3. Mahkiim: Elbiseler de ellerinde
(8zakman:34)
'2nd prisoner: If we prepare_weekly} it
will be easy for the men.
3rd prisoner: The clothes are also in
their hands.'
The possessive'suffig”—ig attached to the expression eller
'hands' with the dative case indicates the relationship
between adamiar 'the men' and eller 'the hands'. So, by
means of this suffix —lé, eller 'the hands' is shown to
belong to'adamla: 'thé men'.
(5:12) Salih Aksehirden kac¢ar gibi ayrald:.
| Yiizbagi Nazim bey ona tam bir ay izin
vermigti.
| (Bugra:485)
'Salih left Akgehir, as if he seemingly
escaped. Captain Nazim key gave him

just a month's leave.'
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This pérsonalrreference expression ggé 'him' is a pronoun
in dative case which acts as Head in the second sentence
referring back to Salih in the first one.
(3:13) Ali emmi bozuldu.}g_tahminini bu ig igin
sbylemigti. Ne olursa olsun Hocaya karsi
 saygl duyuyordu; hatta onu benimsiyordu.
, (Bugra:364)"
'Uncle Ali was disconceérted. He explained
his estimation aboﬁt this matter. What—
ever would happen, he was showing respect
for Hodja; even he appriciated him.'
In (3:13) one occurrance of o 'he' in the second sentence
‘and two occurrances of the zero-realization on the pre-
dicates 'duyuyordu-@g' and 'seviyordu—¢i‘refer back to
'Ali emmi'; but the onu 'him' in the last clause refers

anaphorically to Hocaya.

Clearly, personal reference items in Turkish,
as exemplified akove, have the cohesive function in the

creation of 'texts'.

3.2.1.2. Demonstrative Reference

We are coming to the second step of reference to be dis-
cussed under the heading of ‘'anaphoric reference'. Like
personal reference, the demonstrative reference will be

examined anaphorically with examples. This category is
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essentially a form of verbal pointing. And the "speaker
idéntifies the referent by locating it on a scale of
proximity" (Halliday and Hasan:57). Furthermore, one can
easily agree that these items which have the functibn of
pointing to:somebody/something have naturally £wo diffe-
rent usés: (1) endophoric and (2) exophoric. This system
in Turkisﬁ can be illustrated as follows: -

Demorrirative

/\

Nominal ' Adverb}al
AN
Near Not Near Place - Time
Bu 'this' Su ‘'that' (fﬁrther : $1mdi 'now’
away from the ax%&er) Near Not-near caanﬂa;then'
o 'that' (a little ‘Bunxh. 'here’ 'onxh “ﬂﬁme‘
further away)

Bunlar 'these' Sunlar/onlar 'those'’

As can be seen in the diagram given above, this class of .
words is divided as nominal and adverbial demonstratives.
The nominals bu 'this'/bunlar 'these' and o,gu ‘that'/

onlar,sunlar *these' refer to the location of person,

object or process. These two types of entities which have
.the function of Deictic occur as elements within the nom-

inal group such as -bu yiyecekler 'these foods'. And

adverbial ones burada 'here' and orada/surada ‘'there’.

normally indicate the location of a process in terms of

space or time. The distinction between bu 'this' / bunlar
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'these', o,su 'that' / onlar,gunlar 'those', and burada

"here' and orada/surada 'there', depends upon the proxim-

ity in the dectic context. That is, these are interpreted
with respedt to the location of the participants in relation
to the deictic context. Therefore, it is reasonable to
proceed with the proximity. The nominal demonstratives
'bu/bunlar' and ad&erbial demonstrative 'burada' are prox-
imal (i.e. near the speaker), and ‘o, su/onlar, sunlar’
and ‘surada’ are’non4proximal. All these distinctions may
determine the use of the demonstrative items in endophoric
reference in written languages. It is evident that the
speaker has the tendency to use bu 'this' to refer to some-
thing he himself has said and o, su 'that' to refer to
sbmethihg said by his interlocuter. Consider and compare
(3:14) and (3:15). |
(3:14) 3.Mahkim: Salata ... Ha bunu demin
sbylemigtim.
| (Ozakman:22)
'3rd prisoner: Salad ... hal I think I
| said this just a minute
ago.'
(3:15) Git de tig arkadasini al gel. Asagida
ahirln yanindaki odadam olur, samanlik-
 ta m1? Onu siz kararlagtirin. Glriilti
patirti etmeden yerlesin.

(Bugra:436)
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'Fetch your three friends. In the room
downstairs, near the stable or in the
straw-rich? Decide on that, settle down,
without making noises.'
The distinction can be said to be related to that of 'near'
(proximal)vand ‘not-near' (non-proximal). By taking the
proximity into consideration, we can easily argue that
'9523 in (3:;4) refers to the nominal (NP) salata 'salad'
said earlieriby the same speaker, and 'onu' in (3:15)
refers backt to 'the two ellipted clauses':'agagidaki
odada m: olur,'samanllkta m1?' which indicates a process;
thus, a textual tie has been established between this
interpreted concept and the sentence in which the demon-
strative item onu occurs. If this—item is used with a noun
as Modifier, then the meaning is always identical with
that of the presupposed one. For example:
(3:16) 3.MahkUm: Ya yemekler zehirli ise.
1.Mahkum: Aptal olma. Kiz da bu yemekler-
den yiyecek. |
(Ozakman:34)
'3rd'prisoner: Well, if the food is
| poisoned.
lst prisoner: Don't be silly. The girl
| will also eat from this

food.'!

bu_yemekler in the first prisoner's utterance is anaphoric

to yemekler in the third prisoner's utterance. In principle,
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in order to form a texf by means of a demqnstratiVe plus
a following noun, the presupposed item representing the
t‘referent' is required to be the explicit repetition of
the noun or somé form of synonym which will be referred
to by the nominal preceded by the demonstrative. Thus,
this_expression'refe;s unambiguously to the presupposed
ifem in the text with the help of the~identification re-

quired.

A demonstrative reference item may also refer
anaphorically to a whole process mentioned earlier as‘in
(3:17). |

(3:17) 1. Mahkfim: Canim nereye isterse oraya

giderim, Ama giderim. Sok
bunu o tahta kafana.
(6zakman:14)
'lst prisoner: I can go wherever I like
But I do go. Keep this in

your wooden-head.'

Qggg in £his instance refers back to the total event
'Canim nereye'istéfse oraya giderim'; Note that the re-—
ferent of a demonstfative reference may be either a par-
ticular nominal expression such as salata in (3:14) or
something more such as the extended reference item bunu
in (3:17) referring back to the process of the event,

'Canim nereye isterse oraya giderim', mentioned earlier.
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Let us proceed with a new example:
(3:18) 3. Mahkim: Ya da bagka gare bulamaylnéa
adam Sldiirmek sug dedil. O
- : ggmgﬁ_onlardan farklnlz ne?
| (6zakman:54)

- '3rd prisoner: Well, wheﬁ there is no way
out, to kill a man’is not
criminal then what is our
diffefence from them.'

o zaman 'then' provides the connection between the first
utterance of the third prisoner and his second one. 0 za-
man in tﬁ;s téxt'represents the location of the process
in time, 'Ya bagka gare bulamayinca adam &ldlirmek sug
degil'. So the cohesive use of the o zaman establishes
'anaphoric reference to time‘;and the meaning, in this

respect, is 'at the time' just referred to.

Let us finish up this section with an exémple
for the adverbial demonstrétive of place;
(3:19) Rus Konsoloslugumin bitisigindeki duvarda
Sebah Juvalier’diye bir yazi vardi. O

yazi hep orada mi dururdu da gbrmemigti

bugiine kadar, yoksa bir yapi yikildi da
altindan yeni mi glktl?
- (Taner:123)

'There was a writing entitled 'Sebah

Juvalier' on the wall next to the
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Russian consulate. And that writing
remains there, but has he not seen it
until now; or has a building fallen
down; so it came into existance from
under it?
The meaning of orada is anéphoric and locative. That is,
it réfers back to the location of 'Sebah Juvalier'. In
other words orada represents duvarda 'on the wall' in this

context.

3.2.1.3. Comparative Reference

Now, we are going to focus on the last step to be dis-
cussed in anaphoric referénce. This step will be demon-
strated by supplying the basis of comparison; thaf is, com-
'pa;ative reference is realized in adjectives and adverbs.
And this system in Turkish which can be used to signal
relations among surface elements, is designated graphically
as follows: s

__ identity: aynr 'same', egit ‘equal’
~ benzer ‘'identical’

L similarity: bdyle 'mach', gibi
r—— GeIml 1 'ljke/aS' ’ berlzer 'Smlar. -

1 difference: dijer 'other', baska
‘ 'different/other, another’
Comparison
Numerative: daha 'more', daha ¢ok
‘more”, daha az 'fewer/less', o
kadar ¢ok 'so many/much'

L--—---—-—--Particulau:

epithet: comparative adjectives and
adverbs: ;
e.g. daha ¢abuk 'more quickly'.
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As can be seen in the model given above, the comparative
reference to be dealt with in this section is generally

considered under two terms:

(1) 'General Comparison' implies that two things
may be the 'same', 'similar' or 'different' in the process of
téxt. In this process, this referential property which may
be in the text itself will be exemplified in the following:

(3:20) Dusa girdi. En sicag:r agti. Dayanabilecedi

kadar. Once sad§ kolunu, omuzunu, sag dizi-
ni ve bacadini, sonra sol dizini, bacadina
suyun altina uzatti. Bu bitince en sodugu
acgti. Ayni geyi yapti. E
{(Taner:123)
'He entered the shower-bath. He turned on
the hottest one as much as he could endure.
First, he extended his right arm, shoulder,
right knee, and leg, and then he extended
his left arm, shoulder, and left knee, leg
under the water; When this finished he
turned on the coldest, @ne, he did the same
thing.'
arnl ey 'the same thing' refers to the process 'Once sag
kolunu, omuzunu, sa§ dizini ve bacagini, sonra sol kolunu,
omuzunu, sol dizini, bacadini suyun altina uzattai.' Since
the likeness is present between the semantic properties of

the ?rocess which took place before, and the one to occur

]

{
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later, ayni has established the textual link betWeen these

two in this formation.

Let us continue with another example:
{(3:21) 1. Mahk@m: Kimsenin avunmaya ihtiyaci yok,
o bekliyecegiz.
2. Mahkim: Neyi, kanunlarin de§ismesin mi?
1. Mahkim: Defol hergele. Sen ne anlarsin
"ggzlg yliksek planlardan.
(Ozakman:16-17)
'l1st prisoner: Nobody need being consoled,
we will wait.
2nd prisoner: What? that the laws change?
1sd prisoner: Go away, herd of animals;
you can't undersfana such
high plans.'

where béyle *such' refers back to the process 'bekliyecegiz'.

The comparative element bagka 'other/another“is
given below:
(3:22) 2. Mahkﬁm: Kim‘yolladl yahu bu bunagi?
Bagka doktor istiyelim.
(8zakman: 71)
'2nd prisoner: Look, who sent this imbecile
person here? Let's want
another doctor. "

The referent in this text is bu bunak, and the reference
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item bagka doktor other than the one mentioned earlier;

thus, the textuality is realized ﬁhrough this anaphoric

comparative reference.

The o 'that' and ayni 'same' can be exemplified

as -in the following:

(3:23) Once Topal'in o eve gittigi 8frenilmig,
arkasindan ayni eve her gece hig sektir-
meden Cambazla Pehlivan'in gittigi g&ril-
miis.

(Bugra:435)
'It was first found out that Topal went to
that house and then it was also seen that
Cambaz and Pehlivan regularly went to the
same house every night.'
The referent of the reference item éznl ev 'the same house'’
is the nominal group o ev 'that house'. And so o ev and
ayni1 _ev are co-referential. Thus, the textual link has been

established in this formation.

(2) 'Particular Comparison' is expressed in
quality or quantity. The adjectives which are used in the

nominal groups are not deictic. They function either as

numerative (e.g. daha ¢ok kitap 'more books') or a epithet,

- which is an adjective or descriptive phrase to give the

characteristic of something or somebody (e.g. daha faydali

kitap 'more useful book'), And the adverbs function as
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adjunct in the clause (e.g. dijerleri daha iyi yiiziiyor

'the others swim better'.

Like general domparison, particular éomparison
can also be said to be referential. By means of comparative
feférence, one fhing is said to be superior, equal or in-
ﬁérior in quality or quantity. To illustrate this, now let
us consider the last example given below in this section:

(3:24) ‘2. Mahkum: Gli¢ olan ne?

3. Mahkim: Her sey, beklemek ..., {imit
etmek ..., bek%emek +.. hapis-
haneden farki yok buranin.

2. Mahkim: Sen deliriyorsun?

3. Mahk@m: Belki de ama herseyi daha agik

, gbriiyorsun.
(8zakman:93)

'2nd prisoner: What is difficult?

3rd prisoner: Everything, to wait ...,

to. hope ..., to wait ...
it is not different here
from prison

2nd prisoner: You are becoming mad.

3rd prisoner: Perhaps but I can see

everything more clearly.'’
In terms of quality daha agik 'more clearly' functioning
as an adjunct in the last sentence, provides a superiority

to the action carried out earlier by the 3rd prisoner.



66

This comparison gives the textuality.

3.2.2. Cataphoric Reference

In his book, A First Dictionary of Linquistics and Phonetics

(1980) Crystal defines the term ‘cataphora' as follows:

Cataphora is ahterm used by some grammarians for
the process or result of a linguistic unit re-
ferring forward to another unit. Cataphoric re-
ference is one way of marking the.identity be-
tween what is.being expressed and what is about
to be expressed.

(Crystal 1980:55)

Aﬁa;the presuéposing elgment presupposes soﬁetﬁing that is
"about to be expressed in the text; therefore, cataphoric
relation is treated as 'a cohesive tie' as in thé example
below: ” ‘
(3:24) 2. Mahkim: Allah Allah bu nedir be?
Kiz: Kugkonmaz
(6zakman:27
'2nd prisoner: By God? What is this I say?
Girl: asparagus.’
where the meaning of bu 'this' in the utterance of the
second prisoner gives a cataphoric function in this text

since it refers forward to kusgkonmaz 'asparagus' which



67

has taken place in the utterance of the girl. Notice that

the nominal bu is cataphoric to another nominal 'kugkonmaz.'

In (3:25) gunu 'that' which is the extended
reference item refers forward to the fact involved in the
clause ‘is sandigin gibi kolay dedil'. In other words,
this presupposing expression refers cataphorically to the
followiﬁg clause.

(3:25) Cek vur, gdnliim kalirsa namert desinler.

Ama, sunu bil ki ig sandifin gibi degdil.
(Bugra:407)
'Shoot to kill, if I feel resentment let
them call me coward. But you should know
(it:that) that this task is not the one
you think ef.'
The gunu 'that' here means what the addressor is just going
to say. Thus, the use of 'sunu' shows the significant |
instance of cataphoric reference in Turkish. Moreover, ki
in the same example of text is a cataphoric reference item
since it functions as a tie between.its preceding sentence

and the following one.

Some conjunctions such as mesela/6rnedin 'for
example/for instance' in (6:4) can also provide a catapho-

ric tie in the ffamework of text.
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Characteristically,'punctuation may introduce
textuality as in
{3:26) Halbuki onun bir tek istedi vardi: Nikonun
karsisina g¢ikmak.
(Bugra:368)
'Nevertheless, he had only one wish: to
appear suddenly in front of Niko.'
vThe double dots (:) in this text is clearly a cataphoric

element providing textuality.

As can be seen in the examples given above,
cataphora is true reference forward in the text; and it
therefore is cohesive not by picking up what has preceded

but anticipating what is following.

Cataphora seems fairly rare in the Turkish lan-

guage in comparison with anaphora.



CHAPTER IV

SUBSTITUTION

4.0. Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to provide another type of
cohesive relation: substitution. This term is used in lin-
guistics to designate the process where one item is replaced
by another in the context. Unlike the relation in reference
which is between meanings, the substition which occurs on
the lexico-grammatical 1level is assumed to be the relation
between linguistic items such as words or clauses; so 'sub-
stitute'! is used in élace of the repetition of a particular
item. For example:
(4:1) -Ne hakklm var ki, hem beg giline varmaz
kavuguruz.
-0yle deme ... kurt var, kus var, esgkiya
Var, seee
(Bugra:370)
'‘-What is my due? Probably, within five days
we can come together.
-Don't say so,... there are wolves, birds
and rebells as well.

The Hyle 'so' in the utterance of the second speaker sub-
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stitutes for the utterance of the first one: 'Ne hakkim
varki, hem bes giine varmaz kavusuruz.' In other words,

this expression presupposes the utterance of the first
speaker. Thus, 'Oyle’is used in place of the repetition

of the utterance in question. Furthermore, this expression
has the same structural function as that for which it sub-
stitutes, for example 'Gyle' in (3:26) carries over the
same function as the clause in question has. Here -deme

"do not say' is provided outside the clause. And the relation
has been established within the text. Thus, the textual

link has been formed by means of this process of substi-

tation.

Before going any further, we shoudd say that the
substitute may function as nominal, verbal and clausal.
The first two are fairly raré in Turkish. Therefore, these
two types of substitution will not be discussed in detail;
however, it will be considerably fruitful to have a brief

look at each of them with examples in turn.

4.1. Nominal Substitution

The substitute item functions as Head of a nominal group.
Hence, an expression which is Head of a nominal group
can be feplaced.by a substitute item. For example:

(4:2) Bu ¢ikolata bayattir. Taze birini/taze olam-

ni1 alin.
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'This chocolate is stale. Get the fresh one.'
The substitute biri 'one' presupposes some noun which func-
tions as Head g¢ikolota 'the chocolate'. The only element
that is repudiated here is bayat 'stale'. However, the biri/
olan normally carries over the Head itself. Thus this ex-
pression can fill the Head slot. Moreover, the nominal sub-
stitute is preceded by some modifying element which is not
the same as that in the nominal group. Here, we can say, in
(4:2) the repudiated expression bayat 'stale' is a qualifier,
on the other hand, the one accompanying the substitute taze

'fresh'! is a classifier.

In this process, the use of the substitute nor-

mally includes some new modifying element: yeni bir tane

'a new one', bagka bir tane 'another one', en_soguju-g/

en soduk biri (olani) 'the coldest one' (see 3:20) and the

like. Thus, there is naturally a point of contrast in this
process. Note that any one of .the modifying elements can

not come from the presupposed- item.

Azgi';tha same' is also treated as a nominal sub-
stitute. And this item naturally presupposes an entire
nominal group, too as in:

(4:3) Minas efendi Reis beyin yakinligina ayni
karsilik vermek istedi.

(Bugra:504)



72

'Mr.Minas wanted to do the same for Mr.
Mayor's interest.'
In this environment of the process in which a fact is con-
' tained, ayni 'the same' substitutes for both the nominal
group 'Reis beyin' and the fact involved in the same nomi-
nal'éroﬁp; however, ‘'Reis beyin' has been repudiated in the

substitution.

What is more, ayni may substitute for either a
noun or an dadjective:
(4:4) Ladumeg Naci:
| ~Centilmenlik esastir, dedi. Sampiyonluk
8lgiisti olamaz. tdare heyetine gelince ayni
kalmalidair.
(Taner:131)
‘Ladumeg Naci said, 'A gentlemanly‘ way is
principlé( championship is not an accéptable
measure. As for the council of administra-
tion, it should be the same.'
where’gzgi presupposes the 'Ildare Heyeti' rather than the

same ones.

To conclude the substitute is said to be the sign
of a grammatical relation, and this relation provides

"textual link within the text.'



73

4.2. Verbal Substitutionv

The verbal substitute yapmak ‘do' in Turkish is normally

preceded by 8yle 'so, like that!, b8yle 'so, like this' or

gibi ‘as, like' for instance, Ahmet gibi 'like Ahmet' (NP-
(Genitive) gibi), in this procesé} The~éﬁbstitute 'yapmak'.
cannot occur without any ore of the antecedents identified
above. It operates as Head of a verbal group, in the slot
which is occupied by the lexical verb as in:
(4:5) Kiz: f¢im almiyor.
3. Mahk@m: Dinlemem.

Kiz (Alir): Annem de dyle vapardi.

(Ozakman 86)
'Girl: I fell an aversion.
3rd prisoner: I wi1l not consent.
Girl (She takes): And my mother did so.'
where the presuppoging item yap 'do' substitutes for the

verbal element dinlemem:

The replacement of thé Qerb by a substitution
counter implies that the relevant item is to be recovered
“from elsewhere within the text: That>is; 'cohesion' can
be achieved here by this type of substitution. Now, let us
manipulate the verbal substitute ‘yvapmak' again with the
adverb 'Gyle' in an additional example:‘

(4:§)‘Kﬁgﬁk Aéa da Stekilere bakarak en uygun

igin ilk oturduklari yere oturmak oldudu-
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na karar verdi;.éyle de vapti.
’ (Bugra:387)
'Kiigik Aga also looked at the others and
thought that it would be the most relevant
activity to sit in the place where they
first sat; and he did so.'
The presupposed item yapti following the 8yle substitutes
for the ;erbal element ‘'oturmak'; and thus 'oturmak' may
imply ofurdu 'he sat' in accordance with the predicator

karar verdi 'he decided/thought', which is in the past

tense.

4.3. Clausal SubStitution

In this process, the presupposed iteﬁ is the entire clause
itself and the contrasting element occurs outside the clause,
In other words, the substitution extends over the elements
in the clause. The word Syle 'so' and the negative suffix
-mE or dedil 'not' are used as substitutes. This clausal

substitute 8yle may be used with a specific verb such as

s6ylemek 'say' and zannetmek/sanmak 'think'; but the verb

‘yapmak ‘do' which has been exemlified in (3:30) and (3:31)
cannot accompany this clausal substitute. For example:
| (4:7) Egsiz Islam kalbinin ve kafasinin yaratti-
| g1 Osmanli dﬁzeni iginde biitlin miinasebet-
ler insana yakigan halini buluyordu. Reis

bey iginden geg¢irdi "Biz Oyle saniyormug-

UZ soap {Budra:494)
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"'All the relations became human in the

Ottoman Empire system created by un-

equalled heart and head of Islam. Mr.

Mayor reviewed in”his mind.' "They say

that we think so."
The 'Oyle' here presupposes the whole clause 'Egsiz Islam
kalbinin ve kafasinin yaratt1§1“Osman1; diizeni igihde blitiin
mﬁnasebetler insana yakisan halini buldudunu ...' wh@ch'can
be considered as a reported clause; 'saniyorunm’' which can be
treated as | a reporting verb is provided by the substitute &yle 'so'.
" In the following, the substitution of cohéitional
clauses has also been exemplified:
£4;8) 1. Mahkum:Dogru, éen burada kal. Haydi .
ihtiyar kalk bakalim gidecediz.
(Ihtiyar igaret eder). Ne isti-
YQrsunuz? Ne diyor?

3. Mahkum:Giyirnmek “istemiyor .

1. Mahkum:Bu gg&alla m: dolasacaksin?.

3. Mahkum:'Bos ver' diyor.

1. Mahkﬁm:ﬁyleyse‘b0§ versin.
(6zakman:37)

'lst prisoner: Right, you stay here, come
on, old man, get up; we'
will go. {(The old man,makes
a sign) what do you want ?

What is he saying?
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3rd prisoner: He does not want to dress.
" 1lst prisoner: Will you go around in this
sack?
3rd prisoner: 'Take it easy' he says.
1st prisoner: If so, let him take it easy.'’
As in the previous example, the conditional clauses are
usually substituted by 8yle 'so'-plus -yse 'if'. In this
case, 'Gyleyse' stands for 'Bu guvalla dolasacaksan' which

can be assumed as a conditional clause with ‘'-sa‘'.

In different environments, we can come across
either of two fbrms, positive expressed by Oyle ‘so' and
negative by -mE or degil 'not'; for example;

(4:9) Ka¢ defa onlarin diinyasinin kigisi oldum.

Hoguma da gitmedi dedil.
(Akbal:28)
'I became a person of their world several
times.
Really, I liked it.'
As can be in the example given above dedil 'not' can also

be used as a substitute for clauses.



CHAPTER V

ELLIPSIS

5.0. Introduction

Ellipsis is another cohesive device contributing to com-

pactness and efficiency. In relation to the process of

‘ellipsis', one can easily agree with Quirk et al who say:
Ellipsis is purely a surface phenomenon. In the
séntence, 'She might sing, but I don't think  she
will (sing)' the word sing is ellipted. In a
strict sense of éllipsis, words are ellipted
only if they are uniquely recoverable, ie. fhere~
is not doubt as to what words are to be supplied,
and it is possible to add the recovered words to
the sentence.

(Quirk et al 1972:536)

Here we can say that though in the normal sentences, the

elliptical words are not seen on the surface, they are at
~_work beneath the surface. Clearly, with ellipsis qertain

words can be omitted from surface structure of the sen-

tence, "for reasons of economy, emphasis or style"
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(Crystal 1980:129), and in the elliptical version the
missing words can safely be left out because they are re-
coverable from the rest 6f the sentence. Moreover, "usually,
ellipsis functions via a shariné of structural coﬁponents
among clauses of the surface.text. The typical case is
anaphoric, ie. the complete structure occurs befprg the
elliptical one" (Beaugrande and Dressler:67). In scuh cases,
the sentence/utterance itself is described as elliptical,
in (5:1) the utterance of the sécond prisoner is elliptical:
(5:1) 1. Mahk@im: Ben n&betteyim
2. Mahkum: Ben de.
| (6zakman:21)

'1lst prisoner: I am on duty.

2nd prisoner: I am, too.'
The full form of the elliptical version is recoverable

from the first prisoner's utterance as 'Ben de ndbetteyim.

As can be seen in the previous example, it is possible

to add the recoverable word(s) to the elliptical ufterance/
clause. Clearly, in (Szlf tbe predicator omitted is sup-
posed to be supplied from the p?eﬁious utterance. Thus,

these two utterances are structurally related.

Finally, it should be said that Halliday and
Hasan (1976) describe ellipsis as "something unsaid but
understood nevertheless" (1976:143). Ellipsis, like sub-
stitution, will be discussed under three headings: nominal

ellipsis, verbal ellipsis and clausal ellipsis.
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5.1. Nominal Ellipsis

Nominal ellipsis is tﬁe ellipsis which occurs within the
nominal group. The seructure of nominalvgroup is that of
\Head_with optional modifying elements. The optional modify-
ing elements, together with Head, may be realized as Deictic,
Numerative, Epithet, Classifier and Head represented in the

utterance bu ili¢ bliyik tag bina (these three big stone build-

.ihgs) respectively. In the process of nominal ellipsis, if
Head is omitted, its_funetion is taken oeﬂby'one of the
modifying elements. In other words, 'Head'® in a non—ellip—
tical grou? is not expressed in an ellipticei nominal group;
'therefore, in this case, one of the optiehal'elements~func—
tions as Head. Now, we can easily say that “... any nominal
'group having the funetion of Head filled by a word that
normally functions within the modifier is an elliptical one"
(Halliday and Hasan 1976:148). Halliday and Hasan (1976:148)
continue to say that "Nominal ellipsie therefore involves
the upgrading of a word functioning as Deictie, Numerative,
Eéithet or Classifier from the status of Modifier to the
status of Head?", For example:
(5:2) A-Beyaz evler mi yoksa pembe evler mi
gﬁielair?
B-Pembeleri glizeldir.
'A-Are the white housee or the pink houses
beautiful?

B-The pink (ones) are beautiful.’
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'pembe* is an Epithet, functioning as Modifier in the
question of A, but as Head in the response of ﬁ. Thus; we
can say -pembeler 'the pink' is an elliptical nominal group.
And the information comihg'ffbm the source which has orig?
inated in the preceding nominal group fills' out the ellip-

tical nominal group as in pembe evler 'the pink houses®.

So an élliptical nominal group may be replacéd by its non-
elliptical equivalent such as 'pembeler' by 'pembe evler!',

In ellipsis, Head is always presupposed.

Let us proceed with a new example,
(5:3) 1. Mahk@m: Insan durup dururken sug islemez.

3. Mahkum: Kan davasi benimki;‘

| (6zakman: 74)

'1st priéoner: When there is no reason,
aVA;n does not commit an
offence.

3rd prisoner: Mine is 'blood feud.'

The occurance of an elliptical nominal group such as-
benimki 'mine' makes it possible to predict that an item
in the environment expresses Head such as sug 'offence’.
In this sense, an ellipticél group always provides some
new information. And as can be seen in the previous ex-
ample, it usually happens that‘the presupposing nominal
group indicates a particular point of repudiation, fdr

instance su¢ islemek remains sucg.
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Now, let us manipulate the most remarkable
instances of nominal ellipsis which are those with 'Deéictic’',

'Numerative' and ‘'Epithet' as Head in nominal ellipsis.

It should be noticed that the Deictic words are
normally demonstratives-such as bu ‘this', su/o 'that',
the genitive form of pronouns such as senin 'your', and
the construction, 'nominal-genitive-ki' such as seninki
'yours' which functions as Head and indefinite determiners
such as hepsi 'all/all of them' (cf. all its all his/her),
(5:4) ®"valan iyi sSylenirse gegedin bir baska yani
olabilir. Ama seninki c¢cok beceriksiz, gergegin
bagasadi geligi, tuzla buz olmusu” diyor.
(Taner:117-118)
*If the lie is well told, it may be another
aspect of the truth. But yours is badly
organized, an exact opposite and absolutely
false appearance of the’truth.' he said.
In the previous example the presupposing item seninki
'vours' presupposes a thing possessed; thus, in this el-
lipsis, seninki functions as Head replacing 'yalan' in the

first utterance, and see benimki "mine' in (4:3).

The word 'hepsi' (5:5 a-c) functions elliptically.
This presupposing element 'hepsi' presupposes the nominal

groups underlined in (5:5 a-c).
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(5:5) a- Adamlarin simdi bizim élimizde. Silah
birakti hepsi de.
(Bugra:341)

'Your men are in our hand. So all of them

put their weapoﬁs down.'

b;‘Dur, burda bekliyecediz. DOrt kigi,gele;
cek. Biz alti kigi&iz. tsi fazla uzat-
4madan gebertecegiz hepsini de.
(Bugra:444)
'ﬁell? we will wait here. Four persons
. will come. We are six persons. Without
wasting more time we are going to kill
all of them és'well.' |
c— 3. Mahkiim: Bii stirti bos figi varmisg.
Hepsini kapinin arkasina diz-
dik.
(6zakman:12}

'3rd prisoner: There are a lot of casks;
we put them behind the
door."'

The 'hep's' in (5:5) are realized as 'hép§i' is expres-
sed by ordinal numerals such as g;giggi ‘first', ikinci
'second', sonuncu 'the last', cardinal numerals such és.
bir 'one/a', iki qffwo' and the indefinite quantifiers
such as ¢ok '‘much/many', az 'few/little', birkag ‘séveral',

bir cok/bir siirii ‘'several/lot, a lot'
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Like other items, the Numeratives are normally

used in ellipsis; for example:

(5:6) Salih iki isi gbrecekti. Birincisi doktoru
veya ylzbasi Nazim'i gdriip burda olanlara
anlamak ve emir almak, ikincisi de KRiigik
AJda'dan evine haber g&tilirmek.

(Bugra:427)

'Salih will do two jobs; The first Aone)

(the first its) is that he will see the

doctor and captain Nazim, and tell them

about what has happened here. The second

is to take a message from Kiigik Aga to his
house."

where birincisi 'the first (cf the first its) presupposes
that- there will probably be a next; and the ikinci 'the
second' (cf. the second its) indicates that there was a

first job.

Epithets are "adjectives that describe or express
some characteristic of the thing referred to by the Head"
{(Close 1975:158). Although we can come across 'Epithet'
occuring as Head, it rarely operates as Head in ellipsis.
However, it is possible to say that comparative and super-
lative forms of adjectives may be elliptical under certain
circumstance§ for instance;

(5:7) Kisin portakal en ucuzudur.

'The oranges are the cheapest in winter.'
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en ucuzu 'the cheapest' is eilipfical group presupposing

some fruits.

Adjectives can often occur as Head in this process
as in the following
(5:8) a— Kiz: Sizdg birgey var. Doktor ne anlattai?
2. Mahkum: kMutereddit) Hayatini. Zaval-
" 11 takma disli olarak dodmus.
(Ozakman:90)
'Girl: You have something wrong with
you. What did the doctor say?
2nd ériépner: (hesitantly) His life.
The poor man was born
with false teeth.'
b- 1. Mahkﬁm: Yarain ig¢in glizel bir liste
hazirlaiyalim: '
2. Mahklm: Haftalik hazirlarsak adam-
lara kolaylak Qiur.
(Ozakman:34)
'Ist prisoner: Let's prepare a good list
for tomorrow.
2nd priébner: If we prepare a weekly
(one) it will be easy for
the men.'
The adjéctives zavalli 'poor' in (5:8a) and haftalik
'weekly' in (5:8b) function aé Head represented here by

doktor 'doctor' and liste 'list' respectively.



5.2. Verbal Ellipsis

Verbal ellipsis is the one which occurs in the verbal group.
For example; |
(5:9) 1. Mahkim: On seﬁe tedavi etmis kizi
| 3. Mahkum: Bizi ée etsin |
(Bzakman:73)
'1st prisoner: It is said that he cured the
girl for ten years.
3rd prisoner: Let;him cure us, too.'
The elliptical vérbal group ‘'etsin' in tﬁe utterance of
the third prisoner is an instance of verbal ellipsis which

is interpreted as tedavi etsin. Thus, the full form and

the elliptical one can be used instead of each other. Here,
it is obvious that the presupposition is tied to the

previous verbal group.

Occasionally, the  interpretation in an elliptical
structure may be cataphoric as in
(5:10) Kiiglik AJa hiicresine iyice yerlesmis, son
temizligini de yapmigtzi.
R (Bugra:594)
'Kiicik Ada has settled in his cell well;
and he has done his last cleaning.'
where the aux, '-ti' has been missing from the verbal'group
of the first clause; in this case.the presupposition goes

into a different direction. Therefore, the interpretation
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concerning the»Auxiliary element required heré has to come
from the aux'2 which is about to be expressed in this text.
This is also an example of verbal ellipsis. And in the
light of the explanétion made abodve wé~can consider the
verbal ellipsis as 'lexical ellipsis; referring to the
lexical element’in'the presupposed verbal group, and as
'Auxiliary ellipéis‘ referring basicélly to the aux, suf-
fixes on the last predicate of the text. Each tvpe, in

 turn, will be manipulated with examples;

In lexicai ellipsis, either the simple lexical
verb as in (5:11) below, or the first part of the com-
pound verb as in (5:9) above and (5:12) below is missiﬁg
from the presupposed form in the text. We are proceeding
with the examéles:

(5:11) 2. MahkUm: Bunun gibi binlercesi hergtin
kaiadan, cinayetten, harpten,.
ihtiyarliktan, agliktan ve
zevkten &liiyor.

. (bzakman:17)
'2nd: Prisoner: Everyday, thousands of

peopletlike her die in
sccidents, crime, battle,
and of old age, hunger and
pleasure.'

In the elliptical version the missing lexical verb, together

with the Auxiliary element '-yor',can safely be left out
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because it is.reCoverablé from the non-elliptical form
'6lﬁéor'. So to achieve the full form of a text, we can
~add the recoverable word({s)/element(s) to the clauses. For
instance, the one in (5:11) may become: 'Bunun gibi binler-
cesi hergiin kazadan 8liiyor, éinayetten'élﬁyor, harpten 81ii-
yor, ihtiyarllktan 8liyor,. agliktan &liiyor ve ze&kten
dliiyor.' 'Everyday, thousands of people like her die in
accidents, die. in crime, die in battle, and die of old age,

die of hunger and die of pleasure.'

And the first(part of a compound verb may be
omitted as in (5:12) below:
| (5:12) 1. Mahkim: Nefes aliyor, dedil mi?
3. Mahkﬁm: Aliyor,
(ézakman:éﬁy
'1st prisoner; She is breating, isn't she?
3rd prisoner: (Yes) she is.
where 'aliyor' iﬁ the utterance of the third prisoner pre-

supposes the 'nefes aliyor' in the previous prisoner's.

As for the‘Auxiliary‘ellipsis, it wiil be dis~-
cussed briefly with exampleé{ Firstly, in this process,
only the aux, element, as in (5:10) above, may be left out
from the previous verb stem(s); Secondly, the omission of
both the auxy and the aux, elements would be én'instance

for eliipsis as occurring in (5:13) below:

(5:13) Oliilerin kimi sirtiistii, kimi ylizii koyundu.
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Bunlari ayadinin burnuyla gevirip ylizle-
rine bakiyordu.
(Bugra:342)
'Some of the corpses were lying on their
back and some of them on their face. By
turning them with his foot-tip he was
looking at their faces.'

The 'gevirip' in (5:3) above may be realized as 'gevir-iyor-

du. Also, the repudiation of the Auxiliary suffixes can be
seen in this process as given in (5:9) above. That is, the
'-mig' in the 'tedavi etmig' has been repudiated; because

the semantic requirement 'et-' has been suffixed with '-sin'.

The final point to note here is that a verbal
group may itself have an elliptical element by simple omis-
sion of either the lexical verb or the Auxiliary element-
(s). The characteristic function of this process is that of

of cohesion by presupposition.

5.3. Clausal Ellipsis

Clausal ellipsis by definition is the one which occurs at
the level of clause. This ellipsis appears in its typical
context of question-response and other rejoinder. The
question and response sequence is a pattern in Turkish and
the cohesive relation naturally holds between this response

and its question, depending on the related grammatical rules.
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And as already noted, there are other sequences having

rejoinders of one kind or another.

Here we can say that "any observatign by one
speaker, whether it is a guestion or not, may be followed
by an observation by‘anéther speaker that is related to
it by some cohesive tié. We shall refer to this very
general category of sequel as a rejoinder. A rejoinder is
any utterance which immediately follows an utterance by
a different speaker and is cohesively related to it
fHailiday and Hasan 1976:206). And the response is con-
‘sidered as either difect'response or indirect response;
note that thevindirecﬁ response which does not answer
the question can be classified as 'commentary response'’,
'disciéimer response' and supplementary respdn;e‘ ; on the
other hand, as already mentioned, the other rejoinders
which do not follow a question'are 'assent‘,"contradic—
tion', 'consent' énd ‘refusal’. Each one will be explained
‘with én example where necessary. Now, taking into con-
sideration a clause as a two-part structure, having subject
and predicate it may be helpful to approach the discussion
of clausal ellipsis through tﬁe manipulation of the ins-
'tanceé where we can recognize that there are four phrases
of this ellipsis; subject ellipsis, predicate eliipsis,
'subject ellipsis together with the whole of the predicate
and also subject ellipsis together with an/gome element(s)

in the predicate. Each one will be examined briefly
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with examples under the following subheadings:

5.3.1. Direct.Responsés

5.3.1.1. Direct Responses with Evet 'yes' / Hayir 'No'

V,Af this point we should say that the reasonable answer
to~the polar question (yes/no question) is either Evet
‘yes' or Hayir 'no' or the indication of the polar
features; hence, the ?evét' and ‘haylr‘ méanl4‘the answer
is positive' and 'the answer is negative' reSéectively.
.for example:
(5:14) a- 1. ﬁahkﬁm: Teslim miiélacak51n?
3. Mahkum: Evet
(bzakman:81)
11st prisoner: Will you surrender?
3rd prisoner: yes.'
b- 3. Mahkum: Ne o, hasta misin?
Kiz: Hayirx
(bzakman:61)
'‘3rd prisoner: What's the matter, are
you ill?
Girl: No.'
However, 'hayir' in the answer to the negative yes/no
question may impl& ‘the answer is positive in Turkish
as in-{5:15) below:
(5:15) 1. Mahkum: Konusmak istemiyor musun?
Kiz: Hayair.

{Ozakman:29)
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'lst prisoner: Don't you want to speak?
Girl : No.'
Fdrthermore, in order to keepxthe channel of the communica-
tion open, evet and hayir can also be realized as rejoin-
ders to statements than they do as answers to questions;
this simply shows the polarity of the preceding statement,
for instance: A
(5:16) Tartigsma bosuna —Haylr pek de bogﬁné deg§il.
(Taner:120)
'This discussion is in vain -NQ; it is not
absolutely in vain.'
Given an evet 'yes' / hayir 'no' quesﬁion as in (5:16) above,
the hearer(s) will try and interpret whatever follows as meaning
either evet 'yes' or haylr‘ 'no'. This is rnot to say only the
forms 'eve"ﬁ' and ‘'hayair' ucan'occur in this process; bt that
whatever does occur is already preclassified as meaningA
eitﬁer fevet' or 'hayir'. Also, the choices such aé tabii
rcertainly, of course' elbette 'certainly', yooo 'no', belki

'perhaps', ‘bazan ‘'sometimes' and umumiyetle/genellikile

'usually/generally' should be considered; For instance:
(5:17) a- 1. Mahkum: iyice dinledin mi?
3. Mahkum: Tabii
(Bzakman:50)
'1st prisoner: Have you heard well?
3rd prisoner: Certainly.’
b- Kiz (Kalkar): Ben yatabilir miyim?
1. Mahkum: Elbette.

(6zakman:53)



'Girl (She gets up):

lst prisoner

c- Kiz

1. Mahkum

'Girl

lst prisoner |

s
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May I go to bed?
Certainly.'
Beni hala anlamadiniz
mi?
Yooo. .

(8zakman:62)
Haven't yoﬁ understood
me yet?

No

In this case, it is relevant to say that the answers to

evet ‘'yes' and hayir 'no' gquestions are "realization of a

single'ciaﬁse feature: that of polarity, which is being

expressed on its own instead of in association with the

verbal group; and the fact that it is expressed on its

own means that the whole of the remainder of the clause

is presupposed; hence, their cohesive effect" (Halliday

and Hasan 209). Before going any further, we can add that

firstly, as Halliday and Hasan (1976:137-138) also point

out, yes ‘'evet' and no 'hayir' are better regarded as

elliptical forms, since they express just the polarity of

the clausé. Secondly, since evet 'yes' hayir 'no’ are

highly elliptical they have to be response to a preceding

utterance. In this respect, the texts given in (5:14, 15

and 17) above are the instances of the subject ellipsis

together with the whole of the predicate.
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5.3.1.2. Direct Response to N-questions

The item which is miésing from the clause structure, is
n;turally requiréd. Since the respondent nqrmally knows
that the function of this item plays an important role
in the clause, he can easily know its total structure. And
"the simpliest form of answers, therefore, is one which
merely fills in the blank: which supplies the appropriaté -
nominal, adverbial, ... subject or complémént or Adjunct
'or Temporal or Locativé or whatever function is required"'
(Halliday and Hasan 1976:210). Now, let us exemplify what
we have told so far:
(5:18) a- 1. Mahklm: Kim.vurdﬁ’buna?
3. Mahkum: fhtiyar (Subject; Actor)
‘ (8zakman:27)
*'lst prisoner: Who hit this? )
3rd prisoner: ihtiyar ithe old man.'
b- Buldum diyelim ... Bulunca ne yapacék—‘
s1in?
~Ne buyurursan (Complement: goal)
(Bugra:365)
'—Let's say I have found ... what wili}
you do when I have found?
-Up to you%'
c- 1, Mahk@im: Kag¢ yasinda bu veletler?
Kiz : On (C0mp1eﬁent)

(Ozakman:32)
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'1st prisoner: How old are those children?
Girl Cot teﬁ.’
d- 1. Mahkum: Hay Ailah.belanl versin. Niye
stylemiyorsun? Ne zaman oldu?
3. Mahkum: Diin (Adjunct; Temporal)’
'lst prisoner: Hey¥ My God punish you¥'why
| don't you say? When did it
happen?
3rd prisoner: yesterday.'
_e- 1. Mahkum: Nereye gidiyordun seni yakala—
digim zaman? ﬁ
Kiz : Okula (Lokative)
k “ '(ﬁzakman:29)
'lst prisoner: Where were youaéoing~when
we caught you?
Girl ~: to school.'
As can be seen in the example in (5:18) above we can say
that a direct response (the presupposing element such as
subject in (a) indicated in the paranthesis) to each:
question has been provided;‘énd the rest of the clause
has been left out to be presuppbse& by the process of
ellipsis. In short, all the remaining features of the
question clause, which can be supplied in its compléte
answer form, are presupposed as in (5;18 —é)}fqr instance
'Ben okula gidiyordum beni yakaladiginiz zaman' 'I was
going to school when you caught mel’' Thus, we may also

have either partially eiliptical or entirely non-elliptical
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forms of answers. If the n-item 'wh-item' is thevsubject
the answer has predicate ellipsis as in (5:18 -a); so the
answer to (5:18 ~-a) is 'ihtiyar' as the suﬁject; as in the
examples given in (5:18 b-e) the expression, as an answer
presupposes the whole oflthe predicate. Beforg coming to
£ﬁe end, we should éay that one can easily afgue4that all
the praticipants in the structure of the clause are natural-

ly related to the verb either directly or indirectly.

5.3.2. Indirect Response

In this process, we can coﬁe across an indirect response
which may be a commentary.as in (5:19), a disclaimar as
in (5:20) and a supplementary as in (5:21). In fact, the
res?onse is a statemeﬁt concerning the speaker's position,'
to the answers. This connection exhibits the elliptical
potentialities of reporting-reported sequences as exemlified
in (5:19) below.
(5:19) 2, Mahkum: Ne yani, gidecek mi?
1. Maﬁkﬁm: Bilmem
(Ozakman:97)

;;nd prisoner: So, what¥ Will she go?

lst prisoner: I don't know.'
And the 'disclaimer' shows the moving form an evet 'yes'/
havir 'no' question to an n-question (wh-question) or vice
versa, however, a response may be a statement, for instance,

(5:20) 3. Mahkim: Acaba neden gitti?
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2. Mahkm: Yorulmustu.
(O0zakman:79)

'3rd prisoner: I wonder'why she went away..

2nd prisoner: She was reported tired.'
Notice that the response of the disclaimer type is ellipti-
cal; in this case, both the suﬁﬁect and the predicate are
ellipted; and this declarative ‘yorulmﬁgtur' as discourse
value: reason presupposes the possible statemeht as a

result ‘gitmigtir.’

The last type of indirect response which answers
the questions implicitly as in (5:21) below:
(5:21) ~KOpediniz yok mu sizin?
~Tlimii telef oldﬂ gegenlerde.
(Bugra:328)
'-pon't you have dogs?
-all of them have recently been killed.*
Thus, the supplementary response which stands in a'strﬁc-
tural relation to the question'presupposéé the full forﬁ,
would be.iKapeﬁim yok, ¢iunkii telef olda gegEnlérde.' Final-
ly we can say here that a supplementary response is ﬁormal~

ly associated with evet/hayir questions.

5.3.2. Other Rejoinders

‘These rejoinders which do not follow a question may be

considered as ‘assent' and 'contradiction' following a
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statement as in (5:22) and (5:23);respectively;-‘consent'
and 'refusal' following a 'command' or -evet 'yes / hayir
'no' question as in (5:24) and (5:25) respeétivély:
(5:22) 1. MahkUm: Ne diisiinditklerini biliyo mu-
sunuz? |
2. Mahkum: Ne bileyim ben.
1. Mahkum: Dinle O&yleyse.
(6zakman:17)
'ist p:iéoner: Do you know what'they think?
2nd prisoner: I don't know wﬁat.
1st pfiéoner: If so, listen.’'
The last ﬁtterance of the first prisoner follows the
statement form of the second prisoner's utterance; and
the contradiction which‘givés the same structural picture
is exemplified as the4fifét prisoner's utterance in (5:23)
below:
" (5:23) 2. Mahkum: Fena birsey sSylemedim ki.
1. Mahkum: (Kolundan yakalar} séyledin.
| (6zakman: 48)
'2nd prisoner: I didn't say any.unpleasant
things. |
ist priéoner: (He catches his arm) You
said?
The second utteraﬁces in (5:24 a and b) below thch'follow
the command and evet 'yés' / hayir 'no’ qﬂéstion respec~

tively are the instance$ for 'consent'.
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(5:24) a- 3. MahkGm: Alma annemi agé;ﬁa.
i; Méhkﬁm: Olur, olur. .
(6zakman;21)
'3rd prisoner: Don't you télk about my
mother.
1st prisoner: All right.'
b; '-Sinemaya beraber gidelim mi?
-Olur.
'-Shétll we go to the cinema together?
~All right.' '

And the last one is 'refusal' exemlified in (5:25) below:
(5:25) a—- '-Beni saat yedide uyandirain.'
—Olmaz.
'~-Wake me up at 7.
-I won't.'
b- ~Beni séat 7 de uyandirir misin?
-Olmaz. |
'-Will you wake me up at 7?
‘fI won't.'
The refusal expression“'olmaz' in'(5¢25 a énd,b) follows
the command and the evet '‘yes' / hayair 'no' question

respectively.

And here we can easily say that the presupposi-

tion is provided in the examples given above; thus, the

the cohesive link is normally realized in this process.



CHAPTER VI

CONJUNCTION

6.0. Introduction

In this chapter I am going to deal with the conjunction

which is a grammatical type of cohesive relationship in a
text; this relationship is provided by formal markers which
relate what is tc be said to what has been said kefore;
These markers such as {istelik 'moreover', bkilakis 'on the

contrary', bundan dolayi 'consequently', ondan sonra 'then'

and gimdi 'now’ given in (6:1 a, b, ¢, d, e) below respec-
tively, express "certain meanings which presuppose the
presence of the components in the discourse” (Halliday and
Hasan 1976:226). Furtﬁermore, these "categories are direct
manifestations of the semantic relationships between sen-
tences/prepositions as a whole in a text" (Dijk 1972:90).
Typically, the conjunctions whiéh sérve as cohesive markers
are presented according to the function they fulfill. The
following, although not a complete list, is an enumeration
of the most common functions which these markers express.
I have adopted Halliday and Hasan's hierarchy (1976:241)
of functional categories. Thus, I am going to categorise

all these conjunctive devices under four headings; additive,

I

(
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adversative, causal and temporal. To illustrate this cat-

egorization, it is, now, necessary to give an example for

each.

(6:1) a— Ahmet kibardir; listelik istidatladir
(additive).

'2hmet is kind; moreover he is talented.'
b- Ona gitmesini sdylemedim; bilakis kalma-
s1 igin iknaya ¢aligtim (adversative).

'I didn't ask her to leave; on the contrary,
I tried to persuade her to stay.'

c- Yollar yadmurlu ve kaygandi; bundan
dolayi ¢ok araba kazasi oldu (causal).
'The roads were wet and slippery;
consequently, there were many car
accidents.’

d- Kahve igtik. Ondan sonra okula gittik

(Temporal).

'We drank coffee; then we went to school.'’

Ir these texts, the cohesion is achieved through the con-

junctive expressions Ustelik 'moreover, in addition' bi-

lakis ‘on the contrary', bundan dolayi 'consequently, there-

fore' and ondan sonra 'then'. Each conjunction used in

(6:1) presupposes some preceding sentence; Furthermore, the

attention is drawn not on the semantic function as such but

on the function they have in relation to the linguistic

elements in succession.
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Atﬁthis poinﬁ; if we look more.closely at the
test frames of the conjunction we £ind that they are also
claésified as the other parts of speech according to their
make-up as follows:

(i) One-word conjunctions: gimdi 'now‘, ﬁsteiik

‘moredver', bilakis ‘on the contrary"

(ii) Two-word coﬁjunctions:,bundan.dolayl

'consequently, therefore', sonra/ondan sonra

'then'

(iii) Multi-word conjunction: bagka bir deyigle

'in other words*®, bu maksat igin 'for this

purpose'.
By the help of this cléssification, it will)be néturally
easier'to recognize these markers working cohesively in
texts, Moreover, these'types of elementé, wﬁich are used
as a means of creating text, normally have the,first posi-
tion in the text Sentenées;'that iss they occur at the
beginning of a new sentence (Ergin 1977:339-341, zilfikar
1980:162, Géknel:144,‘Haclemin¢§lu 1984:113 and‘Demircan
1986:36) . These discussions wili show that these expres-—
sions may be placed ih two typical positions in a text;
these are; (i) front position; the position in front of the
new sentence which is linked to thévprecedihg sentence(s);
and (ii) end-position (Ergin 1977:342): the pcsition at the
end of the first sentences as in 'Eminim ki d6nmiyecek' (I

am sure that she will not come back). For the purpose of

- Q. 8.
Yiksekogretim Xuruln
Yuksel - - . Dokiimantasyon Merkezl
Dok oo 276U Luruty
o) Umantasyon Merkezt
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cohesion, the conjunctions occuring in front pbsition will
be studied under the subheadings such as additive, adversa-

tive; causal and temporal.
6.1. Additive

At the very beginning of thfs section, it is convénient
to say that'one of the most oﬁvibus meanings of'the.con—
junction is to indicate, simply, an addition to what has
been said'befqre. In this sense, the additive conjunction

is most of ten signalled by ve ‘and', listelik 'in addition',

bundan béska 'furthermore' and less often by yani 'that is',

demek 'that is to say, it means‘,(érne@in/mesela tfor

example/for instance', ayn: gekilde 'similarly', diger ta-

raftan 'on the other hand' and the like. Thas, the lin-
guistic items like these which are used cohesively as con-

junctions are classified as additive.

In the additive context, there is a need to say
that there are three functional types of relation which
can be thought of as subgroups of the additive. The first
is that of simple 'ADDITION' which may be expressed by
means of markers such as ve 'and', Ustelik 'in addition' as
in (6:2 a, b) below; the second is that of expdsition and
exemplification corresponding ét;ucturally to 'apposition'.

Among the items frequently used in this cohesive sense are

yani 'that is', demek 'that is to say', bagka bir deyimle
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'in other words', érneéin/mesela 'for'éxémple/for instance'
as in (6:3 a, b) and (6:4) respectively. The final one is
that of 'comparative retation' which I have grouped under
the subheadihg 'coméarison'. And two types of related
patterns are realized here; the first is that one semantic
'*similarity' which is provided by the comparison of what

is being said to what has gone before, as in (6:5); the

final one is 'disimilarity' considered as 'the negative

comparison' usually expressed by Obiir yandan/difjer taraftan

'on the other hand', buna karsalik/buna kivasla 'by

contrast' and so on. To illustrate these classes at least

one example text will be provided for each one.
Additive

1- 2ddition
ve, ile, de 'andg ﬁstelik, ilaveten 'in addition'; yani
sira 'besides'; bundan baska ‘furhermore; moreover’';
yahut, veya ;or';’ya da 'or else', sira ile '‘alterna-
tively'; siras:i gelmigken, raslanti olarak 'incident