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ABSTRACT

This dissertation is a study of rules in Turkish which change grammatical relations or
are sensitive to them. It addresses issues of interest to descriptive Turkish grammar
and 10 general linguistic theory. Two chapters are devoled 1o questions aboul
intransitive clauses. Chap'=r 2 examines the claim that impersonal passivization, like
personal passivization, involves the advancement of a direct object to subject. Evidence
is presented that this is not the case in Turkish. Chapter 4 is an investigation of the
Unaccusative Hypothesis, the proposal that some intransitive clauses have an initial direct
object but no initial subject. It has been argued that there is one construction in
Turkish which provides evidence for the Unaccusative Hypothesis. The control rule that
operates in this construction is shown to be sensitive to thematic roles rather than to
initial grammatical relations; it cannot, therefore, serve aj a diagnostic for initial
unaccusativity.

The topic of Chapter 3 is non-referential direct objects and subjects, Evidence is
presented that a subset of such nominals, i.e., those that occur without the indefinite
article, undergo incorporation with the verb, which accounts in part for the observation
that sentences with non-referential subjects behave as if they were subjectless and that
those with non-referential direct objects behave as if they were intransitive. | propose
that incorporees are not final chomeurs, as has been claimed, but instead bear the
final-stratum relation INC(orporated). Furthermore, | argue that sentences with
incorporated subjects lack a final subject and, consequently, that the Final 1 Law is too
strong,

The causative construction is the subject of the final chapter, and the central question
addressed is whether causative formation in Turkish is a lexical process which derives
one verb from another or a syntactic process which collapses clauses together (Clause
Union). While the lexical account explains a class of rule interaction phenomena, I
present evidence that causatives must be analyzed as underlyingly complex. A general
condition is proposed which blocks syntactic rules of a particular kind from applying
on the embedded clause prior to Ciause Union. The discussion of causatives includes
an analysis of quirky casemarking in Turkish.

Dissertation Supervisor: Dr. Kenneth Hale, Professor of Linguistics
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INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

This work deals with a variety of problems in Turkish syntax, many of which bear
on issues in universal grammar, and it focusses almost entirely on rules which change
grammatical relations or are sensitive to them. The framework I have employed is
Relational Grammar (Perlmutter 1983b, Perlmutter and Rosen 1984), but both Arc Pair
Grammar (Johnson and Postal 1980) and Lexical Functional Grammar (Bresnan 1982)

have influenced my thoughts about, and my analyses of, certain phenomena.

My basic plan throughout has been to establish what the central properties of a
construction are, citing a considerable amount of data drawn from a variety of sources,
and to evaluate aralyses of the construction on the basis of their empirical adequacy,
their insightfulness, «nd their compatibility with current Relational Grammar claims
about the content of universal grammar. Tensions arise when a promising analysis of
some phenomenon in Turkish is not countenanced by universal grammar. In some cases
I propose that universal theory must bend to the demands of Turkish; in others I

advance an alternative account of the data which is in line with universal laws,

I presuppose no familiarity with Turkish and very liitle with Relational Grammar.
Chapter 1 is an overview of the basic properties of the former and the central notions
of the latter, including an introduction to Relational Grammar (erminology,

representations of clause structure, rule typology, and laws,

Chapter 2 deals with Turkish passives, both personal and impersonal. Personal
passives are shown to have quile unexceptional properties, which are fully accounted for

if Passive is assumed to involve the advancement of a direct object to subject (2-1



Advancement), as Relational Grammar claims. Impersonal passives are a different story.
A collection of laws and hypotheses predicts that there will be no well-formed passives
of two kinds of intransitive verbs: so-called 'unaccusative’ verbs, whose surface subjecls
are initial direct obj cts, and passive verbs. In Turkish, a subset of predicales which
would be classified as unaccusatives on semantic grounds do impersonally passivize, as
do personal passive verbs (Ozkaragoz 1982). 1 propose that 2-1 Advancement is not
involved in impersonal passivization and, thus, that the impersonal passive construction

in Turkish is not a genuine passive construction.

In Chapter 3, I investigate direct objects and subjects in Turkish which do not have
the full range of properties, whether morphological or syntactic, associated with final
direct objecthood and subjecthood. Various proposals have been made about unusual
subjects and objects: they undergo demotion, or incorporation, or both (or neither).
Adducing evidence from word order constraints, the position and interpretation of non-
derived adverbs, and the assignment of sentential stress, I show that a subset of subjects
and direct objects undergo incorporation. 1 also argue that there is no stralum in
which incorporees bear the chomeur-relation and that senlences with incorporated

subjects do not have a final-stratum 1, thereby challenging the Final 1 Law,

The subject of Chapter 4 is the Unaccusative Hypothesis, the claim that, in addition
to verbs which occur with an initial subject but no direct object, there are verbs which
take an initial direct object but no initial subject (Perlmutter 1978). The bulk of the
chapter is devoled o an examination of one kind of non-finite adverbial clause in
Turkish, the subject of which is controlled. Ozkaragoz (1980) has argued that an
adequate account of the properties of this construction requires two things: reference
to the initial grammatical relations of controller and controllee, and recognition of two
classes of intransitive verbs in Turkish, in accordance with the Unaccusative Hypothesis,
I present a number of counterexampies (o her account and explore an alternative which

makes reference to the semantic role of controller and controllee, and only that. |



propose that while the semantic roles of these nominals do not have 10 malch, they
must not be too remote. Specifically, the control rule cannot involve an agent and a

patient,

Chapter 5 is an examination of the causatlive construction. Relational Grammar
analyzes Turkish causatives as underlyingly bisentential, a syntactic rule of Clause Union
creales a simplex clause by making all the dependents of the lower clause into
dependents of the matrix. A different analysis is proposed by Aissen and Hankamer
(1980): causative verbs are derived from their non-causative counterparts by a lexical
ruie. On the assumption that Passive is a syntactic rule in Turkish, the lexical account
of causative formation explains why there are no causatives of passive verbs in Turkish;
in the syntactic account, however, it must be stipulated that Passive cannot apply before
Clause Union. Although positing that causatives are simplex everywhere in the syntax
solves some problems, I argue that causatives must, in fact, be analyzed as underlyingly
complex. I state a general condition on Clause Union in Turkish that has the effect of
giving some syntactic rules access to the clause embedded under a Clause Union trigger
and denying access to others. One of the consequences of my framework is that 1 am
compelled to claim tiat a rule which has elsewhere beén characterized as syntactiq is
actually lexical; since the rule only applies to a restricted set of verbs, this consequence
is not unwelcome. In the course of examining these verbs and their unusual objects, I
propose that there are quirky-casemarked objects and subjects in Turkish, and | explore

the circumstances in which quirky casemarking stays on and comes off.
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PHONEMIC INVENTORY

Vowel Phnnemes

FRONT BACK
i(:s) 1 i u(s)
e(:) O a(:) o

Notes:
(1) All of the symbols used above are Turkish graphemes with the exception of ¢,

which is represented as i in the spelling system.

(2) Underlying long vowels occur only in loan words. In the spelling system, a

circumflex sometimes marks vowel length.
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Consonant Phonemes

LAB DEN ALV ALV-PAL PAL VEL GLO

Pt ¢ kK k()
b a c g g
f ] 8
v z 3 g
m n

r

1

Yy h

Notes:

(1) With the exception of 'I', 'k’, 'g’, all the other symbols are used in the Turkish
spelling system. Of these, the only ones thalt require comment are '¢’, which represents
/&/; 'c’, which represents /J/; '§', which represents /¥/: and 'j', which represents /%/

(and occurs mostly in loan words). For a discussion of /§/, see Note (4) below.

(2) The glottal stop only has to be set up in some Arabic borrowings in the
lexicons of educated speakers. It is not always pronounced, but even when
unpronounced, it affects syllable structure and it accounts for the fact that a number
of apparent vowel-final stems behave as if they were consonant-final when suffixes are
added. For instance, the third singular possessive ending occurs with an initial /s/
after vowels; thus one finds [araba-si] (his car) but [ev-i] (his house). However, for
some speakers, ‘his mosque' is [cami-i] rather than (the more common) [cami-sil. In

the former case, 'mosque’ is underlyingly /cami'/ while in the latter case it is /cami/.

(3) The palatalized consonants /1 k g/ usually occur in syllables with front vowels
while /1 k g/ usually occur in syllables with back vowels, Nevertheless, there are

environments in which the two sets contrast, i.e., in syllables with back vowels. So,
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one finds [ma] olmak] (to cost) and [mall (goods), [gavur] (infidel) and [gaz]
(kerosene), [kabus] (nightmare) and [kag]l (how much?). In the spelling system, a

circumflex accent over a vowel indicates that the preceding consonant is palatalized.

(4) In Anatolian dialects (and in Old Turkish), /§/ is a voiced velar fricative;
however, in Standard Turkish, it deletes (and compensatorily lengthens the preceding
vowel when syllable-final). Not everyone sets up /§/ as a phoneme, but there is
evidence that this is the right move. Lees (1961) discusses an apparent irregularity
concerning the shape of the third person singular possessive suffix with certain stems,
Recall that this suffix is typically /s/-initial after vowels (see Note (2) above).
However, one does find forms such as [da-i] (his mountain), (¢i-i] (its dew), and [si-
] (its shoal). By setling up a final /§/ in these stems, Lees can explain not only the
shape of the possessive suffix but also the fact that the stems have short vowels when
inflected and long vowels when uninflected ([da:), [¢i:], [s]). That is, /§/ deletes
intervocalically and is realized as length on the preceding vowel in final posiion or

before a consonant.

/8/ also plays a role in Lees's explanation of the final k/# aliernation exemplified
by pairs such as [inek] (cow) and [ine-i] (his cow) or [ayak] (foot) and [aya-i] (his
foot). The stems are analyzed as having final voiced palatal and velar stops
underlyingly. In final position and before consonants, these stops (in general, all voiced

stops) devoice; in intervocalic position, they become /g/, which in turn deletes.

In the orthography, the grapheme '§' (called yumusak ge, i.e., soft 'g') spells the
phoneme /g/ as well as /y/. It may also be used to indicate that the preceding vowel

is long.
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

1, 2 3 the 1-relation (subject), 2-relation (direct object), and 3-relation
(indirect object)

1s, 2s, 3s first, second, third person singular
1p, 2p, 3p first, second, third person plural
ABL ablative (-d£n)

ACC accusative (~yI)

ADV adverbial clause marker

BEN benefactive

CAUS causative (-dIr, -t)

CHO chomeur

COMP comparative

COND conditional (-s£)

DAT dative (-y£)

DER:ADJ adjective derivation

DER:ADV adverb derivation

DER:N noun derivation

DER:V verb derivation

DUB dubitative (-mIg)

D dummy

F final grammatical relation



FUT

GEN

IMP
INFIN
LOC
MID
NAR
NEC
NEG
OBL
0)4
PART
PASS
PLU
POSS
POT
POT:NEG
PRED
PRG
PRS
PST

Q
RC

14

future (-y£EcEg)

genitive

initial grammatical relation
imperative

infinitive (-mé£g)

locative (-dE)

middle (-In)

narrative past (-mIs)
necessitative (~mé&/1)
verbal negative (-m£)
oblique

object participle, relative clauses (~d/g)
participle

passive (=In, -I/)

noun plural (~/£r)
possessive

positive potential (-y£bI/)
negative potential (-yEmE)
predicative (-dIr)

progressive (~Iyor)

present (positive; —-£r and -Ir; negalive:

past (-dI)
yes/no question (mI)

relative clause

-2)
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RECIP reciprocal (-Is)
SP subject participle, relative clauses (-y£n)

8] union-relation (assigned to a verb in a Clause Union construction)
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CHAPTER 1

PRELIMINARIES

1.1. An Overview of Turkish

1.1.1. Morphological and Syntactic Properties

Turkish is a canonical Greenbergian SOV language. It has postpositions rather than
prepositions, e.g., Walter gibi' (like Walter) and Walter ile (with Walter). Relative
clauses, demonstratives, numerals, and adjectives precede the nouns they modify (and
when they co-occur, they typically line up in the order in which they have been listed

here, as (1) below illustrates).’

(1) Amerika-ya gid-en bu ug geng kiz
America-DAT' go-RC these three young girl

'these three young girls who went to America'

In possessive phrases, the possessor (marked genitive) precedes the head (marked

possessive),

'I will be using standard Turkish orthography throughout, with one exception. See
pages 10-12.

The indefinite article bir, which is related to the numeral bir (one), also appears
before the noun. (The indefinite article is unstressed while the numeral is stressed.)
There is no definite article in Turkish.

®A list of abbreviations appears on pages 13-15.
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(2) Cihan-in baba-si
GEN:3s fatner-P0OSS:3s

'Cihan's father'

Turkish morphology is highly agglutinative and exclusively suffixing.

(3)a. arkadag-lar-im-a
friend-PLU-POSS:1s-DAT

‘to my friends'

b. avrupa-li—la;-—tir-il-ami-yan-lar-dan-siniz‘
Europe-DER:RDJ-DER:V-CAUS-PASS-POT: NEG-RC-PLU-ABL-2p

‘you are one of those who cannot be Europeanized'

Nouns are inflected for number (the singular is unmarked; ~-/£:° marks the plural) as
well as for case. There are six cases: the nominative (unmarked)®, accusative (-yI),
dative (-y£), locative (-dF£), ablative (-d€n), and genitive. Finite verbs are inflected
for, among other things, tense and agreement with their subjects in person and number.

There are two sels of verbal agreement suffixes, which | have presented in (4) below.’

*This example is taken from Lewis (1967).

The use of the archiphonemes E and 1 in the citation forms of suffixes is explained
in Section 1.1.2.

*Nouns which are unmarked for case will not be glossed 'nominative’ in the examples,

"With the exception of the first person plural and the third person suffixes, all of
the other Set B affixes could be analyzed as having an initial high vowel underlyingly.
This vowel would delete when preceded by a vowel. Such an analysis brings out the
similarities between Set B endings and the possessive endings which are suffixed to
nouns. In any event, the Set B endings never surface with an initial vowel because
they always follow vowel-final tense markers; so, for the convenience of the reader, |
have presented them without initial vowels in (4).
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(4) Personal Endings for Verbs

Set A Set B
1s ~-Im -m
2s ~-sln -n
3s* - -
1p -1z -k
2p -sInlz -nlz
3p (-1Er) (-1Er)

Set B endings are used with the past tense (-gI) and the conditional (~sf). Set A
endings are used elsewhere, e.g., with the progressive (-/yor), the present (-£r and -Ir
in the affirmative and -z in the negative), the future (-y£cfg), and the narrativc past

(-mIg). They are also suffixed to non-verbal predicates.

The third person plural suffix -/£r deserves some comment. [t is not suffixed to
the predicate when the subject is inanimate and it is typically omitted when an animate

plural subject occurs in surface structure, Thus, (a) below is better than (b).

(5)a. Bebek-ler agli-yor.
baby-PLU cry-PRG

'The babies are crying.'

b. Bebek-ler agli-yor-lar.
paby-PLU  cry-PRG-3p

'The babies are crying.'

On the other hand, when the plural subject is covert, -/£r is suffixed.

(6) A§li-yor-lar.
cry-PRG-3p

'They are crying.'

*I will not explicitly gloss unmarked third person singular agreement in the examples.
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Sentences such as (6) bring us to the subject of Pro Drop in Turkish. Non-
emphatic subject pronouns delete freely, as ao non-emphalic enitive-casemarked

pronouns (see (7) below).

(7)a. ben-im kedi-m
1s-GEN:1s cat-P0SS:1s

‘my cat'

b. kedi-m
cat-P0OSS:1s

'my cat!

A non-subject pronoun may be unrealized if its referent is predictable or recoverable

from discourse,

(8) A: Bu sabah al-dig-im ekmek nerede?
this morning buy-QOP-P0OSS:1s bread where

'Where is the bread that I bought this morning?'

B: Ye-di-m.
eat-PST-1s

'l ate it.'

The set of nominative pronouns appears in (8). Note that there are no gender
distinctions in the third person. In fact, as is typical of Altaic languages, Turkish lacks

grammatical gender distinctions in all grammalical categories.

(9) Pronouns'

1ls ben lp biz
2s sen 2p siz
3s o 3p onlar

We would expect the dative of ben and sen 10 be bene and sene but the forms are
actually bena and sana. Additionally, there are two allomorphs of the third person
pronoun base: o when no suffix follows and on when one does.
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1.1.2. Phonological Properties

Turkish, as is well known, has a rule of progressive vowel harmony. In suffixes
and in stems of native origin, a low vowel assimilates to the preceding vowel in terms

of frontness while a high vowel assimilates in terms of frontness and rounding.'®

(l10)a. adam-a, adam-da, adam-dan, adam-lar
man-DAT man-LOC man-ABL man-PLU

b. gbz-e, gdbéz-de, gbz-den, gbz-ler
eye-DAT eye-LOC eye-ABL eye-PLU

(l1)a. adam-i, adam-in, adam~siz
man-ACC man-GEN man-without

b. gbdz-i, gbz-in, gdz-siiz
eye-ACC eye-GEN eye-without
In line with standard Turcological practice, a low suffix vowel, realized either as [e] or
fa], will be represented by the symbol 'E' while a high suffix vowel, realized as [il,

(i), [#), or [ul, will be represented by 'I'.

Stops devoice in final position or when followed by a consonant.

(12)a. /armud/ (pear)

armut, armut-lar, armut-ta, armud-u
pear pear-PLU pear-LOC pear-ACC

b. /-yEcEg/ (future)

galig-acak, galig-acak-sin, galig-acag-im
work-FuT work-FUT-2s work-FUT~-1s

Initial stops in suffixes assimilate (o the preceding segment with respect lto voicing.

(13) /-cI/ (noun derivation)

yol-cu, su-cu, slit-¢d, ekmek-gi
traveler water seller milk seller baker

'%Some suffix vowels are invariant. For instance, in the progressive suffix -Iyor, the
second vowel does not harmonize with a preceding vowel although it does condition
harmony in a following vowel, e.g., ge/-iyor-um (ge/ + Iyor + Im: 1 am coming).
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Sequences of vowels are broken up at affix boundaries through deletion of the

second vowel.

(14)a. /-Im/ (ls possessive)

at-zm, kedi-m
horse-P0OSS:1s cat-P0OSS:1s

b. /-Iyor/ (progressive)

kes-iyor, oku-yor
cut-PRG read-PRG

The glide /y/, when initial in suffixes, deletes after a consonant.

(15)a. /-yE/ (dative)

istanbul-a, Ankara-va
-DAT -DAT

b. /-yI/ (accusative)

istanbul-u, Ankara-yi
-ACC ~ACC

Low vowels raise when followed by a suffix beginning with /yE/ or the /y/ of
the rrogressive ending —/yor. Raising does not occur in nouns and it is not always

indicated in writing.

(16)a. /gel + me + yen/

gel-mi-yen
come-NEG-SP

b. /pagla + Iyor/

bagli-yor
begin-PRG
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1.1.3. Word Order

For sentences of Turkish which contain no indetinite NPs, Lewis (1967, pp.

240-241) proposes that the unmarked order of constituents is the following.

(17) SUBJ - TIME - PLACE - IO - DO - MOD of VERB - V

Various refinements are required here. For instance, under 'modifier of verb’
Lewis includes nouns casemarked dative, locative, or ablative as well as adverbs (but not
time and place adverbs) and particles. However, as Erguvanli (1979a) points out,
Lewis’s formula says nothing about the order of an oblique NP relative 10 an adverb
when both occur in a clause, However, in spite of the fact that (17) requires some

modification, it will suffice for present purposes.

(17) specifically gives the unmarked positions of elements in sentences which
contain no indefinite NPs. But even for such sentences, the unmarked position of a
constituent is not the only position it can occupy. Turkish is not a rigid SOV language.
Thus, in addition to (17), we need an account of marked word orders in Turkish.

Additionally, the unmarked positions of indefinite NPs require comment.

Hankamer (1971), Underhill (1972), and Erguvanli (1979a) have all investigated word
order in Turkish. The discussion below is based heavily on the work of the last
author. She argues that an NP's animacy, referentiality, pragmatic role (and, of course,
definiteness) all play a role in determining what positions it may or must occupy.
Three positions are of particular importance: sentence-initial, immediate pre-verbal,

and post-predicate. Each of the three serves a distinct pragmatic function in Turkish,

Sentence-initial position in Turkish is topic position, and this fact accounts for one
kind of variation from the unmarked SOV word order. That is, the subject will not be

in initial position when a non-subject is the topic of the sentence.
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(18) Yeni hali-yi Murat al-di.
new rug-ACC buy~-PST

'Murat bought the new rug.'

A topic such as yen/ talé in (15) is nol contrastive; it "merely sets the framework
within which the predication holds" (Erguvanli, p.50). Note that topics in Turkish are

arguments of the verb.

(19) =Yeni hali~yi Murat on-u al-di.
new rug-ACC 3s-ACC buy-PST

'The new rug, Murat bought it.'

Immediate pre-verbal position is focus position. "The constituent in focus is the
most information bearing element in that context" (Erguvanli, p.44). Thus, WH-question

words regularly appear immediately before the verb.

(20) Erguvanli's (85), p. 45

Para-yi kim ¢al-di?
money-ACC who steal-PST

'Who stole the muney?!

A definite NP whose unmarked position is su.nething other than immediate pre-

verbal position is interpreted as contrastive when focused.

(21) Antalya-ya diin Yakut git-ti.
DAT yesterday go-PST

'‘Yakut went to Antalya yesterday.'

Given that indefinite NP's typically carry new information, it is not surprising that
their unmarked position is immediate pre-verbal position. There are no constraints on

where else indefinite, animate subjects may occur. However, for other types of



indefinite NPs, pre-verbal position may be preferred or obligatory."

(22) animate, indefinite subjec*:
Erguvanli's (41b) and (4la), p. 22

a. Agag-tan bir gocuk diig-tii.
tree-ABL a child fall~-PST

'A child fell out of the tree.'

b. Bir gocuk adag-tan dlig-ti.

(23) inanimate, indefinite subject
Erguvanli's (42b) and (42a), p. 22

a. AJag-tan bir elma dilis-ti.
tree~-ABL a apple fall-PST

'An apple fell out of the tree.'

b. *Bir elma ajag-tan alig-tii.

(24) animate, indefinite indirect object
Erguvanli's (77a), (77e), and (77c), p. 38

a. Murat para-yi bir adam-a ver-di.
money-ACC a man-DAT give-PST

'Murat gave the money to a man.'
b. ?Murat bir adam-a para-yi ver-di.

C. »Bir adam-a Murat para-yi ver-4i.

In addition to sentence-initial and immediate pre-verbal position, the position after
the predicate also has a pragmaltic function in Turkish, a function which Erguvanli calls
'backgrounding’. In general, a constitueat (whether an NP, a PP, an adverb, or an S)
may be backgrounded if it is predictable, recoverable from discourse, given, or an

after-thought,

""The constraints on the positioning of such NPs are too complicated to go into here,
but they are discussed at length in Erguvanli.  Additionally, the speakers | have
consulted did not agree with all of her judgments on the sentences below., For
example, many found (23b) acceptable.
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(25) A: Televizyon nerede?
television where

'‘Where is the television?!

B: Baba-n bir komsu-ya ver-di  on-u.
father-P0OSS:2s a neighbor-DAT give~-PST 3s-ACC

'Your father gave it to a neighbor.'

Bachgrounding may also serve to emphasize the predicate;: all the clause malerial is
shifted to the right of the predicate, isolating it in initial position, as in the following

imperative.

(26) Ye-me et-i.
eat-NEG meat-ACC

‘Don't eat the meat!'

While marked word orders created by topicalizing, focussing, and backgrounding
constituents are not pragmatically neutral, there are some variations from the unmarked
order which appear to be just that. For instance, though there is evidence that the
unmarked position of a definite indirect object is before a definite direct object, the
opposile order seems to be just as neutral. Thus, at tlhe inception of a discourse, one

could say either (a) or (b) below,

(27)a. Ben Ayse-ye fotograf-i g8nder-di-m.
1s DAT photograph~ACC send-PST-1ls

'l sent the photograph to Aysge.'

b. Ben fotograf-i Ayse-ye gdnder-di-n.

In fact, Lewis (1967) claims that the order in (a) is the typical one while Underhill

(1976) claims that (b) is.
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1.2. An Overview of Relational Grammar

1.2.1. Representation of Sentence Structure

In the chapters that follow, I will be investigating a varielty of progosals which
have grown out of work in the Relational Grammar framework, the basic ideas of
which were articulated by Perlmutter and Postal in the early 1970s. One of the central
claims of Relational Grammar is that grammatical relations are primitives of linguistic
theory.  Another is that grammatical relations play a critical role in formulating
universals, in characterizing the grammatical constructions found in natural language, and

in constructing insightful grammars of particular languages (Perlmutter 1980).

The set of grammatical relations borne by nominals includes the central relations,

which are further subdivided into the following:

(a) term relations; subject (1), direct object (2), and indirect object
(3). The set of term relations has (wo partially overlapping
subsets: the l-relation and 2-relation are nuclear term relations
while the 2-relation and 3-relation are object relations.

(b) oblique relations: an incompletely specified set including
benefactive (BEN), locative (LOC), temporal (TEMP), instrumental
(INSTR), directional (DIR), etc.
(c) retirement relations; notably, the chomeur-relation (CHO).
If a nominal bears a central relation, it may also bear an overlay relation such as

Topic, Overweight, Rel, eic. Finally., predicates bear the P-relation (and in Clause

Union constructions, the U(nion)-relation),

A sentence is represented as a relational network which consists of objects called
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arcs.'”  An arc is said 1o have a head node and a tail node, each of which is labelled
with the name of a linguistic element; the arc is labelled both with th¢ name of the
grammatical relation wh'~h the element at the head bears to the element at the tail and
with a coordinate c which stipulates the linguistic level at which that relation holds.
For instance, the arc below specifies tha' .he wol/verines bears the 3-relation to X at

level 1.

(28) X

D

the wolverines

Typically, the tail label (the name of a clause or phrase) is omitted from

representations.

The arc in (28) occurs in the relational network presented in (29), which represents

“While Arc Pair Grammar (Johnson and Postal 1980) shares many of the basic
assumptions of Relational Grammar, it incorporates concepts not found in the latter
(most notably the notion that the relations 'sponsor’ and 'erase’ hold between arcs) and
it denies that sentence structure can be represented in a single relational network. Arc
Pair Grammar represents sentences as pair networks, where each pair network is
associated with three graphs, an R-graph, an L-graph, and an S-graph. The first
corresponds most closely to a Relational Grammer relational network; the L--graph
represents the meaning of the sentence and the S-graph represents its surface form
(though phonology is ignored).

Arc Pair Grammar is a more formal and explicit system than Relational Grammar,
and in many respects, it has been more ambitious. Nevertheless, Relational Grammar
has familiarity on its side, and that is the primary reason why [ have chosen it over
Arc Pair Grammar for this dissertation. In any event, most of the Relational Grammar
proposals that I evaluale have equivalents in Arc Pair Grammar.



28

the structur. of the sentence, / offered meat to the wolverines., The order in which

the arcs are displayed is irrelevant."

(29)

offered I meat the wolverines

It also occurs in the repres:ntation of the related sentence, / offered the
wolverines meat, in which 3-2 Advancement has applied. This rule permits a nominal

heading a 3-arc at the c levei to head a 2-arc at the c .\ level.

(30)

S\\Q 2 \c,
Ca \\\\\\\\
)
offered I meat the wolverines

If the wolverines advanced to 2 and nothing else happened, there would be two
nominals heading 2-arcs with the same coordinate, and the relational network would
violate the Stratal Uniqueness Law, which states that no more than one dependent of a
clause can bear a particular term relation at a particular level. In order to salisfy the
Stratal Uniqueness Law, and in accordance with the Chomeur Law (see below), meat

comes to head a CHO-arc at the level where the wol/verines heads a 2-arc.

It is common practice to present oversimplified relational networks which ignore the
internal structure of phrases fand words) as well as auxiliaries, particles, prepositions,
etc'
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Relational networks are difficult to take in as arcs multiply. For this reason,
stratal diagrams are frequently used in place of relational neltworks to represent

sentence structure. The following is equivalent to (30).

(31)

1 3 AN

AN SRS

/] o
2N

offered I wolverines meac

Each line which intersects the array of arcs represents a particular linguistic level, also

know as a stratum. If there is a stratlum ¢ and no stralum ¢ o is the initial
n [l 1]

stratum; similarly, if there is a stratum c and no stralum C . then ¢ is the final
14 n

stratum.

1.2.2. Rules and Laws

In Relational Grammar, rules are "thought of as well-formedness conditions on

[relational networks] formed arbitrarily and ‘presented’ 1o the rules for evaluation"

.

(Perlmutter and Postal 1983b, p. 18). Among the types of rules recognized in the

framework are the following:

(32)
a, revaluations; a nominal bears GR\ in one stratum and
GRy in the immediately succeeding stratum. Given the
hierarchy of grammatical relations, 1 2 3 nonterm, where
1 has the highest vanking, a revaluation is termed an
advancement if GR’ is higher on the hierarchy than GRx
and a retreat if GRy is lower on the hierarchy than GRK.

b. births: the first arc a nominal heads is a non-initial arc.
Births typically involve dummies, which never head initial
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arcs."

c. ascensions: a nominal dependent of clause X becomes a
dependent of clause Y in some non-initial stratum of Y,
where X is itself initially a dependent of Y. Raising rules
are ascensions.

d. clause union: all the dependents of clause X become
dependents of clause Y in some non-initial stratum, where
X is initially a dependent of Y.

Laws are universal well-formedness conditions on relational networks. Below are

informal descriptions of the laws that I will refer to in the chapters that follow.

(33)
a. Chomeur Law: A nominal must bear the chomeur-relation
in stratum c if it bear” a term relation in <. and
another nominal bears the same lerm relation in c.

b. Final 1 Law: A clause must have a final 1, (It does not,
however, have to have a surface 1.)

c. Motivated Chomage Law: A nominal may only bear the
chomeur-relation in stratum c if 1t bears a lerm relation
in C . and another nominal bears the same term relation
in c. (The chomeur-relation can only be assigned if the
conditions described in the Chomeur Law are met.)

d. Nuclear Dummy Law: A dummy may bear only the 1-
relation or the 2-relation,

e. Oblique Law: If a nominal bears an oblique relation in
some non-initial stratum, it also bears thal relation in the
initial stratum,

f. 1-Advancement Exclusiveness Law: There may only be a
single advancement to 1 in a clause,

'“The term 'birth’ is due to Rosen (1981),
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g Stratal Uniqueness: There can be no more than one |,
one 2, or one 3 in a particular stratum.
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CHAPTER 2

PERSONAL AND IMPERSONAL PASSIVES IN TURKISH

2.1, Personal Passives

There are passive sentences in Turkish which are related to aclive sentences
containing accusative-casemarked direct objects. In these passives, hereafter referred to
as personal passives, (i) the NP which corresponds to the direct object of the active
functions as subject, (ii) the NP which corresponds 1o the subject of the actlive
functions as a non-subject (most frequently appearing as the object of the postposition
tarafindan'®), and (iii) the vero is suffixed with a morpheme. The passive morpheme
has two allomorphs: -In after vowels and /1/, and -// elsewhere. Personal passives

without agent phrases are preferred over those with them.

The passive which is related to the transitive sentences in (1) appears in (2).

(1) Kedi Yakut-u isir-di.
cat -ACC bite-PST

'The cat bit Yakut.'

(2) Yakut kedi tarafindan isir-il-di.
cat by bite~PASS-PST

'Yakut was bitten by the cat.,'

'*Less commonly, the passive agent is suffixed with -c£, which derives adverbs from
adjectives and nouns, e.g., gize/ (beautiful), gize/ce (beautifully); ¢ocuk (child),
gocukga (childishly, like a child).
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2.1.1. Properties of the Passive Subject

2.1.1.1. Linear Position and Casemarking

It is easy enough to show that the accusative-casemarked object in an actlive
sentence actually functions as the subject of the corresponding personal passive. For
instance, Yakut in (2) occupies sentence-initial position, which is the unmarked position
for definite subjects in Turkish. If the passive subject is indefinite and inanimate,
some speakers require it 1o appear in immediale pre-verbal position; for these speakers,
indefinite, inanimate active subjects must also appear immediately before the verb (see

Chapter 1, Section 1.1.3).

(3)a. Park-ta bir anahtar bul-un-du.
park-LOC a key find-PASS-PST

'A key was found in the park.'

b. *Bir anahtar park-ta bul-un-du.

Furthermore, a passive subject is caseless and it obligatorily triggers verb agreement; in
general, only subject NPs in Turkish have these two properlies.'° Agreement of active

and passive verbs with a first person (caseless) subject is illustrated in (4).

(4)a. Ben kedi-yi isir-di-m.
1ls cat- ACC bite-PST-1ls

'l hit the cat.'

b. Ben kedi tarafindan isir-il-di-m.
ls cat by bite-PASS-PST~1ls

'l was bitten by the cat.:

The following complex sentence illustrates another morphosyntactic property which

passive subjects share with active subjects,

'®Not all caseless NPs in Turkish are subjects; some objects of postpositions and some
direct objects (see Chapter 3) are unmarked for case. Bul such caseless nominals never
control verb agreement. Additionally, I argue in Chapter 5 that some Turkish sentences
have non-nominative subjects; they do not control verb agreement either.
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(5) Gul [sen-in Gin-e gonder-il-dig-in-i]
2s-GEN China-DAT send-PASS-PART-POSS:2s-ACC
sOyle-di.
say-PST

'Gul said that you were sent to China.'

The embedded clause, a passive, has been nominalized: the passive subject is marked
genitive (sen + /in), a so-called participle suffix is attached to the passive verb stem
(gonderil + dig). immediately following this morpheme is a possessive suffix which
matches the genitivized nominal in person and number (génderildig§ + im'" In
general, subjects and only subjects are marked genitive and control possessive agreement
with the wparticiple in non-root clauses. Thus, the subject of an aclive clause is
assigned the genitive and controls the possessive suffix when the clause is nominalized,

as (6) below illustiates.

(6) Gul [sen-in Gin-e Kemal-i gd&nder-dig-in-i]

2s-GEN China-DAT -ACC send-PART-POSS:2s-ACC
sbéyle-di.
say-PST

'Gul said that you sent Kemal to China.'

2.1.1.2. Access to Syntactic Rules: Pro Drop

A variety of syntactic rules treat a passive subject no differently from an active
subject. Consider Pro Drop, which was briefly discussed in Section 1.1.1 of Chapter .
Of interest here is the fact that first and second person non-emphatic subject pronouns
delete freely in ‘out-of-the-blue’ contexts, e.g., in the first utterance of a discourse.

One could say (7) below without any preliminaries.
(7) Ayad-im-a bag-iyor-sun.
foot-POSS:1s-DAT stand-PRS-2s

'(You) are standing on my foot.'

However, a sentence such as (8), where a non-subject is missing,

""The nominalized clause is the direct object of the matrix transitive verb soy/ed/, so
it is marked accusative (génderil/digin + ).
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(8) Ersin ziyaret et-ti.
visit-PST

'Ersin visited.'

must be embedded in a discourse in which the missing NP is presupposed or

recoverable, as in (9).

(9) A: Sen-i Ayge mi ziyaret et-ti.
2s-ACC Q wvisit-PST

'Did Ayse visit you?'

B: Hayir, Ersin ziyaret et-ti.
no visit-PST

‘No, Ersin visited (me).'

Note that the non-third person pronominal subjects of passive sentences undergo
Pro Drop in out-of-the-blue contexts just as freely as the subjects of active sentences,

(10) below is perfectly acceplable at the inception of a discourse.

(10) Bir denizci tarafindan vur-ul-du-m.
a sailor by stah/shoot-PASS-PST-1s

'I was stabbed/shot by a sailor.'

2.1.1.3. Control Rules: Equi

Passive subjects also behave no differently from active subjects in the Equi
construction.'® An infinitival clause embedded immediately under verbs such as /stemek
(to want), ummak (to hope), bag/amax (10 begin), and ¢a/ésmak (10 try) is a controlled
clause, and one of its arguments is left unexpressed under identity with the subject of

the higher clause. Equi has applied in (11).

(LX) Dilek [Cengiz-i  Op-mek] isti-yor.
-ACC kiss~INFIN want-PRG

'Dilek wants to kiss Cengiz.'

'8see Kornfilt (1976) for a discussion of Equi in Turkish.
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Only final subjects can be Equi victims in Turkish. Compare (11) above, where
the subject of an active clause fails to be expressed, with the ungrammatical examples

given below; the intended victim is a direct object in (a) and an indirect object in (b).

(12)a. »Dilek [Cengiz O6p-mek] isti-yor.
kiss-INFIN want-PRG

'Dilek‘ wants Cengiz to kiss her“'

b. »Dilek [Cengiz bir mektup yaz-mak] isti~yor.
a letter write-INFIN want-PRG

'Dilek wants Cengiz to write a letter to her .'
‘ ]

As expected, a passive subject may be left unexpressed under identity with the matrix

subject.

(13) Dilek [parti-ye davet ed-il-mek] isti-yo'.
party-DAT invite-PASS-INFIN want-PRG

'Dilek wants to be invited to the party.'

2.1.1.4. Control Rules: Adverbial Clauses

Further evidence that the passive subject is a bona fide subject comes from an
examination of adverbial clauses in Turkish.'” In her detailed study of such clauses,
Baran (1978) distinguishes between what she calls 'free subject’ and 'like subject’
adverbials. The final subject of the former type need not be coreferent with the final
0

subject of the matrix; if it is not coreferent, it may appear as a surface term.’

Consider the following from Baran (1978).

(14)a. [Anmet vazo-yu at-incal] ben kag-ti-m.
vase-ACC throw-ADV 1ls run away-PST-1ls

'When Ahmet threw the vase, I ran away.'

"See Tato (1974), Baran (1978), and Ozkaragéz (1979).

*When the subject of a free-subject adverbial clause is coreferent with the final
subject of the matrix, it may not appear in surface structure. See Baran for discussion.
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b. Ben [Ahmet bulagid-i yika-ma-dikgal kiz-iyor-um.
ls dishes-ACC wash-NEG-ADV be angry-PRS-1s

'I get (more) angry the more Ahmet doesn't do the
dishes.'

On the other hand, like-subject adverbial clauses (suffixed with -y£ErEk, -ylp,
-yE, or -mEktEnsE) are controlled clauses. Their subjects cannot appear in surface
structure; furthermore, a missing subject is always interpreted as being identical with the

maltrix subject. The following examples are Baran’s,

(15)a. Ahmet [vaso-yu at-arak] kag-ti.
vase-ACC throw-ADV run away-PST

'Ahmet, throwing the va-e&, ran away.'

b. *Ahmet [ben vaso-yu at-arak] kag-ti.
ls vase-ACC throw-ADV run away-PST

'My throwing the vase, Ahmet ran away.'

(16)a. Ahmet [yi-ye yi-ye] sigmanla-di.
eat-ADV eat-ADV get fat-PST

'‘Ahmet got fat by continually eating.'

b. *Ahmet [ben on-a gilizel yemekler pigir-e pisir-e)
1s 3s-DAT nice food cook-ADV cook-ADV

sismanla-di.
get fat-PST

'‘Ahmet got fat by my continually cooking him nice
food.'
The missing nominal in these adverbial clauses must be a final subject, whether the

final subject of an active clause, as in the (a) examples above, or the final subject of a

passive clause, as in the examples presented below.

(17)a. @ocuk [ddév-iil-erek] uslan-ir.
child hit-PASS~-ADV become well behaved-AOR

'*The child, being hit, becomes well behaved.'

b. Kitap [oku~n-up] beden-il-di.
book read-PASS-ADV enjoy-PASS-PST

'The book was read and enjoyed.'
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2.1.1.5. Raising

Passive subjects also behave like aclive subjects in constructions with verbs such as
sanmak (1o think), zannetmek (1o think), and b//mek (10 believe). These predicales
appear in three distinct lypes of complex sentences. In one type, the sentential

complement of the verb is nominalized:

(18) Demet [sen-in vazo-yu digir-daig-iun-ia) san-di.
2s-GEN vase-ACC Arop-PART-P0OSS:2s-ACC think-PST

'‘Demet thought that you dropped the vase.

In another type, the embedded clause is a bare complement, i.e., morphologically, it is

indistinguishable from a root clause: its subject is caseless and its verb fully finite.

(19) Demet [sen vazo-yu digir-di-n] san-di.
2s vase-ACC drop-PST-2s think-PST

'Demet thought that you dropped the vase.'

An example of the third construction in which these verbs appear is given in (20).

(20) Demet sen~i Izmir-e git-ti san-di.
2s—ACC -DAT go-PST think-PST

'‘Demet thought you went to Izmir.'

Here the NP which corresponds to the subject of the embedded clause is casemarked

accusative and the verb is semi-finite, i.e., suffixed for tense but not for agreement.’'

It has been claimed that Subject-to-Object Raising has applied in (20).**
Consistent with this claim is the observation that the accusative-casemarked NP in (20)

undergoes matrix passivization.

*'Some speakers require that the embedded verb index agreement with the accusalive-
casemarked NP; thus in (19), gittin would occur rather than gitt/. (There also appear
to be speakers for whom agreement is optional.) See Kornfilt (1977) and George and
Kornfilt (1981).

aissen (1974b) argues for a cyclic rule of Raising. Pullum (1975) criticizes her
proposals while Kornfilt (1977) provides further support for them,
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(21) (Sen) izmir-e git-ti san-il-di-n.
2s -DAT go-PST think-PASS-PST-2s

‘You were thought to have gone to Izmir.'

Only the accusative-casemarked nominal which corresponds (o the final subject of the
complement clause may passivize in the matrix. Sen/, the final direct object of the

complement clause in (22a), cannot undergo upslairs passivization.

(22)a. (Ben) sen-i Ahmet gdr-4i san-di-m.
1ls 2s-ACC see-PST think-PST-1ls

'I thought that Ahmet saw you.'
b. »(Sen) Ahmet gor-dii san-il-di-n.
2s see-PST think-PASS-PST-2s
Assuming that Raising is responsible for the casemarking of the complement subject
and its ability to passivize in the matrix clause, we can go on o say that only subjects

can raise, whether aclive subjects, as in (20) above, or passive subjects, as in (23) below.

(23) Hikmet sen-i tevkif ed-il-di san-dx.
2s~-ACC arrest-PASS-PST think-PST

'Hikmet thought you to have been arrested.'

Note that sen/ in (23) can undergo matrix passivization,

(24) (Sen) tevkif ed-il-di san-il-di-n.
2s arrest-PASS~-PST think-PASS-PST-2s

'You were thought to have been arrested.'

2.1,1.6. Conclusion

From a cross-linguistic perspective, the personal passive construction in Turkish
appears to be quite unexceptional. The direct object of a transilive verb advances o
become subject of the corresponding passive verb, It is observed to have a set of
properties typical of final subjects in Turkish. I will discuss the passive rule in more

detail after 1 describe Turkish impersonal passive clauses.
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2.2. Impersonal Passives
Consider the following intransitive sentences.

(25)a. Ben-den kag-ti-lar.
1s-ABL run away-PST-3p

'They ran away from me.'

b. Besiktag-tan Taksim~e bes lira-ya gid-er-ler.
~ABL -DAT five lira-DAT go-PRS-3p

'They go from B. to T. for five lira.'

C. Haril haril galig-iyor-lar.
laboriously work-PRG-3p

‘They are working laboriously.'

There is no overt nominal in any of these sentences which looks like a direct object:
in (a) and (b) we find nominals marked for oblique cases while in (c), no object
nominal whatsoever appears. Nevertheless, intransitive senlences such as these have

related passives.

(26)a. Ben-den kag-il-di.
1s-ABL run away-PASS-PST

'I was run away from.'

b. Besiktag-tan Taksim-e beg 1lira-ya gid-il-ir.
ABL DAT five lira-DAT go-PASS-PRS

‘One goes from B. to T. for five lira.'

C. Haril haril galig-il-iyor.
laboriously work-PASS-PRG

'It is being worked laboriously.'

Passives like (26a-c) have traditionally been called 'impersonal passives' because they

do not tolerate the presence of an agent phrase.*’

2Some speakers accept taraféndan phrases in impersonal passives so long as they are
indefinite enough, ¢.g. kimse tarafindan (by no one).
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(27)a. =»Ben-den gocuk-lar tarafindan kag-il-di.
1s-ABL child-PLU by run away-PASS-PST

'l was run away from by the children.'

b. »Begiktag-tan Taksim-e o0drenciler tarafindan bes
ABL DAT students by five

lira-ya gid-il-ir.
lira-DAT go~PASS~-PRS

'It is gone from B. to T. for five lira by students.'

On the other hand, recall that agent phrases are permitted in personal passives, i.e.,

passives which are relaled to actives containing accusative-casemarked direct objects.

2.2.1. Properties of Turkish Impersonal Passives

2.2.1.1. Morphosyntactic Properties

Impersonal passives lack not only agent phrases but also any overt NP which has
the morphosyntactic properties of a subject.  Impersonal passives may contain no

nominals, as the examples below illusirate, (See also (26c).)

(28)a. Gir-il-me-2z.
enter-PASS-NEG-PRS**

'Entering is not done.' 'Do not c<nter.'

b. Gil-in-lr-ai.
laugh-PASS-PRS-PST

'Laughing used to be done.' 'People used to laugh.'
Nominals which are present are marked for oblique cases.

(29) Mahmut-tan/sMahmut kag-il-di.
-ABL run away-PASS-PST

'Manmut was run away from.'

*Underhill (1976) characterizes the present tense as follows: in the spoken language,
it has a ’'voluntative’ use, expressing willingness on the part of the speaker to perform
the specified action; in the written language, it is used for habitual or repeated actions
-~ or for statements of eternal truth. The negative present of a passive verb often has
the force of a negative imperative.
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Only third person singular verb agreement, i.e., unmarked agreement, is possible in an

impersonal passive, regardless of the person and number of the NPs present.

(30) Ben-den kag-il-di/skag-il-di-m.
1s-ABL run away-PASS-PST/run away-PASS-PST-1s

'l was run away from.'

Furthermore, impersonal passives have a unique appearance when they are embedded
and nominalized, Recall that in the typical case, the subject of a nominalized clause is
marked genitive and the participle is suffixed with a possessive morpheme which agrees
with the subject in person and number. In the nominalization of an impersonal passive
no overt NP is assigned the genilive; however, a possessive suffix does appear on the

participle, and it is always third person singular,

(31)a. [Siz-den kag-il-di§-in-a])
2p-ABL run away-PASS-PART-POSS:3s-DAT?*®

inan-mi-yor-um.
believe-NEG-PRG-1ls

'T don't believe that you were run away from.'

b. »[Siz-in kag-il-di§-iniz-a) inan-mi-yor-um.
2p~-GEN POSS:2p

c. »[Siz-den kag-il-di§-iniz-al inan-mi-yor-um.
2p-ABL POSS : 2p

2.2.1.2. Failing Syntactic Tests for Subjecthood

So far, we have two reasons 1o characterize impersonal passives as subjectless
sentences: all of the nominals that occur are marked for oblique cases and none of
them trigger agreement with the verb, which is invariantly third person singular. It is
possible, however, that subjects are not required to be caseless in Turkish. Moreover,
if the verb can only agree with a caseless subject, then the absence of subject/verb
agreement in impersonal passives cannot be taken as evidence that there is no subject

presert.

**The matrix verb /nan- (believe) takes a dative object.
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Andrews (1976) and Thrainsson (1979) have argued that there are non-noninalive
subjects in Icelandic. These nominals fail morphosyntactic tests for subjecthood but
participate in syntactic rules which are reserved for subjects. For instance, non-
nominative subjects occur in the passives rclated to (a) and (b) below. Note that the
verb in (a) governs the dative case on its object and the one in (b) governs the genilive

case.

(32)a. Andrews' (l2a)

Hann  bjargadi mer.
he:NOM saved:3s me:DAT

‘He saved me.'
b. Andrews' (12c)

vid vitjudum sjdklinganna.
we:NOM visited:1p patients:m.p.GEN

'We visited the patients.'

In the corresponding passives, mér and sjdk/inganna occur in pre-verbal position.
Their casemarking is identical to what it was in the aclive sentences, and neither the

first auxiliary nor the participle agrees with them.

(33)a. Andrews' (l3a)

Mér var bjargad.
I:DAT was:3s saved:SUPINE

'l was saved.'
b. Andrews' (13c)

Sjdklinganna var vitijad.
patients:m.p.GEN was:3s visited:SUPINE

'The patients were visited.'

The position of the nominals is perfectly consistent with their being subjects, but their
other properties are not. In general, subjects in Icelandic are casemarked nominative
and their verbs agree with them in person and number, Additionally, passive subjects
trigger gender, number, and case agreement with the passive participle. The following

canonical passive illustrates this,



(34) Andrews' (11)

hussarnir voru ekki fundnir.
giants:m.p.NOM were:3p not found:m.p.NOM

'The giants were not found.'

Nevertheless, the dative and genitive NPs in (33a&b) behave like syntactic subjects in a

number of respects, According to Andrews, passivized dative objects can be Equi

victims.

(35) Andrews' (26d4)

£q vonast til ad verda bjargad.
I:NOM hope COMP Dbe:INFIN saved

'l hope to be saved.'

And both types of oblique nominals undergo SOR.

(36) Thrainsson's (9), p.468

Eg taldi Haraldi { parnaskap minum
I:NOM believed Harold:DAT in foolishness my

hafa verid gefnir hestarrnir.
have been given:p horses:p.NOM

'I believed Harold in my foolishness to have been given
horses.'

Though casemarked dative, Hara/d/ has in fact been raised since il precedes the
adverbial phrase 7/~ barnaskap minum, which is unambiguously part of the matrix

clause.®

Additionally, the oblique NPs, like nominative subjects, invert with the verb when a

constituent is preposed.

*See Thrainsson (1979) for the arguments that adverbials such as / barnaskap minum
can be used to locate clause boundaries.
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(37) Thrainsson's (18), p.471

7/
I gaer voru Haraldi gefnir hestarnir.
yesterday were Harold:DAT given horses;:p.NOM

‘Yesterday Harold was given the horses.'

Thrainsson provides some additional arguments that non-nominative subjecls exist in
Icelandic, but I will not summarize them here. Instead, I would like to return to
Turkish impersonal passives and show that none of their NPs are non-nominative
subjects: in addition to the morphosyntactic tests for subjecthood that they have

already failed, they also fail syntactic tests.

To begin with, while an impersonal passive may be embedded as a bare
complement under a raising verb (see the (a) examples below), SOR cannot apply (see

the (b) examples).

(38)a. Ali (ben-den kag-il-di] san-di.
1s-ABL run away-PASS-PST think-PST

'Ali thought I was run away from.'

b. #»Ali ben-i kag-il-di san-di.
1s-ACC run away-PASS-PST think-PST

'Ali thought me to have been run away from.'

(39)a. BAli [ev-e diin gir-il-dai] san-di.
house~DAT yesterday enter-PASS~-PST think-PST

'Ali thought the house was entered yesterday.'

b. *Ali ev-i diin gir-il-di san-dk.
house~-ACC yesterday enter-PASS-PST think—-PST

'Ali thought the house to have been entered yesterday.'

Additionally, a nominal in an impersonal passive may not act as the subject of a

passivized raising verb,
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(40)a. »(Ben) kag-ili-di san-il-di-m.
ls run away-PASS-PST think-PASS-PST-1"

'l was thought to have been run away from,'

b. *Ev diin gir-il-di san-il-dk.
house yesterday enter-PASS-PST think-PASS-PST

'The house was thought to have been entered.'

It is possible that the above sentences are ungrammatical simply because oblique
casemarking cannot come off nominals in Turkish any more than it can in Icelandic,
If this is right, then the investigation should focus on whether the oblique casemarked
NPs in sentences such as (38&39a) ever behave like members of the upstairs san-
clause, not on whether they can be the accusative-casemarked object of an active raising
verb or the nominative-casemarked subject of a passivized raising verb. Unfortunately,
for a variety of reasons, it is very difficult to ascertain where the claus¢ boundaries are
in sentences such as (38&39a). For instance, neither Topicalization nor Backgrounding
(see Chapter 1) are clause-bounded. Thus, the fact that benden in (38a) and eve in
(39a) may occur in sentence-initial or post-predicate position does not shed any light on
the clause membership of these NPs. The Focus rule turns out to be of no help
either, despite the fact that it is clause-bounded. Noic that while benden in (38a)

cannot focus with respect to the matrix verb, neither can the matrix subject, A//:

(41)a. »Ali kag-il-di ben-den san-di.
run away-PASS-PST 1s-ABL think-PST

b. »*Ben-den kag-il-di Ali san-di.
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In fact, nothing is permitied to inlervene between the embedded and matrix verbs.®’
Given this, the inability of benden to Focus in the matrix clause does not rule out the

possibility that it is a member of the matrix clause.

While it is hard to establish whether or not any of the nominals in an impersonal

*Verbs are inseparable in both the bare complement construction and Lhe raising
construction. The complement verb is finite in both construction types. Additionally,
George and Kornfilt (1977) have shown that clause reduction in Equi constructions (see
Chapter 5) is associated with verb inseparability. In this case, the complement verb is
non-finite.

(a) George and Kornfilt's (20)

Bu viski yazarlar tarafindan ig-il-mek
this whiskey writers by arink-PASS~INFIN

(»diin) iste-n-di.
yesterday want-PASS-PST

'Yesterday this whiskey was wanted to be drunk by the
writers.'
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passive undergo Raising,”® Raising is not the only syntactic test for subjecthood available

**Erguvanli (1979) discusses a number of constraints on Backgrounding in sentences
with two levels of embedding which may provide an argument that oblique casemarked
nominals in impersonal passives never undergo Raising. According to Erguvanli, the
lowest of two embedded clause may appear after the matrix predicate, but a single
constituent of it may not. The facts are just the opposite for the higher embedded
clause; one of its constituents can be backgrounded but the clause itself cannot be,
(The entire complex expression, consisting of both embedded clauses, may also undergo
backgrounding.) With this in riind, consider the following complex sentences. The
lower clause in each example contains a raising verb. In (a) the lowest clause is a bare
complement, i.e., raising has not applied to its subject, Kema/; in (b), raising has
applied and Kema/ is casemarked accusative, The lowest clause in (c) is an impersonal
passive,

(a) [Sedef-in [Kemal diin sabah tevkif ed-il-di]
-GEN yesterday morning arrest-PASS-PST
san-dig-in-i) duy-du-m.

think-PART-POSS:3s5~-ACC hear-PST-1ls

'I heard that Sedef thinks Kemal was arrested yesterday
morning.'

(b) [Sedef-in Kemal-i [dliin sabah tevkif ed-il-di]
-ACC

san-did-in-i] duy-du-m.

(c) [Sedef-in [Ali-nin ev-in-e diin sabah
-GEN -GEN house-POSS-DAT yest. morn.
gir-il-di) san-di§-in-i] duy-du-m.

enter-PASS-PST think-PART-POSS:3s-ACC hear-PST-1s

'I heard that Sedef thinks Ali's house (DAT) was
entered yesterday morning.'

If Raising cannot apply in (c), then its properties should maich those of (a). In
particular, we expect to find the following: neither Kema/ in (a) nor A/inin evine in
(c) will be able to undergo Backgrounding since each nominal is part of the lowest
clause; on the other hand, Kema/# in (b) should be able to appear after the matrix
verb because Raising has made it a member of the higher clause. Unfortunately, I
have had no luck in testing these predictions. My informants have been reluctant to
background any embedded nominal in (a), (b), or (c). Surely, this is at least partly due
to the fact that they are, in general, very conservative when it comes lo Backgrounding
and the sentences are very complicated. It is also possible that both the bare
complement construction and the raising construction have discourse functions which are
not compatible with the discourse function served by Backgrounding.
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in Turkish. Let us turn, then, 1o Equi. Fortunately, the facls are very clear; none of
the nominals in an impersonal passive can be an Equi victim. Each of the (a)
sentences given below is an impersonal passive; the underlined nominal is the intended

target of Equi in the ungrammatical (b) examples.

(42)a. Ben-den kag-il-di.
1s-ABL run away-PASS-PST

'l was run away from.'

b. *Kag-il-mak iste-mi-yor-um.
run away-PASS~INFIN want-NEG-PRG-1s.

'l don't want to be run away from.'

(43)a. Biz-e yardim igin gel-in-ir.
1p-DAT help for come-PASS-PRS

'We are come to for help.'

b. *Yardim igin gel-in-med-i um-uyor-uz.
help for come-PASS-INFIN-ACC hope-PRS-1lp

'We hope to be come to for help.'

(44)a. Ban-a telefon ed-il-ecek.
1s-DAT telephone-PASS-FUT

'l will be telephoned.'

b. sTelefon ed-il-mek isti-yor-um.
telepnone-PASS-INFIN want-PRG-1s

'l want to be telephoned.'

(45)a. gocud-a  badir-il-di.
child-DAT shout-PASS-PST

'The child was shouted at.'

b. »Cocuk bajir-il-mak iste-~m~-iyor.
child shout-PASS-INFIN want-NEG-PRG

'The child doesn't want to be shouted at.'

Note that there is no prohibition against embedding an impersonal passive under an
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Equi predicate. The lower clause is simply nominalized,™

(47)a. [Ben-den kag-il-ma-sin-i] iste-mi-yor-um.
1s-ABL run away-PASS-PART-POSS:3s-ACC want-NEG-PRG-1ls

'I don't want to be run away from.'

b. [Biz-e yardim igin gel-in-me-sin-i)
1p-DAT help for come~PASS-PART-POSS:3s~ACC

um-uyor-uz.
hope-PRG-1p

'We hope to be come to for help.'

The fact that there is no NP in an impersonal passive which can be controlled by
the subject of an Equi verb further supports the claim, which | now take (o be

established, that impersonal passives are subjectless, at least superficially.

2.3. Passive in Relational Grammar

In Relational Grammar passive is characterized universally as 2-1 advancement
(Perlmutter and Postal 1983b). More precisely, a passive clause is represented as having
a stratum ¢ in which a nominal Na bears the l-relation and another nominal Nb bears

the 2-relation; in the immediately following stratum c . Nb bears the l-relation and
1]

'

Na the chomeur-relation. Thus, every passive clause, whether personal or impersonal, is

claimed to contain at least the following arcs.

®In general, the clause embedded under an Equi verb is nominalized when its final
subject is not coreferent with the higher subject. Consider the following example,

(a) sam [Bill-in resim ¢ek-me-sin-i] isti-yor.
~GEN picture take-PART-POSS:3s-ACC want-PRG

'*Sam wants Bill to take a picture.'
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(47)

An impersonal passive (henceforth IP) differs from a personal passive (PP) in one
important respect: the nominal that undergoes 2-1 advancement is a dummy (D)
nominal which does not bear any grammatical relation in the initial stratum.’”® Compare
the representation of the PP given in (48) with that of the IP given in (49). (UN is

an unspecified nominal.)

(48)a. Anahtar bul-un-du.
key find-PASS-PST

'The key was found.'

bul- Anahtar

It should be noted that the advancement o subject of a dummy direct object
cannot be the defining property of an impersonal passive since dummy 2s advance to 1
in sentences which are undeniably personal passives, e.g. There /s not expected to be a
chicken in every pot.
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(49)a. Almanya-ya gid-il-di.
Germany-DAT go-PASS-PST

'Germany was gone to.'

ZANN

iR

VAR
70N

Germany D
grt- Almanya

For any language like Turkish in which IPs are superficially subjectless, the dummy

must be characterized as phonologically null,

Positing that a silent dummy occurs in a sentence such as (49a) does more than
permit the formulation of a uniform account of passive. Given that the dummy serves
as the final subject of the clause, there is no violation of the Final 1 Law, stated

informally below.

(50) The Final 1 Law: The final stratum of a clause must contain a
nominal which bears the l-relation.

Additionally, because of the advancement of the dummy from 2 1o 1, the initial subject
is permitted to bear the chomeur-relation. That is, the representation in (49b) salisfies
ne Motivated Chomage Law, according to which a nominal may bear the chomeur-

relation only if another nominal usurps its (term) grammatical relation,

(51) The Motivated Chomage Law: If a nominal N bears the
chomeur-relation in stratum C then it bears a term
grammatical relation Rx in stratum c and another nominal Nu
bears R‘ in stratum C

The two laws mentioned above rule out an account of IPs, modeled on Keenan
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(1975) and Comrie (1977), which characterizes impersonal passivization as Lhe
spontaneous demotion of the subject of a clause, i.e., the subject simply goes into
chomage rather than being put into chomage by another nominal.’’  Now, one might
say that it is unfortunate that such an account is not possible in Relational Grammar.
After all, it captures the properties of IPs without invoking invisible dummies.
Furthermore, it offers a uniform characterization of passive clauses in general: a clause
counts as a passive if its subject has spontaneously demoted (a nominal N‘ bears the 1-
relation in stratum c and the chomeur-relation in . and there is no nominal in .
which bears the 1-relation). In IPs, only spontaneous demotion of the subject occurs
while in PPs, demotion is followed by advancement of a direct object lo subject,32
Under this approach, (48a) would have the representation in (52) and (49a), the

representation in (53).

(52)

P ] 2
. \\
— P E— Eﬁo L - ,..,.,.._.Z,;‘K___
P CHo R
V4 | \
Find UN Key
bul- anahrar

*'Keenan actually says something different, i.e., that a demoted subject ceases Lo bear
any grammatical relation to the clause. Comrie's position is more difficult to interpret
as he merely says that demoted subjects "turn up as oblique objects."”

¥ Dissociating subject demotion from object promotion is a tack taken in some
analyses of passive presented in the context of Lexical Functional Grammar. See, for
instance, Zaenen and Maling (1983).
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(53)

P/ CHO DIR
// \
Y v
90 Un 66'"14'"/
git- Almanya

Nevertheless, even if the Final 1 and Motivated Chomage Laws were abandoned,
the spontaneous demotion account of passive would still face the challenge of
accounting for a set of facts presented in Perlmutter (1978). In this important paper,
Perlmutter demonstrates that the analysis of passive as 2-1 advancement, teamed up with
a number of assumplions, correctly predicts the existence of a class of ungrammatical
IPs. Apparently, the spontanecus demotlion analysis of passive makes no such
prediction. I review Perlmutter’s argument below and then proceed to demonstrate that
Turkish impersonal passives do not behave as predicted: there are two kinds of clauses
which are unpassivizable on his account that do, in fact, passivize. A relatively minor
revision of the framework would be sufficient to iron out one problem, bul solution of

the other requires major changes.

2.3.1. The Unaccusative Hypothesis and Impersonal Passives

Perlmutter (1978) makes the interesting proposal that the traditional semantic
difference between an ‘active’ intransitive clause such as (54a) and an ‘ipactive'

intransitive clause such as (54b) is reflected by a deep syntactic difference.

(54)a. Donna danced.

b. Donna ached.

The claim is that while Donna is the initial 1 of the semantically active unergative

clause in (a), it is the initial 2 of the semantically inactive unaccusative clause in (b).
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The direct object of the unaccusative clause is advanced 10 subject by a rule called

Unaccusative Advancement.

(s55)a. /_/ \
P N
. \
Aance Donna
b. A
/ N\
/ N\
r \\
P 2\

ache Vonne

Unaccusative Advancement is not to be confused with Passive even though both rules
involve 2-1 advancement. A stratum which contains a 2 but no 1 is subject 1o
Unaccusative Advancement while a stratum which contains both a 1 and a 2 is subject

to Passive,
Given this background, we can now state the Unaccusative Hypothesis.

(56) The Unaccusative Hypothesis: Certain intransitive clauses have an
initial 2 but no initial 1.

Perlmutter proposes that the initial unergativity or unaccusativity of a clause is
predicted by universal semantic principles. His proposal grows out of a more general
hypothesis about the assignment of initial grammatical relations which has come to be

known as the Universal Alignment Hypothesis. Rosen (1984) formulates it as follows.

*Incidentally, Rosen (1984) argues against the Universal Alignment Hypothesis.
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(57) The Universal Alignment Hypothesis: There exists some sel of
universal principles on the basis of which, given the
representation of a clause, one can predict which initial
grammatical relation each nominal bears. (p.40)

The principles that assign inilial grammatical relations in intransitive clauses are not
explicitly formulated by Perlmutter; nevertheless, the rough idea appear to be that an
intransitive clause is initially unergative if its predicate describes an act or event which
is controllable, voluntary, or agentive and initially unaccusative otherwise.”® Thus, for
example, surface subjects which are semantic agenls bear the 1-relation initially and

surface subjects which are semantic patients bear the 2-relation initially.

We can now turn to the prediction about impersonal passives which arises from
Perlmutter’s framework. Given the Relational Grammar analysis of passive clauses, a
pre—passive stratum must contain, among other things, a nominal bearing the 1-relation.
An initially unaccusative clause, then, must undergo Unaccusative Advancement before

Passive can apply. It follows that the passive of an initially unaccusative clause must

*Predicates describing involuntary bodily processes are expecied to be unaccusative,
but Perlmutter classifies certain of them as unergative, e.g., cough, sneeze, sleep, burp,
urinate, elc.
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involve two advancements to subject, as illusirated below.’’

(58) /\
P /‘/ 2 \"\
= = S —
P, | \
o N
/./ ’\
e ! SN
P/ chol N
/ , AN
X Y Pummy

However, given, that the 1-Advancement Exclusiveness Law permits no more than a

single advancement to subject in a clause,® the passive of an initially unaccusative

It is worth pointing out that Passive could, in principle, apply to an initially
unaccusative clause without a prior application of Unaccusative Advancement, Consider
the representation in (a) below.

(a) /\

P/ 2
P / 2 |
AR BN
P | CHO \
V«/ !

X Y DUMMY

Nevertheless, (a) is ill-formed: the Nuclear Dummy Law permits a dummy to bear
only the l-relation or the 2-relation,

%The 1-Advancement Exclusiveness Law is motivaied by considerations such as the
following: languages do not allow multiple passivization in a single clause and languages
(e.g., Cebuano, Tagalog, Malagasy) in which a variety of nominal types (e.g., 2s, 3s,
BENs, INSTs) can advance to subject permit only a single advancement to subject in a
clause. See Perlmutter and Postal (1984b).
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clause is predicted to be ungrammatical.’’ The stratal diagram in (58), therefore, is
claimed not to represent a well-formed sentence in any language. On the other hand,

the passive of an initially unergative clause is predicted 1o be well-formed.

In support of these predictions, Perlmutter cites data from Dutch. The impersonal

passives of clauses containing predicales which are semaniic unergatives are grammalical.

(59) Perlmutter's (33), (37), (38)
a. Er wordt voor de koniny geknield.

'It is kneeled before the king.'
b. Door deze mensen wordt er altijd gevochten.

'By these people it is always fought.'
c. Er wordt hier veel geskied.

'It is skied here a lot.'

But, as predicted, the impersonal passives of clauses containing predicates which are

semantic unaccusatives are ungrammatical.

*"Consider the following stratal diagram, which appears o represent the passive of an
initially unaccusative clause. No law of Relational Grammar has been violated here.

(a) \
PL 2 s
P/ CHo 2\
o

P/ eHo | N
N

X Y DUMMY

But this is not a passive structure as characterized by Perlmutter: "...in the stratum in
which the advancee to 1 bears the 2-relation, there is no 1. Thus [(a)] is an
unaccusative structure and not a passive structure, Internal to particular languages,
[(a)] will not satisfy the conditions for passive morphology (Perimutter 1978, p. 167)."
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(60) Perlmutter's (51b), (52b), (68Db)
a. sDoor de lijken werd al gerot/ontbonden.

‘It has-already been rotted/decomposed by the corpses.'

b. »In dit weeshuis wordt er door de kinderen erg snel
gegroeid.

'In this orphanage it is grown very fast by the children.'
c. »In de zomer wordt er hier vaak verdronken.

'In the summer it is drowned here frequently.'
In conclusion, Perlmutter writes,

The constrasts between grammatical and ungrammatical impersonal passives
presented here follow entirely from principles of universal grammar.... Each
of these proposed linguistic universals is motivaled by data that has nothing
to do with impersonal passives, The fact that they predict the constrasts
between grammaltical and ungrammatical impersonal passives in Duich thus
provides an explanation of those contrasts. Al the same time, the Dutch data
provides empirical support for [these] principles of universal grammar.... (p.
175)

It appears that, for the Duich data at least, the burden of explanation falls on
proponents of frameworks which do not incorporate the universal principles alluded to
by Perlmutter, in particular, the universal advancemenl analysis of passive, the

Unaccusative Hypothesis, and the 1-Advancement Exclusiveness Law,

2.3.2. Turkish Impersonal Passives and the Unaccusative Hypothesis

Duich was not the only language Perlmutter used in his 1978 paper to illustrate the
predictions about impersonal passives which emerge from his framework; data from
Turkish was also cited, The problem is, these data are not entirely correct, and the

actual facts do not fall neatly out of the framework he outlined.

Let me begin by presenting the data that appear in Perlmutter (1978).
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(62)

a.

b.

Ce

da.

a.
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Impersonal Passives of Unergative Clauses
Perlmutter's (95-100) and (l1l0a)

Burada galig-il-ir/oyna-n-ir/bagir-il-ir.
here work-PLSS-PRS/play-PASS-PRS/shout-PASS-PRS
"It is worked/played/shouted here.'

Burada sik sik yuksek ses-le konug-ul-ur.
here often high voice-with speak-PASS-PRS

'It is often spoken in a high voice here.'

Burada sik sik kavga ed-il-ir.
here often fight-PASS-PRS

‘It is often fought here.'

Burada gece-nin geg¢ saat-ler-in-e kadar
here night-GEN late hour-PLU-POSS-DAT amount

dans ed-il-ir.
dance-PASS~-PRS

'It is often danced here until the late hours of
the night.'®

Burada mizikgilik ed-il-me-2z.
here cheat~PASS-NEG-PRS

‘It is not cheated here.'

Diisman-dan kag-il-ma-z.
enemy-ABL run away-PASS-NEG-PRS

'It is not run away from the enemy.'

Bu gibi fikra-lar-a glil-lin-me-z
this such joke-PLU-DAT laugh-PASS-NEG-PRS

de giilumse-n-ir.
but smile-PASS-PRS

'At such jokes it is laughed not smiled.'

Impersonal Passives of Unaccusative Clauses
Perlmutter's (101-108) and (110b)

sBuharlas-il-di/giir-un-dii/kok-ul-du.
evaporate-PASS~PST/rot-PASS~PST/smell-PASS-PST

'It was evaporated/rotted/smelled.’
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b. sDamla-n-ir/figkir-il-ir.
drip-PASS-PRS/gush~PASS-PRS

‘It is dripped/gushed.’

Cc. »Sonbahar-da sarar-xzl-ir.
fall-LOC yellow-PASS-PRS

'In the fall it is yellowed.'

d. »Buz-un {iist-lin-de sik sik dlig-ul-ir.
ice-GEN top-P0OSS-LOC often fall-PASS-PRS

'It is often fallen on the ice.'

e. sYaz-in burada bodul-un-ur.
summer-GEN here drown-PASS~-PRS

'It is drowned here in the summer.'

f. »Bu yetimhane-de g¢abuk buyl-n-ir.
this orphanage-LOC fast grow-PASS-PRS

"It is grown quickly in this orphanage.'

g. »Bu gibi durum-lar-da ol-un-ur.
this such situation-PLU-LOC die-PASS-PRS

'It is died in such situations.'

h. »*Bu gibi fikra-lar-da kizar—il-ir.
this such joke-PLU-LOC blush-PASS-PRS

'It is blushed at such jokes.'

There is no disagreement about the grammaticality of the unergalive passives in
(61). However, the claim that all the unaccusative passives in (62) are ungrammatical is
untenable, Informants consulted by me and by Ozkaragoz (1979) judged the sentences

in (62d-h) to be grammatical. All of the following are acceptable as well,

(63)a. Bu sicak-lar-da terle-n-ir.
this hot-PLU-LOC sweat—~PASS-PRS

'It is sweated in this hot weather.'

b. Sonbahar-da deniz-den gik-inca titren-il-ir.
spring-LOC sea-ABL come out-ADV shiver-2ASS-PRS

'After one gets out of the sea in the spring, it
is shivered.'
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The predicates in (62d-h) and (63) all describe non-volitional events,
verbs which, on semantic grounds, are expected lo determine initially unaccusative straia
prove to be passivizable in Turkish, counter to Perlmutier's prediction.
serious challenge to the framework Perlmutter outlined?

taken up, we must lake an inventory of the data already presented and consider some

additional farts.

Burada ¢abuk ihtiyarlan-zl-ir.
here fast get 0ld-PASS-PRS

'It is gotten old quickly here.'

Yagmur yag-inca Serencebey yokus-un-da  kay-il-ir.
rain fall-ADV hill-POSS~LOC slip-PASS-PRS

'‘After it rains, it is slipped on S. hill.'

Bu ay-da hastalan-il-ir.
this month-LOC get sick-PASS-PRS

'It is gotten sick in this month.,'

Bu yetimhane-de akkllan-xl-~ir.
this orphanage-LOC get smart-PASS-PRS

'It is gotten smart in this orphanage.'

$u orman-da stk sik kaybol-un-ur.
that forest-LOC often disappear-PASS-PRS

'It is often disappeared in that forest.'

2.3.2.1. Taking Stock of the Facts

Intransitive verbs whose surface subjects are agenls or aclors may impersonally

passivize in Turkish. A sample is given below,

(64)  aglamak (to cry)
¢alismak (to work)
dans etmek (to dance)
gelmek (to come)
girmek (to enter)
gitmek (to go)
giyinmek (to dress oneself)
giilmek (to laugh)
kagmak (to run away, escape)
kavga etmek (to fight)

Thus, many

But is this a

Before that question can be
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konusmak (to speak)
kosmak (lo run)

okstirmek (to cough)
ugmak (to fly)

yikanmak (to wash oneself)
yirtimek (to walk)

ylizmek (to swim)

The same is true of intransitive verbs which take semanlic experiencers or cognizers as

surface subjects.

(65)  ifrenmek (to be disgusted)
korkmak (to fear)
sasmak (to be surprised, confused)
usanmak (to be bored)
utanmak (to be ashamed, embarrassed)
iiziilmek (10 be sorry, worried)

Some intransitive predicates whose surface subjects are semantic patients passivize.

(66)  akillanmak (1o get smart)
arkadas olmak (to become a friend)
asker olmak (to become a soldier)
biyliimek (to grow)
hastalanmak (to get sick)
ihtiyarlanmak (o get old)
iyilesmek (to get well)
Olmek (to die)
terlemek (to sweat)
titremek (to shiver)

Others never do.

(67) akmak (lo flow)
batmak (to set, of a heavenly body)
buharlagmak (to evaporate)
cizlamak (to burn with a sizzling sound)
¢okmek (1o collapse)
damlamak (to drip)
dogmak (to rise, of a heavenly body)
erimek (to melt)
eskimek (to become worn out, of inanimates)
fiskirmek (to gush)
kaynamak (to boil)
tasmak (to boil over, overflow)
tutmak (to emit smoke)
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An examination of the lists above suggests that Lhe passivizability of an intransitive
predicate is linked to the animacy of its surface subject, not to that nominal's semantic
role. That is, intransitive predicates which take animate subjects have grammatical
impersonal passives while intransitive predicates which take only inanimate subjects do
not. Confirmation that animacy is in fact crucial comes from an examination of
intransitive predicates which impose no animacy restrictions on their surface subjects,
Consider the following pairs of sentences, each of waich contains the same (non-

volitional) predicate.

(68)a. Bu gibi haberler-e insanlar sarar-ir.
this such news-DAT people turn yellow-PRS

‘People turn yellow (pale) at such news.'

b. Sonbahar-da yapraklar sarar-ir.
fall-LOC leaves turn yellow-PRS

'‘Leaves turn yellow in the fall.'

(69)a. Bu gibi fikralar-da insanlar kizar-—-ir.
this such jokes-LOC people turn red-PRS

'‘People turn red (blush) at such jokes.'

b. Bu firin-da borek iyi Kkizar-ir.
this oven-LOC well turn red-PRS

'Bérek (a kind of pastry) roasts well in this oven.'

(70)a. Kig-in Sibirya~-da insanlar don-du
winter-GEN Siberia-LOC people  freeze-PST

'People froze in Siberia in the winter.'

b. Bu buz Jdolabin-da  hergey don-du.
this refrigerator-LOC everything freeze-PST

'Everything froze in this refrigeracor.'

All of the (a) sentences have closely related impersonal passives, but none of the (b)
sentences do, For instance, the first passive below, in which the unspecified nominal is
taken to be 'people’, is grammatical; the second, in which the unspecified nominal is

understood to be some food item(s) is ungrammatical.
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(71)a. Bu gibi fikralar-da kizar-zl-zr.
this such jokes-LOC turn red-PASS-PRS

'It is blushed at such jokes (by people).'

b. *Bu firin-da iyi Kkizzar-il-ir.
this oven-LOC well turn red-PASS-PRS

'*It is roasted well in this oven (by food).'

Each of these sentences forces a particular animacy reading on the unspecified nominal.
When the impersonal passive is neutral, the unspecified nominal is still taken to be
animate, never inanimate. For instance, the intransitive verb yanmak (to burn) can be

predicated of living or non-living things.

(72)a. Insanlar yazin yan-ar.
people in summer burn-PRS

'In the summer, people burn.'

b. Evler vyazin yan-ar.
houses in summer burn-PRS

‘In the summer, houses burn down.'

But the impersonal passive in (73) can only be understood (0 be about living things.

(73) Yazin yan-il-ir,
in summer burn~PASS-PRS

*In the summer, it is burned (by people).'

Finally, consider the two verbs kanamak (1o bleed) and ter/emek (10 sweat). Both
take semantic patients, but the speakers | have consulted permit only the latter to
passivize, This fact is surely related to another: for these speakers, beings sweal bul

parts of beings bleed.

(74)a. Hasan terle-di/skana-di.
sweat-PST/bleed~PST

'‘Hasan sweated/bled.'

b. Hasan-in bacad-i kana-dk.
GEN leg-POSS bleed~PST

'‘Hasan's leg bled.'
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We can conclude, then, that the unspecified nominal in an impersonal passive is
always interpreted as animate; if, for one reason or another, the action or event
described by the senlence is not something which an animale being can perform or

experience, the sentence is judged ill-formed.

Actually, this doesn't go quite far enough. Predicales describing sounds made by
animals, which Perlmutter (1978) classified as unergatives, do not passivize in Turkish.
To be more precise, they do not passivize on the expected reading. For example, (75a)
below is ungrammatical on the reading 'dogs bark here,' bul speakers accept it on the

reading 'people bark here.’

(75)a. *Burada havla-n-ir.
here bark-PASS-PRS

'*It is barked here (by dogs).'

b. »Burada sik sik mele-n-ir.
here often bleat-PASS-PRS

'It is often bleated here (by sheep).'

C. *Su orman-da gok &t-ul-ur.
that forest-LOC much chirp-PASS-PRS

'It is chirped a lot in that forest (by birds).'

Predicates describing acts which only animals can perform are also non-passivizable,

(76) xIlkbahar-da kuzula-n-ir.
spring-LOC lamb-PASS~PRS

'In the spring it is lambed (by ewes).'

Furthermore, while predicates which describe acts performable by humans and non-
humans alike are passivizable, the resulting impersonal passive is almost always

interpreted as being about people only.

(77) sabahleyin ahir-dan gayir-a gid-il-ir.
in morning stable-ABL pasture-DAT go-PASS-PRS

'In the morning it is gone from the stable to the
pasture (by people).’
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So, the unspecified nominal in an impersonal passive is generally required (o be

[+human), not simply [+animatel. [ will henceforth refer to it as PRO.*

*Impersonal passives are not invariably interpreted as being about people's, and only
people’s, acts and experiences. Each of the following senlences was judged acceptable
on the reading given by at least one nalive speaker.

a. Bu @giftlik-te gabuk bliyli-n-ur.
this farm-LOC fast grow-PASS-PRS

"It is grown quickly on this farm (by people, farm
animals, crops).!

b. Yuva-ya bahge-den ug-ul-du.
nest-DAT garden-ABL fly-PASS-PST

'It was flown from the garden to the nest (by birds).'

c. Bu kafes-ten kag-il-ir.
this cage-ABL escape-PASS-PST

*It was escaped from this cage (by animals).'

d. 1Ilkbahar-da gebe kal-in-ir.
spring-LOC become pregnant-PASS-PRS

‘In the spring it is become pregnant (by females).'

Nevertheless, speakers very rarely volunteer translations of impersonal passives which fail
lo predicate something of people and most speakers, even when pressed, claim that
sentences which could in principle be about a variety of living beings are just about
human beings.

All of the impersonal passives which I collected which were not judged lo be
exclusively about human beings contained verbs which can equally naturally predicate
things of humans and non-humans. Verbs which typically select non-human subjects
(e.g., haviamak, to bark) and verbs which require them (e.g., kuzu/amak, to lamb) are
either unacceptable on any reading or only acceptable on the 'people’ reading. This is
an odd finding, and 1 have no explanation for it. It may not even hold up to further
scrutiny.
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2.3.2.2. Conclusion

It is quite clear from the above discussion that Turkish impersonal passives provide
no striking evidence in favor of Perlmutler's framework. We expected a correlation
between the passivizability of a one-place predicate and the kind of act it describes
(e.g., willed vs. non-willed) or, alternatively, the kind of semantic role its argument has.
But we didn't find it. Instead we found that an intransitive predicale was passivizable
as long as its initial nuclear term was PRO. Given this, there is no nced to appeal 1o
the Unaccusative Hypothesis, the advancement analysis of Passive, and the 1-
Advancement Exclusiveness Law to explain why a sentence such as (80) below is

ungrammatical.

(78) »Burada damla-n-ir.
here drip-PASS-PRS

'Here it is dripped.’

It is semantically anomalous in the same way (79) is.

(79) =»Insanlar burada damla-r.
people here drip-PRS

'People drip here.'

The question is, is (78) not only semantically ill-formed but syntactically ill-formed as
well? That is, does (78) involve two advancements to subject? Additional questions

arise abouv the grammaltical sentence in (80).

(80) Burada diig-ul-iir.
here fall-PASS-PRS

'‘Here it is fallen.'

Assuming the validity of the 1-Advancement Exclusiveness Law, (80) must involve no
more than a single advancement to subject., Is this 1o be achieved by assigning the
clause to an initial unergative stratum (in spite of the fact that dds- takes a semantic

patient) or by denying that impersonal passivization in Turkish is 2-1 Advancement? If
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we choose the latter, then no impersonal passive will be characterized as being

syntactically ill-formed by virtue of having undergone two advancements (o subject,

It is obvious that the data presented so far are compatible with a number of
different analyses and, furthermore, that none of these analyses incorporatles all of
Perlmutter’s assumptions. In the next section [ discuss a set of facts which clarify

exactly which assumption needs 1o be given up.

2.3.3, Double Passives

If both personal and impersonal passivization in Turkish involve 2-1 Advancement
and if the 1-Advancement Exclusivencss Law bars more than one advancement o
subject in a clause, then it should never be possible lo passivize a passive clause.
6zkaragc">z (1982) argues, however, that there are grammatical sentences in Turkish
formed by impersonally passivizing a personal passive. Some examples follow, the first
three of which are from Ozkaragz (1982). Note that each sentence contains a verb

which is suffixed with two passive morphemes.
(8l)a. Bu sato-da pbod-ul-un-ur.
this chateau-LOC strangle-PASS-PASS-PRS
'In this chateau one is strangled by one.'

b. Bu ocda-da dov-il-un-ir
this room-LOC beat-PASS-PASS-PRS

'In this room one is beaten by one.'‘

c. Harp-te vur-ul-un-ur.
war-LOC shoot-PASS-PASS-PRS

'In war one is shot by one.'

d. Rusya-da Sibirya-ya gonder-il-in-ir.
Russia-LOC Siberia-DAT send-PASS-PASS-PRS

'In Russia one is sent by one to Siberia.'

e. Bu okul-da galig-tir-il-in-ir.
this school-LOC work-CAUS-PASS—-PASS-PRS

'In this school, one is made to work by one.'
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f. Bu hastahane-de iyi bak-~il-in-ir.
this hospital-LOC well care for-PASS-PASS-PRS

‘In this hospital one is cared for well by one.'

g. Tevkif ed-il-in-ir-di.
arrest-PASS-PASS-PRS-PST

'One used to be arrested by one.'

Each of these sentences is superficially subjectless. Furthermore, the underlying subject
and direct object, both of which are unrealized in these examples, are understood to be

some unspecified set of human beings, i.e., PRO.%

ézkaragéz (1962) argues thal the representation of these monoclausal double passives
is closer to that in (82) below than to that in (83). In the first, there are two
instances of a direct object in a transilive stratum undergoing advancemenl 1o subject in
the subsequent stratum. The morphological component registers the advancements by

suffixing the verb with two passive morphemes.

(82)

X PRO PRO Dummy

In the alternative representation, 2-1 advancement occurs only once, The appearance of
two passive morphemes is interpreted as follows: one registers the advancement, the

other registers the presence of a final unspecified PRO subject.

*While the initial direct object must be PRO, this is not true of the inital subject.
I discuss this in more detail below.
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(83) /\
// \,
P // J 2
/ N\
P/ _CHOl 1 N
-5 g\
/ l
X PRO PRO

The evidence that Ozkaragoz presents in favor of (82) is actually evidence that the
initial direct object of a monoclausal double passive does not bear the l-relation in the
final stratum. One argument is based on the fact that PRO is accessible o
relativization when it is a final subject but not when it is a final chomeur. (84a) and
(84b) illustrate, respectively, relativization of an active PRO subject and a passive PRO

subject. Note that the head of the relative clause (RC) is unrealized.

(84)a. nhapishane-den kag-an
prison-ABL escape-RC

‘people who escaped from the praison'

b. tevkif ed-il-en
arrest-PASS~-RC

'people who were arrested’

When PRO is the initial subject/final chiomeur of an impersonal passive (sce (85a)), it

is not accessible to relativization, (see (85b)).

(85)a. Hapishane-den kag-il-di.
prison-ABL escape~-PASS-PST

'People escaped from the prison.'
'It was escaped from the prison by people.'

b. »hapishane-den kag-il-an
prison-ABL escape-PASS-RC

'people who escaped from the prison'
'people by whom it was escaped from the prison'

Consider now the double passive clause in (86a), Neither the initial PRO subject

nor the initial PRO direct object is relativizable: (86b) is garbage on any reading,
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(86)a. Tevkir ed-il-in-di.
arrest-PASS-PASS-PST

'People were arrested by people.'

b. *tevkif ed-il-in-en
arrest-PASS-PASS-RC

This fact is in accord with (82) (both the initial direct object and subject are analyzed
as final chomeurs) but not with (83) (the initial direct object is analyzed as a final

subject).

6zkarag62's second argument grows out of a set of observations mads by Hankamer
and Knecht (1976) about the morphology of relative clauses, Relative clauses are
nominalized in Turkish, and there are two distinct nominalization patterns. In the so-
called 'subject participle’ (SP) pattern, a participle suffix, typically -y£n, is attached Lo
the verb stem. The 'object participle’ (OP) pattern is more complex: the verb gels a
participle suffix, typically —-dIg, the subject of the relative clause is marked genilive,
and the participle is suffixed with the agreeing possessive marker. Hankamer and
Knecht propose that the SP patiern is chosen in two circumstances: (i) the subject of
the relative clause or any part of it is relativized or (ii) a non-subject or any part of
it is relativized and the relative clause has no subject; otherwise, the OP pattern is
chosen. In place of "has no subject" in (ii), we can substitute "has a final dummy
subject” since the clauses which Hankamer and Knecht analyzed as subjectless are
represented in Relational Grammar as having a dummy 1 in the final stratum,
Impersonal passives are a prime example. Note that no matler what is relativized in an

impersonal passive, the SP pattern is always chosen:

(87)a. Adam~-in ev-in-den plaj-a gid-il-d4i.
man-GEN house-POSS-ABL beach~DAT go-PASS-PST

'Tt was gone from the man's house to the beach.'
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b. [ev-in-den plaj-a gid-il-en] adam
house-POSS-ABL beach-DAT go-PASS-SP man

‘the man from whose house it was gone to the beach'

c. [adam-in ev-in-den gid-il-en] plaj
man-GEN house-POSS-ABL go-PASS-SP beach

‘the beach to which it was gone from the man's house'

Turning to the double passive construction, if its final subject is a dummy, as
claimed by (82), then relativization of an oblique nominal should require the SP pattern,
On the other hand, if (83) is correct, we expect the OP pattern. Again, the facls are

consistent with (82).

(88) Ozkaragdz's (33) and (34)

a. Bog-ul-un-an sato
strangle~PASS-PASS~-SP chateau

'‘the chateau where one is strangled by one'
b. *Bo§-ul-un-dug-u sato
strangle-PASS-PASS-OP-POSS chateau
There is a third piece of evidence that the construction under investigation is the
impersonal passive of a personal passive. Recall thai the initial subject/final chomeur
of a personal passive may be specified; if it is unspecified, it does not have to be

interpreted as PRO.

(89)a. Harp-te insan askerler tarafindan vur-ul-ur.
war-LOC person soldiers by shoot-PASS-PRS

'In war people are shot by soldiers.'

b. Burada insan &sir-il-ir.
here person bite-PASS-PRS

‘Here people are bitten (by dogs).'

In impersonal passives, on the other hand, the final chomeur is always unspecified and
always interpreted as PRO. Given this, if a monoclausal double passive is an

impersonally passivized personal passive, we would expect to find sentences containing a
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single tarafindan phrase which corresponds 1o the initial subject (and only the initial

subject) of the sentence. Speakers | have consulted find the following acceptable.

(90) Harp-te askerler tarafindan vur-ul-un-ur.
war-LOC soldiers by shoot-PASS-PASS~PRS

'‘In war, one is shot by soldiers.'
(but not, 'In war soldiers are shot by