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Thesis Abstract

Asli Girer, “Subject Positions, Case Checking, BR& in Complex Noun Phrase
Constructions in Turkish”

This study discusses Nominative/Genitive subjeseahecking in CNPCs, in certain
complement and adjunct clauses in Turkish. We aedlye structural properties of
CNPCs as higher order compounds and the syntaettbamism involved in
Nominative/Genitive subject case checking and ERwis crucial for understanding

subject movement operations.

The basic claim of this thesis is that Nominati#eiitive case checking
syntactic structures are surface variants of theegarojection with the difference
attributed to features inserted at phase headisarwlith Features as Case licenser
approach (Hiraiwa 2005). Nominal or verbal featurserted at phase heads determine
the nature of the complement domains and alsoabe marker on the subject. This
analysis has the advantage that it assumes thecsmadicensing mechanism for
Nominative/Genitive subjects without appealing iftedent functional projections like
nP or DP for genitive case licensing. This studytfar makes an analysis on the

structural properties of all CNPCs realized in Tisink

The structural properties proposed for CNPCs Withminative/Genitive
subjects together with the case checking mechaaisoshed light on movement
operations of the subjects. The subjects are iggetred to [Spec TP] for case or phi
feature agreement purposes. Reconstruction imgaganstructions, binding and NPI
tests illustrate that in contrast to some othekswibject languages the subjects in
Turkish do not show the properties of A’ domainthwiSpec TP] remaining as the only

possible target position for the subjects.

In conclusion case licensing and phi feature agezg mechanism show a
regular pattern in Nom/Gen subjects and EPP eassts independent mechanism in
Turkish.



Tez Ozeti

Asl Girer, “Turkgede Karmak Ad Obesi Yapilarinda Ozne Konumlarismin
Durumlarini Denetleme ve Gatlgtilmis Yansimalilkesi”

Bu calsma Turkcede karmsek ad 6beklerinde, belli bazi timleg ve belirtedims
ctimlelerdeki Nominatif /Genitif 6zne hal glgimini tartismaktadir. Ust diizen bigik
s6zcik olarak karmgek ad 6bgi yapilarinin yapisal 6zelliklerini, Nominatif/Geifi
0zne hal dgisimindeki s6zdizimsel mekanizmayi ve 6zne harelgegmlerini anlamada
cok 6nemli olan Gesietilmis Yansimallkesi'ni (GYI) analiz ediyoruz.

Bu tezin esas iddiasi Nominatif/Genitif 6zne halrumuna izin veren
s6zdizimsel yapilarin ayni gosterimin yuzeyiteri oldugudur ve farkhlik ismin
durumlarina izin veren dzellikler yaklani (Hiraiwa 2005) uyarinca evreoaa eklenen
Ozelliklerin farkhiliklarina dayanmaktir. Evre gfarina eklenen ad kékenli ya da eylemsi
Ozellikler timlec¢ alaninin nitgdini ve ayni zamanda 6zne Uzerindeki ismin halini
belirler. Bu analizin avantaji Genitif 6zne halii (kiicik ad 6h#) ve DP (belirleyici
0bek) gibi farkl goérevselievsel gosterimlere Baurmadan, Nominatif/Genitif 6znelere
ayni ismin durumuna izin veren sozdizimsel mekaaignvarsaymasidir. Bu ¢gitna
ayrica Turkcede bulunan tim kargrkaad dbeklerinin yapisal 6zelliklerinin de anatizi
yapmaktadir.

Yapisal 6zellikleri verilen Nominatif/Genitif 6zrildarmaik ad dbekleri yapilari
icin 6ne surdlen 6bek yapisi ve ismin durumlarmiia veren mekanizma ayni zamanda
oznelerin hareketiemlerine degik tutmustur. Ozneler belirleyici zaman Ggiee ismin
hali ya da sembol 6zellik uyumu icin tetiklenmeneskt. Yikseltme kurulglarindaki
yeni kurum testleri, hdama ve eksi kutup unsurlari testlergeli gizli 6zne dillerin
aksine Turkcede 6znelerin U’ alani 6zelliklerinistgrmediini anlatmaktadir ki bu da
belirleyici zaman 6b@ni 6zne hareketi icin mimkin olan tek hedef yéarki

Sonug olarak ismin durumuna izin vermek ve sembelli&k uyumu
mekanizmasi Nominatif/Genitif 6znelerdegtgnez bir 6rintl gosterir ve Galatilmis
Yansimailkesi (GYI) Turkcede baimsiz bir mekanizma olarak vardir.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

First, | owe my deepest gratitude to my thesis smviProf. Dr. A. Sumru Ozsoy,
without whose guidance and support this thesis evaot have been possible. | thank
her for her continuous guidance and encouragent@vieay stage of this study which

enabled me to complete this thesis successfully.

An equal share of appreciation goes to Assoc. BnofAsli Goksel and\ssist.
Prof. Dr. Balkiz Oztiirk Bgaran for their useful comments on the theAssoc. Prof.
Dr. Asli Goksel was welcoming and supportive duting study and she provided me
with valuable comments and questions that helpetbnmaprove this thesis. | would
like to thankAssist. Prof. Dr. Balkiz Oztlirk Baran for her encouragement and

valuable comments on many of the issues in thesthes

| am greatly thankful to my friends Hayriye Kayl&emra Baturay and Derya
Nuhbalaglu for being a source of encouragement. | alsokimay teacher colleagues
DemetSahin, Ayca Samut, Elif Topagu and Ebru Tanriyakul who shared not only
their judgments but also the pleasure over conguiedf each chapter in the thesis. Their

constant support and encouragement gave me strength

Last but not the least, | would like to thank to fagnily. | am indebted to my
parentdsmail andipek Gurer who instilled in me the faith that | Gahieve. | also
thank my sister Neslihan and my brothequ@, for their endless support throughout the

study.



CONTENTS

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION ...ttt e e e e e e 1
000 0 PP 1
1.2 TUIKISN FACES ..ottt e e e e e 2
1.3 Theoretical FramewWork ...........ouie i e e 5
1.3.1 External Merge (EM) and Internal Merge (IM)..ceeeevvvveievvveen.. 6
1.3.2Phase HeadS .......ooouiieie i e e e e 7
1.4 Organization of the TheSIS ......ooiiii e e 13
CHAPTER 2: CNPCs AND COMPOUND FORMATION IN TURKISH....... 15
P2 R [ [ (0o [ T 1o o I TP 15
2.2 Compound Formation Rules in Turkish ................cooii i 21
2.2.1 Co-occurrence Restrictions on Possessivedtadnd Compound
Y= 1 = P 24
2.2.2 Omission of the Genitive Possessor and Nedtian of the
POSSESSIVE MAIKEIS ... et e e e e e e e 27
2.3 CNPCs as Higher Order CoOmMpouNdS ........c.coevuiiiririieie e eenes s s 35
2.4 The Position of the Genitive DP iNn CNPCS .........coiiiiiii i, 37
24.1Dialect Aand B ..o e 40
2.4.1.1 Negative Polarity ltems ..........cooiiiiiiiii i 42
2.4.1.2 Subject Verb Agreement ..........cccooviiiiiiii i a7
2.4.1.3Scrambling ......coiiiiii 49
2.5 NP-GEN NP-POSS and NP-GEN NP-CM Constructions .................... 54
2.6 SUMIMAIY oottt et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ettt e a e eens 58
CHAPTER 3: CASE LICENSING IN TURKISH ..o 59
3.1 Some Properties of Nominative, Genitive, andusative Subjects in Turkish 61
3.1.1 Complement CIAUSES .......coiuiiiiiie e e e 63
3. L2 AdJUNCE CIAUSES ... e e e e e 68
3.1.3 Relative ClaUSES ......uiuit i e e 71
3.1.4 Complex Noun Phrase Constructions .............ccccceeevvivvrcnnee. (4
3.2 Nom/Gen Subject Case in TUrkiSh ..........ovii i e e 76
3.2.1 Movement Analysis for Nominative Subjects ........................ 78

3.2.1.1 Verbal Agr as Nominative Case Licenser .......cccccc..... 78
3.2.1.2 Mood and Epistemic Modality as Nominatias€ Licenser 80

3.2.1.3 Phi Complete C and T as Nominative Casenser ......... 83
3.2.2 Base Generation ANAlYSIS .......ouuieie i e e 48
3.2.2.1 AgentP as Nominative Case Licenser ........................ 84

vi



3.2.3 Movement Analysis for Genitive Subjects ..........ccoevvivvnnanen. 89
3.2.3.1 Nominal Agr as Genitive Case Licenser ......... cowm... 89
3.2.3.2 External D Head as Genitive Case Licenser.............. 96
3.2.3.3 Nominal C as Genitive Case Licenser ...............coee.. 100
3.2.3.4n Head as Genitive Case LICENSEr ........ccvvvvviiiiineinninnn. 103
.3 SUMMAIY ot e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 108

CHAPTER 4: SUBJECT MARKING: GEN/NOM CASE LICENSINI®B!

LIS 4515 109
0 0 Yo [ Tox 1 o R 109
4.2 Gen/Nom Subject Case Licensing in CNPCS ..........cooiiiiiiieiiiiiiiininn, 109
4.3 CASE LICENSING ...ttt it it et e e e e e e et e e e 113
4.3.1 Different Functional Projections as Case h$&# ........................ 113
4.3.1.1 Nominal AGR as Case Licenserin CNPCs ............... 114
4.3.1.2 External D Head as Case Licenser in CNPCs............ 116
4.3.1.3 Nominal C as Case Licenser in CNPCs ................cu-.. 120
4.3.1.4nP as Case Licenserin CNPCS ........ccoovvvviiiiiiinn e, 122
4.3.2 Base Generation APProach ..........c..veius v cee e vennenienenenns 126
4.3.3 Features as Case LICENSE .......coviviiiiiiiiiiii e 130
4.3.3.1 Supercategorial Theory of CP/DP Parallelism............. 130
4.3.3.2 Features as Case Licenser in CNPCs ..........c.cccvveen e, 136
4.3.3.3 Pseudo Gen/Nom Alternation ..............ceevieviiinnnnnnnns 143
4.4 Movement or Base Generation Analysis .........ccoviiiiis i ievmcee e e 147
4.5 Turkish Complement and Adjunct Clauses ...............oev s ceeeeneennen. 151
4.5.1 Complement ClauSES .......c.uieiiiiii i e e e eees 151
4.5.2 AdJUNCE CIAUSES ... tiiiie i it et et e et e re e eae e 157
4.5.3 Relative CIaUSES ....c.uiiiie it e et e e e e 162
4.6 SUMIMABTY ..ttt e et et et et et e et et et et et et et e e et e e e e e e 165
CHAPTER 5: EPP, CASE CHECKING AND SUBJECT POSITIONS.......... 167
o 00 I {11 o o 11110 o P 167
5.2 EPP as a Universal PrinCiple ... e 170
5.2.1 Dispensing with EPP through other Syntactechanisms ............. 171
5.2.2 EPP in Null-Subject Languages ..........ccouoeiiiiii i e 174
5.3 Subject Position aboW® DOMAIN ........cooiii i e 178
5.3. 1 TP DOMAIN ...ttt it et e ettt et e e e et e e e e e enenaas 179
5.3.1.1 Quantifier Phrases ..........cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiicie e, 180
5.3.1.2 Reconstruction TeSt .........covviiiiiiiiiii i, 183
5.3.1.3 NPIs and Binding Facts ...........cccocviiiiiii i e 186
5.4 1S EPP redundant Or NOL? .......iuiie it e e e e e e e 190
5.5 SUMMAIY oo e e e e 192

vii



CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION ..ot e e

APPENDIX

REFERENCES ... ..o

viii



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1.Aim
The aim of this thesis is to investigate the natiréhe syntactic mechanism involved in
subject case licensing in complex noun phrasesirkigh. It has been observed in
Turkish linguistics literature that Turkish licessdominative/Genitive subject case in
complex noun phrase constructions, in complementses, in certain adjunct clauses
and relative clauses. The thesis will presentreahyais of these constructions with the

aim of determining the nature of the case licensmeghanism in each instance.

The questions that will be addressed in the tresigiven below:

* What are the structural properties of complex nplorases in Turkish?

* Is Genitive subject in the same position with tbenmative subject at the
point in the derivation where case is checked?

* Does case checking involve movement or long digt@agreement?

* If movement, which functional projections are pbtsianding sites for
the subjects?

* Does genitive subject move to a higher projecti@mtnominative

subject? If yes, which one?



« Can the movement of the subjects in Turkish beared by Case Filter
and/or EPP, as formulated within the MP?

* Isit possible to discard EPP?

The analysis of subject case licensing proposéiisrthesis will have implications for
the universality of the two mechanisms within tleaegrative framework, i.e. EPP
(Chomsky 1981) and Case Filter (Chomsky 1980, 198i¢ analyses will also have

applications for the functional categories andghease structure of Turkish.

1.2 Turkish Facts
In Turkish main clauses, subjects bear Nominataseavhich has no overt marker. The

agreement markers on the verb are verbal agreemahers’?

(1) Ben ajveris  yap-ti-m.
I-NOM shopping do-PAST-1SG
‘| did shopping.’

! There are two sets of agreement markers in Tuddstesponding to nominal and verbal agreement.

Verbal Agreement markers Nominal Agreement markers
singular plural singular plural
Ben git-ti-m. Biz qit-ti-k. Ben-irav-im ve araba-m Biz-im ev-imiz ve arabe

1 go-PAST-1SG we go-PAST-1PL I-GEN houg2SS and car- POSS we-GEN house- POSS and car- POSS

Sen git-ti-n. Siz  git-ti-niz.  ®@ ev-in ve araba-n Siz-in eizine araba-niz
you go-PAST-2SG you go-PAST-2Plyou-GEN house-POSS and car-POSS you-GEN house-Ba@bB&r- POSS

O qit-ti-& Onlar git-ti-ler.  @un ev-i ve araba-si Onlar-av-leri ve araba-lar
he go-PAST-3SG they go-PAST-3PL he-GEN houd&® and car-POSS they-GEN house-POSS and cat POS
‘l/welyou/she/helit/they went.’ ‘my/yougtihis car house and car’ ‘our/your/their houseb ars.’



In subordinate clauses, on the other hand, threreanstructions in which
Nominative/Genitive case marked subjects are plessilhe structures in (2a-d) are

Complex Noun Phrase Constructions (CNPC) in Turkislthich Genitive/Nominative

case variation can be observed.

(2) a. Sen siten cIk-t1-n dedikodu- herkes-in
you-NOM job-ABL leave-PAST-2SG nmar-CM everybody-GEN

&z-In-da.
mouth- 3POSS-LOC

b. Sen-in siten cik-g-1n dedikodu-su  herkes-in
you-GEN job-ABL leave-NOMgr rumor- CM everybody-GEN

&z-In-da.
mouth-3POSS-LOC

‘The rumor that you left your job is tatkabout by everybody.’

c. Sen-in din gece bayil-di dedikodu-n
you-GEN vyesterday night fdifAST-3SG rumor-2SGPoss

¢ok  komgul-du.
very speak-PASS-PAST

‘Your rumor that s/he fainted last nightatked about a lot.’

d. Sen-in saatlerce s#o-n iddia-si sadece byalan.
you-GEN  for hours  run-PAST-2SGlaim-CM  just a lie
‘The claim (about you) that you ran foun®is just a lie.’

‘Your claim that ‘you ran for hours’ iggt a lie.’



In (2a) the complement of the head noun showsdtitinal properties of a main
clause. The embedded predicate is fully inflecteddnse and verbal agreement
markers. The embedded subject bears Nominativencaseer.

The complement of the head noun in (2b) has tthectional properties common
to a subordinate clause with a nominalizer. Theextdbd predicate appears with the
nominalizer —DIK and nominal agreement markerse &@mbedded subject bears
Genitive case.

(2c) is similar to (2a) with respect to the fdwttthe embedded predicate is
inflected for tense. Default agreement marker tihied person agreement marker,
appears on the embedded predicate. The agreemek@roa the head noun agrees in
person with the genitive case marked nominal.

In (2d) the embedded predicate is inflected wetise and verbal agreement
markers as is the case in (2a). The DP nominakl®anitive case. Compound marker
-(s)l appears on the head noun.

Chapter two illustrates the structural propertEENPCs including the ones in
(2a-d). Chapter three presents Turkish facts aediqus studies on Nom/Gen subject
case licensing in Turkish literature which leada toew syntactic analysis of subject
case checking in CNPCs in chapter four.

Now we turn to the theoretical framework in sectioB which will be relevant

for the discussions in the following chapters.



1.3 Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework that the arguments asedan is the Minimalist Program
(MP) as proposed by Chomsky (1995, 1999, 2000, 22005, 2007, 2008). The aim of
the MP is to better understand and formulate ecgied account of Faculty of
Language (FL).

Chomsky (2008) argues for the Strong Minimalist 3is¢SMT) “which holds
that language is an optimal solution to interfageditions that FL must satisfy; that is
language is an optimal way to link sound and meanit?

From Government and Binding Theory (GB) to the Méré has been a
continuous research to explain FL through levelepfesentation and structure building
operations. Although the MP is based on GB, it sdekthe most economical
computational system.

Government and Binding Theory (GB) assumes fouglteuf representation:
Deep Structure (DS), Surface Structure (SS), Lédioam (LF) and Phonetic Form
(PF). DS is the level where the grammatical funcad the thematic roles of the
lexical items are the same. SS is the level wliase is assigned and displacement
properties are observed. PF and LF are interfasdd@amely the derivation sent out
from SS is assigned phonetic interpretation atfFsemantic interpretation at LF.

Within the MP, these levels are reduced to LF aRavRich are indispensable
and required without a stipulation. DS and SS alesgmed under the operation
‘Merge’. Thus MP not only attempts to find ‘an apél way to link sound and meaning’
but also does this in the most elegant, natura ,emonomical way.

In the following sections basic tenets of the MIgvant to the thesis will be

focused on.



1.3.1. External Merge (EM) and Internal Merge (IM)

In the MP, the computational system does not tekiedl items randomly from the
lexicon rather it takes a numeration which is aofée¢xical items. There is further
internal organization within a numeration knowrsab-array (Chomsky, 2000). Each

sub-array has only one phase head.

Numeration = {phase 1X, A, B, C}, {phase 2Y, D, E, F}}

According to these assumptions the computatiorsibsy takes the numeration
above from the lexicon. The numeration is compadeado sub-arrays each headed by
a phase head indicated here as X and Y. Lexmalstin the derivation have
phonological, semantic, and formal features. Tluasebe interpretable features which
are specified in the lexicon or uninterpretablddess which must be valued in the
course of the derivation.

Full Interpretation (FI) requires each feature Rtdnd PF to be interpreted
appropriately, otherwise the derivation crashesveéler at PF, formal features cannot
be interpreted so if there is a syntactic featalevant for phonological component it
should be eliminated before PF. Not all syntactatdires are interpretable at LF; the
uninterpretable features must be deleted by LErpnétable features on the other hand
are legible at LF so they need not be deleted.

There is a set of operations making the derivgtimteed in a smooth way:
Merge and Agree. Merge has two instances: Extéfieagje (EM) and Internal Merge
(IM), the latter also known as the operation ‘Mav@homsky (2005) defines the
differences between EM and IM in the following wélM yields generalized argument

structure (theta roles, the “cartographic” hieregshand similar properties); and IM

6



yields discourse-related properties such as otarimdtion and specificity, along with
scopal effects.” IM is like EM in that it comes drand it is not an “imperfection” of
language.

The other operation is Agree. Under this operdti@nprobe with uninterpretable
features values its features with interpretabléufes of a matching goal.

If the probe with uninterpretable features alsodra&F then IM applies and the
probe attracts the goal with a matching featuiiéstepecifier position. If the probe with
uninterpretable feature does not have an EF theaeAgpplies and the probe with
uninterpretable features values its features iomance with Fl and does not attract the
goal to its specifier position.

Within the MP there was a shift from sub-arrayphase heads in terms of
internal organization (Chomsky, 2005). Only phasads are the locus of all features
and instead of Lexical Arrays (LA) they determihe transfer points to Interface

Levels. In the next section there will be a focagpbase heads.

1.3.2. Phase Heads

In the MP, Chomsky (2005) proposes that therevaoephases: CP andp.?
Chomsky(2000) suggests ‘propositionality’ as a criterion phasehood, namely

C andv are independent units in terms of interface priogerTransitiverP has ‘full

argument structure’ and C has ‘tense and forcedgnttes. The second criterion for

phasehood is allowing movements to the edges ndmaeing reconstruction sites.

2 Based on the parallelism between CP and DP steydtliraiwa (2005) takes DP also as a phase head.
7



Phases are the basic derivational units. The catipoal system takes one
phase into derivation. When the derivation movethéonext phase, the complement
domain of the previous phase is sent to Spell-us is no longer available for
computation. This simplifies the computational syst however, edges are exempted
from this process to allow for the movement of ¢lgatactic objects for operations in
subsequent phases.

Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC) checks timecttire in small steps namely
phase by phase. Given that each phase is senelieCag, MP assumes Multiple Spell-
Out, rather than a single Spell-Out.

As a result of cyclic Spell-Out a probe cannot hawveess to earlier phases as

stated in Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC):

Phase Impenetrability Condition: (Chomsky, 2000
“The domain of H is not accessible to operationside HP; only H and its edge are
accessible to such operations. The edge being#due outside of H’, either specifiers
(Specs) or elements adjoined to HP.”

Given the structuresp Z...[wp o [H YP ]]] with H and Z the heads of phases the

following tree structure in (3) shows the searcmdm of ZP, XP and HP.



3 ZP (CP)
N

Zl

Search domain of ZP

Searanthin of XP

Search domain of HP

(Richards, 2008)

According to this formulation of PIC the complemehvP is not accessible to non-
phase TP. The search domain of TP is restrictedatal its specifiers. However T in
some unaccusative and passive constructions I@tgndie agrees with the DP in the

complement domain ofP in English.

(4) a. [C [T be likely [Expl to arrive a man]]]

b. There is likely to arrive a man. (Chém<=2001)

The expletive moves to [Spec TP] and deletes tHe féRture of T. However the
expletive cannot delete the uninterpretable phufes of T as it is phi incomplete. Then

probe T Agrees with the goal in the VP domain aaldies its uninterpretable phi



features and as a reflex of this values the cadarie of the object DP. However the fact
that T can probe into unaccusati challenges the PIC stated above.

Thus Chomsky (2000) proposed that unaccusativgrassive/P is not a phase
as Agree between T and the DP in the complemenautoof VP is not expected under
PIC. Chomsky (2001) distinguishes strong phaSeamn{d v) and weak phases
(unaccusative and passmes). According to this assumption the structurengplified
in (3) does not pose a challenge to PIC since wsatwevP is not a strong phase.
Therefore T can probe for a goal in this domain.

However, Legate (2003) indicated that reconstomcéffects, quantifier raising
and parasitic gap tests provide evidence for tlas@hood of unaccusative and passive
VPs. Unaccusative and passiWRs have reconstruction sites similar to transitive
showing that there is movement to the edges foopieeations in the higher phases.

Moreover such a distinction between strong andkvpbases cannot explain

agreement between T and DP in the complement doohartransitive/P in Icelandic.

(5) Henni  ?7?/* leiddist/leiddust Slidr
Her(D) bored(Dflt.)/bored(3Pl.) boys(.D.Pl.)
‘She found the boys boring.’ (Sigurdsson 1996, 26)

In this example matrix T agrees with the nominabigect although theP phase
intervening between TP and VP is a strong one.
Based on these problems with the first formulatI€; was revised in the

following way.
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Given the structure$ Z... [wp o [H YP]]];
“The domain of H is not accessible to operationgRitonly H and its edge are

accessible to such operations.” (Chomsky, 2001)

(6) ZP (CP)

Search domain of ZP

Search domain of XP™

Search domain of #R

(Richards, 2008)

Based on the configuration above the search sdate s extended. T can not only
probe intovP but also VP domain.

Examples (4) and (5) no longer challenge PIC asdingplement domain ofP
is accessible to TP until the Merge of the nextsghahich is CP.

As for the syntactic nature of the phase heads assumed that all phi features
and Tense are in C. These are transmitted to T GRds merged. Thus phi features and
Tense are not intrinsic to T but derivative. A dananalysis is made foP and VP

projections. All relevant features areviand these are transmitted to V.

11



Phase heads have Agree feature and Edge FeatyreABfee feature of C is
inherited by T and Agree feature\ois inherited by V. Edge feature of the relevant
head, on the other hand, attracts an XP to [SpéoC]BpecvP]. If T inherits EF from
C together with Agree feature it also attractsgbal to its specifier position. That is
why a DP is raised to [Spec TP] or an expletiveé&ged. However, EF of C cannot
attract an XP raised to [Spec TP]. It must raisenfits base generated position.

A- versus A-’ movement distinction is determineat an the basis of the
structural position of the moving phrases but anlibsis of how they are derived.

Merge position initiated by EF is an A’ positiondatine others are A position.

(7) John saw Mary.

Under these assumptions, the derivational stefiseddtructure in (7) can be

illustrated in the following way.

(8) CP

12



The derivation starts with thé> phase. OnceP is merged V inherits the relevant
features fronv and its EF. V attracts the goal DP ‘Mary’ to its specifier pasit As \/
then undergoes head movement pmsition movement of the DP to [Spec VP] isn't
detected. As stated in PIC the complement domau® @ not sent to Spell-Out until the
Merge of CP.

The next phase is CP. Once CP is merged T inHiegitse and phi features from
C and C-T probes for a goal with matching intergloét phi features to value its
uninterpretable phi features. According to PICgpecifier position of theP phase is
accessible to CP phase.

C-T values its uninterpretable phi features and eeflex of this, the C-T probe
values the case feature of the goal DP as nomaatis T has also inherited C’s EF it

also attracts the goal to its Spec position. Fynidlis phase is also sent to Spell-Out.

1.4 Organization of the Thesis
The first chapter has introduced the theoretiGahi&work with a special emphasis on
phase heads and case licensing mechanism withiRBhehich is relevant to the
discussions in the following chapters.

Chapter Il illustrates possible variants of Comgh\oun Phrase Constructions
(henceforth CNPCs) in Turkish with a special foonghe structural properties of
CNPCs as higher order compounds. The discussiatroctural properties of CNPCs
will extend to a syntactic analysis of subject dasnsing in CNPCs in chapter four.

Chapter Il presents the distribution of Nominatared Genitive subject case

licensing in complement and adjunct clauses, raatiauses, and complex noun phrase

13



constructions in Turkish. The second part of thiapter focuses on former accounts on
Turkish Nom/Gen subject case licensing within tbaegative framework (Kural 1993,
Kornfilt 2003, Aygen 2002, Oztiirk 2005, Ulgta008, Miyagawa 2008). These studies
are illustrated under the classification of Base&ation Analysis and Movement
Analysis.

Chapter IV proposes ‘Features as case licensalysia for CNPCs in Turkish.
This chapter discusses syntactic derivation of C&IRC urkish the structural properties
of which are presented in chapter two. Implicatiohthis analysis for complement and
adjunct clauses and relative clauses are alsostieduin the second part of this chapter
with pre-conditions specified for Turkish.

Chapter V deals with the nature of EPP in contasther syntactic operations
such as Case/Agree in Turkish and investigatetatiget position of Nom/Gen subject
movement operations.

Chapter VI presents the main questions raised asexed in the current study

with the contributions, implications for the the@wyd suggestions for future studies.
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CHAPTER TWO

CNPCs AND COMPOUND FORMATION IN TURKISH

2.1 Introduction

This chapter illustrates CNPCs in Turkish and exasitheir structural properties. The

main concern of the chapter is to illustrate adl gossible variants of CNPCs in Turkish
with their structural properties. This discussismriucial for understanding the syntactic
mechanism involved in Nominative/Genitive caserigiag in CNPCs which is the focus

of chapter four.

CNPCs in Turkish have compound structure, which lvglshown in detail in
section 2.2. The following structures in (1la-dgewlify some CNPC variants in

Turkish.

(1) a. Sen yeni bir ev-e tasIn-mis-sin soylenti-si gercek gle
you-NOM new one house-DAT move-PAZIG rumor-CM true not
‘The rumor that you moved to a new howsseat true.’

b. Sen-in  sinav- gec-e-mg-idi haber-i biz-i  tz-da.

you-GEN exam-ACC pass-ABIL-NEG-AGRy news-CM we-ACC upset-PAST
‘The news that you couldn’t pass the exam upse
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c. Sen-in din gece bdyi dedikodu-n

you-GEN yesterday night faint-PRSSG  rumor-2SGPoss

¢cok kongrul-du.
very speak-PASS-PAST
‘Your rumor that s/he fainted last night isked a lot.’

d. Sen-in saatlerce sko-n iddia-si sadece byalan.
you-GEN  for hours run-PAST-2SG w©laCM just a lie

‘The claim that you ran for hours is just a’lie

‘The claim (about you) that you ran for howggust a lie.’

Nominative/Genitive subject case variation in (Jawill be discussed in Chapter
four. This chapter deals with the structural préiperof CNPCs given in (1c-d).
However CNPC variants with Genitive case markedinata are not restricted to (1c-

d). All the possible variations are illustrated 2a-e).

(2) a. sen-in din gece bayil-d iddia-n
you-GEN yesterday night faint-PAS3& claim-2SGPoss
‘your claim that s/he fainted last night.’

*'your claim that you fainted last night’

b. sen-in iflas etsmsin haber-in
you-GEN bankruptcy get-PAST-2SG n@8&Poss
‘your news that ‘you went bankrupt’

* 'your news that you went bankrupt’
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C. sen-in gizlice evlen-di soylen-ti-si
you-GEN secretly marry-PAST-3SG mos-CM
‘the rumor (about you) that you got marriedredy’

‘your rumor that s/he got married secretly’

d. sen-in saatlerce skio-n iddia-sI
you-GEN for hours run-PAST-2SG claim-CM
‘the claim (about you) that you ran for hours.

‘your claim that ‘you ran for hours”

e. sen-in her zaman  {&-1r-1m laf-5n

you-GEN always  succeed-AORIST-1S@&mark-AGRowm

‘your remark ‘I always succeed”

*your remark about me that | always succeed

The Genitive DP in (2e) is interpreted to be cereftial with thepro in the

complement claus@he embedded predicate bears first person singglaement

marker but the referent pfo is the same with the second person genitive ndmina

According to the grammaticality judgment test wgéndone, which will be

discussed in detail in section 2.4, the CNPCs gind@a-d) have two different analysis

based on two dialects in Turkish: Dialect A and B.

Speakers of Dialect A do not interpret the Genidie as the subject in any of the

sentences above. As illustrated below in (3a-dh@&se CNPCs therepso in the
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embedded clause that may or may not be co-indexkédhe Genitive DP for Dialect A

speakers. This point will be discussed in detadentions 2.4 and 2.5.

(3) a.sen-in [ pro*y din gece bayil-fli iddia-n

b. sen-in [ pro*y; iflas  et-my-sin; ] haber-ip

c. sen-in [proy; gizlice evlen-dj ] sodylen-ti-si

d. sen-in [ proy; saatlerce ketu-ny; ] iddia-si

Dialect B speakers on the other hand interpreGieitive DP as the subject in the
embedded clause when co-indexation is possibletivélembedded predicate. For
Dialect B speakers Genitive/Nominative alternaiopossible in some CNPCs although
this is restricted to certain constructions andfieakers which will be discussed in

detail in section 2.4. This is illustrated below(#a-d).

(4) a. [hickimse-nin iflas et-me-ngitir; | haber-ip
nobody-GEN  bankruptcy get-PAST-2S@Gews-2SGPoss

‘your news that ‘nobody went bankrupt’

b. [sen-in saatlerce  kdu-n ] iddia-g!
you-GEN for hours run-PAST-2SG claim-CM

‘the claim that you ran for hours.’
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c. *[sen-in gizlice evien-dj soylenti-gi
you-GEN secretly marry-PAST-3SG rumor-CM

‘the rumor that you got married secretly’

d. *[ sen-in din gece bayil{di iddia-n
you-GEN yesterday night fail$FT-3SG claim-2SGPoss

'the claim that you fainted last night’

When the agreement markers on the embedded predigete in person with the
genitive nominal as illustrated in (4a-b), Dial&cspeakers interpret Genitive DP as the
subject in the embedded clause. It will be showseiction 2.4 why (4c-d) cannot be

realized in Dialect B.

The CNPCs given in (1a-b) repeated below as (Sadparallel in structure to

simple compounds in Turkish.

(5) a.[[sen yeni bir ev-e tain-mis-sin| soylenti-si]
you-NOM new one house-DATovwe-PAST-2SG rumor-CM

‘the rumor that you moved to a newseu

b. [ [ sen-in sinav-I ecge-me-di-in] haber-i]
you-GEN exam-ACC pass-ABIL-NE@GRyom news-CM

‘the news that you couldn’t passekam’
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c. [ [yan] araba-si]
race car-CM

‘race car’

In (5a) there is a finite clause and in (5b) a psipon as the complement of the
head noun which bears compound marker -(s)l. I (@eich is a simple compound, the
complement is a simple noun and as is the cadgaib) the head noun bears compound

marker -(s)I.

In what follows, we will take a look at the strudl properties of simple
compounds and CNPCs in Turkish. Section 2.2 dematestformation rules for simple
compounds which are relevant for the discussiostarctural properties of CNPCs in
section 2.3. Section 2.4 presents the grammadtigatigment test and the analysis of
CNPCs in two different dialects. The discussiothis section has implications for the
compound structures and for subject case licensinigh is the focus of the fourth
chapter. Section 2.5 discusses the position oG#@tive nominal in the DP domain

contrasting these structures with genitive-posgessinstructions.
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2.2 Compound Formation Rules in Turkish

-(s)I compounds and Genitive-Possessive constnsfoe two nominal constructions in

Turkish?

-(s)I Compounds: In Turkish when a compound costaivo nouns, the head is inflected

with -(s)I which is exemplified belovg.

! There is another nominal construction in Turkigtiahi consists of a complement and head without a
suffix. The following is an example of this congttion.

N-@ N-@
(1) altin bilezik

‘golden bracelet’

Dede (1978), Schaaik (2002) and GoOksel and Kergb@5) label this N-N sequence as bare
compounds. Goksel and Kerslake (2005) suggesb#ratcompounds are used when ‘the first noun
specifies the sex, profession or nationality offileeson denoted by the second noun; when thenfixgt
specifies the material from which the item dendigdhe second noun is made and in the names of some
dishes and street names.’ In the thesis we wiltiokshe analysis to the constructions which teear
compound marker or possessive agreement markéredmetd noun.

> We have represented the nominal compounds und@r@)éction; however in Turkish literature there
are some other analyses that question the existéridR as a functional projection in Turkish. O&tiir
(2005) argues that in Turkish there are no ovedowert determiners that will be evidence for the
existence of a DP projection.
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N N-CM DP
(6) dis firca-si /\D,
tooth brush-CM NP/\ D i
/\ N’
NN

] firca

The suffix —(s)l which attaches to the head noulieen labeled as the compound
marker by some researches (Schaaik 1996, 2001, 2@6foeder 1999) and as the
possessive marker —s(I) by others (Lewis 1967, tnild976, Gencan 1979,

Banguglu 1998).

*> The compound marker -(s)! has the following alloptoc variations. The set in (1a) illustrates the
variants of the compound marker when attachedword ending in a vowel and the set in (2a) illustsa
the variants of the compound maker when attachedaord ending in a consonant.

(1) a. ata masa-si (2) a. yarat-I
ironing table-CM radeorse-CM
“ironing table’ ‘race horse’
b. ks uyku-su b. su top-u
winter sleep-CM water polo-CM
‘hibernation’ wdter polo’

Note that the high vowel in the compound markel adergoes vowel harmony when preceded by a
rounded vowel as illustrated in (1b-2b).
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Genitive-Possessive Constructions: genitive-posgessnstructions are made up of a
genitive marked possessor as the modifier and segesd entity as the head marked

with a possessive markér.

(7) a. Ben-im ev-im PossP
/‘\
I-GEN book-1SG Poss Ben-im Poss’

‘My book’ DP/\ Poss

b. Ayse-nin utd-su NP/\ D
Ayse-GEN iron-3SG Poss /\N’
‘Ayse’s iron’ /\ N

The possessive suffix on the head noun agreessompand number with the genitive
possessor; it is first person singular in (7a) gadl person singular in (7b). Note that
third person possessive suffix and compound mdraee the same form but as the

distribution facts indicate they do not have thesdunction. Third person possessive

* We have adapted the tree structure proposed BgrAkechriotis (2006) for the possessive phrases
which select DP as a complement as illustratedvibelo

PossP

_J-"—‘_’-'_H-H—"‘-\-\.
DP—" ~Poss®
NMumP/CIP pe
_‘_,.;-F‘_'_"""\-\.\_\_\_\_
a—"_ﬁH
NP Mum=/CI?

Arslan-Kechriotis (2006, 84)

Arslan-Kechriotis (2006) suggests that ‘when thieneo possessive phrase a PossP is not posited.’
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suffix appears when there is a third person gempiossessor but compound marker —

(s)! appears on the heads of all -(s)l compounds.

2.2.1 Co-occurrence Restrictions on Possessive é&vadnd Compound Marker

-(s)l compounds can be embedded under a genitissegsive construction. The
structures given (8a-b) exemplify -(s)l compoundsoh are restricted by genitive

possessors.

(8) a. Ben-im di firca-m
I-GEN tooth brush-1SG Poss

‘My tooth brush’

b. Age-nin  cay bahce-si
Aye-GEN tea garden-3SG Poss

‘Ayse’s tea garden’

> Yiikseker (1987) suggests that possessive compamtisyntactic possessives (Gen-Poss constructions)
have similar structures based on structural anchiegémsimilarities between the two constructions.

NP-Gen NP-Poss NP-Gen NP-Poss

(1) a. kalem-@ silgi-si b. kalem-in silgi-si
pencil  eraser-POSS pencil-GEN eraser-POSS
‘an eraser attached to a pencil’ ‘this/the pencil’s eraser’

Yukseker (1987) argues that complements of theshigabloth possessive compounds and syntactic
possessives bear Genitive case. In syntactic congfso@enitive case is realized overtly while in
possessive compounds it is null.
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In (8a) -(s)l compound ‘difircas!’ is restricted by first person genitivespessor

and in (8b), -(s)l compound ‘cay bahcesi’ is reséd by third person genitive possessor.

Note that when -(s)I compound is restricted lgenitive possessor, it is the
possessive agreement marker rather than the comdpoarker that appears on the head

noun (Dede 1978, Goksel 1988, Schaaik 2001).

(9) a. *Sen-in  ¢ay bahce-si-n /.PgSP
you-GEN tea garden-CM-2SGPoss sen-in Poss’

‘Your tea garden’

D’ -
b. Sen-in ¢cay bahce-n NP/\ Bi-
you-GEN tea garden-2SG Poss /\

N!

‘Your tea garden’ /\ N

cay bahce

DP/\ Poss
/\

n

The co-occurrence of the compound marker and thegssive suffix yields
ungrammaticality as the ungrammaticality of (9a)\abindicates. Schaaik (2001, 2002)
suggests ‘late expression of the compound markedraing to which the compound
marker —(s)l is not attached at the level of conmabiormation proper but that it is
attached only in those cases where the compourdidas as an NP’. Schaaik (2002)
proposes that (10a) represents Turkish compoumadafiton which can be an input for

further formations while (10b) represents -(s)l paund functioning as an NP.

(10) a. Noun_Nour, - b. NownNourn,— CM
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According to this formulation, in (8a-b) nominalrepoundscay bahc¢e’and'dis firca’,
without a CM, function as the head of the genifpassessive construction and as there
is a genitive possessor, possessive suffix istagthdn (6) on the other hand, CM is

attached on the head noun as the nominal compaunatidns as an NP.

Kornfilt (1984) analyses the co-occurrence resorcof the compound marker
and the possessive suffixes under morpheme delatialyses. She suggests that CM is
a non-alternating suffix namely it does not chaimg®rm but possessive markers are
alternating suffixes as they change in form. Ifréhis a sequence of a non-alternating

and an alternating suffix as in (11), the non-ali¢ing suffix must be deleted.

(11) *Sen-in cay bahcge-si-n

CM-Pessive Suffix

The structure is predicted to be ungrammatical isedhe compound marker
which is the non-alternating suffix in this sequeignot deleted. Note that of the two
formulations for compounds given in (10), KornBltinalysis is in line with the
formulation in (10b) as the CM is assumed to bacaetd at the level of compound

formation proper.
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2.2.2 Omission of the Genitive Possessor and Negtian of the Possessive Markers

When the possessed entity is not compared with thomgeelse, the possessor is not
focused or does not introduce a new topic (GoksKk&slake 2005); genitive possessor

can be omitted otherwise genitive possessor iglgwetpressed as the examples in

(12a-b) indicate.

(12) a. (Ben-im) Odev-im cokor. Ban-a yardim et.
(IFGEN) homework-1SGPoss veryfidifit. I-DAT help do

‘My homework is very difficult. Help me W my homework.

b. Ben-im ddev-im sen-i 6dev-in-den daheor.
I-GEN homework-1SGPoss you-GEN homéw&5GPoss-ABL more difficult

‘My homework is more difficult than your homework.’

It is also possible to omit the possessive agreemarkers on the head noun in
simple genitive constructions with overt first @cend person genitive possessors
(Schroeder 1999, Oztiirk 2001, Goksel and Kersl@ksPand this is referred to as

‘neutralization’ of the possessive marker (Schrod@99).
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Note that this is only possible when the genitiesgessor is obligatorily overt and
when the possessed entity is alienably relatede@eénitive possessor as exemplified in
(13a-b)° Neutralization of the possessive suffix is not\aa when genitive-possessive
construction expresses body parts or relationsd®tviwo entities (Schroeder 1999,

Oztiirk 2001) as the ungrammaticality of (13c-d)dates.’

® Possessive suffix can also be neutralized with soalinable kinship terms and inalienable locatias
illustrated in the examples below.

(1) a.Ben-im kiz okul-u sev-mi-yor.
My girl  school-ACC likeBG-PRES
‘My little girl (daughter) does not likbe school.’

b.o zaman anne-m yonetici-ydi bizim apartman-da
that time mother-AP.1SG aretaker-PST1 our apartment-LOC
‘At that time, my mother was the caretaif our department.’
(Schroeder 1999,112-113)
The possessor bears Genitive case but possesfiixeson the head nouns are neutralized.

7 Oztiirk (2001) suggests that genitive constructisitis agreement differ in structure from genitive
constructions without agreement in that the geaitisminal in genitive constructions without agreatne
are determiners. Oztiirk (2001) bases her argunoartise following contrasting properties of the two
constructions.

(i) non-agreeing genitive forms are not compatibiéh determiners while agreeing genitive forms are
compatible with determiners.

(1) a. Ben-im bitin/her/birgok ev-im
I-gen alllevery/many house-1psg
‘all/every/many houses of mine’

b. * Ben-im butin/her/bircok ev
I-gen all/every/many house
(i) movement of the constituents is allowed in agreg@gjtive forms while this is not allowed in non-
agreeing genitive forms.

(2) a. mavi araba-m  ben-im
Blue car-1p sg I-gen
‘my blue car’
b. *mavi araba ben-im
Blue car I-gen
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(13) a. Ben-im araba c¢ok hizli.
I-GEN car very fast.

‘My car is very fast.’

b.* ec araba c¢ok hizl.
car very fast

Intended reading: ‘My car is very fast

c. *ben-im goz
I-Gen eye

‘my eye’

d. *masa-nin  orti
table-gen cloth

‘the table cloth’

Similar to neutralization of the possessive agregmerkers, there is another
property of the nominal constructions in Turkishiethhas not been studied in the
literature so far. When -(s)I compound is embedd®sder a genitive-possessive
construction, in some cases on the head noun camdpoarker appears instead of

possessive agreement markers. This is exemplifiétida-b) below.

(14) a. Sen-in yari araba-si gin-d{g-um kadar hizli gle
you-GEN race car-CM thinkPAGRnyom as much as fast not

‘Your race car is not as fast as | expedténlbe.’
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b. Ben-im  difir¢ca-si canta-da  yok.
I-GEN tooth brush-CM  bag-LOC saht.

‘My tooth brush is not in the bag.’

In (14a) the genitive possessor is second persguilgir, in (14b) it is first
person singular and hence on the head noun pogseggeement markers that agree in
person with the genitive possessors are expectaetr compound marker appears
on the head noun instead of possessive agreemekenhaontrasting with the examples

in (8a-b).

One possibility is to analyze these structuressmalar vein with genitive-

possessive constructions as exemplified in (19) tié corresponding tree structure.

(15) a. Ben-im gi firca-si /@SP
I-GEN tooth brush-CM ben-im Poss’
‘my tooth brush’ DP/\ Poss
/\D’
o NP/\ D s
b. Ben-imdi firca-m
I-GEN tooth brush-1SGPoss /\N’
‘my tooth brush’ /\ N

ds firca

Under this analysis the occurrence of the companarker in (15a) remains arbitrary as
first person possessive agreement markers are texpen the head noun as is the case

in (15b). Additionally, similar to the contrasts tOk (2001) suggests for genitive-
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possessive constructions and genitive constructiotisneutralized agreement markers,

NP-GEN NP-CM constructions differ from genitive-gessive constructions.

In genitive-possessive constructions there is an#tie relation between the
complement and the head noun but this is not nadbsthe case in NP-GEN NP-CM
constructions. In (16a) the owner of the race hassenterpreted to be the genitive
nominal, while in (17a) the owner of the race hoisenot necessarily the genitive
nominal. In (17a) it is possible to interpret therse as the speaker’s favorite horse in the

race or as the horse the speaker owns.

(16) a. Ben-im yagl at-1m
I-GEN race horse-1SGPoss

‘my race horse’

b. Sen-in ve ben-im yarat-imiz
you-GEN and I-GEN race horse-184$

‘your and my race horse’

(17) a. Ben-im yag1 at-1
I-GEN race horse-CM
‘my race horse’

‘my (favorite) race horse’

b. Sen-in ve ben-im yanat-i

you-GEN and I-GEN race horse-CM
‘your and my race horse’

31



When genitive nominals are co-ordinated as in (1&fd (17b), in genitive-
possessive constructions, the head noun agreessorpwith the co-ordinated nominals

but compound marker appears on the head noun iordinated NP-GEN NP-CM

constructions.

Movement of the constituents is possible in geaifpossessive constructions,

while this yields to ungrammaticality in NP-GEN NIM constructions.

(18) a. yag at-1m ben-im

race horse-1SGPoss |-GEN

b. *yars at-I ben-im

race horse-CM [-GEN

Based on these differences we conclude that gemiibssessive constructions
and NP-GEN NP-CM constructions differ in structarel propose the following tree

structures as possible representations of NP-GENCMRconstructions.

(19)
a. DP b. DP
benim/>{ benim/?/g
D D
NP D -1 "~ D
N’ NP~ ™~ D-i
PN NN
yaris  at N
yars at
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In both (19a-b) the genitive nominal occupies [SP&§ position. (19a) is similar to a -
(s)I compound while (19b) assumes another DP ptiojeover -(s)l compound. As
mentioned in section 2.2, compound marker is aalt@rnating suffix and appears on
the heads of all -(s)l compounds. There is notfgdiiure agreement with the D head and
the nominal in [Spec DP] and hence genitive castnemominal in [Spec DP] in (19a)
is not expected. We suggest (19b) as the reprasanbf NP-GEN NP-CM
constructions. In section 2.5, we will give furtletidence for the proposed tree
structure.

According to the analysis proposed by Schaaik (22002) the formation rules
given above for simple compounds are assumed tioebgame for higher order

compounds given in (20) below.

(20) a. kendisi-nin de onun yer-in-de ynia sey-i yap-acal duygu-su
himself-gen too his place-p3s-kame thing-acc do-fut-agr feeling-CM
‘The feeling that he too would do the veame thing in his place.’

(Schaaik 2001, 7)

b. Erkek-ler-in, “Kadin-lar  ne tij@r-lar?” soru-su-na

male-pl-gen woman-pl what wanegpagr question-CM-dat

kafa patlat-tik-lar da bir gercek
brain-rack-pres-agr too a reality

‘That men rack their brains over the question aiMtlo women want?” is a reality too.’

(Schaaik 2001, 1)
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The constructions in (20a-b) are parallel in stiteto simple compounds in that
there is a complement and a head which bears thpaand marker —(s)l. These
structures are different from simple compounds wegpect to the nature of the heads
and complements. The head of the compound in (dayher order noun which takes
a complement that expresses a ‘proposition’ wiigettead in (20b) is again a higher

order one which takes a clausal term as its congidem

Schaaik (2002) proposes the following terms asiptessomplement and head

types.

Complement Head Term
a) First Cay bahce-si NP
order tea garden-CM
Terms ‘tea garden’
b) Second Bir kitap yaz-ma fikr-i Predicational
Order a book write-INF idea-CM
Terms ‘the idea to write a book’
c¢) Third Hersey tamam ol-gu iddia-sI N
Order everything all right be-PRT1-P3S claim-CM Propositional
Terms ‘The claim that everything is all right’
d) Fourth  Bir tane daha ist-er mi-ydi-niz sual-i Clausal
Order One more want-PRES1 Q-PROJ1-2Rjuestion-CM
Terms

‘The question “Would you like another

one?”
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The structural properties are the same in Firse©Of@rms to Fourth Order Terms but
the complement and head types differ at each |&¥a.next section focuses on the

structural properties of CNPCs as higher order aamgs.

2.3 CNPCs as Higher Order Compounds

The CNPCs in (1a-b), repeated below as (21a-bpanallel in structure to simple -(s)l
compounds in that there is a complement and aWwhath bears the suffix —(s)l. The
CNPCs differ from simple -(s)l compounds in tha tomplement is not a first order

entity, the complement expresses a propositioit,igia clause.

(21) a.[[sen yeni bir ev-e tain-mis-sin | soylenti-si]
you-NOM new one house-DAT m&A&AST-2SG rumor-CM

‘the rumor that you moved to a new lgus

b. [[ sen-in sinav-I gec-e-me-di-in] haber-i]
you-GEN  exam-ACC pass-ABNEG-AGRyom nhews-CM

‘the news that you couldn’t pass tharax

Being analyzed as -(s)l compounds, it is possiblenibed these structures under

a genitive-possessive construction parallel tol}aFhis is exemplified in (22a-b).
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(22) a. [ben-im [ [ sen yeni bir ev-e tain-mis-sin | soylenti] -m]

I-Gen you-NOM new one houselDAnove-PAST-2SG rumor-1SGPoss

‘my rumor that you moved to a new house’

b. [Age-nin [[ sen-in sinav-I gegne-dg-in] haber] -i]
Aye-GEN you-GEN exam-ACC pass-ABIL-NEG-Atd  news-3SGPoss

‘Ayse’s news that you couldn’t pass the exam’

In (22a-b), -(s)I compound is embedded under atigerpossessive
construction. As the compound is restricted byt fserson genitive possessor in (22a)
and third person genitive possessor in (22b), mssse agreement markers that agree in

person with the genitive possessors appear oneihe houns.

The co-occurrence of the possessive agreement marvké the compound

marker in (23) yields ungrammaticality as is theecaith simple compounds.

(23) *[ben-im [ [ sen yeni bir ev-e tain-mi-sin]  soylenti-si] -m]

[-Gen you-NOM new one house-DAT ®mdRAST-2SG rumor-CM-1SGPoss

‘my rumor that you moved to a new house’

The tree structures of the examples in (22a-byaen in (24a-b) below.
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(24) a. PossP

Ben-im Poss’

DP/\ Poss tm
P

NP/\ D- si
N
N e
AN

TP

CP/\ N
soylenti
/\ c
T

VP/\ T

PN
eve tain-mis-sin

S

b. PossP

Ayseﬁ\mss’
/DP\/\ Poss -i

v N p
/\N’

o O\ N
/\ c haber

N ¢
AN

sen-in
VE T

PN ..

sinav-I geg-e-me-ghin

In the next section we turn to the analysis ofrtbminal constructions which have the

representation of NP-GEN NP-POSS or NP-GEN NP-CM.

2.4 The Position of the Genitive DP in CNPCs

As illustrated in section 2.1, the following CNP@say have two structures and can be

represented in two different ways. According tofils representation given in (25a-d),

which represents Dialect A, the genitive DP isthet subject in the embedded clause in

any of the sentences.



Dialect A
(25) a. sen-in [ pro*j; din gece  bayil-f iddia-n
you-GEN yesterday nightfaint-PAST-3SG claim-2SGPoss

‘your claim that s/he fainted last night’

*'your claim that you fainted last night’

b. sen-in [ pro*j; iflas et-ngisiny | haber-in
you-GEN bankruptcy get-PASIG news-2SGPoss
‘your news that ‘you went bankrupt’

* 'your news that you went bankrupt’

c. sen-in [proy; gizlice evlen-dj ] soylen-ti-si
you-GEN secretly get marriedS9A3SG rumor-CM
‘the rumor (about you) that you got marrssdretly’

‘your rumor that s/he got married secretly’

d. sen-in [ proy; saatlerce ketu-nj; | iddia-sI
you-GEN for hours run-PA3%G claim-CM
‘the claim (about you) that you ran for hours.’

‘your claim that ‘you ran for hours’

In all the examples the genitive nominal is secpaon. In both (25a-b), the
head noun is marked with possessive agreement redHa agree in person with the
genitive nominal. The embedded predicate in (28aydthird person agreement

markers and the embedded predicate in (25b) isdt&tl with second person agreement

38



markers. Note thairo in the embedded clausannot be co-indexed with the genitive

nominal in both (25a-b).

In both (25c-d) the head noun is marked with conmgomarker. The embedded
predicate in (25c¢) bears third person agreemerkeraivhile in (25d) the embedded

predicate bears second person agreement markers.

According to the second representation, which sgts Dialect B, when the
Genitive DP is co-indexed with the embedded predjdhe Genitive DP is the subject
in the embedded clause as in (26a-b). These stescaxemplify Nom/Gen case

alternation.

Dialect B

(26) a.[hickimse-nin/hickimse iflas et-me-rgitir; | haber-in
nobody-GEN/nobody-NOM bankruptcy get-NP&ST-MOD news-2SGPoss

‘your news that ‘nobody went bankrupt’

b. [sen-in/sen saatlerce  kdu-n | iddia-g!
you-GEN/you-NOM  for hours run-PASEG claim-CM

‘the claim that you ran for hours.’

c. *[sen-in/sen gizlice  evlen-gi soylentiysi
you-GEN secretly get married-PASSG rumor-CM

‘the rumor that you got married secretly’
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d.*[ sen-in/sen dun gece bayit-¢h iddia-p
you-GEN yesterday night faint-PAS3G claim-2SGPoss

'the claim that you fainted last night’

As for the structures in (26¢-d), these examplesuagrammatical with both
Nom/Gen case marked subjects for independent reabohoth (26¢-d) the embedded
predicate bears third person agreement markerbemze there is a person agreement
mismatch between the embedded predicate and tlgrtubhese structures are

ungrammatical with both Nominative and Genitiveecasarked subjects’

As for the other structures namely (25a-d) and {@26ave applied a
grammaticality judgment test in order to determarieether the two possible
representations are actually realized in Turkigtti®n 2.4.1 is an illustration of this

grammaticality judgment test.

2.4.1 Dialect A and B

The structures in the grammaticality judgment keste been judged by 12 native
speakers of Turkish all of whom are non-lingui3tse target structures in the test
include NPIs (5 items), scrambling structures éi$), a structure which shows subject-

verb agreement (1 item) and control structures whie either predicted to be

® Dialect B speakers may interpret the sentencesinhithere is a person agreement mismatch between
the embedded predicate and the genitive nominalasito Dialect A speakers namely with a co-indexed
proin the embedded clause. We leave the discussithisossue for future studies which will provide
further conclusive tests.
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grammatical or ungrammatical (7 items). The grancabty judgment test has been

given in Appendix.

The informants have been divided into two groupsthie same structures have
been given in two different formats. The first setiuded CNPCs the complement
clauses of which have been put in quotation marksder to make sure that the

genitive DP is perceived as the subject of thesdaas exemplified below.

(27) “Kitab-a hickimse-nin bak-masAtr” dglnce-sin-e

book-DAT anybody-GEN  look-NEG-PASIOD opinion-CM-DAT

katil-1yor-um.
agree-PROG-1SG
‘| agree with the opinion that nobody would hdveked at the book.’

In the second set the complement clauses of CNB@s1ot been put in quotation

marks as illustrated below.

(28) Kitab-a hickimse-nin bak-masttir diince-sin-e

book-DAT anybody-GEN look-NEG-PASIOD opinion-CM-DAT

katil-1yor-um.
agree-PROG-1SG

‘| agree with the opinion that nobody would/édooked at the book.’
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Each group of structures has been judged by 6rivdots. The following sub-
sections articulate the target structures in eachvpith the conclusions of the

grammaticality judgment test.

2.4.1.1 Negative Polarity ltems

NPIs in Turkish are licensed by overt negation BiRds in affirmative sentences yield

ungrammaticality as the grammaticality contrasegiin (29a-b) illustrates.

(29) a. Higkimse konferans-a  gel-me-di.
anybody-NOM conference-DAT come®BAST-3SG

‘Nobody came to the conference.’

b. *Hickimse konferans-a gel-di.
anybody-NOM conference-DAT coP®ST-3SG

The intended reading is: ‘Nobody caméhe conference.’

° Turkish NPIs have been morphologically groupechimfollowing way.

(i) the adverhhic ‘ever’. ‘at all’,

(i) the words that begin with the morphehie such askickimse'anybody’, higbirsey ‘anything’, hicbir N
‘any N’,

(iif) the words that do not contain the morphemgsuch akimse'anybody’, asla‘ever’, andkatiyyen'in
any way,sakin‘ever’. (Kelepir, 2001)
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Kelepir (2001) holds that NPIs must be within theriediate scope of negation

in order to be licensed in TurkishThis is exemplified in (30-31) below.

(30) a. *Herkes kimse-yi gor-medli-

everybody anybody-A see-neg-past-3

b. Kimse hery-den ye-me-di-@.
anybody-nom everything-Ab eag+past-3sg

‘Nobody ate from everything.’ (Kele@i®01, 219)

(30a) is ungrammatical because in Turkish, theemal quantifietherkes’can
only be interpreted within the scope of negatioagéation is at a node immediately c-
commanding the NPI leaving the universal quantifigtside the scope. In (30b),
negation is at a node immediately c-commanding &l the structure is grammatical

as universal quantifiehersey’ is also within the scope of negation.

(31) a. Hasan bazi insan-lar-a  hicbsnre goster-me-di-@.
Hasan some person-pl-D anyictupe-A show-neg-past-3sg

‘Hasan didn’t show any pictures to sormee.’

Y NPIs are also licensed in yes/no questions as)in (1

(1) Bura-ya gel-giin-i hickimse gor-di ma?
here-DAT come-DIK-AGRou-ACC anybody-NOM see-PAST question marker
‘Did anybody see you coming here?’
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b. * Hasan hicbir resm-i bazinsan-lar-a goster-me-di-@.
Hasan any  picture-A somerson-pl-D  show-neg-past-3sg
Intended reading: ‘Hasan didn’t show aigfures to some people.’

(Kelepir 2001, 230)

In Turkish, the indefinitébazi’ cannot be interpreted within the scope of
negation. In (31a) negation is at a node immediatelommanding the NPI and the
structure is grammatical as the indefinibaz!’ is outside the scope of Negation. The
ungrammaticality of (31b) is predicted as negationmediately c-commanding and

licensing NPI, takes the indefinite under its scope

NPIs are a conclusive test in determining thetjosdf the Genitive DP in
CNPCs. If Genitive DP is the subject of the commantlause it must be licensed by
negation in this domain. This requirement is ilfastd in the following example for

nominative subjects.

(32) Konferans-a hickimse hazirlan-ma-ngtti
conference-DAT anybody-NOM be prepaxdtG-Inferential PAST-PAST-3SG

iddia-si-na inan-di-m.
claim-CM-DAT believe-PAST-1SG

‘| believed in the claim that nobody had beeepared for the conference.’

Negation immediately c-commands the NPI subjedttakes it under its scope.
If Genitive nominal is in the DP domain ungrammaity is predicted as NPI is not

immediately c-commanded by negation.
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In the target structures given in (34a-e), negacon the embedded predicate
and negation on the main predicate is avoided Isectn some speakers NPIs in the
embedded clause can be licensed by negation malrx clause as the following

example suggest.

(33) (?) Guz konferans-a hickimse gel-di
@uz-NOM conference-DAT anybody-NOM  come$IA3SG

de-me-di.
say-NEG-PAST-3SG

‘Geuz didn't say that anybody came to the conference.’

NPI cannot be licensed within the embedded clagsggation is not in the
embedded clause. However NPI in the embedded cislisensed by negation in the
matrix clause in (33).

We have given the following target NPI structureé34a-e). Note that NPIs can

only be licensed within the embedded clause astiogga the matrix clause is avoided.

(34) a. “Konferans-a hickimse-nin hazirlan-ma-ngtt1”
conference-DAT anybody-GEN be pregaM&G-Inferential PAST-PAST-3SG

iddia-sin-a inan-di-m.
claim-CM-DAT  believe-PAST-1SG

‘| believed in the claim that nobody hagkh prepared for the conference.’

45



b. “Kar-da  higckimse-nin  yUrid-me-sin” fikr-i-ne katil-1yor-um.
snow-LOC anybody-GEN walk-NEG-IMP ideM@DAT agree-PROG-1SG

‘| agree with the idea that nobody should walktlo& snow.’

c. “Kitab-a hickimse-nin bak-masntir’ déince-sin-e
book-DAT anybody-GEN 100k-NEG-PAST-MOD opinion-CM-DAT

katil-1yor-um.
agree-PROG-1SG

‘| agree with the opinion that nobody would hdveked at the book.’

d. “Tatil-e hickimse-nin ¢tk-ma-mall” emr-i
holiday-DAT anybody-GEN bii=G-Necessitative command-CM
can-imiz-i Sik-ti.

life-1PLPoss-CM annoy-PAST
‘The command that nobody should go on a holalayoyed us.’

e. Murat-in “hickimse-nin okal git-me- meli”
Murat-GEN anybody-GEN school-DAT  go-NEG-Necessitative

laf-1 cok sasirticl.
statement-3SGPoss very astonishing
‘Murat’s statement that nobody should go to scheekry astonishing.’

From the NPI structures illustrated in (34a-e)a)34nd (34e) have been found
to be grammatical by 2 different informants frore gecond set with no quotation marks
and (34c) has been found to be grammatical bydnmédint from the first set with

guotation marks. Based on these judgments we lenduded that there are two
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dialects in Turkish. Dialect A speakers who congtithe majority in the group do not
interpret the Genitive DP as the subject in theeddled clause. In Dialect B, although
marginal, Nom/Gen alternation is possible and genDP can be interpreted as the

subject in the embedded clad$®&ow we turn to other target structures.

2.4.1.2 Subject Verb Agreement

In Turkish root clauses and finite complement ofsserbal agreement markers appear
on the predicate that agree in person with theestibyVhen the subject is third person
plural, then the embedded predicate can eithersiegular or plural agreement

markers. This is exemplified below in (35).

(35) a. Arkadglar-imiz topluca kemus-tur-@ haber-i gel-di.

friend-PL-1PLPoss altogether run-PAST-MA8G news-CM come-PAST

b. Arkada-lar-imiz  topluca kemus-tur-lar haber-i gel-di.
friend-PL-1PLPoss altogether run-PAST-MOBL3 news-CM  come-PAST

‘The news that our friends ran altogether came.

The nominative case marked nominal is in its ovausé and as (35a) indicates

it is compatible with the embedded predicate whiehrs third person singular

" Dialect B speakers who interpret the Genitive BRhe subject in the complement clause do not find
all the NPI structures to be grammatical. We leeediscussion of when the speakers use these mahrgi
Genitive case marked subject constructions and wbefor further research.
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agreement markers. Now we turn to the target straéh the grammaticality judgment

test with genitive subject illustrated below as)(36

(36) “Arkada-lar-imiz-in topluca kemus-tur” haber-i gel-di.
friend-PL-1PLPoss-GEN altogether run-PAST-MOSG3 news-CM come-PAST
‘The news that our friends ran altogether came.’

*Qur friends’ news that s/he ran altogether eam

If the genitive DP is in [Spec TP], the embeddestzate can bear both
singular and plural agreement markers as is thew#dh nominative subject in (35). If
genitive DP in (36) is the genitive nominal in BB domain, then there igp@o in [Spec
TP] co-indexed with the predicate. However thedtiee with a singulapro co-indexed
with the embedded predicate cannot be grammaticileaadverttopluca’ which
indicates the plurality of the subject is incompkgtiwith prosinguar Co-indexed with the

embedded predicate.

If the structure is found to be grammatical, them genitive DP which bears the

plural marker is interpreted as the subject ofdlhese.

In the grammaticality judgment test 2 informantmirthe first set with quotation
marks and 2 informants from the second set witquudation marks have found the co-
indexation example in (36) to be grammatical whiaticates that the Genitive DP is
perceived as the subject in the embedded clautieelbg speakers. The other informants

have found the structure ungrammatical indicativad they do not interpret the Genitive
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DP as the subject in the embedded clause. Thesgetibn takes a look at target

scrambling structures in the test.

2.4.1.3 Scrambling

The overtly case marked constituents in the compligrdomain can scramble to a

position preceding the subject.

(37) a. “Kiz-1m-a SN bgir-mis-sin” iddia-sI
daughter-1SGPo0ss-DAT  you-GENshout-PAST-2SG  claim-CM

ben-i Uz-do.
[-ACC upset-PAST
‘The claim that you shouted at my daeghipset me.’

b. “Kar-da biz-im kayanz mi-y1z” gesuU
snow-LOC we-GEN slip-NEG-AORquestion marker-1PL question-CM

ben-i sasirt-ti
I-ACC  astonish-PAST
‘The question whether we would not slipthe snow made me astonished.’

If the genitive DP is the subject in the complemgatise then constituents can
appear to the left of the subject. The constit@aninot scramble to a position in the DP

domain if the Genitive DP is not within its own ae.
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The scrambling example illustrated in (37a) hasideand to be grammatical by
1 informant from both the first and second set. Heer scrambling has not been a
conclusive test as the following control structwfgch is predicted to be ungrammatical
because of person agreement mismatch has beentmbedyrammatical by one of the

informants from the second set with no quotationksia

(38) *Kiz-Im-a sen-in bg&ir-mis-im iddia-slI
daughter-1SGPoss-DAT you-GEN usH®AST-1SG claim-CM

ben-i uz-du.
I-ACC upset-PAST
Intended reading: ‘“Your claim that | shexdiat my daughter upset me.’

As the structure is found to be grammatical with ititended reading, this
indicates scrambling the constituent to the DP donsapossible for some speakers

which decreases the validity of the scrambling test

Based on NPI structures presented in section 2.4rid the structures which
show subject-verb agreement given in section 24vie have concluded that the
following structures have two different represeiotad in Dialect A and Dialect B. The

tree structures of the examples in (39) are gingd0).
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(39) Dialect A

a.sen-in [ pro*y; iflas et-ngisin | haber-in
you-GEN bankruptcy get-PAST&R2S news-2SGPoss
‘your news that ‘you went bankrupt’

* 'your news that you went bankrupt’

Dialect B
b. [kitab-a hickimse-nin bak-ma-mg-tir; | detince-n
book-DAT anybody-GEN look-NEG-PAST-MODidea-2SGPoss

‘your idea that ‘nobody would have looked at ook’

c. [konferans-a hickimse-nin  hazirlan-ma-ngti;]

conference-DAT anybody-GEN be pregad&G-Infer. PAST-PAST-3SG

iddia-sI

claim-CM

‘the claim that nobody had been prepared forcthrderence’
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(40a)Dialect A (40b)Dialect B

PossP PossP

N PN

senin Poss’ (senifp) Poss’

DP Poss 1in DP/\Poss n
/\ ! /\

haber diince
TP/\ C TP/\ c
{oj\ T hickimse-nin T
VP/\ T VP/\ T
P PN

iflas et-mi-siny bak-ma-my-tir;

The tree structure in (40a) represents Dialect Acwinterpret the Genitive DP not as
the subject in the embedded clause but as the mbmithe DP domain. (40b)
represents Dialect B which takes the Genitive DEhasubject in the embedded clause

in certain CNPCs.

The structure in (39c¢) which is found to be gramoadffor Dialect B speakers is

given below in (41) with the tree structure.
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(41) [konferans-a

hazirlan-ma-ngti; |

hickimse-nin

iddia-sj

Dialect B

PossP

TP C
hickimse-nin T
vP T
PN

hazirlan-ma-n3tt;

Nominative and genitive case licensing conditianthe CNPCs in (39b) and (40) will

be discussed in detail in the fourth chapter.

The next section discusses the structural progesti®lP-Gen NP-CM

constructions in contrast to genitive-possessivestactions.



2.5 NP-GEN NP-POSS and NP-GEN NP-CM Constructions

As discussed in section 2.4, the structures in-@)2are higher order compounds in
Dialect A and the relevant tree structure is gired0a). The structures in (42c-d) are
similar to (42a-b) in that there is a Genitive casarked DP however the head noun

bears the compound marker -(s)l instead of posaeagireement markers.

Dialect A
(42) a. sen-in [ pro*y; dun gece  bayil-f iddia-n
you-GEN yesterday nightfaint-PAST-3SG claim-2SGPoss

‘your claim that s/he fainted last night’

*'your claim that you fainted last night’

b. sen-ip [ pro*i/j iflas et-ngisin | haber-in
you-GEN bankruptcy get-PAZIG news-2SGPoss
‘your news that ‘you went bankrupt’

* 'your news that you went bankrupt’

c. sen-in [proy; gizlice evlen-dj ] soylen-ti-si
you-GEN secretly get marrielSH-3SG  rumor-CM
‘the rumor (about you) that you got marrsstretly’

‘your rumor that s/he got married secretly’
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d.sen-in [ pro; saatlerce ketu-nj; ] iddia-sI
you-GEN for hours run-PASS& claim-CM
‘the claim (about you) that you ran for hours.’

‘your claim that ‘you ran for hours’

Note that these CNPCs are similar in structurenple NP-GEN NP-CM

constructions discussed in section 2.2.2.

(43) a. ben-im yay1 at-i
I-GEN race horse-CM

‘my race horse’

b. sen-in [ pro; saatlerce ketu-nj; ] iddia-si
you-GEN for hours run-PAST&Sclaim-CM
‘the claim (about you) that you ran for hours.’

‘your claim that ‘you ran for hours’

The DP nominal bears genitive case but the head isomarked with the
compound marker in both (43a-b). As is the cash aiihple NP-GEN NP-CM
constructions given in (43a), there is not necéysathematic relation between the
genitive nominal and the head noun in these CNRQ@ged. It is possible to interpret

these constructions in the following way.
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(44) a. ben-im —bahsé-im yagl at-1
I-GEN mention-NOM-AGRy race horse-CM

‘the race horse that | mentioned about’

b. senin de-ilgHifler sidis-gn [proy; saatlerce ketu-ny; ]
you-GEN  with about/forth put-NOM-AGBuv for hours  run-PAST-2SG

iddia-sI
claim-CM
‘the claim (about you/you put forth) thyatu ran for hours.’

This analysis for NP-GEN NP-CM constructions igler supported by co-
indexation differences between genitive-possessivstructions and NP-GEN NP-CM

constructions.

Note that the co-indexation possibilities are et same in (42a-b) and (42c-d).
The Genitive DP cannot be co-indexed with phein the embedded clause when the
head noun bears possessive agreement markersoohiidexation is possible when the
head noun bears the compound marker -(s)l. Assuthengee structure in (19b)
proposed for simple NP-GEN NP-CM constructions akd co-indexation differences

between (42a-b) and (42c-d).

As illustrated in the tree structures below in 4 agenitive case marked DPs

do not surface in the same position.

56



Dialect A Dialect A

(44) a. PossP (43) b. DP

senin Poss’ senin D’
DP Poss 4in DP D

/\D, NG
Np/ N By NP/ N B

TP C
TP C /\
{Oj\ T prOi/j/\T’
vP T vP T
PN PN
iflas et-mi-siny saatlerce kgtu-ny;

While genitive nominal is in the specifier positiohthe PossP in (45a), it is in the
higher DP projection within an elliptical clause(#bb) and hencpro is in the binding

domain of the genitive DP in (45a) while it is mot(45b).

This analysis is also in line with Oztiirk (2001)wéuggests that agreeing and
non-agreeing genitive phrases have different sirastin that the genitive nominal in
non-agreeing genitive phrases are determiners \yhitgive nominals in genitive-

possessive constructions are possessors.
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2.6 Summary

This chapter has discussed the structural progesti€NPCs which are parallel in
structure to simple compounds in Turkish. For Ditke speakers genitive case marked
nominals are either the genitive possessors omgpair elliptical clause. If the head
noun bears possessive agreement markers whichiagreeson with the genitive
nominal, the genitive nominal is the genitive pasee occupying [Spec DP]. If the head
noun bears compound marker then the genitive ndnsiqert of the elliptical clause.
We base our arguments on the fact that genitivetoactions and NP-GEN NP-CM
constructions show some contrasting propertiesd#fet with respect to co-indexation

properties.

The speakers of Dialect B which is restricted tmedNPCs and/or speakers on
the other hand interpret the genitive case markedmal as the subject in the embedded
clause when co-indexation of the genitive nominiéth\the agreement markers on the
embedded predicate is possible. Chapter four &scan the case checking mechanism

in CNPCs.
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CHAPTER THREE

CASE LICENSING IN TURKISH

This chapter focuses on Nominative/Genitive sulgase licensing in Turkish. The fact
that in relative clauses and complement clausessubject is marked with Genitive case
marker is observed in many languages. The followiegents examples from relative
clause constructions in Japanese (Hiraiwa, 200&yub(Hale 2002, Sells 2008), Cuzco

Quechua (Lefebvre and Muysken, 1988) and TurkishrigKlt 2003) respectively.

Japanese

(1) a. [Kinoo John-ga kat-ta hon]-wa omosiro-i.
Yesterday John-Nom buy-Pst.Admwok-Top interesting-Prs.
‘The book which John bought yestgridainteresting.’

b. [Kinoo John-no kat-ta hon]-wa  omosiro-i.
Yesterday John-Gen buyAn book-Top interesting-Prs.
‘The book which John bought yestgris interesting.’

(Hiraiwa, 2005)

Dagur
(2) a. [miniau -sen] mery -miny sain.
[1sGen buy-PERF] horse-1sGegood
‘The horse | bought is good.’ (Hale 20029}

b. [Si namde uk-sen] biteg-Siny
[you.NOM I.DAT give-PART] book-8goss
‘The book you gave to me’ (Sells, 2008
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Cuzco Quechua
(3) a.[Runa-@ qulgi-ta gu-sqa-njvarmi-man chay-ta  ni-pa-ni.
man-Nom money-Acc give-NmkBman-to that-Acc say-Pst-1

‘| said that to the woman to whom than gave the money.’

b. [Xwancha-q runa-/*ta rikga-n]  wasi-ta rura-n.
Juan-Gen man-OBJ/Acc see-Bml house-Acc  build-3

‘The man that Juan saw builds a house.’
(Lefebvre and Muyskef8&)
Turkish

(4) Ali-nin gecen gun dukkan-danal-dg-i bu sahane vazo.
Ali-GEN past day shop-ABL  buy-R@$G this magnificent vase
‘this magnificent vase which Ali bought at the sttine other day’

ditQfilt, 2003)

In Japanese, the case marker on the subject ojiyiaftarnates between
nominative and genitive in relative clauses asetkemples (1a-b) illustrate and in
nominal complements as shown in (5) below. Thigasstic phenomenon has been
discussed under the term Ga (Nominative)/No (Gesjittonversion. (Miyagawa 1993,

Hiraiwa 2005)

(5) a.John-wa [CP kinoo Mary-ga ki-tad{no]-wo sira-nakat-ta.
John-Top yesterday Mary-Nomme-Pst.Adn FN/C-Acc know-Neg-Pst
‘John didn’t know that Mary came yestsrda

b. John-wa [CP kinoo Mary-no ki-ta koto/no]-wo sira-nakat-ta.
John-Top yesterday Mary-Nom  ee®st.Adn FN/C-Acc know-Neg-Pst
‘John didn’t know that Mary came yestsrda (Hiraiwa, 2005)
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In Turkish, genitive subject case marking is obsdrin complement clauses, in
certain adjunct clauses, relative clauses, and mambmplements. However
Genitive/Nominative case alternation is not fulgtional in that in these clauses
nominative case marking does not freely alternatie genitive case marking as noted
by Kennelly (1992, 1996), Kural (1993), Aygen @20, Kornfilt (2003), Uluta (2008).

This chapter first takes a look at subordinates#suand the distribution of
Nominative, Genitive and Accusative subjects inKishr. The second section presents
an overview of the former accounts on Turkish NoanGubject case licensing within

the generative framework.

3.1 Some Properties of Nominative, Genitive andusative Subjects in Turkish

In Turkish root clauses, only nominative subjececearking is licensed. This is
illustrated in the ungrammaticality of the matriause with case markers other than

nominative case in (6).

(6) Ben- @ [*ilim/a/de/den bugtn okul-a git-ti-m.
I-NOM/*ACC/*GEN/*DAT/*LOC/*ABL today xhool-DAT go-PAST-1SG
‘l went to school today.’

(7a-c) below illustrate that subjects of complen®atses can bear Nominative,

Genitive or Accusative case.
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(7) a. Sen sinema-ya git-ti san-di-m.
you-NOM  cinema-DAT go-PASEQR think-PAST-1PS

‘| thought that you went to the cinema.’

b. Sen-in sinema-ya it-tigg-in-i san-di-m.
you-GEN cinema-DAT go-DIKER\om-ACC  think-PAST-1SG
‘| thought that you went to the cinema.’

c. Sen-i sinema-ya  git-ti-n san-di-m.
you-ACC cinema-DAT go-PA3BG  think-PAST-1SG

‘| thought that you went to the cinema.’

In adjunct clauses, however, only Nominative andi®Ba case marking is

licensed as in (8a-b).

(8) a. Sen-(*in) Aye-yi gor-dgrin icin mutlu-sun.
you-NOM Aye-ACC see-DIK- AGRbm since happy-2SG

‘You are happy since you sawsAy
b. Sen-in o s-e gir-me-n icin  ugras-ti-k.

you-GEN that job-DAT start-mA=Rwom for  strive-PAST-1PL

‘We strived to make you start that job.’

The following sub-sections discuss the distributtdsubject case marking in the

subordinate clause types.
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3.1.1 Complement Clauses

In Turkish, complement clauses can come in the $afmominalized and verbal
clauses where the distinction is based on the e@atuthe markers on the embedded
predicate.

The canonical embedding strategy in Turkish is mahization where the
embedded verb is marked with one of -DIK/-(y)AcAKA/k nominalizers. The
embedded clause is marked with a case marker askignthe matrix clause as

illustrated in the following examples.

(9) a.Sen-*(in) ev-e gegdn-i bil-mi-yor-du-m.
you-GEN  house-DAT come-A@di-ACC know-NEG-PROG-PAST-1SG

‘| didn’t know that you came home.’

b. Sen-*(in) bsarki-yi sdyle-me-n-e bayil-ryor-um.
you-GEN  this song-ACC  sing-A@r-DAT like(adore)-PROG-1SG
‘| like your singing/the way you singgtsong.’

c. Ben-*(im) bgarki-yi sbyle-me-m-den hglan-ma-di.

I-GEN this song-ACC SiAGRnovw-ABL like-NEG-PAST-3SG
‘She didn't like my singing/the way | gathe song.’

In (9a) the embedded clause is marked with acaeseatise, in (9b) with dative

case and in (9c) with ablative case marker.
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The appearance of Genitive subject in embeddedetacorrelates with the
occurrence of the nominalizers —DIK/-(y)AcAK and Afm
The agreement markers on the embedded verb argtienmominal agreement

paradigm as illustrated in (10a-b).

(10) a. Age-*(nin)  dsari-ya cik-grin-i/cik-acak-1n-1 - san-di-m.
Age-GEN outside-DAT  go out-AGBw-ACC  think-PAST-1SG
‘l thought Aye went/would go out.’

b. Age-*(nin) dyari-ya ctk-ma-sin-| iste-di-m.
Aye-GEN outside-DAT  go out-AG&,-ACC  want-PAST-1SG
‘I wanted Aye to go out.’

! Nominalizers in Turkish embedded clauses have begtied extensively and different classificatioasdbeen
proposed. Underhill (1976) holds that —DIK/(y)AcAd —mA are gerundives. Kornfilt (1984) proposex th
—DIK/(y)AcAK are nominalizers. Kennelly (1990) aiggen (2002) assume that —DIK/(y)AcAK are aspect
morphemes. Kural (1994) analyzes a$ gerundive and Kural (1994) and Goksel (199gysst that
—DIK/(y)AcAK are tense morphemes with —k as the ptamentizer. Kelepir (2006) also assumes —DIK todnse
morpheme but diverges from Kural (1994) and G6ks@97) in that she takes T head as a defective wahdo
tense value.

An additional nominalizer is —(y§! However as Kural (1993) notes —§/ehaves in a manner different
from the other nominalizers. Underhill (1976) arzaly —(y)$ as a true nominalizer. Kural on the other han@sot
that -(y)k (i) can assign structural case, (ii) appear withsative, passive and negative morphemes antiii)
modified by frequency adverbs indicating that {y)&s Infl level verbal properties as is the cagh wDIK/-
(Y)AcAK, -mA/K. However —(y)k behaves like a typical gerund when contrasted infthitive marker —-mAK and
tense markers —DIK/-(y)AcAK.

(1) Ahmet-@ [PRO Berna-y1  dp-me-y]i hep unut-uyor-@&
A.-NOM B.ACC kiss-mEK-ACC ahys forget-PRES-AGR
‘Ahmet always forgets to kiss Berna.’

(2) Ahmet-@ proBerna-yr  6p-g+i]ni hep unut-uyor-@
A.-NOM B.-ACC kiss-Is-AGR-ACC wahys forget-PRES-AGR
‘Ahmet always forgets kissing Berna.’

(3) Ahmet- @ [pro Berna-y1  dp-g8i]nu hep unubuyd
A.-NOM B.-ACC  kiss-DIK-AGR-ACC  haays forget-PRES-AGR
‘Ahmet always forgets that he kissed Berna.’ (Kural, 1993)

In (1) Ahmet has not performed the act of ‘kissindfile in (2) he forgets a specific instance ob4ing’ that
has occurred reflecting the difference betweemitifies and gerunds. In (3) Ahmet forgets evenyghabout the
‘kissing’ event while in (2) he may remember themvbut may not remember the details of the eviénis in this
study there will be focus on only —DIK/-(y)AcAK, 4n
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c. Aye-*(nin)  makale-sin-i henliz oku-ma-di-m.
Aye-GEN article-3SGPoss-ACC  yet read-NEG-PAST-1sg.

‘I have not read Aw’s article yet.’

Note that the structures in (10a-b) in which thisjesct is marked with genitive
case and the embedded predicate bears nominahagmeenarkers are similar in
structure to the noun phrase given in (10c). Insihgle noun phrase given in (10c) the
subject bears genitive case and possessive agreeragiers appear on the head noun.

Nominalizers occur in the slot in which TAM markeypically appear on a

predicate.

(11) a. Age-*(nin) gecen sene tatil-e -tgitin-i duy-du-m.
Age-GEN lastyear holiday-DAT go-A@&-ACC  hear-PAST-1SG

‘I heard that Age went on a holiday last year.’
b. Age gecen sene tatil-e t-tigi diye  duy-du-m.

Age-NOM last year holiday-DAT go-PAST-3ay  hear-PAST-1SG
‘| heard that Age went on a holiday last year.’

In (11a) the slot following the verb is occupiedrmminalizer —DIK whereas in

(11b) past tense marker appears in that slot.
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Nominalizers —DIK/-(y)AcAK have an impoverished sennterpretation (cf.
Underhill 1976, Erguvanli-Taylan 1988) while —mAfigly dependent on the matrix
clause for tense interpretatidn.

As the examples (9-11) illustrate, Nom/Gen caserédition yields
ungrammaticality in these complement clauses. Hewevcertain complement clauses

Nom/Gen alternation seems to be optional.

(12) a. Okul-a ghetmen gel-dtin-i bil-iyor-um.
school-DAT teacher-NOM come-A@R-ACC know-PROG-1SG

‘I know that a teacher came to the school

b. Okul-a gietmen-in gel-@rin-i bil-iyor-um.
school-DAT  teacher-GEN come-A@R-ACC know-PROG-1SG
‘I know that the teacher came to the s€hoo

2 Underhill (1976) suggests that —DIK has non-fuinterpretation and (y)-AcAK future interpretatiddaowever
Taylan (1988) points out that —DIK/-(y)AcAK expres®dality based on adverbial tests.

-DIK can co-occur with past, present and futureeatlials as the following examples indicate.
(1) Sen-in  din gelgin-i bil-iyor-um.
you-gen yesterday come-DIK-3POSS-ACC |.know
‘I know that you came yesterday.’
(2) Hasan sen-in simdi  uyu-dg-un-u diin-ecek.
Hasan you-gen now sleep-DIK-2POSSEAGwill.think
‘Hasan will think that you are sleeping now.’
(3) Sen-in yarin gitgtin-e inan-a-mi-yor-um.
you-gen tomorrow go-DIK-2POSS-DAT |.cabdlieve
‘| can’t believe you are going tomorrow.’

—(y)AcAK also expresses modality as it is posstblase it with a past adverbial.

(4) Hasan-in  din gel-gdn-i bil-iyor-du-n.
Hasan-gen yesterday come-AcAK-3POSS-ACQI kew

‘You knew Hasan was going to come yesterday.’

(5) Engin-in din televizyon-da keracgs-in-1 ban-a style-me-di-ler
Engin-gen yesterday TV-loc tAlKAK-3POSS-ACC I-dat tel-NEG-PAST-3PL
‘They didn't tell me that Engin was speakingT™vi yesterday.’
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The optionality, however, is correlated with a eréint interpretation in each
instance. In (12a) in which the subject bears Namnre case marker, note that it
receives an indefinite/non-specific interpretatibm(12b) on the other hand the Genitive
subject has specific/definite reading. Aygen (208&nts out that genitive case marks

definitess/specificity if it is not in a genericrdext.

(13) Ogrenci-nin iste-@i tembellik  yap-mak-tir.
student-GEN want-asp-agr laznes do-INF-Generic/Epistemic marker

‘It is laziness that any student/a student want®#hat any/a student wants is
laziness.’
(Ayger02)

In (13) although the subject bears Genitive cas&kenapecificity/definiteness
reading is not available in this generic context.

Now we turn to verbal embedded clauses. Verbal dadxtclauses are those
that are identical to matrix clauses in that thigwanominative subject and the full
array of tense, aspect, mood (TAM) markers. Sulggotement markers on the

embedded predicate are from the verbal agreemeadigan as in (14).

(14) Sen okul-da-ki toplayd gid-ecek/ngliyor/ ti-n
you-NOM school-LOC- REL meeting- DAT -§&JT/PAST/PROG/PAST-2SG

sandim.
think-PAST-1SG
“I thought that you will go/went/are goimggnt to the meeting at the school.”
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With a certain set of matrix verbs, the complen@atses can be in the form of
a verbal clause which is formally similar to ECMwases. These matrix verbs aes
‘believe’, bil ‘know’, andzannetthink’ which form a semantically well defined sla
(Moore 1998). As is the case with nominative scbyerbal clauses, ECM clauses
allow full array of TAM markers on their verbal plieate and the agreement marker is

chosen from the verbal agreement paradigm.

(15) Sen-i okul-da-ki toplanti-ya git-ti-(n)/gid-ecek-(sin)/gid-iyor-(sun)
you-ACC school-LOC-REL meeting- DAT go- PA5go-FUT /go- PROG -2SG

san-di-m.
think-PAST-1SG

“I thought that you went / will go / are ggito the meeting at the school.”
As the contrast between (14) and (15) illustratrbal agreement marker on the
embedded predicate is obligatory in verbal claugds nominative subject whereas it is

optional in ECM claused(Kornfilt 1976, Eralu 1997, Ozsoy 2001)

3.1.2 Adjunct Clauses

The nominalizers —DIK/-(y)AcAK and —mA can also appon the verbs of adjunct

clauses. Similar to complement clauses, adjunaselswith nominalizers have overt

% There are three dialects reported for ECM condtostin Turkish. For some speakers agreement markére
embedded predicate is obligatory (Pullum 1975)sfume others agreement marker is not obligatoryrn(f{v1976)
and for some other speakers agreement marker @mthedded predicate is optional (Kural 1993 gkrd 997,
Moore 1998, Aygen 2000, Ozsoy 2001)
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agreement markers on the embedded predicate. {RJKEAK adjunct clauses license
nominative subjects while —mA clauses license gangubjects.

(16) a. Ben (*-im) afveris  yap-tg-1im icin yorul-du-m.
I-NOM shopping do-AGBw since get tired- PAST-1SG
‘| got tired as | did shopping.”’

b. Age-*(nin) Ankara-ya git-me-si icinbilet al-di-k.
Ayge-GEN Ankara-DAT go-AGRom for  ticket-NOM  buy-PAST-1PL
‘We bought a ticket for Ag to go to Ankara.’

Aygen (2002) notes that in certain adjunct —DIKYAgAK clauses Nom/Gen

case alternation is possible as the following exammdicate.

(17) a. Hasan-In duy-ghun-a gore herkesduy-acak-n3i
Hasan-GEN hear-DIK-AGRu-DAT according to everybody hear-FUT-REP
‘According to what Hasan heard, everybuadli/hear (it)’

b. Hasan duyghun-a gore herkes  duy-acak.
Hasan-NOM hear-DIK- AGRom-DAT since everybody hear-FUT
‘Given that/since Hasan heard, everybwdlyhear (it)’

Aygen 2002, 17-18)

However Nom/Gen case alternation yields differatgrpretations. Aygen

attributes the difference between (17a) and (17 Ipyoperties ofgore’. Aygen holds

that in (17a)gore’ is a postpositional phrase whereas it is a comghéiaer in (17b).
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Another type of adjunct clauses are gerundive (kel@i67) or adverbial
(Kornfilt 2002) adjunct clauses without nominaligevhich license only nominative

subject.

(18) a. (Sen) araba kullan-ir-ken cok dikkatsiz
you-NOM  car drive-AORIST-GERery careless

ol-abil-iyor-sun.
be-PROBABILITY-PROG-2SG

‘You can be very careless while drivingaa..’

b. Guz tim  yende yi-yince biz a¢ kail-kl.
QGuz-NOM whole meal-ACC eat-GER we hyngemain-PAST-1PL

‘When Qzuz ate the whole meal, we remained hungry.’

These adjunct clauses do not show any overt agrdgenaphology on their
verbs as can be observed in (18a-b).

The other constructions in which GEN/NOM alternatie observed in Turkish
are relative clause and complex noun phrase canistng. In section 3.1.3 we will look

at relative clauses and in section 3.1.4 at CNPCs.
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3.1.3 Relative Clauses

A typical Turkish relative clause construction reedn which the embedded verb is
marked with one of the two relativizers: -(y)An adAdIK (Underhill 1972, Hankamer
and Knecht 1976, Barker 1990, Ozsoy 1994, Haig 1B®Wnfilt 2000, 2006, Ca

2005, Oztiirk 2007}

* Other than —(y)An and -DIK, Turkish has -si(y)AcAK and —Ar participles which can be in tfeem
of a relative clause (Oziinlii 1984). However asdy be observed below they form a unit like
compounds. Thus in this study we will focus on ¢gbirelative clauses formed with —DIK and -(y)An
relativizers in Turkish.

-Mis
(1) ben-im hgla-n-ms yumurta-m
I-GEN boil-PASS-m3l egg-POSS
‘my boiled egg’
*Haglanmis benim yumurtam’
-AcAK
(2) istanbul-un gor-iil-ecek b

Istanbul-GEN  See-PASS-(y)AcAK place-PL
‘the places to be seen in Istanbul ’
*Gorillecekistanbul'un yerleri’
-Ar
(3) yeni cal-ar saat
new Ring-Ar clock
‘the new alarm clcok’
*calar yeni saat’
(4) bezen-dig-im ac-il-ir kapa-n-ir masa
Like-DIK-AGRyom Open-PASS-Ir close-PASS-Ir  table
‘ the drop leaf table that I liked’
*acilir kapanir bgendigim masa’
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—(y)An is generally referred to as the subjecttietaform which is used for

relativization of the subjeé{Underhill, 1972).

(19) [DlnN @ bahce-de oyna-yan] cogc(kin) bugun gor-tn-mi-yor.
yesterday garden-LOC play-(y)An |¢tNlOM today appear-NEG-PROG

‘The child that played in the garden geday does not appear today.’

In (19) there is an internal gap position withie tlelative clause which is co-
indexed with the relativized nominal hegdcuk’. The grammatical function of the
empty category is subject. As can be noted the deels not bear any agreement
morphology.

—DIK is referred to as non- subject relative (N8R)use form which is used for

relativization of the non-subject arguments (Undgr972).

® SR form —(y)An is grammatical in some structuresvhich the grammatical function of the head naun i
non-subject.

(1) a. [gemi  yanaan] liman
Ship sidle-SR  harbor
‘the harbor that a ship is sidling up to

b. liman-a gemi yang/or
harbor-DAT ship sidle-presg.-3sg
‘a ship is sidling up to the harbor.’

c. [Gemi-nin  yagdig-1] liman

Ship-GEN sidle-NSR harbor
‘the harbor that the ship is sidling up to (Gagri, 2005)

Cagri (2005) notes that —(y)An form yields non-spexifiterpretation of the subject ‘gemi’ as in (1a)
whereas —DIK form yields specific interpretationtioé subject as in (1c).
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(20) [Dln ben-*(im) @ bahge-de gor-gHiim] GoCuK bugtn
yesterday [-GEN garden-LOC se&DEG child-NOM today

gorun-mu- yor.
appear-NEG-PROG

“The child that | saw yesterday in the garden dussappear today.”

In (20) the internal gap position within the relaticlause is co-indexed with the
relativized nominal heagocuk’ and its grammatical function is object. Note thnms t
verb bears nominal agreement morphology and thiedlias genitive case.

Barker, Hankamer, Moore (1990) observe that thezes@uctures in which the

choice between either relative form does not madtéf@rence in interpretation.

(21) a. [[@ kiz-1] kitab-I getn] adam
@ qir-POSS-3s book-ACC nNgHSR  man
‘the man whose daughter brought the book’

b. [[4 kizi-nin] kitab-1 tgedig-i] adam
@ girl-POSS-3s-GEN book-ACC  brN§R-3s man
‘the man whose daughter brought the book’ (Barker et al., 1990)

(21a) is expected as the grammatical function efetmpty category within the
relative clause is part of the subject however J24Imot expected.
For the —DIK relative clause form, both a(2005) and Oztiirk (2007) assume

that the genitive subject raises from [Spec VHBjec TP]. Both C&1 (2005) and
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Oztiirk (2007) argue that genitive subject remainiSpec TP] and non-subject moves
to [Spec CP] as the external nominal head. Thenpkain (21) is in this sense not an
exception to the assumptions ofgd@a2005) and Oztiirk (2007) as what raises to the
nominalized head position is the possessor occgpyia specifier position not the head

of DP.

3.1.4 Complex Noun Phrase Constructions

As illustrated in detail in chapter two, in CNPQxibNominative and Genitive subjects
are licensed in different dialects. (22a-b) illagt constructions in which the genitive

marker on the subject cannot alternate with nornieatase marker.

(22) a. Age-*(nin) is-ten ¢cik-ma-(s1) ihtimal-i ben-i korkut-uyor.
Aye-GEN job-ABL leave-AGR possibility-AGR-ACC scare-PROG

‘The possibility that Aye will leave her job makes me afraid.’

b. Ayse-*(nin) is-ten CIK-g-1 dedikodu-su ben-i rahat-sizd-iyeor.
Ayse-GEN job-ABL leave-AGRom rumor-CM I-ACC anxious make-PROG

‘The rumor that Age has left her job makes me anxious.’

As presented in chapter two, for Dialect B speakétough marginal and

restricted to some specific CNPCs and/or spealdss/Nom alternation is possible as

illustrated in (23a-b) below.
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(23) a. Konferans-a hickimse hazirlan-ma-n3tti
conference-DAT anybody-NOM be prepakgts-Inferential PAST-PAST-3SG

iddia-si-na inan-di-m.
claim-CM-DAT believe-PAST-1SG

‘| believed in the claim that nobody hagkh prepared for the conference.’

b. Konferans-a hickimse-nin hazirlan-ma-rgti
conference-DAT anybody-GEN be pregaM&G-Inferential PAST-PAST-3SG

iddia-sin-a inan-di-m.
claim-CM-DAT  believe-PAST-1SG

‘| believed in the claim that nobody hacberepared for the conference.’

Based on the distribution of Gen/Nom case subjbetollowing questions have
been raised in the Turkish linguistics literatuferinelly 1992, 1996, Kural 1993,
Aygen 2002, 2007, Kornfilt 2003, 2007, Ulgt2008).

() How can the distribution of Nom/Gen Case be acaalifdr in Turkish?

(i) Do Nominative/Genitive licensing constructiodsfer from each other?

(iif) What is the syntactic mechanism that checksrihative and Genitive case?

A number of analyses have been put forth in th&iShriterature as an answer

to these questions. In the following sections dese\wof the existent analyses of case

marking in Turkish will be presented.
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3.2 Nom/Gen Subject Case in Turkish
Both within the GB framework and the |Rlifferent analyses have been put forth for

subject positions in a variety of languages (Babalpd Diannes 1996, Shlonsky 2000,

® Within the GB framework and the MP, the notion ‘b’ has been defined based on the phrase
structure and the syntactic properties attributeid have been closely related to the syntactic
configuration the subject is supposed to be. Wi framework, case and theta assignment was done
under government and these operations assumeddSas interface levels as illustrated below
(Chomsky 1981)

(1) Mary ate the apple.

[s Mary INFL [vp ate an apple]]

Theta role assignment makes the arguments visiblealse assignment and INFL assigns the
subject case and V assigns the object case unoenoiand.

When the bar levels were introduced to the phrasetare, the subject DP base generated in
[Spec IP] could no longer get its theta role frof &s the following configuration in (2) illustraté&hen
for theta role assignment of the external argumexbmmand was suggested (Chomsky 1986).

(2) [ip Mary [ I [ve [ate the apple]]]]

Case assignment is still done under c-commandfootihe subject and the object. While the
subject gets its theta role under m-command, thecbhets its theta role under c-command.

The dual nature of theta role assignment was hdndider VP internal subject hypothesis
(Zagona 1982, Sportiche 1988, Koopman and Sportiéé). According to this approach the external
argument is base generated in [Spec VP] and movi@&ptec IP] for EPP and case purposes.

Pollock’s (1989) Split-Infl hypothesis decomposdito two functional projections as TP and
AgrP. Taking these proposals a step further Choris891) came up with the functional projections
AGRsP and AGRoP.

(3) [agrseMary: [agrss Ty AQrs frp tj [agrorthe apple[ ago Vin AQrO [ve & [v  tw 111111

Chomsky and Lasnik (1993) and Chomsky (1993) pregdkat lexical items enter the derivation
with their features already specified and theyduecked by the relevant head. With this new
configuration subject case is checked by T and RgaBd the object case is checked by V and AgrOP.
However this new phrase structure cannot expla theta role assignment of the external argument is
done as VP neither m-commands nor c-commands tiecsiNP.

Phrase structure was refined by Hale and Keys&3)18nd Chomsky (1995) under VP shell
hypothesis which assumes a phonetically null veétbrhe light verb ¥ assigns theta role to the external
argument while V assigns theta role to the inteangliment. The subject NP is base generated irc[Spe
vP] and then moves to [Spec TP] for case and EPpopas.

Chomsky (2000) then came up with Agree mechanisiohwéntails feature checking without
overt movement. Under Agree the T head looks fmiagching goal within its local domain, in this case
the subject DP in [Sped’], and values its own uninterpretable phi featwitls interpretable phi features
of the subject DP and in turn values uninterpretablse feature of the goal. If the subject DP mdbwe
[Spec TP] then it is EPP which attracts it to t8pgc TP].

As illustrated in detail in section 1.3, with thgroduction of phases case checking mechanism
also has been modified (Chomsky 2005). (See sett®for a detailed analysis)
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McCloskey 1996, Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 18&nonius 2002, Hiraiwa
2005, Miyagawa 1993, 2008, 2009 among many oth&h&se analyses can be grouped
under two major groups: ‘Base Generation Analyaigl ‘Movement Analysis’.

Base generation hypothesis assumes that the silifecmains in the position it
is externally merged. Within base generation amalysferent functional projections
have been proposed as external merge positionrkQ@005) assumes for Turkish a
theta role introducing functional projection beld® which also checks case feature of
the subject DP. Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1@83he other hand notes that
TopicP is the external merge position for subjatiSpanish based on A’ properties of
the subjects in Spanish.

Movement analysis on the other hand assumes ihteer@e/movement of the
subject to another position from its externally gest position. Within ‘movement
analysis’ different positions have been proposedidjects with different case marking
but what they all assume is the fact that the sulh)® is aboveP projection after
movement (Bobaljik and Diannes 1996, Shlonsky 200&Closkey 1996, Svenonius
2002, Hiraiwa 2005, Miyagawa 1993, 2008, 2009.

In Turkish literature, different proposals on jgab case licensing have been
made for Nominative, Genitive, and Accusative satgjén favor of either ‘base-
generation hypothesis’ or ‘movement hypothesis’.

In previous accounts some functional projectioks CP (FinP), AgrP, TP, DP,
or nP have been associated with subject case licertdowever the featural
composition of these functional heads has beenlédimd different ways. Kennelly
(1992, 1996) has argued that it is the Theta mwsif Infl that determines the nature of

the case marker on the subject. Kural (1993})herother hand, has claimed that it is
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the nominal nature of C that is significant in dbjcase marking. Aygen (2002) has
posited Mood, Modality and an external D head asiMative and Genitive case
licensers respectively. Kornfilt, (2003, 2007) hottlat the verbal/nominal nature of Agr
determines the case marker on the subject. {J(@208) has proposed that phi complete
C and T with an independent tense interpretatiagga role in subject case licensing.

In the following section major analyses in Turkigérature with their core

arguments will be presented.

3.2.1 Movement Analysis for Nominative Subjects

The movement analyses for the nominative subjettsla target position above VP for
subjects in Turkish (Kornfilt 2003, 2007, Aygen 20@007, Uluta 2008), however the
positions assumed for the nominative subject aaat#ise checking mechanism differ in
each study. The following sub-sections present#tails of the main proposals made

for nominative subjects.

3.2.1.1 Verbal Agr as Nominative Case Licenser

Kornfilt (2003, 2007) distinguishes between twodgmf Agreement in Turkish; verbal
agreement and nominal agreement. George and Kdq@r@B1) claim that verbal Agr
(FinP) licenses Nominative case while nominal Ageihses Genitive case (Kornfilt
2003, 2007). Both Nominative and Genitive cadeensed in a finite, opaque domain

and VP internal goal moves to [Spec AgrP] (FinPgheck its case.
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Based on ECM constructions as exemplified belowgr@e and Kornfilt (1981)
and Kornfilt (2003) propose that it is Agr thatditses subject case in root and

embedded clauses in Turkish and defines finiteness.

(24)a. Sen din sabah -dev yemek  gi-iyor-du-n
you-NOM yesterday morning home-LOC food cook-PROG-PAST-2SG

san-di-m.
believe-PAST-1SG

‘| believed (that) you were cooking foodhatme yesterday morning.’

b. Sen-i din sabah ev-de yemek gii-iyor-du
you-ACC vyesterday morning home-LO@od cook-PROG-PAST (no AGR)

san-di-m.
believe-PAST-1SG

‘| believed you to have been cooking fobti@me yesterday morning.’

In (24a) there is TAM marker and verbal agreemesautkers on the embedded
predicate. The subject bears Nominative case asceeqgh In (24b) on the other hand
there is TAM marker but no agreement markers orvéke and the subject bears
Accusative case. George and Kornfilt (1981) andnittr(2003) conclude that Agr is
the primary factor and Tense is only the secontitpr in licensing subject case and
defining the finite domain.

The derivation of (24a) takes the following stejpsthe subject DP which is
base generated in VP internal position moves te¢SxmrS] for case purposes, (ii) the
structure is fully verbal and the agreement maiké&mom the verbal paradigm so

Nominative case is licensed to the subject.
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3.2.1.2 Mood and Epistemic Modality as Nominativas€ Licenser

Aygen (2002) proposes that the mood feature ond’Egistemic modality feature on T

together is nominative case licensing feature irkih. Based on the distribution of

agreement morphology in different clauses, AygdlD2} takes Agr as a manifestation

of mood not as an independent functional head.

I Il
[+indicative] [optative]
[+conditional]

Biz gel-di-k Biz gel-elim
We come-past-1p we come-1pl
‘We came’ ‘Let’s come’
Biz gel-se-k

We come-cond-1p

‘If we come,.....]

1] \Y]
[substantive] [phrasal]
Biz iyi-yiz Biz-im ev-imiz
we fine-1pl we-gen house-1pl
‘We're fine’ ‘Our house’

[Biz-im gel-dig-imiZ
we-gen come-ap
‘that waroe’

Kornfilt (2003) takes verbal agreement markerseinld as Nominative case licenser

and nominal agreement markers in set IV which éssdime in form to possessive

agreement markers as Genitive case licenser. Howgigen (2002) holds that while

the first three sets mark the presence of moodgathAgr and Agr in subordinate

clauses given in set IV mark the absence of mood.
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Aygen summarizes her analysis with the followingrth

I I I v

Agreemer | Persol | Moodl | MoodZ | Mood:z-Substantiv -/gMood/Pos;
Singula 1* -h)m | -(e)yim | -(y)Im -(hm

2" n (esin | sIn (shn

3 -0 -(e) -0 -(s)!
Plura 1% k -elim | -(y)lz -mlz

2" -nlz -(es)ir | -sInlz -nlz

31 -1Ar -(e)IAr | -lAr -Arl

The presence of Mood shown in sets I, Il and llkesanominative case licensing
possible. However Epistemic Modality as well as Ma®required to license
nominative case.

Following Lyons (1977) Aygen takes modality as Teeasd she assumes a
specific kind of modality namely Epistemic Modalag Nominative case licenser in
Turkish.

In contrast to Kornfilt (2003) who suggests Agipasnary and Tense as
secondary Nominative case licenser, Aygen propibegsAgr is manifestation of Mood
on C and Tense is Epistemic modality on T (FinR) @iis complex feature licenses
nominative case.

Aygen (2003) takes the contrast between Finite Cement Clauses and ECM
clauses as a basis for this conclusion. Finite ¢ement clauses appear with nominative
subject and allow complex inflectional forms ag2b6a) and Epistemic modality

markers as in (25b).
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(25) a. Ben-@ [Kiyat-@  gel - iyor-du /ecek-ti /ati- O]
[-Nom  -Nom come- prog+perffodigt+perf/past /perf+past-3sg

san-di-m.
think-perf/past-1sg

‘| thought that Kigat was coming/was going to come/had come.’

b. Ben-@ [Kiyat-& gel-ebilir-@] san-di-m.
[-Nom -Nom come-epistermodality/ability think-perf/past-1sg

‘| considered Kigat to be able to come.’

ECM clauses which appear with Accusative subjedherother hand allow
Aspect/Tense and Deontic Modality morphemes asatédd in (26a). Epistemic
Modality morphemes are not allowed in ECM clausetha ungrammaticality of (26b)

indicates.

(26) a. Ben-@ [Kigat-1 gel- di/ecek/iyor/nglir/meli/ebilir(D)] san-di-m.
[-Nom -acc come-asp/deomadality think-perf/past-1sg

| considered Kiyat to have come, to be coming, to have to (to baired to)

come, to be able to come’

b. *Ben- @[Kursat-1 gel-ebil- ir-di san-d-m.
I-Nom -Acc comeladaor- think-perf/past-1sg

If either mood or modality features is defectiveabsent then the structure is
non-finite. The following representations are tte® structures of a finite and non-

finite clause.
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CP = Mood CP = Mood

[+UNmood FinP = (TP/MOByistemi) [a uN] or [UNmood ~FinP = (TP/MORistemid®)

/\AspP /\AspP

[UD] [+iN modal PN [-a iNJ or [-iN] PN
vP o] vP
PN PN
AL /@
DpP DP
N N
(@] @]
[+Finite] [-Finite]

If the structure is non-finite in the sense th#tes Mood or Epistemic Modality is
absent then either externehssigns accusative case to the subject yielding EC

constructions or phi features on an external D laesstgns Genitive case to the subject.

3.2.1.3 Phi Complete C and T as Nominative Caserser

Ulutas (2008) proposes that case licensing mechanismmdepetwo factors: phi-
complete C (FinP) and T with an independent tentapretation. Depending on the
defective nature of C and/or T head the following@dinate clause types are given as

possible combinations in Turkish.

C°= +-probe,
T°= +/- Tense intexi@ation

(a) (C°= +4p; T°= +) Embedded Indicative Finite Clause (NomiveatCase)
(b) (C°= +¢; T°= -) Embedded Subjunctive Finite Clause (NormugCase)
(c) (C°= +¢; T°= +) Exceptional Case Marking (Accusative Case)

(d) (C°= 4; T°= -) Nominalized Embedded Clauses
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In the example (27), C (FinP) is phi complete dr& T head has independent

tense interpretation.

(27) Sen [diin biz  okul-a git-me-di-k] zans#ten.
you.NOM yesterday we-NOM school-DAT §&G-PST-1PL think-PST-2SG
‘You thought that we didn’t go to school yesi®y.’

Through feature inheritance mechanism, FinP peteslahi features to T head
and T head together with the C head probes fortahimg goal. T head agrees with the
subject DP in [SpeeP]. The subject DP values uninterpretable phi festof the probe

and in turn the probe values the case featureeofttal as nominative.

3.2.2 Base Generation Analysis

Base generation analysis assumes base generatedmnpeghich is typically assumed to
be [Spea/P], to be the only position for nominative subjettswever Oztiirk (2005)
suggests a radically different base generatiortipadior Turkish nominative subjects as

the following sub-section illustrate.

3.2.2.1 AgentP as Nominative Case Licenser

For a predicative NP to be become an argumenbitldibe checked for referentiality
and case. Through referentiality a predicative engpt becomes an NP argument and
case assignment makes the same NP visible for thletassignment.

Oztiirk (2005) proposes that in Turkish the refeadity interpretation of an NP

is done through the functional projection whiclradiuces the theta role and they are
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type shifted into arguments in these positions. §drae functional category also checks
the case feature of the NP so argument NP dodsanvetto form an Agree relation with
another functional head for case purposes.

According to this proposal the external argumemésged at [Spec AgentP] and
the internal argument at [Spec ThemeP]. Their tha&s are assigned and they are
checked for case and referentiality at this baseigged position as indicated in the

following representation. The structure assumedHerexample in (28) is given in (29).

(28) Cocuk  kitab-1 oku-du.
child book-ACC read-PAST
‘The child read the book.’

(29) TP

T1
AgentP/\ read
PN

merge NP> subject Ag’
child-nom
ThemeP Agti [+Case, +referentiality]

merge NP> object =~ Theme’
book-acc

\K\ Themge [+Case, +referentiality]

N
N

\i¢

Oztiirk (2005) further adds that the external argutrdees not check its case with TP
through Agree so [Spec TP] is not always projeateBurkish. When it is projected it is

for scope/discourse interpretive purposes. Inwith Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou
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(1998), Oztirk suggests that EPP feature of TRtisfed through head movement of V
to T. Among the reasons Oztiirk (2008) gives forggsting that [Spec TP] is not always
projected is that in pseudo incorporation, impea@assive, raising constructions and

clauses with quantifier subjects [Spec TP] is eguired.

a) Pseudo incorporation: agents which are pseuntwporated to the predicate form a

complex predicate and they do not act as syntaabgects.

(30) a. Doktor  hasta-sin-i gor-du.
doctor patient-3PS-ACC  e-$¥AST

‘The doctor examined his patient.’

b. [Hasta-sin}j doktor ! gor-da.
patient-3PS-ACC  doctor see-PAST

‘The doctor examined his patient pdtjamderwent doctgexamination.’

c. Hasta-siny| doktar gor-d.
patient-3PS-ACC  doctor SESP

‘His;; patient underwent doct@xamination.’

When the subject is specific as in (30a) evendfdhject scrambles to pre-
subject position the subject can bind it (30b). ldw@r when the agent is pseudo
incorporated as in (30c) binding is not possible the examples illustrate [Spec TP] is

not required as the pseudo incorporated subjed doeact as a syntactic subject.
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b) Scope: quantified subjects can take wide scope megation only in the presence of

overt agreement markers otherwise they can taker@amrow scope.

(31) a. fp [nege [ve bUtln cocuk-lar o test-e r-rgie-di]]]
all children  that test-DAT take-NEG-PAST
‘All children did not take that test.’dtrall)

b. fp butlin cocuk-lafnege [ve tiO test-e gir-me-di-ler]]]
all children that test-DAT take-NEG-PAST-3PL
‘All children did not take that test.liganot) (not>all)

In (31b) the subject has moved to [Spec TP] aptbsence of overt agreement
markers illustrate. In (31a) on the other handstligect remains in its base generated
position and negation takes scope over the subject.

Following Rizzi and Shlonsky (2005), Oztiirk (200akes [Spec TP] as a
criteral position which is generated only for sdaligcourse interpretive properties as in

(31b) otherwise it is not projected.
c) Impersonal Passives: impersonal passives amge in Turkish.
(32) Gir-il-mez.

enter-PASS-NEG-AORIST

‘One cannot enter.’

In (32) there is not an overt subject or an expéetio [Spec TP] is not projected.
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d) Raising: in raising construction the movemdrthe embedded subject to the matrix

[Spec TP] is not obligatory.

(33) a. fp----------- ban-a [(sen) yama-yi kazan-acai] gibi  gel-iyor]
to me you cormpen-ACC win-FUT-2PS like come-PROG

‘It seems to me that you will win the cortipen.’

b. [p (Sen) ban-a [ityarsma-yi kazan-acakHl) gibi  gel-iyor-sun]
you to me competition-ACQvin-FUT like come-PROG-2PS
‘It seems to me that you will win the cortipen.’ (Uygun 2005)

As (33a) illustrates [Spec TP] does not have téilleel by a subject DP as its
EPP feature can be satisfied by verb movement. Wilieesubject moves to [Spec TP]
on the other hand overt agreement markers appefe@redicate as in (33b).

Based on these constructions Oztiirk (2005) ardussTtdoes not play a role in
Case assignment and [Spec TP] is projected onlydope/interpretive properties.
However T head plays a role in case realizatiaha it is required for the
morphological realization of structural cases stracture. V moves to each functional
category which introduces the internal and exteangliments on its way to T. When V
complex head moves to T head, T takes all the imma&k projections under its scope and
allows morphological case realization. In line withrley (1995), Oztiirk (2005)

suggests the following Mechanical Case Parameterutkish.
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The Mechanical Case Parameter

a) If one case feature is checked structurally atause, it is realized as Nominative

(mandatory case).

b) If two case features are checked structurally clause the second is realized as

Accusative.

c) If three case features are checked structuratyclause, the second is realized as

Dative and the third as Accusative,

d) The mandatory case in a multiple-case cl@iassigned in the top/bottom AgrP.
(Harley, 1995)

3.2.3 Movement Analysis for Genitive Subjects

As opposed to nominative subjects for which botbebgeneration and movement
analysis have been proposed for genitive subjactsiikish only movement analysis
has been proposed (Kural, 1993, Kornfilt 2003, 2@0/en 2002, 2007, Uluge2008,
Miyagawa 2008, 2009). However the positions anchttere of the case licensing

functional projections differ in each proposallaes tollowing sub-sections demonstrate.

3.2.3.1 Nominal Agr as Genitive Case Licenser

Kornfilt (2003) argues that verbal Agr licenses Noative case and nominal Agr
licenses Genitive case. Miyagawa (2008, 2009)ie With Kornfilt suggests that the
presence of the agreement markers on the embede@idaie in Turkish indicates CP
projection since within the MP, C is the locus bf features. Through feature
inheritance mechanism phi features percolate froim Thead and genitive case is
licensed.

However within the nominalized clauses with nomiAgt, Kornfilt (2003)

makes a further distinction between nominalized -anéd —DIK/-(y)AcAK clauses.
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(34)a. Sen-in ev-de yemeksirgces-in-i duy-du-m.
you-GEN  home-LOC food cook-FUTN-28GC hear-PAST-1SG
‘| heard that you will cook food at herh

b. *Hasan-in bu durmadankumarhane-ye kag-tik-lar-in-i
Hasan-GEN this constantlycasino-DAT escape-FN-PL-3SG-ACC

duy-ma-ngtti-m.
hear-NEG-PERF-PAST-1SG

Intended reading: “I hadn’t heard (aboutstheonstant runnings (away) of Hasan

to the gambling casino.”

c. Yeme-i kim-in psir-dig-in-i sor-du-m/duy-du-m/
food-ACC who-GEN cook-FN-3SG-AC@sk-PAST-1SG/hear-PAST-1SG/

soyledim.
tell-PAST-1SG

‘| asked/heard/told who had cooked thedfbo

—DIK/-(y)AcAK clauses allow tense interpretationdome extent as in (34a).
Plural marker and determiner which are associatddmaminal projections are not
compatible with these clauses as illustrated il)24d finally WH-operator is licensed

in these clauses which is an indicator of CP ptmaas in (34c).

(35) a. Sen-in ev-de yemek Bir-me-n-i
you-GEN home-LOC food cook-NFN-2SG-ACC

isti-yor-um/iste-di-m/iste-yegem.
want-PRSPROG-1SG/want-PAST-1SG/want-FUG1S

‘I want/wanted/will want for you to cookdd at home.’
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b. ?(?) Hasan-in bu durmadan kbare-ye kag-ma-lar-in-dan
Hasan-GEN this constantly ©adDAT escape-NFN-PL-3SG-ABL

helan-mi-yor-um.
like-NEG-PERF-PAST-1SG
‘I don’t like these constant runnings (awaj/Hasan to the gambling casino. (i.e.

that Hasan should run to the casino constantly.

c. * Yemes-i kim-in piir-me-sin-i soyle-di-m.
food-ACC who-GEN  cook-NFN-3SG-ACC tell-PAST-1SG
Intended reading: “I said who shoctak the food.”

-mA clause on the other hand is dependent on thexncéause for tense
interpretation as illustrated in (35a), it is cortiiple with plural marker and determiner
as in (35b), and embedded Yes/No question formagioot possible with —-mA clause
indicating the absence of CP projection as in (35c)

Kornfilt (2003) concludes that these tests showcstrral difference of —DIK/
-(y)AcAK and —mA clauses. While they are both noatized clauses under a DP
projection —DIK/-(y)AcAK clause has CP as verbadjpction under DP projection but —
mA clause is composed of fully nominal projections

If agreement marker is from the nominal paradigmh #e functional projections
in the clause are fully nominal then Genitive cadecensed through categorial match as
is the case in —mA clauses.

If the agreement marker is from the nominal panadoyt the functional
projections are not fully nominal as is the caselK/-(y)AcAK clauses then nominal

Agr should be licensed to assign Genitive cases iBhidone through (i) categorial match
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(whether the subordinate clause is fully nominahaw), (ii) referential indexing
(whether the subordinate clause is an argumenbtpion (i) through predication (in
relative clauses).

In (36a) below the —DIK clause has a CP projecéiod it is not fully nominal.
As categorial match is not possible Genitive cadeensed on the subject through
referential indexing. In (36b) as -mA clause idyfulominal without a verbal projection
Genitive case is licensed through categorial matcfB6c), which is an example of an
adjunct —DIK clause, Agr cannot assign case unakmgorial match as —DIK clause is
not fully nominal or through referential indexing iais an adjunct. Thus structural case,

which is nominative in Turkish, is assigned to shject.
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(36a) (36b) (36¢)
KP KP PP

/\ K-l Agr@ olp/\ P -igin
Agr’ (Fin’)
AgrP (4!3)\ AI| nin A Agrp @
dP Agr (Fin) -sin

Aﬁn) D MoodP’ r’ (Fin’)
AI| nin Sen
ood gr (Fin) -In VP/\ M \ oodP “Agr (Fin) -In
/\ mA
D oodP’ DP oodP’

/\V‘ DP % P/\

P ood DIK- /\ V Mood DIK-
DP \Y D/\

D A& kitabi oku- P

kitabl oku- yemek pr-

(36a) Ali-nin kitab-1 oku-dg-un-u  (36b) Ali-nin kitab-1 oku-ma-sin-1 (36¢) Sen yemek gr-dig-in igin

Ali-GEN book-ACC read-FN-3SG- Ali-GEN book-ACC read-NFN- you-NOM food cook-FN-2SG

ACC 3SG-ACC because
“That Ali read the book” “For Ali to read the book” “because you cooked”
(as a direct object) [= ‘for Ali’s reading the book’]

In the following examples, (37a) is an overtly heddRelative Clause, (37b-c)
are free Relative Clauses and (37d) is a comparabtwmstruction. The embedded
subjects are all marked with genitive case. Fosdhstructures genitive case licensing
through categorial match is not possible as —DHUs¢ is not fully nominal. Referential
indexing is not possible either, as these clauseaa@ argument clauses and Agr cannot

receive a theta role from the matrix clause togasgenitive case.
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(37) a. Ali-nin gecen gun dukkan-danal-dig-i bu sahane vazo.
Ali-GEN past day shop-ABL  buy-R@$G this magnificent vase
‘this magnificent vase which Ali bought at the sttine other day’

b . Age-nin  duy-dg-un-a gore Sare depde vefat
Ayse-GEN hear-FN-3SG-DAT accordingto Sare heprake-LOC death

et-mis.
do-REP.PAST.

‘According to what Age heard, Sare died in the earthquake.’

c. Piyanist bu parca-yi  Polli-nin goster-di gibi cal-d1.
Pianist this piece-ACC Pollini-GENhaosv-FN-3SG  like play-PAST
‘The pianist played this piece like Pollini showdde. in the way in whiclP.

showed it to be played)

d. Ali  baba-si-nin istegdi kadar kg 1-11
Ali father-3SG-GEN want-FN-3SG as-muwsh- success-with

ol-a-ma-ms.
become-NEGABIL-NEG-REP.PAST

‘(It is said that) Ali wasn't able to become as &gsful as his father wanted.’

Following Williams (1994), Kornfilt (2003) assumteeta role
assignment/indexation of Agr through predicatiowider to account for Genitive
subjects in these structures. As is the case wlifest and predicate, there is predication

between the nominal head and the modifier claulses. i$ exemplified in (38a-b).
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(38) a. tizgiin adam (38) b, [iergln olan]OR adam
sad man sad be-REL.PART man
‘the sad man’ ‘thh@n who is sad’

Through the same indexation on the head noun andgérator in the modifier
clause Agr is licensed and Genitive case is asgigméhe subject.

Kornfilt (2007) notes that as both nominative aedigve case is licensed by
Agr (FinP) both structures show the same propewigsrespect to binding

requirements as indicated in the following examples

(39) a. *Biz [birbirimiz-in; sinav-I ge@timiz]-i
we each other-1PL-GEN examEACpass-FN-1PL-ACC

san-iyor-du-k.
believe-PROG-PST-1PL

Intended reading: ‘We believed thath other passed the exam.’

b. ? Biz [birbirimiz-in; sinav-I geg-tn]-i
we each other-1PL-GEN  exam-ACC pass3sG-ACC

san-1yor-du-k.
believe-PROG-PST-1PL

‘We believed that each other passed the exam.’
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(40) a. *Biz [birbirimiz-in; sinav-I gecg-me-miz]-i
we each other-1PL-GEN examcA(ass-NFN-1PL-ACC

isti-yor-du-k.
believe-PROG-PST-1PL
Intended reading: ‘We wanted thaselves should pass the exam.’

b. (?) biz [birbirimiz-in; sinav-l  geg-me-sinj-i
we each other-1PL-GEN exam-ACC pass-NF&-2&C

isti-yor-du-k.
believe-PROG-PST-1PL
‘We wanted that each other should pass the exam.’

Along the lines of Kornfilt's (2007) analysis, AgFinP) which licenses subject
case determines the finite (opaque) domain so 48@3-are ungrammatical because
there is agreement marker on the predicate so f&€gnP) does not allow binding from
an upper domain. In (39b-40b) on the other hancetisedefault agreement marker. The
embedded clause cannot form an opaque domain andhithmarginal, binding is

accepted.

3.2.3.2 External D Head as Genitive Case Licenser

According to this approach it is thé ith relevant phi features that checks Genitive
case on the subject’Probes for a goal with matching phi features and eeflex of
this feature valuation either the probe attractsgbal to [Spec DP] or through long

distance Agree checks Genitive case on the subject.
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Following Miyagawa’s (1993) analysis of the NomimatGenitive conversion in
Relative Clauses and CNPCs in Japanese, Aygen Y p@83oses that there is an
external nominal head that licenses genitive aadaurkish. In contrast to Kornfilt
(2003), Aygen (2002) assumes different functiomajgxtions for Nominative and
Genitive case licensing. The presence of the eat@minal head is taken to be the
evidence that genitive case licenser is externdigalause.

Aygen (2002) looks at Relative clauses and nongoaiplements which allow
Genitive subjects. Aygen (2002) further notes thaturkish, interrogative subordinate
clauses are Relative clauses based on co-ordiratidgap filling tests and declarative
subordinate clauses are Complex NPs based on headion test.

Turkish interrogative clauses exemplified in (4tah be coordinated with a
relative clause as in (41b) and do not allow ineerdf a lexical item to the gap position

as in (41c) which is the case in Relative Clauses.

(41) a. Ben-@  [Ali-nin gitdH zaman]-1 bil-iyor-du-m.
I-NOM Ali-GEN go-DIK-agr tim&CC know-PROG-PAST-1SG

‘| knew the time when Ali went.’

b. Ben- @ [Ali-nin git-g-i  zaman]-i ve Hasan-in big-di
[-NOM  Ali-GEN go-DIK-agr time-ACC ral Hasan-GEN get on-DIK-agr

ucg-1 bil-iyor-du-m.
plane-ACC  know-PROG-PAST-1SG
‘I knew the time when Ali went and the plahat Hasan got on’
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c. *Ben  Ali-nin ddn Qitstil zaman-I bil-iyor-du-m.
I-NOM Ali-GEN yesterday go-DIK-agr time-ACRnow-PROG- PAST-1SG

“*| know when Ali left yesterday.’

Declarative subordinate clauses on the other hemndaanpatible with an

external head as exemplified in (42a-b).

(42) a. Ben- @ [Hasan-in Jale-yi gor-dig-un]-u bil-iyor-um.
I-NOM Hasan-GEN Jale-ACC sd&IAGR-ACC know-PROG-1SG
‘Il know that Hasan saw Jale’

b. Ben- @ [Hasan-in Jale-yi -gag-u] gercg-in-i / iddia-si-ni
[-NOM Hasan-GEN jale-ACC see-DIK-AGR fact-REACC/claim-3agr-acc

bil-iyor-um.
know-PROG-1SG

‘I know the fact/the claim that Hasan saveJa

When the head noun is not overt as in (42a), AYge02) assumes a null head.

Aygen (2002) uses ambiguity test to determine thatjpn of Genitive subjects
in the structure. In the following examples, thadh@oun ‘probability’ can take scope
over the Genitive subject in (43a) and nominativigject in (43b). However, only

Genitive subject can take scope over the head noun.

98



(43) a. [[Pirlanta ya da inci]-nin ucaizla]  ihtimal-i ] % sifi
Diamond or pearl-GEN get cheaper prdigBagreement 0%
I. ‘The probability that diamonds or pearls becoaieap is 0%’ (i.e. neither will

become cheaper)
ii. ‘The probability that diamonds become cheapher probability that pearls become
cheap is 0%.’ (i.e. either diamonds or pearls wbaettome cheaper)

Probability >[diamond or pearl]; [diamond or peaflprobability

b. [Pirlanta ya da inci|@ yuz -desifir  ihtimal-le ucuzla - yacak.
Diamond or pearl-NOM hundred-loc zero ptuby-with become cheaper-will.

‘Diamonds or pearls will become cheap with thebability of zero %’ (i.e. neither
will become cheaper)

Probability >[diamond or pearl]; *[ diamond or pBar probability

Based on this ambiguity test Aygen (2002) suggébsiisGenitive subject
licensing position is higher than Nominative caserising position. As indicated in the
structures below genitive case licensing is exteamthe clause.

The subject DP moves to [Spec DP] for case purposesvert syntax. The
subject can take scope over the head noun asa) ¢44an remain within the scope of

the head noun as in (44b).
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(44a) C

Gen subj D’
D

ND/\ probabifity
@\ i
/\ P
N\ w

[diamond or pearl] > probability

NP

(44b) D

DP probability

Gen sub'J/\ D’

NP
CP/\ jt

N P
ay

Probability >[diamond or pearl]; *[ diamond or

D

pearl] > probability

3.2.3.3 Nominal C as Genitive Case Licenser

Kural (1993) classifies nominalizers —DIK/-(y)AcAlds past and future tense

morphemes respectively and -mA/mAK as infinitiiéaral further notes that —k

segment of —DIK/-(y)AcAK nominalizers is the C he&tk bases his arguments on

ECM clauses in Turkish.

(45) Ahmet- @ [ben-i  uyu-du-m] san-lyor- @
Ahmet-NOM [-ACC sleep-PAST-AGR think-PRES-AGR

‘Ahmet thinks | slept.’

The structure in (45) being an ECM clause doeshawé a CP projection and —k

segment is also absent. Thus —k segment is thad he
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Moreover the presence of —k in embedded clausesndietes binding domain of

elements in the matrix clause.

(46) a. Ahmet @ [prq Ankara-ya  git-ti-i]ni san-lyor- @.
A.-NOM 3SG A.-DAT go-PAST-COM&RGR-ACC think-PRES-AGR
‘Ahmet thinks he went to Ankara.’

b. * Ahmet @ [prq Ankara-ya  git-ti] rsayor- J.
A.-NOM 3SG A.-DAT geAST think-PRES-AGR
‘Ahmet thinks he went to Ankara.’

c. *Ahmet- @ [prq Ankara-ya  git-me-si]ni istiyor.
A.-NOM 3SG A.-DAT go-MNAGR-ACC  want-PRES-AGR
‘Ahmet wants him to go to Ankara.’

The presence of —k, CP projection, creates an @gpdguonain in (46a) while in its
absence embedded clause becomes a transparenhdontzinding as in (46b-c) which
violates binding requirements.

Taking —k segment as the C head implies that tiser@vement of T to C.
Among the reasons Kural (1995) gives for suggegtiagthere is V to | to C movement
is that embedded clauses receive case from théxmbtuse, post-verbal constituents
are barred in argument clauses and negative poitaths are licensed through c-
command.

The embedded clause receives a case marking fremailrix clause.
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(47) Ahmet- @ [pro ev-e sktug-umju bil-iyor-@.
Ahmet-NOM 1SG home-DAT run-PAST-COMP-AGR-DADelieve-PRES-AGR

‘Ahmet believes that | ran home.’

The example above indicates that the verbal compdsxmoved from T to C
head and has been licensed accusative case byathg

In Turkish, post-verbal constituents are adjoire@P projection as argued by
Kural (1992). However when the CP projection isaegument of the matrix clause then

adjunction is prohibited (Chomsky, 1986).

(48) *Berna- @ [[Ahmet-in git-te-i]ni okul-a] ugldu.
B.-NOM A.-GEN go-PAST-COMP-AGR-ACC school-DAMear-PAST-AGR
‘Berna heard that Ahmet went to school.’

As a consequence of the movement of the verb pw§&l;verbal constituents are
adjoined to CP projection and this yields ungrancaéty as exemplified by (48).

Negative Polarity Items (NPI) are licensed by Negathrough c-command.

(49) a.* Ahmet-@ [kimse-nin kdu- g-u]nu san-lyor-@
A.NOM no one-GEN run-PAST-COMP-AG&C think-PRES-AGR

‘Ahmet thinks no one ran.’

b. Ahmet-@ [kimse-nin gona-dig-1]ni san-1yor-@
A.NOM no one-GEN run-NEG-PAST-COMMRSR-ACC think-PRES-AGR
‘Ahmet thinks no one ran.’
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In (49a) the absence of Neg to c-command the enaokslcbject makes the
structure ungrammatical whereas in (49b) the eméxtadrb moves to C position and c-
commands the subject at [Spec TP].

As for the functional categories, Kural (1995) sesig Agr is not an independent
head. Instead there is V to T to C movement and Aéafures are carried over to C
head by this movement as in Turkish, agreement inadogy follows —k segment which
is the C head.

However C head is nominal by nature, thus whervéne moves from T to C
head agreement morphology is defined as nominagandive case is assigned to the

subject.

3.2.3.4n Head as Genitive Case Licenser

Ulutas (2008) explains Genitive versus Nominative subgaste licensing based on
(non)defective nature of FinP. When FinP is phi ptate then through Feature
Inheritance Mechanism phi features of FinP pereadlawn to T head which in turn
values the case of the subject DP as nominative.

When C head is defective as in the representafmdy, either matrix little v
checks accusative case on the embedded subjeshualn head with complete phi
features comes into the derivation within the séemrical array of defective C and
checks genitive case on the embedded subject maied in the following

configurations.
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(c) {V, Cdef}, {T, v}, {V, ...} (ECM Clauses — ACC on the subject)
(d) {n, Cdef}, {T, v}, {V, ...} (Argument Embedded Clauses — GEN on the

subject)

Ulutas (2008) takes —k part of the nominalizer —DIKnasead and suggests that
because of the nominal nature of thisead possessive agreement markers appear on
the embedded predicate.

In the examples below (50) is an argument —DIK staand (52) is an adjunct —
DIK clause. Both of the embedded clauses show pes&agreement on the predicate
indicating the presence ofhead but the embedded subject in (52) has noméeati

subject.

(50) Sen [ din biz-im okul-a git-me-dig-imiz]-i
you-NOM  yesterday  we-GEN swkbDAT go-NEG-NML-1PL-ACC

zannet-ti-n.
think-PST-2SG
‘You thought that we didn’t go to school yesi®y.’
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(51)

ForceP
Force’ Phi feature transmission fronf? to T head yields Genitive
Top Force case on the subject. The nominal nature of théeattiires
/\Top’ yield nominal agreement on the embedded predicate.

nP/\ Top

FinP/\n -
RN

Fin’

TP/\ Fin
S\

As illustrated in the tree structure above in (£1YFinP) is phi incomplete so feature
transmission from C to T cannot occur. Howeverghgtanother functional projection
nP within the same lexical array of FinP with a céetg set of phi features. The head of
this functional projection is the —k part of themaalizer —DIK. nP transmits its phi
features to T head and the case of the subje&pad vP] is valued as genitive.

Uninterpretable phi features of the probes areadhls gen-poss agreement.
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Now we turn to the derivation of adjunct —DIK claugiven in (52) below.

(52)a. Sen [[dun biz ubk git-me-dig-imiz] icin]
you-NOM yesterday we.NOM school-DAT -§&G-NML-1SG for

biz-i azar-la-di-n.
us-ACC reprimand-PST.2SG
‘You reprimanded us since we didn’t go tocalyesterday.

(53)
ForceP}K n-K
/\ Force’ Phi feature inheritance betvele and ForceP
/\ yields nominal inflection on the embedded pretdica

TopP Force

/\ Top’
"\ Top

FinP
Fin’
TP/\ Fi phi feature inheritance between RnB T head
T yield®@minative case licensing on the embedded subject
VP/\ T
DPnow DWWV
VF’A %

In (53), FinP is merged in the derivation with angdete set of phi features which the T
head inherits. As feature percolation is from RoH head, Nominative case is
licensed on the subject in [Spec vP]. Note thatinaimnflection appears on the

embedded predicate although phi features are tekdeiom FinP. Ulut§(2008) holds
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that nominal inflection is because of thié projection over ForceP which checks its phi
features with the ForceP.

In adjunct —DIK clauses with nominative subjecbtigature inheritance
mechanisms are at work; one is between the FinRhend head yielding Nominative
case on the subject, the other is betweemfhand the ForceP yielding nominal
inflection on the embedded predicate.

Ulutas (2008) takes the following examples adopted froemielly (1996) as an
evidence for non-defective, phi complete FinP hia $tructures (54b-55b) NPI licensing
is not possible because subordinate clause haiscamiplete FinP projection that

licenses Nominative case and forms an opaque domain

(54) a. Ben [kimse P15 ic -me-di] zannet-iyor-um
I-NOM anybody-NOM cigarettemoke-NEG-PST think-PROG-1SG

‘I believe that nobody smoked.’

b. *(?) Ben [kimse sigara ic-di] zannet-m-iylon
[-NOM anybody-NOM cigarettsmoke-PST  think-NEG-PROG-1SG
‘| don’t believe that anybody smoked.” (Kennely969

(55) a. Ben [[kimse s@a i¢c -me-di-k-i] icin]
I-NOM anybody-NOM cigarette smoke-NEG-PST-NML-3SG  for

oda-yi temiz  zannet-ti-m.

room-ACC clean think-PST-1SG
‘| considered the room clean since nghb&moked in it.

b. *Ben [[kKimse sigara i¢-di-k-i] i¢cin] oeja temiz zannet-me-di-m.

Intended Meaning: ‘I considered the rodean since nobody smoked in it.’
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In contrast to (54b-55b), NPI licensing is possiinl (56a-b).

(56) a. Ben [bu oda-da lkermsn sigara
[-NOM this room-DAT  anybody-GEN cigarette

ic-me-di-k-in]-i zannet-iyor-um.
smoke-NEG-PST-NML-3SG-ACC thinR®G-1SG

‘I believe that nobody smoked in thisma’

b. Ben [bu oda-da im&e-nin sigara
[-NOM this room-DAT anybo@EN cigarette

i¢ -di-k-in]-i zannet-m-iyor-um
smoke-PST-NML-3SG-ACC think-NEG-PBQASG

‘I don’t believe that anybody smokedhis room.’

In (56a) NPI is licensed by Neg within the imnadiclause in (56b) on the other
hand, FinP is not phi complete so the embeddedelaannot form an opaque domain

and NPl is licensed by Neg in the matrix clause.

3.3 Summary

This chapter has demonstrated that the distributfdden/Nom case licensing in
complement clauses, in certain adjunct clausestivelclauses, and CNPCs in Turkish.

In the last part of this chapter, previous analyse§&en/Nom alternation in
Turkish have been presented on the basis of th&tiqunevhether Nom/Gen case
licensing involve movement or not. This section slaswn that within the Movement
approach the analyses further differ from eachrotlidn respect to Nom/Gen case
licensing functional projections.
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CHAPTER FOUR

SUBJECT MARKING: GEN/NOM CASE LICENSING IN TURKISH

4.1 Introduction

The main concern of this chapter is to elucidageddse licensing mechanism for
Genitive, and Nominative subjects in CNPCs in Tshkin chapter two, we illustrated
all possible variants of CNPCs with their structymaperties for Dialect A and B. The
basic question raised at this point is whether lgaseration or movement analysis can
predict Gen/Nom case variation for Turkish datamtfivement analysis explains Turkish
data then the next question is whether differenttional projections or the same

functional projection with different features licas nominative and genitive case.

The analysis will have implications for the natoféhe functional categories
and the clause structure in Turkish and basic semiethe MP i.e. EPP (Chomsky 1981)
and Case Filter (Chomsky 1980, 1981). The followsagtion takes a brief look at the
Gen/Nom case licensing in CNPCs in Turkish whicreed some problems for the

previous approaches.

4.2 Gen/Nom Subject Case Licensing in CNPCs

The CNPCs that we will focus on in this chapteriblwstrated below in (1a-g). The

structural properties of these CNPCs have beemnisbgd in detail in chapter two. Now
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we turn to the syntactic analysis of Nominative/{Bea subject case licensing in these

CNPCs.

Q) a.[[Sen yeni bir ev-e tain-mis-sin]  soylenti-si] gercek de.
you-NOM new one house-DAT moweSH-2SG rumor-CM true  not

‘The rumor that you moved to a new leissnot true.’

b. [ [Sen-in sinav-I gec-e-meg-di] haber-i]  biz-i {alf1.
you-GEN exam-ACC pass-ABIL-NEG-AGRy news-CM we-ACC upset-PAST

‘The news that you couldn’t pass the exgset us.’

Dialect B
c. [[Kitab-a hickimse-nin bak-ma-n3ttir;] dgunce-sin-e |

book-DAT anybody-GEN  look-NEHERAST-MOD idea-CM-DAT

katil-tyor-um.
agree-PROG-1SG

‘| agree with the idea that nobody has lab&ethe book.’

Dialect A

d. Sen-ipn [ proy;  saatlerce ketu-ni; ] iddia-si  sadece bir yalan.
you-GEN for hours run-PAST-2SGaim-CM  just a lie
‘The claim (about you) that you ran for hours.’

‘Your claim that ‘you ran for hours’
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e. Sen-in [ pro*j; din gece bayil;di iddia-n gercek dgil.
you-GEN yesterday nightnfaPAST-3SG claim-2SGPoss true  not

‘Your claim that s/he fainted last nighnot true.’

*Your claim that you fainted last nightri®t true.’

f. Sen-in [ pro*i/j iflas et-mg-siny | haber-in biz-i Uz-da.
you-GEN bankruptcy get-PAST-23@ws-2SGPoss we-ACC upset-PAST
‘Your news that ‘you went bankrupt’ upset us.’

* “Your news that you went bankrupt upset us.’

g. Sen-ip [proy; gizlice evlen-dj ] soylen-ti-si  inandiricegl.
you-GEN secretly get married-PAST-3S@mor-CM  convincing not
‘The rumor (about you) that you got married sdgrstnot convincing.’

‘Your rumor that s/he got married secretly is cotvincing.’

Note that the CNPC variants differ from each othehe following manner.

(i) In (1a) the complement of the head noun ihanform of a verbal clause.
The embedded predicate is fully inflected for tease verbal agreement markers. The

subject bears Nominative case.

(i) In (1b) the complement of the head noun ighi@ form of a nominalized
clause. The embedded predicate is marked withdheralizer —DIK and the agreement

markers are from the nominal agreement paradigma.stibject bears Genitive case.
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(iif) The NPI structure in (1c) exemplifies a CNR@&riant for Dialect B. The
embedded predicate is inflected for tense and agwee The nominal DP is marked

with Genitive case and interpreted to be the stljeDialect B.

(iv) The embedded predicate in (1d) is fully ictied for tense and agreement
markers. The DP nominal bears Genitive case maRemember that for Dialect A
speakers, the Genitive nominal is not the subyjettis clause. The head noun bears
compound marker arro in the embedded clause can be co-indexed withehgige

nominal.

(v) The embedded predicate in (1e) is inflectedénse. The verb is marked
with third person agreement marker which is covest,@. The DP nominal bears
Genitive case and the external nominal head beamsnal agreement marker. As
discussed in section 2 o cannot be co-indexed with the genitive nominal mvtiee

head noun bears possessive agreement markers.

(vi) In (1f) the embedded predicate is inflectedhaense and agreement
morphology. The head noun is marked with possesgiveement markers which agree
in person with the genitive nominal and hence cekation ofpro and the genitive

nominal is not possible.

(vii) The embedded predicate in (1g) bears tensgelaind person agreement
markers. The head noun is marked with compound enakd co-indexation gfro and

the genitive nominal is possible.
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We will discuss Nom/Gen case licensing in (1a-lg) Blom/Gen case alternation
in structures similar to (1c) for Dialect B in sect4.3.3.2, and the appearance of

Genitive case marked nominal in (1d-g) for Diald&peakers in section 4.3.3.3.

The following sections illustrate how previous asals account for the CNPCs

in Turkish which will lead to a new analysis of gadi case variation in section 4.3.3.

4.3 Case Licensing

Within the two existent analyses for nominative geditive case licensing i.e. Base
generation analysis versus Movement analysis, @aelof argumentation makes
different predictions with respect to the naturéhef case licensing configuration (Spec-

Head) as well as EPP and the relation Agree.

We now turn to discuss the implications of the approaches to case licensing.
In section 4.3.1 we focus on CNPCs under Movemeratlysis and in section 4.3.2
under Base Generation Analysis. Section 4.3.3udaties Features as Case Licenser

Approach and proposes a new analysis for CNPCs.

4.3.1 Different Functional Projections as Case hees

As mentioned in the third chapter, within the moeatranalysis of case licensing, a
number of different approaches to Nom/Gen subjasé ¢icensing have been proposed

for Turkish. In the following sub-sections we wdilscuss these approaches in
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accounting for the subject case realization in CBIRR@h the aim of determining

whether they can account for subject case in tbesstructions.

4.3.1.1 Nominal AGR as Case Licenser in CNPCs

As illustrated with ample data in section 3.2.Xarnfilt (2003) holds that verbal Agr
licenses Nominative case and nominal Agr licensessitive case. She holds that in
order to license case on the subject, Agr shoulicbased through (i) categorial match
(whether the subordinate clause is fully nominaha), (ii) referential indexing
(whether the subordinate clause is an argumenbtpion (i) through predication (in

relative clauses).

Within the assumptions of this approach, Nominatiase on the subject in (2a)
and Genitive case on the subject in (2b) are predlid he categorial features of Agr

determine the case marker on the subject.

(2) a. Sen yeni bir ev-e taIn-mis-sin soylenti-si gercekge
you-NOM new one house-DAT moweSH-2SG rumor-CM true  not

‘The rumor that you moved to a new leissnot true.’

! Within the studies discussed under Movement Anslgsid Base Generation analysis, some researchers
propose derivation of structures similar to thesomeemplified in (1a-b) (Aygen 2002, Kornfilt 2003)

while some others do not (Ulgt2008, Kural 1993, Oztiirk 2005). The aim of thistpsto find out how
these analyses can deal with the case variati@NIRCs in (1a-c) within the proposed assumptions.
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b. Sen-in  sinav-I gec-e-mgidi haber-i biz-i uz-du
you-GEN exam-ACC pass-ABIL-NEG-AGBy news-CM we-ACC upset-PAST

‘The news that you couldn’t pass the exgset us.’

The embedded predicate in (2a) is fully inflectedténse and verbal agreement
markers. The subject which is base generated ied$°] moves to [Spec AgrP] for

case purposes. Agr is verbal and hence licensesidtine case on the subject.

In (2b), on the other hand, the embedded predisatdlected for nominal
agreement markers. Case licensing through catégaaitzh is not possible as —DIK
clause with a CP projection under DP projectiondminal (although not fully§.Then
Genitive case is licensed through referential imuigas the clause is a nominalized

noun-complement clause.

The grammaticality of the following CNPC in Dialdgt on the other hand, is

not expected by this analysis.

2 Kornfilt (2003) suggests that —DIK/(y)AcAK clausaee not fully nominal while —-mA clauses are fully
nominal. The reasons Kornfilt (2003) gives for suggestingt tiDIK/(y)AcAK are not fully nominal is
that tense interpretation is allowed to a certabter, plural marker and determiners associateld wit
nominal projections are not licit and Wh- operatdiich is associated with verbal projections are
compatible within —DIK/(y)AcAK clauses. See secti®2.3.1 for the relevant examples.
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(2) c. Kitab-a hickimse-nin  bak-mmas-tir dgiince-sin-e

book-DAT anybody-GEN  look-NEG-PASIOD opinion-CM-DAT

katil-1yor-um.
agree-PROG-1SG

‘| agree with the opinion that nobody would Bdwoked at the book.’

The embedded predicate is fully inflected for teasé third person verbal
agreement markers which are null. Under Kornféfgporoach Nom case is expected on

the subject as the categorial feature of Agr ib&kbut the subject bears Genitive case.

4.3.1.2 External D Head as Case Licenser in CNPCs

Aygen (2002) suggests that it is the Epistemic Mibdan T and Mood on C that
licenses Nom case and the external nominal headicbases Gen case as discussed in

detail in sections 3.2.1.2 and 3.2.3.2.

When Nom case licensing heads are defective, tteeret nominal functional
head licenses Gen case on the subject. Based dlisthibution of agreement markers,
Aygen holds that what is missing in Gen subjecistattions in contrast to Nom

subject constructions is Mood.

Now we turn to the derivations of the CNPCs giveii2a) and (2b). In (2a) there

is a verbal complement clause under the DP projeciihere is an overt external
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nominal headsdylenti’ but the subject is licensed Nom case. This is Whiiatapproach

predicts based on the assumptions mentioned above.

(2) a. Sen yeni bir ev-e tasin-mis-sin soylenti-si gercek ge
you-NOM new one house-DAT move-PASS&rumor-CM true  not

‘The rumor that you moved to a new houseoistrue.’

3)
Sen yeni bir ev-e tan-mis-sin soylenti-si

DP
/\ o
/\
NP D -si
/\
NI
/\
CP =Mood N soylenti

i

[+ moo(il
c
T
FinP (TP/MOLRpistemi®) C

Fin’

;

<
v

Sen Fin

)

)

DP \%

_—
yeni bir ev-easih-mis-sin

Nominative case licenser heads, C and FinP (TP)a@rdefective; hence case is
licensed on the subject clause internally. Theesttbyhich is base generated in [Spec

VP] moves to [Spec FinP] position and it is licenkkxin case.
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Under this line of analysis Gen case marking orstiigect in (2b) is also
predicted. In contrast to (2a), the agreement marie the embedded predicate in (2b)
indicate the absence of Mood. As case licensegfesctive, the subject DP moves to
[Spec DP] for case purposes. Movement of the stilgenot blocked since the case
licensing functional categories within CP projentare defective as illustrated in (4)

below.

(2) b. Sen-in  sinav-i gec-e-mg-di haber-i  biz-i z-du.
you-GEN exam-ACC pass-ABIL-NEG-AGR, news-CM we-ACC upset-PAST

‘The news that you couldn’t pass the exgset us.’

4)
(2b) Sen-in sinav-1 geg-e-megdn haber-i biz-i (iz-d0.

DP
N

Senin D’
/\
NP D i
/\
Nl
/\
CP = Mood N haber

UNoed
-

T
FinP (TP/MOQpistemiP) C

1/\ Fin’
N

vP

it /wp
/\
DP \Y

PN _
sinav-1 geg-e-mezdn
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Case is licensed on the subject clause externgltgigonominal head. Clause internal

agreement marker is taken just as a morphologicitation of this case checking.

However this analysis also falls short of explagnihe derivation of (2c) for

Dialect B.

(2) c. Kitab-a hickimse-nin bak-mas-tir dgiince-sin-e

book-DAT anybody-GEN look-NEG-PAST-MOIDpinion-CM-DAT

katil-tyor-um.
agree-PROG-1SG

‘| agree with the opinion that nobody lookedts book.’

C head is not defective as the mood marker ismoat the nominal agreement
set which indicates defective Mood; however Gegittase marker appears on the
subject. Under the assumptions of this approachemewt of the subject is not expected
as case licensing heads are not defective howkgeubject DP seems to have moved
to [Spec DP] and Gen case is licensed on the dufijeen what this analysis should
account for is what triggers movement of the sulig¢Spec DP]. Given that case
licensing functional heads C and FinP are not diefecthe movement of the subject

remains as a problem.

If we assume that there is no movement and cagesisked on the subject

through Long Distance Agree, the structure stilgma problem for case checking
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mechanism. We expect case checking to be block&Powhich is not defective.

However case checking is not blocked and Genitage ¢s licensed on the subject.

4.3.1.3 Nominal C as Case Licenser in CNPCs

Within the framework of Kural (1993) who takes -dgment of —DIK/(y)AcAK
nominalizers as the nominal C head, as discussgektion 3.2.3.3, Agr is not an
independent functional projection but featuresiedrover to C head through Vto T to

C movement.

This approach accounts for the nominative case edaslibject in (2a) and

genitive case marked subject in (2b).

()

(2a) Sen yeni bir ev-e gm-mis-sin sdylenti-si (b) Sen-in sinav-1 geg-e-mg-ii haber-i

DP DFP
/>\D PN
D
NP D -si N
T NP D -i
N’ /\
/\ N’
CP Nsoylenti P

CP N haber
AN A\ e
YP/\C-nom JFP/\
SJ\ T N\

P T-ms \Y T -di

\Y
%I gec-e-me

=]
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As represented in the tree structures in (5) abiov@a) C projection is not nominal in
nature and the embedded predicate is fully infetébe tense and verbal agreement

markers. In (2b), on the other hand, C head is nahaind the predicate is inflected for
nominal agreement markers. In accordance withdkegorial nature of C heads, Nom

case is licensed in (2a) and Gen case in (2b).

This approach seems to account for the structuf2cnfor Dialect B. If the C

projection is assumed to be nominal then Gen casking is expected on the subject.

(2) c. Kitab-a hickimse-nin bak-mmas-tir dgiince-sin-e

book-DAT anybody-GEN look-NEG-PAST-MODopinion-CM-DAT

katil-1yor-um.
agree-PROG-1SG

‘| agree with the opinion that nobody would Bdeoked at the book.’

The problem with this line of analysis is that 2a) and (2b) the nominal and
verbal nature of C head is reflected on the initeal morphology of the embedded
predicate. When C is nominal, —k segment of thekqmdminalizer occupies C position.
In (2¢) on the other hand assuming nominal C regmasan ad hoc solution as this is
not reflected on the inflectional morphology of gredicate. This approach also falls
short of explaining Nom/Gen subject case variaitioadjunct -DIK clauses exemplified

below in (6a-b).
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(6) a. Hasan-iIn  duy-gwn-a gore ek  duy-acak-mu
Hasan -GEN hear-DIK- AGRu-DAT  according to everbody hear-FUT-REP

‘According to what Hasan heard, everybody wéhar (it)’

b. Hasan duyghun-a gore herkes  duy-acak.

Hasan -NOM  hear-DIK- AGRw-DAT since everybody hear-FUT

‘Given that/since Hasan heard, everybodyhaar (it)’ (Aygen 2007, 17-18)

In (6a-b), —k segment of the —DIK nominalizer odespC head position defining
the C projection as nominal. The subject is predico bear Gen case. However in (6b)
the subject bears Nom case. Although this appraacbunts for the argument clauses in
Turkish it falls short of explaining the derivatiohCNPC given in (2c) for Dialect B

and adjunct —DIK clauses exemplified in (6a-b).

4.3.1.4nP as Case Licenser in CNPCs

As discussed in detail in section 3.2.1.3 and 32 3lutg (2008) takes phi complete C
and T with an independent tense interpretation@s Kase licenser. When Nom case
licensing functional heads are defective, thBrprojection, which he assumes to be —k

segment of —DIK nominalizer, licenses Gen caseherstibject.

When we adopt theP analysis to CNPCs in (2a-c) we get the followiasults.
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(2) a. Sen yeni bir ev-e tasIn-mis-sin
you-NOM new one house-DAT move-PASIG

‘The rumor that you moved to a new howsseat true.’

(7)

yeni bir ev-e taanmissin

soylenti-si gercekge

rumor-CM true not

As illustrated in the tree structure above in EH)P with complete phi features is

merged and T inherits these uninterpretable pliufea. T head Agrees with the goal in

[SpecvP] and values its case as Nominative. Given thaetls nanP projected in the
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structure and the phi features inherited from til®Fare not nominal, verbal inflection

on the embedded predicate is predicted.

Now we turn to the derivation of (2b) under thipeagach.

(2) b. Sen-in  sinav-i gec-e-mg-di haber-i biz-i  Gz-du.
you-GEN exam-ACC pass-ABIL-NEG-AGRs news-CM we-ACC upset-PAST

‘The news that you couldn’t pass the exasetips.’

8 DP

/N

N o
AN
Forcel?/\ N haber

/\ Force’
TopP/K

Top’
nP/\ Top
N

FinP n -K

/N

Fin
v\
VP/\ Tt
ti/\ v

VP/\V

PN

Force

Fin-p

sinav-1 geg-e-megdin
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As indicated in the representation above, Finmhisrzomplete in (2b). T head inherits
phi features froomP projection which selects a phi incomplete Finlae@d Agrees with
the embedded subject and licenses Genitive caseiddbnature of the phi features of

NP yields possessive agreement on the embeddedatedi

As is the case with the previous analyses, thesdinanalysis predicts Nom
subject in (2c) for Dialect B. As illustrated beldwnP is phi complete saP projection

is predicted to be missing.

(2) c. Kitab-a hickimse-nin bak-masttir dgiince-sin-e

book-DAT anybody-GEN look-NEG-PAST-MODopinion-CM-DAT

katil-1yor-um.
agree-PROG-1SG

‘| agree with the opinion that nobody would Bdeoked at the book.’

However the subject is marked with genitive caki.i$ thenP projection
transmitting its phi features to T head in the pne of a phi incomplete FinP and
licensing genitive case to the subject with T h€ad) remains as a problem for this
analysis. Genitive case appears on the subject Wiméhis phi complete andP

projection is not projected.
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Although the derivations of (2a-b) are possiblaliranalyses, (2c) which is
grammatical for Dialect B speakers has revealetilpnos for each analysis. Section

4.3.2 turns to the analyses of CNPCs under Basergigon Approach.

4.3.2 Base Generation Approach

As mentioned earlier in section 3.2.2.1, an altiwveaanalysis to case checking has been
proposed by Oztiirk (2005) who assumes theta raligraag functional projections to
be the positions for case licensing and referetytialhe subject DP is base generated in
theta position, [Spec AgentP]. According to thislgais the subject is checked for its
case and referentiality in this position and bec®m@e argument. Arguments remain in
their base generated position and case is liceimssitll unless attracted by a non-case
related feature. As discussed in detail in secBdh2.1, Nominative subjects move to

[Spec TP] for scope/discourse interpretive purposes

In the base generation approach, T plays a roeiomhorphological realization
of case. V moves to ThemeP and AgentP on its wdy When V complex head moves
to T head, T takes all the functional projectiongler its scope and allows
morphological case realization in accordance widthanical Case Parameter repeated
below.

(9) The Mechanical Case Parameter (Harley, 1995)
a) If one case feature is checked structurally¢taase, it is realized as Nominative
(mandatory case).

b) If two case features are checked structurally atause the second is realized as
Accusative.
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c) If three case features are checked structurabyclause, the second is realized as
Dative and the third as Accusative,
d) The mandatory case in a multiple-case clauassgned in the top/bottom AgrP.

For the Mechanical Case Parameter, case realizatedao dependent on the properties
of the clause. Thus the unmarked case in a DPgtiafeis Genitive. If one case feature

is checked structurally in a DP projection, iteslized as Genitive.

Now we will discuss how this kind of an analysis@ants for the CNPCs in (2a-
b-c). (10) is a representation of clause architeciuthin the base generation approach

of Oztlirk (2005).

(10)

Agent P T
ﬁ\ Agent P’
—

Theme P Agent
Theme P’
N

VP Theme

A\
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Under the phrase structure given above in (10¥tigects are base generated in [Spec
AgentP]. The case feature of the subject DP islatwby AgentP but it is
morphologically realized by TP. V moves through filmectional projections ThemeP-
AgentP on its way to T. When V-T complex head isrfed, T head realizes the first
case feature as Nominative.

Under the assumptions of the Mechanical Case RaeajMNominative case on the
subject is expected in (2a). T morphologicallylires the case feature of the subject in

[Spec AgentP] as Nominative.

(2) a. Sen yeni bir ev-e tasIn-mis-sin soylenti-si gercek ge
you-NOM new one house-DAT move-PAZIG rumor-CM true  not

‘The rumor that you moved to a new howgseat true.’

As for Genitive subjects, the Mechanical Case ipatar makes some other
assumptions. In (2b) and (2c) the subject basergéd in [Spec AgentP] moves from

[Spec TP] to as high as [Spec CP].

* Oztuirk (2005) suggests a similar analysis for E@Mstructions in Turkish.

(1) Ali Ayse-yi elma-y1  ye-di saniyor.
Ali  Ayse-ACC apple-ACC eat-past thinks

‘Ali believes Aye to have eaten the apple.’

The ECM structure in (1) takes the following detienal steps. The embedded subjagke’ raises from
[Spec AgentP] to [Spec TP] to embedded [Spec C&hamce it is not within the scope of the embedded
T when morphological case realization applies. &@mbdedded T realizes Accusative case on the
embedded objedtlma’. The matrix T on the other hand realizes Nomimatase on the subject and
realizes the second structural case Accusative®eimbedded C. This case feature is realized on the
embedded subject at [Spec CP].
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(2) b. Sen-in  sinav-i gec-e-mg-di haber-i biz-i Uz-du
you-GEN exam-ACC pass-ABIL-NEG-AGRs news-CM we-ACC upset-PAST

‘The news that you couldn’t pass the exgset us.’

c. Kitab-a hickimse-nin bak-mas-tir diiince-sin-e

book-DAT anybody-GEN look-NEG-PAST-MOD opinion-CM-DAT

katil-tyor-um.
agree-PROG-1SG

‘| agree with the opinion that nobody would Bdeoked at the book.’

At the point of morphological case realizatiore gubject is as high as CP
projection and hence the embedded T cannot rethéizease feature on the subject as
Nominative. The structure is a DP projection; tfene, as predicted, Genitive case is
realized on the subject.

This approach accounts for the distribution of Blem subjects assuming that,
Nominative subject is under the scope of T and Bensubject is not within the scope
of the embedded T at the point where case is eghlidowever the inflectional
morphology on the embedded predicate in (2b-cediffrom each other. If Genitive
subjects are licensed within the same projectiqi2lac), the appearance of nominal
inflectional morphology on the embedded predicatéb) versus the verbal inflectional
morphology on the embedded predicate in (2c) faldat B remains as a problem for

this analysis.
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4.3.3 Features as Case Licenser

This section introduces the basic tenets of featw® case licenser analysis. This
approach has the advantage over the previous ag@®an that it assumes the same

target position for Nom/Gen subjects.

4.3.3.1 Supercategorial Theory of CP/DP Parallelism

Hiraiwa (2005) has recently proposed that geniéimd nominative licensing functional
projections are the same projections with differiattures in each instance. Hiraiwa
(2005) bases his arguments on the parallelism leetv@® and DP projections which he

takes to be surface variations of the same streictur

There are languages such as Japanese (Hiraiwa 20@b)Cuzco Quechua
(Lefebvre and Muysken 1988) which mark case aneegent in nominals and in
certain clauses in the same way. As illustratedeitail in chapter two and three, there is

a structural parallelism between nominals and sediauses in Turkish as well.

Hiraiwa labels this Supercategorial Theory of CP/Bymmetry. This is

illustrated below.
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a. “CP domain” b. “DP domain”

CsP D3P
Cs_ (FocP) Dy (FocP)
(Foc) ~~€aR (Foc) D,P

Supercategorial Theory of CP/DP Symmetry (Hirai0a%)

The supercategorial structure with the phase hegds and g can surface as a CP

domain as illustrated in (a) or as a DP domaimdb).
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Within this analysis the crucial factor determinitige categorial status of the
domains is the feature [+/-N] inserted at phaselfied Transfer. The features inserted at
phase heads;cc; and ¢ determine the category of the complement of theesspthead,
giving rise to a CP projection when the insertestdee is [-N] or a DP projection when

the feature is [+N].

Note that CP projection can also be representddtivit projections of Rizzi's
(1997) Split CP hypothesis. Then 8 the ForceP, 4s the FinP. In a similar line s

DemP and bis DefP.

Supercategorial theory makes mixed structures plesas DP and CP domains
have the same structure. Fromta ¢ both [-N] and [+N] features can be inserted and

categorial determination can take the followingpstéHiraiwa 2005):

Phase One;c
i.  v*+# +r: verb
i. n+# +\r: noun
Phase Twoc
I. CotTP: Extended Verbal Projection of VP
ii. D2+TP: Extended Nominal Projection of VP (=Gerunds)
Phase Threesc
I. Cs+C,P: Extended Verbal Projection of FinP
ii. Ds+C,P: Extended Nominal Projection of FinP (=Clausahimalization)

C; is the locus of uninterpretable phi features fer internal syntax ang ¢ the locus of
uCase and inherent phi features for the extermabgy Once £is merged
uninterpretable phi features percolate down to adh€ase licensing is carried out by

c-T amalgamate.
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cs plays a crucial role in subject case licensings fets [+N] feature at Transfer
then ¢-T amalgamate licenses Genitive case on the suljattthe subject is marked

with nominative case ifsgets [-N] feature at Transfer as illustrated below

Agree (c2-T, g)

a) value (c2-F-g uninterpretable case genitive) if c3 gets [+N]
b) value (c2-T~g uninterpretable case nominative) irrespectiva cétegorical

feature of c3. (Hiraiwva@35)

Based on data on Japanese Gen/Nom conversion eesahhiphiwa defines some

other preconditions for Gen/Nom conversion. Thesdlstrated in examples (11-13).

In Japanese Gen/Nom conversion is only allowedanses whose predicates are

nominalized.

(11) a.[Kinoo John-no  kat-ta hon]-wa omosiro-i.
yesterday John-Gen buy-Pst.Adlmok-Top interesting-Prs.

‘The book which John bought yesterdayisriesting.
b. [Dare-ga/*no ki-te-mo] kamaimas-en.
[whoever-Nom/Gen come-Cond-Q] care-Neg.Pr

‘| don't care whoever will come.’

c. [John-ga/*no ku-reba] minna yorokobu yo.
[John-Nom/Gen come-Cond everyone bagdd-Prs Part.

‘Everyone will be delighted if John comes.’
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d. Omae-ga/*no  ko-i!
you-Nom/Gen come-Imp

‘(You) Come here!’

The embedded predicate of the example (11a) ismadmihile it is not in (11b-
d). Note that only when the predicate has prediadteminal form, the subject bears
Genitive case.

The following adjunct clauses seem to challenge phe-condition. (12a) is an
example of a focus construction and (12b-c) araradjclauses. The embedded

predicates have nominal form but the subjects ean bnly nominative case.

(12) a. John-ga/*no genki-na o-da.
John-Nom/*Gen healthy-Prs.Adn C-CPL
‘It is that John is healthy.’

b. John-ga/*no genki-na -d®
John-Nom/*Gen healthy-Prs.Adn C-OBL

‘Because John is in good health...’

c. John-ga/*no genki-na o-m
John-Nom/*Gen healthy-Prs.Adn C-DAT
‘Although John is in good health....’

Hiraiwa (2005) proposes the following preconditfongenitive case licensing.
The ¢-T system selected by must become a goal of a higher probe which is

formulated in the following way.
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a)Select (g-T) [Internal relation]
b)Select (g, c-T)

c)Agree (x,8) [External relation]

Arguments have an external relation with anothebgy however adjuncts are

“more grammaticalized” in this sense and hence #entase licensing is not possible.

Finally Hiraiwa (2005) argues that when there i©aert non-affixal
complementizer Nom/Gen conversion is not licitTcamalgamate is blocked, hence the

predicate is not in the nominal form and Genitase cannot be licensed on the subject.

(13)* [[Mary-ga [John-no  kat-ta to] omottei-ru] hbn
Mary-Nom John-Gen buy-Pst.Ex@ think-Prs.Adn book
‘The book which Mary thinks that Johruigbt.’

In the presence of the overt complementit®rin (13), ¢-T cannot form an
amalgamation to license Genitive case on the sulfjee embedded predicate is not in

the nominal form and the subject bears Nominatasec

As an illustration of these defined properties@anitive case licensing Hiraiwa

(2005) analyzes the following complement clausenfiicurkish.

(14) [Ahmet-in ben-i  sevgin]-i bil-iyor-um.
[Ahmet-3.GEN |-ACC love-NmI-3sg.Po#sje  know-Prs.Prog.-1Sg.
‘I know that Ahmet loves me.’
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The tree structure and the derivational stepsisfdinucture are given below in (15).

(15) 4P
TP/\zcmp —»3Sg
-DIK
/\ T

(Hiraiwa 2005, 73)

C; transmits its uninterpretable phi features to &chand ¢ T amalgamate Agrees with
the subject in [Spec vP]. The feature inserted st[e-N], hence gT values Genitive
case on the subject. Note that possessive agreéameears on the embedded predicate.

Hiraiwa takes this as an indication of Agree betwte subject DP and the-T.

In the following sections we turn to the analyse€NPCs within this approach.

4.3.3.2 Features as Case Licenser in CNPCs

As discussed in section 4.3.3.1, the features [Hifiderted at phase headsand @
determine the nature of their complement domainthedase marker on the subject.
[+/-N] insertion at phase headsand ¢ has four logical possibilities which is illustrdte

in (16) below.
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(16)
a) & [+N] c3 [+N] the predicate is nominalized and the subject b&as case

b) ¢ [-N] c3 [-N] the predicate is not nominalized and the subjeat®®lom case
C) & [+N] c3[-N] the predicate is nominalized and the subject b&kms case

d) ¢ [-N] c3 [+N] the predicate is not nominalized and the subjeatb&en case

In Turkish, all four variations are observed. (1&ahe configuration of a nominalized
clause while (16b) is the configuration of a firsigbordinate clause. The variations
given in (16c-d) are marginal and restricted to s@mecific constructions and/or

speakers as will be discussed in the followingieast

Genitive case on the subject is not licensed inimalauses in Turkish as the

ungrammaticality of the following example suggests.

(17) *Ben-im git-ti-m.
I-GEN go-PAST-1SG.

‘I went.’

This is predicted by this analysis given thal selected by£is not a goal of a
higher probe, the structure is fully grammaticalizend hence Genitive case is not

licensed.
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Hiraiwa’s analysis of case licensing makes theofeihg predictions when
applied to CNPCs. In (2a) repeated below as (h&)categorial feature [-N] inserted at

phase gmakes the complement domain of this phase verbal.

(18) Sen yeni bir ev-e tasin-mis-sin soylenti-si  gercekgile
you-NOM new one house-DAT move-HAZESG  rumor-CM true  not

‘The rumor that you moved to a newdwis not true.’

(29) PossP

0SS’
DP/\ Poss
N D’
/\
N’

Cg(ForceP)/\ N soylenti

FocP/\ s¢Forcel—  [-N]

NP D -si

cP (FinP) Foc
/\
TP gFin) <— [-N]
sen T

w N1
v\
_ .
yeni bir ev-e gi@m-mis-sin
As represented in (19) abovetransmits its phi features to T head. The featserted

at g is [-N], c-T Agree with the subject DP base generated indSp¢ The
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uninterpretable phi features gf T are valued and as a reflex of this,Jcamalgamation
values Nominative case on the subject. This stracMemplifies the variation given in
(16b).

The derivation of (2b), repeated here as (20) apdesented below with the tree

structure in (21) is also predicted under this wsial

(20) a. Sen-in  sinav-I gec-e-mg-di haber-i biz-i ug-d
you-GEN exam-ACC pass-ABIL-NEG-Ag&H, news-CM we-ACC upset-PAST

‘The news that you couldn’t pass the exgset us.’

(21) PossP
_~">_ Poss'

P~ >\ Poss
N D’
N

Nl
Q'g(FOI’CeP)/\ N haber

FocP/\ sForce)—  [+N]

e

NP D -i

c2P (FinP) Foc
TP gFin) <——= [+N]
senin T
\Y/ T

t/\v
=~
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The categorial feature [+N] inserted at phase legathkes the complement domain of
this phase nominal. [+N] feature inserted s¢xtends this nominal domain to the
complement of £ Uninterpretable phi features of percolate down to T head andTc
amalgamate Agrees with the subject in [SgRek Uninterpretable phi features of the
probe are valued as nominal agreement and asex wdfthis ¢-T values the subject
DP’s case as Genitive since [+N] feature is inskateg. This structure exemplifies the
variation given in (16a). Now we will turn to thgamples of the configurations in (16c-
d) which are marginal and restricted some specditstructions and/or speakers.

As discussed in the preceding sections, the desivaff (2c) which is
grammatical for Dialect B speakers, repeated he(@2) causes a problem for the
analyses which assume different functional propetilicensing genitive and
nominative case. However under this analysis thesire receives an explanation as

represented in the tree structure in (23) below.

(22) Kitab-a hickimse-nin bak-mas-tir dgiince-sin-e

book-DAT anybody-GEN look-NEG-PAST-MOD opinion-CM-DAT

katil-1yor-um.
agree-PROG-1SG

‘| agree with the opinion that nobody would Bdeoked at the book.’
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(23)

PossP
_~\_ Poss’
P~ >\ Poss
N
N

NP D -si

PNY
Ca(ForceP)/\ N diince

FocP/\ s¢Forcel——  [+N]

TN

cP (FinP) Foc
TP gFin) <—= [-N]

hickimsenin T’
vV T

-

=

At the phase head,d-N] feature is inserted thus verbal inflectionarphology

appears on the predicate. At the phase hgam the other hand [+N] feature is inserted.

C-T amalgamate probes down and Agrees with the subje at [SpeeP].

Uninterpretable phi features of the probe are \chlued as the feature inserted aisc

[-N], verbal agreement markers appear on the endzbdcedicate. As a reflex of this

feature valuation genitive case is valued on thgest as the feature inserted gt

[+/- N] features inserted at phase headara ¢ explain Nom/Gen subject case

variation in the complement domains of CNPCs irtfland (1c) for Dialect B.
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The structure in (24a) by Schaaik (2002) exemglittee variation given in (16c).

The subject can also bear Genitive case as ilkestia (24b).

(24) a. Hegey tamam  ol-gu iddia-si
everything all right be-PRT1-P8&im-CM
(Schaad02)

b. Hegey-in tamam ol-ghu iddiasi
everything-GEN all right be-PRP3S claim-CM
‘The claim that everything is all right’

At c; [+N] feature is inserted defining this domain asnnal. The
uninterpretable phi features of gercolate down to T and-@ Agree with the subject
DP in [Speo/P]. Uninterpretable phi features gf T are valued as nominal agreement

and in turn g T values Nominative case on the subject as [-Nfuie is inserted agc*

* As discussed in section 3.1.1, Genitive case ikihmarks specificity/definiteness if the GenitiD@
is not in a generic context as illustrated in (&hobv.

(1) a. Okul-a gietmen gel-@tin-i bil-iyor-um.
school-DAT teacher-NOM come-A@R-ACC  know-PROG-1SG
‘I know that a teacher came to the school

b. Okul-a gietmen-in gel-@kin-i bil-iyor-um.
school-DAT  teacher-GEN come-AGR-ACC know-PROG-1SG
‘I know that the teacher came to the sthoo

Note that Nom/Gen alternation in CNPCs given inneples (22-24) does not have an effect on
specificity/definiteness in that both Nom/Gen soljehave the same interpretation. However these
structures are marginal and restricted to some GNPC
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4.3.3.3 Pseudo Gen/Nom Alternation

Now we turn to the CNPC in (1d-g) repeated belo2as-d). As discussed in sections
2.4 and 2.5, for Dialect A speakers the Genitiveimal in these structures are not the
subjects in the complement clause. Theregsoan the embedded clause that may or

may not be co-indexed with the Genitive nominal.

(25) a. Sen-in [ proj;  saatlerce ketu-nj; ] iddia-si  sadece bir yalan.
you-GEN for hourainfPAST-2SG claim-CM  just a lie
‘The claim (about you) that you ran faurs.’

‘Your claim that ‘you ran for hours’

b. Sen-in [ pro*y; din gece bayilydi iddia-n gercek dgil.
you-GEN yesterday night faint®RA3SG claim-2SGPoss true  not

‘Your claim that s/he fainted last nighnhot true.’
*Your claim that you fainted last niglst mot true.’

c. Sen-in | pro*i/j iflas  et-mg-sin | haber-in biz-i dz-da.
you-GEN bankruptcy get-PAST-2SG n@B§&Poss we-ACC upset-PAST
‘Your news that ‘you went bankrupt’ upset us.’

* *Your news that you went bankrupt upset us.’

d. Sen-in [proy; gizlice evien-djj ] soylen-ti-si inandiricige
you-GEN secretly get marriedS7A3SG rumor-CM  convincing not
‘The rumor (about you) that you got married s#gris not convincing.’

‘Your rumor that s/he got married secretly is cotvincing.’
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These structures are labeled as pseudo Gen/Nomaditen because as opposed
to Dialect B speakers who interpret Genitive DRhassubject in some specific CNPCs,
for Dialect A speakers Genitive DP is not interpteas the subject in these clauses. The
Genitive nominal is either the genitive possessdng25b-c) or part of the elliptical
clause as in (25a-d).

The representations for NP-GEN NP-POSS and NP-GBNCNI clause

structures are repeated below as (26a-b).

(26) a. PossP (26) b. DP

S(—:‘I’]I,/\P seﬁ\ D

DP/\Poss qin P/\D
T Np

NP/\ B NF’/\

pro; T
VF’/\
N

N
N
/\ iddia
A

A

pro.

saatlerce kptu-ny;
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Within the analysis we have made, Nom and Gen stgjemain within the CP domain
and do not move to higher projections for case sgp. In those cases in which the
Genitive nominal is above the CP domain, it isthetsubject as illustrated above in
(26a-b) with the tree structures.

Aygen (2002) on the other hand suggests that Gajlecumoves to a higher
projection than Nom subject and that external naitiead is the Genitive case licenser
based on the difference in scope ambiguity with N Gen subjects. The relevant

examples are repeated below as (27a-b).

(27) a. [[Pirlanta ya da inci]-nin  ucuzlama] inhal-i ] % sifir
Diamond or pearl-GEN get cheapearobability-3agreement 0%

I. ‘The probability that diamonds or pearls becoaieap is 0%’ (i.e. neither will
become cheaper)

ii. ‘The probability that diamonds become cheaphar probability that pearls become
cheap is 0%.’ (i.e. either diamonds or pearls wbettome cheaper)

Probability >[diamond or pearl]; [diamond or peaflprobability (Aygen 2002: 40)

b. [Pirlanta ya dainci]d  yiz -de isif  ihtimal-le ucuzla - yacak.

Diamond or pearl-NOM hundred-loc zero prdligbwith become cheaper- will

‘Diamonds or pearls will become cheap with the pimlity of zero %’ (i.e. neither
will become cheaper)

Probability >[diamond or pearl]; *[ diamond or pBar probability (Aygen 2002: 41)
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However there is another possibility to expldie scope ambiguity of Genitive
subject versus unambiguity of Nominative subjeq@ina-b) as already indicated by
Aygen (2002).

(27a) is a CNPC and its head noun is base gedeatité position above the CP
projection with no gap position in the lower domdRi7b) on the other hand is a root
clause and the head noun moves from its base dedgrasition to N head.

In order to determine whether structural diffeeentakes a difference in scope
interpretation, we applied the same test to CNPils Mominative and Genitive

subjects.

(28)a. Ahmet yada Ag k-ten GIk-ti soylenti-si ga desil.
Ahmet-Nom or Ase-Nom job-ABL leave-PAST-3SG rumor-CM trueotn

b. Ahmet ya da Aye-nin k-ten  GIk-t&-I soylenti-si @ou desil.
Ahmet or Aye-GEN job-ABL leave-DIK-AGR rumor-CM true  not
‘The rumor that Ag or Ahmet left the job is not true.’

‘The rumor that either Ay or Ahmet left the job is not true.’

In both (28a-b) above, it is possible to get ‘eitlreading. Scope ambiguity
with Gen subjects have been correlated with theemant of the subject to the higher
nominal functional head. Nom subjects on the oltaerd have been assumed to remain

below DP domain. However the structures in (28ahmtrate that scope ambiguity is
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also possible with Nom subjects in CNPCs. Thiscaigs that ambiguity in Turkish is
not related to the position of the genitive or noative subject.

This is predicted by the framework which takesdeas instead of positions as
making a difference in case licensing. Featureyssmhssumes the same case licensing
position for Gen/Nom subjects and hence differencEope ambiguity is not expected.

This section provided a number of arguments inffafahe analysis that
Nominative and Genitive subjects remain within @f projection if they are the
subjects of the complement domain. However, itilsroot determined whether
Nominative and Genitive subjects move to [Spec ©PNominative subject remains in

its base generated position. The following segtmvides an answer to this question.

4.4 Movement or Base Generation Analysis
Feature analysis can account for the derivatioBIPCs in Turkish. Gen/Nom subjects
are base generated in [Sp&J and move to [Spec TP]. However it is possiblargue
that Gen/Nom subjects remain in-situ and they atdriggered to [Spec TP] position as
illustrated in section 4.3.2.

In order to determine the position of Nom/Gen suaty, the lexical item insertion
test has been applied which has been adopted fiemadid (1971) and Miyagawa
(2009). Miyagawa (2009) uses this test to deterrtiiresize of the clauses with
Gen/Nom subjects.

When the subject appears to the left of an inténgeelement like an adverb, it is

assumed to have moved out of its base generatétbpo# insertion of lexical items to
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the right of the subject yields ungrammaticaliben the subject is still in its base
generated position and it is forced to move.

Miyagawa (2009) convincingly shows that in Jag@&n@en subject constructions,
C projection is missing and T head cannot attfaesubject DP to its specifier position.
Gen subject constructions are judged to be degnadg@mmaticality when the Gen
subject appears to the left of the inserted lexteah because then Gen moves owRf
projection without a trigger. In contrast to Gembjggts, Nominative subject
constructions are grammatical when they appedredeft of the lexical item indicating
that movement of Nom subject to [Spec TP] is triggeby the Edge Feature inherited
from C.

The same test can indicate to us the positidwonfi/Gen subjects and the size of
the clause. If the subject remains in-situ, thendibject cannot appear to the left of an
intervening element like an adverb. If the subggmpears to the left of the intervening

element then this indicates that the subject hasethout ofvP position.

(29) a. Ahmet gizlice para-yi cal-n3i dedikodu-su
Ahmet-NOM  secretly = money-ACCsteal-PAST-3SG  rumor-CM

herkes tarafin-dan kemlruyor.
everybody by-ABL speak-PASS-PROG
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b. Ahmet-in gizlice para-yI cal-dg-1 dedikodu-su
Ahmet-GEN secretly money-ACC steal-DANGRnov  rumor-CM

herkes tarafin-dan kgrul-uyor.
everybody by-ABL speak-PASS-PROG.

‘The rumor that Ahmet stole the money secristtalked by everybody.’

Note that both (29a-b) are grammatical. Assumiirag the adjuncgizlice’ is
merged to/P projection and the fact that Gen/Nom subjecteapio the left of the
adjunct indicate us that the subject has moveabu® projection.

As illustrated in (30) below, even when there mrenthan one intervening

elements to the right of the Nom/Gen subjects theeres are not ungrammatical.

(30) a. Cocuk-lar hep birlikte stahla kek-i ye-di-ler
children-PL-NOM altogether heartily cake-ACC eat-PAST-3PL

iddia-si asllsiz-gni
claim-CM ungrounded-PAST

b. Cocuk-lar-in hep birliktestahla  kek-i ye-dik-ler-i
Children-PL-GEN altogether  hegrticake-ACC eat-DIK-AGRyu-ACC

iddiaslI aslilsizgni
claim-CM ungrounded-PAST

‘The claim that the children altogether tite cake heartily was groundless.’
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In both (30a-b) there appear two intervening el@séep birlikte’ and'i stahla’
to the right of the Nom/Gen subjects. The senteaoedully grammatical indicating that
movement of both Nom and Gen subjects are triggeyedhigher functional projection.

This line of analysis predicts ungrammaticalityamithe Gen/Nom subject is to
the right of the adverb indicating that the movet@rthe subject to a higher functional

projection has not been triggered.

(31) a. Gizlice Ahmet parayi calmy soylentisi
secretly Ahmet-NOM money-AC&teal-PAST-3SG rumor-CM

herkes tarafindan  kariuyor.
everybody by-ABL speak-PAS SRR

‘The rumor that Ahmet stole the money s#yiis talked by everybody.’

The grammaticality of this structure indicates thdverb test is not a conclusive
one in Turkish as the nominative subject can apfmetire right or left of the adverb
which marks/P boundary. This can be explained in terms of Leksg1988, 1991)
proposal regarding late insertion of adjuncts.riheo to find out the target position of
the Nom/Gen subjects in Turkish we will focus omgdfurther conclusive tests in

sections 5.3.1.2 and 5.3.1.3.
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4.5 Turkish Complement and Adjunct Clauses
This section re-examines Nominative/Genitive casanking in complement and adjunct
clauses and relative clauses within the analysieatures as Case Licenser and show
that Features as Case Licenser Approach can acioswase alternation in these

constructions as well.

4.5.1 Complement Clauses

As has been noted in chapter three, the preser@ernafive case in complement clauses
depend on the presence of the nominalizers —DIK,fwWACAK. These are

exemplified in (32a-c).

(32) a. Sen-in kitap-1 okugelun-u bil-iyor-du-m
you-GEN book-ACC read-AGd-ACC know-PROG-PAST-1SG

‘I knew that you read the book.’

b. Sen-in bu sarki-yi sbyle-me-n-i isti-yor-um.
you-GEN this song-ACC  sida@GRnom-ACC want-PROG-1SG
‘I want you to sing this song.’

c. Sen-in ghri-ya clk-again-I san-di-m.
you-GEN  outside-DAT  go out-A{dRi-ACC  think-PAST-1SG

‘I thought that you would go out.’

As illustrated in the examples, in complement sésuwith the nominalizers only

genitive case is licensed. This indicates thatHtegorial feature inserted ati<[+N].
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The derivation of these complement clauses is gogow in (33)

(33) ¢(ForceP)

N

FocP 3 (Force)<— [+N]

P (FinP) Foc

T/\gFin) <= [+N]
N -DIK/(y)ACAK/-mA

SUB\LEN \
% /\ VP
/\

At the phase head [e-N] feature is inserted defining the complementndm of this

phase as nominal. At the phase hegld-N] feature is inserted which not only

determines its complement domain as nominal bot@dsermines the subject case that

is to be licensed by€I amalgamation as Genitivextcansmits its uninterpretable phi

features to T head ang T amalgamate Agrees with the goal in [SpBE The

uninterpretable phi features of theltamalgamate are valued as nominal agreement on

the embedded predicate and the case of the subjpaitied as genitive.

The derivation of complement clause without a naimer given in (34) with

nominative subject on the other hand is illustratéth the tree structure in (35).
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(34) Sen okul-da-ki toplaya git- ti-n

you-NOM school-LOC- REL meeting- DATO-AST-2SG think-PAST-1SG

‘| thought that you went to the meetindha school.’

(35) g(ForceP)

N

FocP 3 (Eorce) <——= [-N]

C; and gget [-N] features at Transfer and this determihescomplement domain of

these phase heads as verbal. This is indicateldebyetrbal inflectional morphology on

the embedded predicate-T Agrees with the goal in [Spe®], their uninterpretable phi

features are valued and as a reflex of thi¥ values Nominative case on the subject.

These data show that this approach predicts Nomé@sa licensing in

complement clauses. Note that Genitive case inde@ in complement clauses of verb

heads given in (32a-c) and complement clauseswis)@nly when at,d+N] feature is

inserted. If the complement domain efig defined as verbal with the insertion of [-N]
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feature then Genitive case is not licensed. Thesqndition for Turkish is stated in (36)

below:

(36)
a) c2:[+N]
b) Agree (c2-T, g) [Internal relation]
c) Select (c3, c2-T)
d) Select (x(verbal/nominal head),c3) [External relali

e) value (c2-F~g uninterpretable case genitive)

According to this formulation, at ¢+N] feature is inserted which defines the
complement domain as nominal. Nominalizers —DIKRAEGAK, -mA occupy this
position. However this is not enough for genitiese licensing and-d system
combining with ¢ must become an argument of a verbal or nominal.hea

Although with this formulation the appearance ohfiee subject in
complement clauses of verbal or nominal heads mothinalizers on the embedded
predicates is predicted, we need an additionalfarl®ialect B structures exemplified
in (22) and the structure in (24) which are marbaral restricted to some specific

CNPCs.
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Note that Nom/Gen alternation is possible only widmplement clauses of
nominal heads namely in certain CNPCs so we comeitinathe following exceptions

to the generalized rule given below in (37-38).

(37) G [-N] c5 [+N]
a) c2:[-N]
b) Agree (c2-T, g) [Internal relation]
c) Select (c3, c2-T)
d) Select (x(nominal head),c3) [External relation]

e) value (c2-F+g uninterpretable case genitiveominative)

(38)  d+N]cs[-N]

a) c2:[+N]

b) Agree (c2-T, g) [Internal relation]

c) Select (c3, c2-T)

d) Select (x(nominal head),c3) [External relation]

f)  value (c2-F>g uninterpretable case genitive/nominative)

When at g[-N] feature is inserted and i§ ¢s selected by a nominal head, [+/-N] feature

insertion at g makes Gen or Nom case alternation possible as givEL6d). When at.c

> In existential clauses, definite subjects yieldramgmaticality (Milsark 1974). In existential clagsibe
subject must be indefinite/non-specific and in TsitkNominative case is expected on the subject)as (
indicates (Aygen 2002).

(1) Sokak-ta cocuk(*un) olgdu iddiasi
street-DAT child-NOM  be-PRT1-P38aim-CM
‘the claim that there are children on ttreet’

Genitive case has specific/definite reading. (S®tian 3.1.1) and hence Genitive case in (1) yields
ungrammaticality and this structure is not an ekoepo the pre-conditions given in (36) above for
Genitive case licensing.
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[+N] feature is inserted and i§ ¢s selected by a nominal head [+/-N] feature itiserat
¢z makes Gen/Nom alternation possible as in (16c).

Nom/Gen case alternation is possible only in themgements of nominal heads
but this alternation is not licensed with completsesf verbal heads which explains the

ungrammaticality of the following structure.

(39) *Ben senin okul-da-ki toplanti-ya
I-NOM  you-GEN school-LOBEL meeting- DAT

git- ti-n sandim.
go-PAST-2SG think-PAST-1SG
‘| thought that you went to the meetaighe school.’

At c; [-N] feature is inserted which defines this domaswerbal. £is the
complement of a verbal head so genitive case cdrltitensed within the assumptions
of the rules given above.

For Dialect A speakers, Gen/Nom alternation ispussible and the genitive
nominals in (25a-d) are either genitive possessopart of an elliptical clause and
hence they are analyzed as ‘pseudo Nom/Gen’ attemaFor Dialect B speakers on
the other hand although marginal Gen/Nom alternasgossible and the preconditions
given in (37) predict this alternation.

The next section takes a look at adjunct clauses.
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4.5.2 Adjunct Clauses

Adjunct clauses with nominalizers —DIK/(y)AcAK arthA differ with respect to the

case on the subject as the examples given in (iDastrate.

(40) a. [[Ben aleris  yap-tg-im] icin] yorul-du-m.
I-NOM shopping do-AGBRuv as get tired- PAST-1SG
‘| got tired as | did shopping.’

b. [[Ayse-nin Ankara-ya git-me-si] icinjilet al-di-k.
Ayse-GEN Ankara-DAT go-AGRom  for  ticket-NOM  buy-PAST-1PL

‘We bought a ticket for A to go to Ankara.’

c. [[Hasan-in  duy-ditun-a | gore] heskeduy-acak-mi

Hasan -GEN hear-DIK- AGRw-DAT according to everbody hear-FUT-REP

‘According to what Hasan heard, everybody tdhr (it))  (Aygen 2007, 17)

d. [[Hasan  duy-duun-a ] gore] herkes  duy-acak.
Hasan -NOM hear-DIK- AGRbum-DAT  since everybody hear-FUT

‘Given that/since Hasan heard, everybody widrh)’ (Aygen 2007, 18)

In (40a-d) the adjunct clause with the nominalizBitK appears with a
nominative subject. In (40b) on the other handatthenct clause with the nominalizer

—mA has a subject marked with genitive case.
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Note that in (40d) the subject is marked with neettive case in contrast to (40c)
although they are both adjunct clauses with theinalizer —DIK.

Aygen (2007) holds that the difference kwthe two adjunct clauses stems from
the properties ofgore’. It is a postpositional phrase in (40c) and & iIsomplementizer
in (40d).°

Under the current framework the structure of adjiclauses is analyzed in the
following way. We assume that the structures wiimmative and genitive subject
clauses have different representations in (40axd)40c-d). In (40a)cin’ is a
complementizer while in (40b) it is a postpositibplarase. We base our arguments on
the following contrasting properties of these ckmudt is possible to insert a nominal
head in genitive subject clauses while this ispustsible with nominative subject

clauses as indicated in (41a-b).

® As discussed in detalil in section 3.2.3.2, AygeB0@) suggests that interrogative subordinate ciase
Relative clauses based on co-ordination and glinpgfilests, and declarative subordinate clauses are
Complex Noun Phrase Constructions based on heediorstest. As illustrated in the following exaregl
—DIK adjunct clause given in (40c) allows insertmfra head noun as in (1a) which means that therout
layer is not a CP.

1) a. LP[NP[Hasan-m duy-dizu] sey-e] gore] herkes duylanas
Hasan -GEN hear-DIK-Sglring-Dat based on everbody hear-fut-rep
‘Based on/according to what Hasan heard, everylatiyiear (it).’
b. *[[Hasan-in haber-i anla-dn]a gore] Ugiki gel-ecek.

Hasan -GEN news-acc understari-aygr-Dat  based on 3 person  come-fut
“*Based on what Hasan understood the ndwsg people are going to come.” (Aygen 2002229,

However as seen in the ungrammaticality of (1k8,¢Ame clause does not allow an object insertioaahwh
means that the same structure can be analyzeRalative clause within a postpositional phrase.
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(41) a. Age-nin Ankara-ya git-me amaci icin/ gisnamaci-yla
Ayse-GEN Ankara-DAT go-mA purpose for/ go-A@d  purpose-with

bilet  al-di-k.
ticket-NOM  buy-PAST-1PL

‘We bought a ticket for Age’s purpose to go to Ankara/with the purpose that
Ayse goes to Ankara.’

b. *Ben afveris yap-tg-im nedeni icin/nedeniyle yorul-du-m.
I-NOM shopping do-AGRwm reason since/because of get tired-PAST-1SG
Intended reading: ‘I got tired becaus¢hefreason that | did shopping.’

While (41a) allows insertion of a noun, this yietdsungrammaticality in (41b)
indicating that (41b) is a CP projection while (#iisanot and hence we suggest that

‘icin’ in (41a) is a postpositional phrase.

The following example supports the argument tigat’ is a postpositional
phrase in genitive subject clauses. Goksel andli&er$2005) point out that,

postpositional phrases have an adjectival funamillustrated in (42a).

(42) a. sen-in kadar bir cocuk

‘a childof the same age/size as you’

(Goksel & Kerslake 2005, 99)

b. Age-nin  Ankara-ya git-me-me-si inichir engel/sebep
Age-GEN Ankara-DAT go-NEG-AGRv for one difficulty/reason
‘A difficulty/reason for Aye to not to go to Ankara’
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c. *Ben alveris  yap-tg-im icin  bir neden/sorun
I-NOM shopping do-AGRwm since one reason/problem

‘a reason/problem since | did shopping’

In a similar vein, adjunct clause with genitivdogct in (42b) can have an
adjectival function but this is not allowed in (32c

Now we turn to the derivation of the adjunct —mAuse in (43b) given below:

(43)

(40b) Ase-nin Ankara-ya git-me-si icin bilet al-di-k

PP
g(ForceP/\ P icin
/:{\3(Eorce)<::| [+N]

JRC(FinP)

Fin) <—=—= [+N]

Ayge nin

At the phase heads and g [+N] feature is inserted determining the categuairthe

complement of the phase heads as nomipatansmits its uninterpretable phi features
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to T head. ¢ T amalgamate Agrees with the goal, gets the urpreéable phi features
valued and in return values Genitive case on thgstias [+N] is inserted at.c

The tree structure of the adjunct —DIK clauses gghitive subject is illustrated below.
(44)

(40c) Hasan-in duy-@wun-a gore herkes duy-acak

ca(ForceP) P gore

me)\

AFinlc—  [+N]

AN
/\T, -DIK

Forcex— [+N]

o N
N,
N
N,
e N

At c; [+N] feature is inserted defining the complemeninain of this phase head as
nominal. At ¢ [+N] feature is inserted. ;€I amalgamation agrees with the subject and
their uninterpretable phi features are valued artdrin c2-T values the subject case as

genitive as [+N] feature is inserted gt c

As for —DIK adjunct clauses with Nominative subgeitfustrated in (40a) and

(40d), we assume that overt complementiaens’ and‘gére’ occupying C position
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block Genitive case licensing and hence Nominatase appears on the subjects. Note
that both adjunct clauses bear nominal agreemeritemsaindicating [+N] feature
inserted at £1f adjunct clauses are complements of postpositipheases then [+N]
insertion at gmakes Genitive case licensing possible, howeweafipearance of an

overt complementizer blocks Genitive case valuatidns is stated in (45) below.

(45)
a) c2:[+N]
b) Select (c2-T) [Internal relation]
c) Select (c3, c2-T)
d) Agree (x(PostP),c3) [External relation]

f) value (c2-F=g uninterpretable case genitive)

Note that this precondition predicts Genitive dasensing in —mA and —DIK adjunct
clauses which are selected by a postpositionakphaad Nominative case licensing in

—DIK adjunct clauses with an overt complementizer.

4.5.3 Relative Clauses

As illustrated in section 3.1.3.1, Genitive subjsatlso observed in —DIK type of

relative clauses which are referred to as non-estibglative (NSR) clause form.
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(46) [Din ben-im @ bahce-de gor-giiim] cocuk bugin
yesterday I|-GEN garden-LOC see-DIKGLS child-NOM today

gorun-ma- yor.

appear-NEG-PROG

‘The child that | saw yesterday in thedgar does not appear today.’

As is the case with noun-complement clauses, -pf€ of Relative clause
appears with an external head which is co-indexiéu twve empty category in the

relativized clause.

Kornfilt (2003) argues that noun-complement clawsas relative clauses are not

the same and Relative clauses are adjuncts okteenal heads with the following test.

(47) a.Ali-nin  gegen giun dukkan-dan dgH bu sahane vazo
Ali-GEN past day shopJAB buy-FN-3SG this magnificent vase

‘This magnificent vase which Ali gt at the store the other day’

b.*[Ali-nin; [ pro aile- sin] i terket-gi | su  soylenti-si
Ali-Gen family-3.SG-ACC abanddiN-3.SG that rumor-CMPM

Intended reading: ‘that rumor that Ali abanedrhis family.’

While a relative clause allows insertion of a lekitem before the head noun, it
is not possible with the noun-complement clausith@singrammaticality of (47b)

suggests. However as illustrated in section 3.2r8lative clauses show a predicational
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relation with the head noun indicating that they aot fully grammaticalized. Thus the
following rule given in (48) predicts the derivatiof relative clauses with genitive

subject’

(48)
a) c2:[+N]
b) Select (c2-T) [Internal relation]
c) Select (c3, c2-T)
d) Indexation (x nominal head),c3) [External relation]

e) value (c2-T-g uninterpretable case genitive)

Within the assumptions given below the derivatibthe relative clause given in (46)
takes the following steps. At ¢+N] feature is inserted defining the complemeoinein
as nominal. Through indexation @grees with the external nominal head making

genitive case licensing possiblg-Tcagrees with the subject in [Spée] and the

”In Turkish -DIK type of Relative Clauses, the emthed predicate bears nominal agreement markers and
the subject bears genitive case marker indicatiagthe features inserted at phase headaa g are

[+N]. However in some other Turkic languages likazidkh, Tuvan and Dagur the agreement markers do
not appear on the embedded predicate but on thteriwm which indicates different case licensing
mechanisms for these Turkic languages.

Kazakh
(1) a.Men- @ [Ali-nin aynek-ti  sindir-gan Jwagit-in]in bil-ip-jatre-di-m
I-Nom -GEN glass-acc break-perfime-agr-acc  know-conv-aux-past-1sg
‘I knew when Ali broke the glass’
..... [[S-GEN Obj-acc V-Perf ] Noun-agr]acc.......
Tuvan
b. Men- @ [Ali-ni) ket-ip gal-gan wagit-in-]ni bil-toir e-di-m
I-NOM -GEN go-conv aux-perf tinagf-acc  know-conv prog-past-1s p
‘I knew when Ali went’
..... [[S-GEN V- aux-Perf ] Noun-agreement]acc.. (Hale 2002)
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uninterpretable phi features of the amalgamate@teed. As the features inserted at ¢
is [+N] nominal inflectional morphology appearsttie embedded predicate. At[eN]

is inserted so£T amalgamation licenses Genitive case on the stbje

4.6 Summary

This chapter has focused on the syntactic derinata§ CNPCs for Dialect A and B. On
the basis of Hiraiwa’'s (2005) Supercategorial TledrCP/DP parallelism, case
licensing mechanism in CNPCs has been analyzesbaigrés [-/+N] inserted at phase
heads gand @ This analysis has been further extended to compienta@uses, adjunct

clauses and —-DIK type of Relative clauses in Tikis

® Relative Clauses are similar to CNPCs in that tieees external nominal head, however in CNPCs both
[+/-N] feature insertion at phase headswed gare possible while in Relative Clauses only [+Njttee
inserted at £and g derives the grammatical -DIK type of Relative GlauHowever as noted by

Yumrutas (2009) and Oztiirk (p.c), children can form theédaing Relative Clauses in (1a-2a) which are
possible within the model but ungrammatical in Tsink

(1) a. *kadin tekmelegdi adam
woman-NOM kick-NSP%gPOSS  man
Intended Meaning
b. kadin-in tekmelegdi adam
woman-GEN kick-NSPPgPOSS man
‘The man whom the woman is kicking’ (Yumruta 2009, 20)

(2) a. *¢cocuk oku-du tap
Child-NOM read-PAST-3SG book
Intended Meaning
b. cocg-un oku-dg-u kitap
child-GEN read-DIK-AGRwm book
‘The book which the child is reading’

When g has a predicational relation with the external mainhead only [+N] insertion at @nd g yields
grammaticality. This issue requires further inigegion.
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The analysis of the CNPCs has captured the obgamviiat Genitive subject is
not within the CP projection in Pseudo Nom/Genratigon construction for Dialect A

but it is the subject in the embedded clause inesGMPCs for Dialect B.
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CHAPTER FIVE

EPP, CASE CHECKING AND SUBJECT POSITIONS

5.1 Introduction

EPP has been revised in many ways since it wagfioposed by Chomsky (1982) as a
requirement that all clauses have a subject. ERRuUlations have taken the following

steps from GB to the MP.

. EPP is a requirement that all clauses should hawubject (Chomsky 1981,1982)
The obligatory presence of expletives in (1a) ertiovement of the arguments to

matrix [Spec IP] in raising constructions in (1lastbeen taken to be EPP triggered. EPP
has also been suggested for the movement of thenargs to intermediate [Spec IP] as

illustrated in (1c).

(1) a. It seems that the student is in the class.
b. There seems to be a student in the class.

[spec ipthere [p seemsdpec ipthere[p to be fda student] [in the class] ]1]]11]

c. The students seem all to have done tlomirework.

In (1a) the subject in the embedded clause iscase licensing position with its
theta role assigned and has no trigger to movieetoniatrix [Spec IP]. Thus an expletive

is inserted into [Spec IP] for EPP purposes. Ir) {hb expletivethere’ moves from

167



embedded [Spec IP] to matrix [Spec IP] in ordesabsfy EPP. In (1c) subject
guantifierall’ appears in the embedded clause while the sulgjactmatrix [Spec IP].
Then the movement of the subject is from [Spec tdRImbedded [Spec IP] to matrix
[Spec IP]. Embedded IP isn't a proper case assipus movement to this position

from [Spec VP] can only be triggered by EPP.

. EPP is a requirement that D feature of Infl shdadcdchecked overtly (Chomsky
1995)
When Chomsky (1995) suggested feature checking amesin for movement

operations, EPP has been revised as a strongdealtich should be checked overtly.

(2)4p John [vpti [ve SaW Mary]]]

According to this formulation of EPP, the structurg?) has the following
derivational steps. As a probe, T head with unpregable phi features searches for a
goal with matching features within its c-commandnain. The probe Agrees with the
DP in [Speo/P] and its uninterpretable phi features are delatetithe probe values the
goal's case as nominative. Then the goal is atdait the specifier position to satisfy

strong EPP requirement.

. EPP is a requirement that the specifier positimukhbe filled overtly
(Chomsky 1999, 2000).

With new specifications on the nature of T head? BBs been revised in the following
way. If T has a complete phi set it can projecpacposition which has to be filled

overtly otherwise T with a defective phi set canpiatject Spec position. With this re-
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formulation intermediary EPP effects in raising stoactions as in (3a-b) and ECM
constructions have been dispensed with, as T Isavitefective phi set in these

constructions.

(3) a. There are likely to be awarded several prize

b. Several prizes are likely to be awarded.

In (3a-b) embedded T is defective as it is notqumplete. Fescannot have an
EPP feature thus the expletives in (3a) does neerfrom embedded [Spec TP] to
matrix [Spec TP] but it is inserted in matrix [SpEe] and the movement of the object
DP in (3b) is from its base generated position &irx [Spec TP]. Intermediary EPP

effect is eliminated.

. EPP is a feature inheritance (Chomsky 2008)
With this formulation EPP is revised as featutgentance. T inherits Edge Feature
(EF) from C together with Agree feature. That isyveéhDP is raised to [Spec TP] or an
expletive is merged. Case and phi features optbbe C-T are checked through Agree
operation which renders movement of the goal t@§SfP] solely for EPP purposes.

Whether EPP is an independent universal principleobhas been questioned a
lot in the literature. Some take EPP as a syntaatichanism independent of Case and
Agreement (Lasnik 2003). Still another line of atséd claims that EPP effects can be
explained through some other well-grounded syrtangchanisms like Case, Locality
Conditions on Movement (Boska@v2007), phi feature agreement (Alexiadou and

Anagnostopoulou 1998) while some others argueER& should be eliminated from
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the theory without appealing to any other mechar{fiSnohmann, Drury and Castillo

2000).

The main concern of this chapter is to find outstetus of EPP in Turkish,
whether EPP exists as an independent syntacticanesh or overlaps with other
syntactic mechanisms like Case/Agree. The discnsgilb have implications for the
universality of EPP within the generative framewdvlovement operations of the
subjects are crucial in understanding the natueR® so we will apply some tests to

determine the target position of the Genitive amaniative subjects in Turkish.

Section 5.2 takes a look at the status of EPP neghect to other syntactic
mechanisms and EPP in null subject languages.dpegiB provides a number of tests
which illustrate the target positions of the subgaud section 5.4 discusses the status of

EPP in Turkish based on the conclusions reach#tkipreceding sections.

5.2 EPP as a Universal Principle

EPP has been under discussion both as an indepesyai¢sctic mechanism and also
from a cross linguistic perspective. Section 5fdsents arguments against EPP which
reveals overlaps with already existing syntacticnamisms. Section 5.2.2 takes a cross
linguistic perspective on EPP and illustrates havil Subject languages account for

EPP and subject positions.
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5.2.1 Dispensing with EPP through other SyntactechMnisms

EPP was stated as a requirement that every clavseahsubject (Chomsky 1981, 1982).
The main motivation for the principle came from tteed to explain the obligatory

presence of expletives in languages.

Examples such as the following have been arguedegent evidence in favor of
the proposal that the existence of the expletiy&pec TP] is not for Case or Agree

purposes but for EPP feature.

(4)a.[C [T be likely [Expl to-arrive a mdh]

b. There is likely to arrive a man. (Chomsk§01)

The structure in (4) is a raising construction vathunaccusative and the
Expletive is in the same sub-numeration with thaagnisative predicate. Expletive is
merged to embedded [Spec TP] for EPP purposesiXVlatiso has an EPP feature and
probes the Expletive as the closest element aggers it to move to [Spec TP] to delete
its EPP feature. Uninterpretable phi features afd@ not deleted. T Agrees with the goal
‘man’ thereby deleting its uninterpretable phi featwed in turn valuing the case

feature of the goal as Nominative.

The movement of the expletive to [Spec TP] doesgih rise to any
redundancy given that the movement is not for @agegree purposes. Uninterpretable
phi features of T head are valued through Longddis¢ Agree with the DR‘'man’

which remains in its merge position.
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However, there are some structures in which theemant of the subject to
[Spec TP] is redundant as the same movement canddgzed to be triggered by Case,
Agreement, Locality Conditions on Movement or Thitkory. The relevant examples

are illustrated below.

(5) a. Lina was kissed by Leo).
b. Kai was believedt[to have won the soccer match.]
c. The birdcage was fountg¢mpty ].

(6) a. Lina seemst][to like her brother ].
b. Lina is likely [t to fall asleep ].

(7) a. Jeffrey’s bus arrivetd

b. The tree fell (Bobaljik and Wurmbrand, 2005)

(8) a. Someonas likely [ptto bet; in the garden].
b.* [ip [ve [ Kissed John ]] Boskovi 2007)

The examples in (5a-c) are passive constructi@asb] are raising constructions
and (7a-b) are unaccusatives. EPP requires [Spkto DR filled overtly; hence EPP

triggers the movement of the arguments.

Note that the same movement can be analyzed bykpgpéo Case licensing.
There is not a proper case licensing functionatihedhe base generated positions in (5-

7) and hence the arguments move to another positi@ne they are licensed case. Thus
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both EPP and Case can be taken as the triggee ofidvement. This overlap yields a

redundancy in the system.

In (8a), the movement of the subject from interratel[Spec TP] to matrix
[Spec TP] can be analyzed both as an EPP driverement or locality conditions on
movement. Either the subject is triggered to moverhbedded [Spec TP] by EPP
feature of T or the subject moves to [Spec TP] beeanovement to matrix TP must
proceed successive cyclically. For similar struesugpstein and Seely (2006) argue that
the movement of the subject occurs in one fell goathe matrix [Spec TP] where the

subject checks its case.

We get a similar redundancy in (8b) as well. Thgrammaticality of the
structure can be due to unsatisfied EPP featufe Ahother possibility to explain the
ungrammaticality of (8b) is to suggest that Theti#e@on is violated as the predicate
has not assigned its agent theta role. Bogk@@07) also explains EPP effects in (8b)
through Case by assuming that case must be chegkeily and Inverse Case Filter
applies namely case assigners have to assigrnctsarBy using already existing

syntactic mechanisms EPP can be dispensed with.

As clearly indicated by the examples given aboa®jrtg independent syntactic
mechanisms with the same movement effect yieldsn@ahcy. Thus EPP as an
overlapping feature with the other syntactic metras has been questioned by many
researches (Grohmann, Drury and Castillo 2000,diipsind Seely 200®Boskovit
2007). By attributing the movement operations to alreaxigting syntactic mechanisms

like Case/Agreement, Locality Conditions on Movemd@imeta Theory, the exact nature
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of EPP has been tried to be captured. As EpsteirSaely (2006) note ‘attempting to
eliminate the EPP will, at best, allow us to dedinee'EPP’s’ properties and effects

from independently motivated principles.’

5.2.2 EPP in Null-Subject Languages

EPP has been under discussion not only for thendahcies for the system but also
because in some null subject languages EPP effagtsnot been observed. Alexiadou
and Anagnostopoulou (1998) argue that EPP is pdesined across languages. In some
languages like English, EPP is satisfied throughefoerge DP strategy, while in some

other languages like Spanish and Greek, it isfeatithrough move/merge V strategy.

Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998) suggest thinguages which employ
move/merge X strategy, EPP feature of T is satigfeough the agreement markers on

the predicate which have a pronominal status.

In a similar vein, Oztirk (1999, 2001) argues thakurkish, EPP feature of T is
satisfied through V to T movement. She therefolddsithat [Spec TP] is not always
projected. Oztiirk bases her arguments on the eséderesented by the distribution of
overt pronouns and referential expressions. Inreghto the arguments that Turkish is a
pro-drop language (Kornfilt 1984, Eng 1986, Ozsoy )98¥ztiirk (1999, 2001)
suggests that the distribution of overt pronounsontrast tqro is discourse dependent.
Overt pronouns signal a topic change in discousséustrated in the following

examples.
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(9) a. Ben ev-e gel-di-m.  pr&itap oku-du-m. prtelevizyon seyret-ti-m.

I house-dat come-past-1p.sg. book -peest-1p.sg TV watch-past-1p.sg

b. Ben ev-e gel-di-m. *Ben kitap oku-du-miBen televizyon seyret-ti-m.
| house-dat come-past-1p.sg. | book mast-1p.sg | TV  watch-past-1p.sg

‘I came home. | did some reading. | watched' TV

c. Ben ev-e gel-di-m. prokitap oku-du-m. prdelevizyon seyret-ti-m.

| house-dat come-past-1p.sg. boold-pesst-1p.sg TV watch-past-1p.sg

Sen ara-di-n.
You call-past-2p.sg
‘I came home. | did some reading. | watched Y@u called (me).’

(Oztiirk 1999, 4)

In (9a) the presence of the overt pronoun in ttet §entence is sufficient as
there is not a topic shift. In the absence ofpéctshift, the repetition of an overt
pronoun yields ungrammaticality as shown in (9bje grammaticality of (9c) on the
other hand indicates that the presence of an pvernoun is obligatory when there is a

topic shift.

For the examples in (9), Oztirk (1999) suggestédahewing tree structure in

(10)
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(20) ForceP
/\

Spec Force’
PN

TopP Force

The overt pronoun is base generated in [Spec T@&Rgn that the overt pronoun is co-
referential with the agreement marker on the padicOztirk (1999) suggests that
agreement markers base generated in [Spec VP] tad$pec TP]. FinP copies the
agreement features and moves to Top head. The medgamate head Fin-Top makes it

possible for the pronoun to be co-indexed withsieject.

Oztiirk (1999) extends her analysis to referentigressions, given that they

have the same discourse dependent distribution.
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(11) a. Cocuklar gel-di.  *Cocuk-lar masaymurdu. *Cocuklar yemek yedi.

Children come-past children tadhde sit-past children meal eat-past

b. Cocuklar gel-di. *Masaya oturdu-@&tYemek yedi- @.

Children come-past table-dat sit-past meal eat-past

c. Cocuklar gel-di. Masaya oturdu-lar Yemek yedi-ler.

Children come-past table-dat sit-[8%p.pl meal eat-past®.pl

d. Cocuklar gel-di-ler. Masaya otuHidr. Yemek yedi-ler.

Children come-past®3p.pl  table-dat sit-past®3®.pl meal eat-past®.pl

‘The children came. The children sat at théetabhe children ate their meal.’

Zork 1999, 22)

As the ungrammaticality of (11a) illustrates whhkare is not a topic shift, the
occurrence of the referential expression in thet 8entence is sufficient, its repetition
rendering the sentence ungrammatical. Howeverdratisence of a referential
expression agreement marker on the predicate usreggas the ungrammaticality of

(11b) versus the grammaticality of (11c-d) indicate

The following representation in (12) illustrates gtructure of a sentence with

the referential expressiogdcuklar.
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12 TopP
w2 1o

ocuklar Top’
Gocuklar_Top

/iKP Top

Fin’

TP Fin

Oztiirk (1999) suggests that two analyses can be madeferential expressions. Either
the subject which is base generated in [Spec VREsm&rom [Spec TP] to [Spec TopP]
or similar to overt pronouns the referential expr@ss are also base generated in [Spec

TopP]!

5.3 Subject Position abow® Domain

Within the assumptions of Oztiirk (1999, 2001),dkiert pronouns are base generated in
[Spec TopP] and the agreement markers which areoprmal in nature move from

[Spec VP] to [Spec TP]. Oztiirk (1999, 2001) extenelsanalysis to referential
expressions and suggests that they are also baseatg in TopP or move from [Spec

VP] to TP to [Spec TopP].

! Oztuirk (2004, 2005) revises her account and arthasubjects in Turkish also show A propertieisdpe
in [Spec TP].
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If these assumptions are on the right track, therstibject in [Spec TopP] is
expected to show binding relations and scope rgadiglevant to A-bar domain. In the
literature the tests to determine the positiorheffireverbal subject has been on SVO
languages which have the word order possibilitiegS0/VOS based on interpretation
of QPs, distributional facts, binding and recondinn relations (Alexiadou and

Anagnostopoulou 1998, Suiier 2002).

In what follows, we will discuss whether the targesition of the
Nominative/Genitive subjects is an A or A’ domasection 5.3.1 presents some tests
which reveal the target position of the subjecexti®n 5.4 turns to the status of EPP in

Turkish and discusses whether it is an indepensigriactic mechanism or not.

5.3.1 TP Domain

Within the assumptions of the MP, T head inheritsfpatures and EPP feature from C
head and attracts the subjects to its specifiatippsin section 5.3.1.1 with quantifier
phrases, in section 5.3.1.2 with reconstructiot) tal in section 5.3.1.3 with NPI and
binding test we will find out whether the NominaiGenitive subjects in Turkish are

attached to [Spec TP] in narrow syntax.

179



5.3.1.1 Quantifier Phrases

Interpretation of QPs in Turkish depends not onpibsition of the quantifiers but on the

linear order as it has already been proposed bglKL®97) and Goksel (1998).

Goksel (1998) suggests that it is the order oftkistential and universal
guantifiers in a sentence that determines theiloigive or non-distributive reading as

illustrated in (13a-b).

(13) a. Her c¢ocuk bir géetmene cicek verdi.
Every child a teacher (DAT) ovler gave
‘Every child gave flowers to a teacher.’

i. distributive reading: For every child there weateacher, such that each child
gave flowers to a (different) teacher

ii. non-distributive reading: there was some teatb@vhom every child gave

flowers.

b. Bir cocuk  her gretmene cicek verdi.
a child every teacher (DAT) flowergave

‘A child gave flowers to every teacher.’

i. *distributive reading: for every teacher therasaa child, such that each
teacher received flowers from a (different) child.

ii. non-distributive reading: there was some chiltb gave flowers to every

teacher. (Gokgeps, 1)
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In (13a) the universal quantifidrer’ precedes the existential quantifileir’
while in (13b) the order is the reverse. Note that linear order also reflects the

interpretation of the quantifiers.

In (13a) distributive reading is possible asuhéeversal quantifier precedes the
existential quantifier. In (13b) on the other hamdly non-distributive reading is possible
as existential quantifier phrase precedes the vsavguantifier phrase in the linear

order.?

When both of the quantifier phrases are prevethaljnterpretation depends on
the order of the quantifier phrases in the sentefaeal (1997), on the other hand,
posits the Scope Preservation Principle basedammgnand relations and formulates it

in the following way:

Scope Preservation Principle (Kural, 1997)

‘If QP1 c-commands QP2 at S-Structure, it alsoicnmnands QP2 at LF'.

When one of the QPs is moved to post-verbal pasitaral (1997) claims that post
verbalized constituent (PVC) takes scope over teegrbal QP as post-verbal

constituent is higher than the preverbal subjesttjpm.

> Note that in (13a), when the universal quantifiergse her cocuk’c-commands the existential
quantifier phrasébir 6 gretmen, the structure is ambiguous which means the etistegquantifier phrase
can scope over the universal quantifier phraseeMthe existential quantifier phrader‘6gretmen’
scrambles over the universal quantifier phrésse ocuk’the structure is not ambiguous and only the
existential quantifier phrase can scope over thieeusal quantifier phrase as pointed out by Kelepir
(2001). This contrast indicates that existentianifier phrase can undergo LF raising but universa
guantifier phrase cannot.
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(14) a. Herkes ddn akam [Gc ki]yi.
Everyone-NOM yesterday call-PAST-3SG thresperACC

(3y ¥V x[x calledy yesterday]; ¥ x 3y [x calledy yesterday])

b. [Ug kiiyi dun aragmi herkes.
Three person-ACC yesterday call-PASG  everyone-NOM
V¥ x 3y [x calledy yesterday]; *§ ¥ x [x calledy yesterday])

‘Everyone called three people yesterday

In (14a-b) the post-verbal constituent takes sayes the quantifier phrase in
the preverbal position. Thus in (14a) only non+ibsited reading is possible while in
(14b) distributed reading is possible as post-Verbastituent takes scope over the

existential QP.

However the wide scope of the existential quamtifig14a) can also be
attributed to its being specific with the accusatbase marker as has already been noted

by Goksel (1998).

(15) a. Her hastaya bakiyor birensire.
Every patient(DAT) is seeing a  nurse

‘A nurse is seeing every patient.’ (Distributivadéng available)

b. Bir hemgire bakiyor her hastaya.
a nurse isseeing evetyent(DAT)

‘A nurse is seeing every patient.’” (Distributiveading unavailable)
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As the example in (15a) indicates when the podbaleguantifier phrase is a bare
constituent the linear order of the constituentemeines the scope reading. In (15b)
only specific reading of the existential QP is éalale as the order of the quantifier

phrases in the sentence indicates.

The behavior of the post and preverbal quantities shown that in Turkish it is
a combination of the linear order of the quantiparases and stress not their position
that determines their interpretation. Thus inteigdien of the quantifier phrases is not a

conclusive test in Turkish for determining the sdbjpositions.

Instead we will focus on the reconstruction projsrof subjects in section
5.3.1.2 and NPIs and binding test in section 533d find out the position of the

subjects.

5.3.1.2 Reconstruction Test

We will test the reconstruction effects in subj@csubject raising constructions in
Turkish as illustrated in (16-17). In all the (xpenples the subject in the embedded
clause does not move to matrix clause. In the Xajmples on the other hand the subject

moves to matrix clause as its position to the @agixperiencer indicates.

(16) a. Bana [sadece o kitabi okumei gibi  gorunayor.
I-DAT only she-NOM  book-ACC read-p&8G like appear-PROG

‘She seems to me to have only read the book’

‘Only she seems to me to have read the book.’
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b. Q bana [sadecg kitabli okumy] gibi gériintyor?
‘She seems to me to have only read the book’

(17) a. Bana [kimse kitabi olamny] gibi  goruniyor.
[-DAT [nobody book-ACC read-NEG-PAST-35Gike appear-PROG-3SG

‘Nobody seems to me to have read the book.’
b. *Kimse bana  [tkitabi okumarng) gibi  gorunuyor.

Nobody I-DAT book- ACC read-NEG-PAST-3SKdi appear-PROG-3SG

‘Nobody seems to me to have read the book.’

(18) Aye  bana [t kitabi okumauji gibi  gorunuyor.
Awe-nom I-DAT book- ACC read-NEG-PAST-3SG likeppear-PROG-3SG

‘It seems to me that A has not read the book.’

* The structure in (16a) is ambiguous only under fomal reading. Replacing focus on the subject or on
the embedded predicate can change the scope readidgnake the structure unambiguous as illustrated
in (1a-b) below.

(1) a. Ban-a [sadece o kitab-1 OKU-ML$] gibi gorun-tyor
I-DAT only  she-NOM book-ACC repdst-3SG like appear-PROG
‘She seems to have only read the book.’
b. Ban-a [sadece O kitab- oku-mg] gibi go6rin-tyor
I-DAT only  she-NOM book-ACC repdst-3SG like appear-PROG
‘Only she seems to me to have read tiod’b

When the embedded subject moves to matrix clagspesreadings may change based on the position of
focus as illustrated in (2a-b) below.

2)a.Q ban-a [sadegitab-I oku-my]) gibi  gorin-lyor.
She-NOM I-DAT  only book-ACCread-PAST-3SG like appear-PROG
‘Only she seems to have read the book.’

b. O ban-a [sadegitab-I OKU-MW$] gibi goérin-uyor.
She-NOM I-DAT  only book-ACCread-PAST-3SG like appear-PROG
‘She seems to have only read the book.’
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In (16a) the focus particle takes scope over bumtrembedded subject and the
embedded predicate; hence there are two readirgigdaes. In (16b) the subject

moves to matrix clause as the word order variatidicates.

The fact that reconstruction to the embedded claugeedicted to change scope
readings but that (16b) is unambiguous is evidénaethe movement of the subject in

(16b) is to an A position, not to CP domain.

In (17a) the negative polarity itelimse’is in the embedded clause and the
negative element can c-command it in the embedi@ede. (17b) is ungrammatical as
the negative polarity item is no longer in the eddes clause and the negative element
cannot c-command the negative polarity item inrttagrix clause. The ungrammaticality
of (17b) also shows that reconstruction is not jpbssWe therefore conclude that in

(17b) kimse’is in [Spec TP] not in [Spec TopP].

Similarly in (18) we assume that the subject whech referential expression has
also moved to the same target position as the &ubj€17b). The structure is

grammatical as there is no NPI.

Consequently we conclude that subjects in Turkeshat always move to CP
level as illustrated in the examples above. [SpgePT is an A’ position and new
binding relations or scope readings are not expeasereconstruction is possible from
this position. However, the data with the scopthefnegation indicate that the target

position of the subject in (16-17) is an A position
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5.3.1.3 NPIs and Binding Facts

Section 5.3.1.2 has illustrated that Nominativeecttimoves to [Spec TP]. In what
follows, we will illustrate the target position tife Genitive subject. As mentioned
before in section 2.4.1, NPI should be immediatebpmmanded by negation in order

to be licensed.

(19) a. Bana hickimse-nin  sinav-a calg-ma-dg-i haber-i

I-DAT nobody-GEN  exam-DATstudy-NEG-AGRom hews-CM-DAT

inandirici gel-i-yor.
convincing seem-NEG-PROG

‘The news that nobody studied for thene)smunds convincing to me.’

b. * Hickimse-nin bana sinav-a cals-ma-dg-I haber-i

nobody-GEN [|-DAT exam-DAT sS{uNEG-AGRyom news-CM-DAT

inandirici gel-i-yor.
convincing seem-NEG-PROG

‘The news that nobody studied for thenexsmunds convincing to me.’

In (19a) NPTI'hickimsenin’is within the scope of negation and as the woreiord
indicates it has not moved to matrix clause. Irbj19PI has moved to matrix clause
preceding the dative experiencer but the structuomgrammatical. NP1 is licensed

within the embedded clause in (19a) but negatidherembedded clause cannot license
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the NPI in the matrix clause and this yields ungraticality. As NP1 is licensed within
its own clause in (19a) and reconstruction is mmssgble in (19b), we conclude that the

NPI occupies the subject position, A domain, irhbdt9a-b).

Now we turn to binding tests. The binding test maclusive one because a
lexical item can bind another item in an A domaimle/new binding relations are not

expected from an A’ domain as reconstruction isfmbs (Chomsky 1981).

(20) a. Age anne-si-njR herkesqi gor-dg-in-u
Age-NOM  mother-Poss-GEN  everybody-ACC -A&R\om-ACC

san-lyor.
think-PROG-3SG

‘Ayse thinks that her mother saw everyone’ Non-distributive reading

b. Aye herkes-i anne-si-nip gor-dig-tn-u
Age-NOM  everybody-ACC  mother-Poss-GEN  -A&R\om-ACC

saniyor
think-PROG-3SG

‘Ayse thinks that everyone’s mother saw him/her.”  Distributive reading

In (20a) the matrix subject is co-indexed with ¢emitive marked subject in the
embedded clause. The embedded subject cannotihdexced with the embedded

object and hence only non-distributive readingassible.
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When the object scrambles to a position precediagtmbedded subject as
illustrated in (20b) on the other hand, a new bigdielation is formed. The scrambled
object can be co-indexed with the genitive markegext making distributive reading

possible. Reconstruction of the embedded objeetesenew binding relations.

Then the target position of the scrambled objetd sn A domain not an A’
domain which gives us clues as to the positiomefgenitive subject as well. If the
scrambled object is in an A domain, the subjecttvig to the right of the object is in A
domain and hence we conclude that the Genitiveestibjoves to [Spec TP] as is the

case with Nominative subjects, not to CP domairctvie an A’ domain.

Then the next question is if the object is in adowain, in [Spec TP] what is the
position of the embedded subject. We assume thatrdjects multiple specifier
positions and the scrambled object occupies theehigpecifier position and the

genitive subject the lower [Spec TP].

The tests we have shown indicate that the Gerstivgects similar to
Nominative subjects are base generated in [SPeand move to [Spec TP]. However
as illustrated in detail 4.3.2 and discussed inifztin press), Oztiirk (2005) suggests

that Genitive subject is in a higher position tiia@ Nominative subject.

Oztiirk (p.c.) suggests the following example bamedcope readings as
evidence that Genitive subject can be in a higbsition than Nominative subject.
However there are different judgments with respethe interpretation of these

structures which indicates dialectal differences.
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(21) a. Butun  ¢ocuk-lar kitab-1 oku-ma-di soylenti-si gl desil.
All  children-NOM book-ACC ad-NEG-PAST rumor-CM true not

‘The rumor that all the children did not read bo®k is not true.’

b. Butuin gocuk-lar-in  kitab- oku-mezd soylenti-si dou desil.
All  children-GEN book-ACC read-NEG-DIKGRyom rumor-CM true  not

‘The rumor that all the children did not rahd book is not true.’

According to one interpretation in (21a) with theminative subject, Negation
takes wide scope over the nominative subject sget¢he reading that some of the
children read the book while some others did mot(21b) with the Genitive subject on
the other hand the subject may take wide scopetbedxeg head which indicates that

Genitive subject is in a higher position than tharihative subject.

According to another interpretation on the otherdydNominative subject in
(21a) can take scope over Negation as is the ciélséS@nitive subject in (21b). This
indicates that the position of the Nominative arehi@ve subjects is the same for some

speakers.

Based on the tests given in the preceding sectiensonclude that

Nominative/Genitive subjects are base generat§8pacvP] and move to [Spec TP].
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5.4 |Is EPP Redundant or not?

Once we have determined that Nominative and Gengiibjects move to [Spec TP] the
next question to be answered is whether EPP caispensed with in favor of other
syntactic mechanisms like Case/Agreement. Now wettuthe case licensing

mechanism proposed for CNPCs in Turkish to findtbhatanswer of this question.

Recall that features as case licenser analysis foad@NPCs in Turkish

assumes Agree mechanism for Case and Agree.

(22) Ahmet para-yI cal-ms dedikodu-su

Ahmet-NOM  money-ACC st&@AST-3SG rumor-CM
‘The rumor that Ahmet stole the rapn
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(23) PossP

Y

D Poss

D-su

Y

N dedikodu

3C<:| [_N]

)

P Foc

)

P g <= [N]

)

T
/\
vP T
/\

Ahmet V'’

V v
%ayl cal-my

)

The feature inserted a level determines the categorial nature of the dempnt
domain as nominal or verbal. [-N] feature inseréd determines this domain as
verbal. At ¢ on the other hand [-N] feature is inserted deteimgj the case on the
subject as Nominative, transmits its uninterpretable phi features to achand ¢ T
Agree with the subject in [Spe®] position. Uninterpretable phi features of thelyar

are valued and verbal agreement markers appeaeantbedded predicate as
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[-N] is inserted at £ As a reflex of this feature valuation Nominatoase is licensed on
the subject.

Note that the Nominative case on the subject eBed in-situ and,€T
amalgamate does not trigger the movement of thesuto [Spec TP] to check its

uninterpretable phi features.

Given that the tests we have applied have showwueathat Gen/Nom subjects
move to an A domain, we conclude that Nominative @enitive subjects move to
[Spec TP]. The case licensing mechanism whichsedban feature transmission and
Agree has further demonstrated that the movemethieagubject to higher functional
projections is not for Case/Agreement purposesit@erand Nominative subjects are in
the same position at the point where case is lestbsit move to higher functional

projections for EPP purposes.

5.5 Summary

This chapter has analyzed the subject movementiikish. The subjects in Null subject
languages are assumed to be projected in or moy&pec TopP] as it has been
proposed for Greek and Spanish by Alexiadou andgAostopulou (1998) and for
Turkish by Oztiirk (1999). We have concluded thatmiNative subjects move to [Spec
TP] based on the reconstruction test which indec#itat Nominative subjects show A
domain properties in Turkish. As for Genitive subjere have suggested that as is the
case with Nominative subjects, Genitive subjectventm A domain. NPI and binding
test in section 5.3.1.3 has further illustrated Banitive subjects also move to [Spec

TP].

192



The movement of the subjects to [Spec TP] cannattiokuted to any syntactic
mechanism other than EPP. Within the assumptiotiseofase licensing mechanism
introduced in chapter four, Case/Agreement is cbedk-situ in Turkish and hence the

subject has no trigger other than EPP to movehigleer functional projection.
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CHAPTER SIX

CONCLUSION

This thesis investigated (i) CNPC variants in Tahkwith their structural properties, (ii)
Nom/Gen case licensing mechanism in CNPCs, inicectamplement and adjunct
clauses and —DIK type of relative clauses in Turk({gi) the movement operations of
the subjects and possible target positions, (&)idture of case licensing and the status
of EPP in Turkish.

Chapter | presented some of the CNPC variantsitkish some of which have
not been studied in the previous studies and the benets of the MP.

Chapter Il illustrated CNPC variants which amaiar in structure to compounds
in Turkish. In order to find out all the possibtalizations of CNPCs in Turkish we
applied a grammaticality judgment test based orclvhie concluded that there are two
dialects. Dialect A speakers form the majorityhe group and do not allow Gen/Nom
alternation in any of the CNPCs. For Dialect A d#a genitive case marked nominal is
either the genitive possessor or part of an etighttlause. The speakers of Dialect B
which is marginal and restricted to some CNPCsargfieakers allow Gen/Nom
alternation and interpret the genitive case mari@dinal as the subject in some
specific CNPCs.

Chapter lll illustrated Nom/Gen subject caseat&on in certain complement and
adjunct clauses, relative clauses, and CNPCs ikigtur This chapter also introduced

previous studies on subject case variation in Blrkvhich were divided into two
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groups: Base Generation (Oztiirk 2005) and Moveraatysis (Kural 1995, Aygen

2002, Kornfilt 2003, Uluta2008).

Chapter IV discussed case licensing mechanisf@¥°Cs in Turkish taking

Features as Case Licenser approach as a basisoosded that:

(i) Turkish allows a four way variation with regpeo the features inserted at phase
heads gand @. The genitive marked nominals in some specific CHlh Dialect B is
interpreted to be the subject in the embedded eland through pre-conditions for
genitive case licensing proposed for Turkish, geaitase on the nominal is explained.
The genitive marked nominal in Dialect A, on theesthand is either the genitive
possessor or part of an elliptical clause and hémegare analyzed as pseudo Nom/Gen

alternation.

(i) Nom/Gen subjects are at the same positiorhenderivation where case is checked
and subject case alternation in CNPCs is due tn#tere of the features inserted at
phase heads. Pre-conditions defined for TurkishdipreGenitive case licensing in

CNPCs, complement and adjunct clauses and —DIKdfpelative clauses.

Chapter V dealt with target positions of the NG®h subjects and explored the
relationship between EPP and other syntactic mestmsnsuch as Case/Agree. Based

on reconstruction, NPIs and binding tests we pregdkat:

(i) Nom/Gen subjects move to [Spec TP] as the ma&rgrperations show A domain

properties.
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(i) Movement of the Nom/Gen subject to [Spec T®Jfor EPP purposes but not for

Case/Agree purposes as these are checked in besatgel position.

Within the model proposed for Turkish, CP pratis split into phase heads
¢, and ¢ which can be analyzed as FinP and ForceP respBctiithin Rizzi's (1997)
Split CP hypothesis. Being analyzed as phase hwaisl ¢ are the locus of features
inserted at Transfer. The nature of the featuresrted at phase heads determine the
agreement markers on the embedded predicate amthalsase marker on the subject.
Through these phase heads, variation in the nafule agreement markers on the
predicate and Nom/Gen subject case valuation caxplained for Turkish without
appealing to different functional projections. Thiglysis has the advantage over the
analyses which assume different functional propetifor Nom/Gen case checking in
that not only the subject case but also the infleal morphology on the embedded
predicate receives an explanation through the eatithe features inserted at phase

heads.

This analysis also makes some certain predictiotisrespect to case licensing
mechanism in ECM clauses in Turkish which havestmae inflectional morphology
with finite complement clauses as discussed intenép In ECM clauses, the embedded
subject agrees with the-¢ amalgamate in the embedded clause as agreenaekens
appear on the embedded predicate however Accusatseeis valued on the subject. CP
andvP, being phase heads, are the locus of all featm@&F, and hence Accusative
case is valued by-V amalgamate (Chomsky 2008). In a similar veirhwitom/Gen
case valuation by C-T system, matvigercolates its features down to V-V

amalgamate probes into embedded clause and agiteefievembedded subject valuing
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its case as Accusative. This analysis raises thstoun whether the accusative subject
moves to matrix clause with the EFt after case valuation. There have been many
analyses in Turkish which support the view thatuUsative subject moves to the matrix
clause based on adverb placement, NPIs and woed farcts (Zidani- Erglu 1997,

Kural 1997, Ozsoy 2001). Some researches on tleg btind argue that Accusative
subject does not move to matrix clause (Aygen 2@2®iirk 2004, 2005, Oded 2006).
Then the phase heaglis either defective as case valuation of the sl by a higher
probe is allowed and movement of the Accusativgesititio the matrix clause is licit or
Cz is missing in the structure. For conclusive testshe status ofsan ECM clauses

within this model we leave this discussion for fiert research.

We have analyzed CNPCs as higher order compdwwisver it is not easy to
identify the domain of compounding. As compoundnag links with syntax and
morphology, the domain of compound formation haenben intriguing issue in the
literature. Compounding has been proposed as ealgxiocess (Di Sciullo and
Williams 1987), or as a syntactic process (Fabli1@&ber 1988). Shibatani and
Kageyama (1988) on the other hand suggest that@omaing may take place at several
levels including lexicon, syntax, and phonology.ilsstrated in chapter 2, compounds
(i) are lexicalized in that they have idiosyncratieanings, (ii) are non-referential in that
they do not refer to specific objects (iii) forrmerphological unit and it is not possible
to insert lexical items between the head and tingpéement, which leads us to define
the compound formation domain as lexicon. Howewengounds (i) are recursive (ii)

may have constituent structure, which makes comgliogrprocess closer to syntax.
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CNPCs which are analyzed as higher order compoalst have lexical or
phrasal properties which pose a problem similaingple compounds in terms of
defining the derivational domain. As illustrateddetail in chapter 2, CNPCs (i) bear the
same inflectional morphology as simple compoundbvaell-formedness conditions
(i.e. the co-occurrence restrictions of compoundkeraand the possessive agreement
markers) apply in CNPCs as well, (ii) insertionradexical item between the
complement and the head noun is not allowed. Homeveliscussed in chapters 4 and
5, CNPCs also have properties which moves thenerctoshe syntactic domain. The
complement in CNPCs can be nominalized clausemite tlauses and hence they are
labeled as ‘higher order compounds’. Within thesmjglement domains case checking
mechanism applies and subject movement operatrensbaerved. In line with
Shibatani and Kageyama (1988), we assume that aemdptg is not restricted to a
single level, compound formation can be at thellef/&exicon with simple NPs or at a

level after syntactic rules have been applied éopthrase.

There are still a number of issues the discussiarhich we left for further
research. Through some tests (i.e. binding anchetaaction tests), [Spec TP] has been
proposed as the target position for the NominaBesitive subjects. However as
suggested by Oztiirk, it is possible to suggest@matitive is in a higher position than
the Nominative subject based on the contrast betv&s/Nom subjects with respect to
the extraction possibilities and topicalizationgedies. This issue needs further

conclusive tests which we leave for future studies.
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We have suggested that Gen/Nom case alternati@stricted to certain CNPCs.
It is hoped that further research will contributeatbetter understanding of the nature of

Nom/Gen case alternation in Turkish.
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APPENDIX

A

1. “Konferans-a hi¢c kimse-nin  hEan-ma-mg-t1”
conference-DAT anybody-GEN be prepared-NE@rentialPAST-PAST-3SG

iddia-sin-a inan-di-m.
claim-CM-DAT believe-PAST-1SG

‘| believed in the claim that nobody had beerpgred for the conference.’

2.“Sen ev-de-sin” laf-1 biz-e ulana-di.
you-NOM home-LOC-AGRbm remark-CM  we-DAT reach-NEG-PAST

‘The remark that you are at home did not razh

3. Aye-nin  “sen-in bit-rgHsin” giince-sin-i
Ayse-GEN  you-GEN exhausted-PAST-2PSG  ideaR3&s-ACC

payla-mi-yor-um.
share-NEG-PROG-1PSG

‘| do not share Age’s idea that you are exhausted.’

4. “Kar-da hi¢ kimse-nin yurd-me-sin” fikr-i-ne katil-ryor-um.
snow-LOC anybody-GEN walk-NEG-IMP idea-@MAT agree-PROG-1SG

‘| agree with the idea that nobody should walktlo& snow.’
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5. “Kar-da biz-im kay-ma-z mi-y1z”
snow-LOC we-GEN slip-NEG-AOR questmarker-1PL

soru-su ben-i  sasirt-ti.
guestion-CM  [-ACC  astonish-PAST

‘The question whether we would not slip on$hew made me astonished.’

6. “Kitab-a hi¢ kimse-nin bak-masnatur” délince-sin-e
book-DAT anybody-GEN look-NEG-PAST-MOD opinion-CM-DAT

katiliyorum.
agree-PROG-1SG
‘| agree with the opinion that nobody looked & thook.’

7. “Sen-in tatil-e cik-ti-n” dedikodu-su
you-GEN holiday-DAT  go-PAST-2PSG mmCM

herkes-in ga-In-da.
everybody-GEN mouth-3SGPoss-LOC
‘The rumor that you went on a holiday is talkedeverybody.’

8. “Arkadas-lar-imiz-in topluca onus-tur” haber-i gel-di.
friend-PL-1PLPoss-GEN altogether run-PAST-MOSE news-CM come-PAST

‘The news that our friends ran altogether came.’
9. “Birak-1p biz-im  giday-sunuz” fikr-i Aye-den  ¢ik-nyL

leave-adverbializer we-GEN go-PROG-2PS@ai€@M Awye-ABL come-PAST

Intended meaning: ‘The idea that you leavanggo is the idea of Ag.’
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10. Murat-In “bit-my-sin” dgtince-sin-i payami-yor-um.
Murat-GEN exhausted-PAST-2PSG idea-3SGPoss-AQree-NEG-PROG-1PSG
‘l do not agree with Murat’s idea that you axtausted.’

11. “Ev-de-ki-ler hasta-yd1” laf-i dgru degil.
home-LOC-REL-PL ill-PAST remark-CMtrue not

‘The remark that the ones at home weres iflat true.’

12. “Tatil-e hi¢ kimse-nin clkeamall” emr-i
holiday-DAT anybody-GEN  go-NEG-Ned&stsve command-CM

can-imiz-i sik-t1.
life-1PLPoss-CM annoy-PAST
‘The command that nobody should go on a holalayoyed us.’

13. “Kiz-im-a sen-in bair-mis-sin” iddia-sI
daughter-1SGPoss-DAT  you-GEN  sHOAET-2SG  claim-CM

ben-i uz-da.
I-ACC  upset-PAST
‘The claim that you shouted at my daughtesetime.’

14. *Kiz-im-a sen-in b&ir-mis-im” iddia-si
daughter-1SGPoss-DAT  you-GEN  sH®ABST-1SG  claim-CM

ben-i Gz-du.
I-ACC  upset-PAST
Intended Meaning: ‘“Your claim that | shoutgdny daughter upset me.
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15. Murat-In “hickimse-nin okul-a git-me- meli”
Murat-GEN anybody-GEN school-DAT  go-NEG-Necessitative

laf-1 cok saslrticl.
statement-3SGPoss  very astonishing

‘Murat’s statement that nobody should go to scheekry astonishing.’

B

1. Konferans-a hi¢c kimse-nin  hiani¥rma-ms-ti
conference-DAT anybody-GEN be prepared-N&f@rentialPAST-PAST-3SG

iddia-sin-a inan-di-m.
claim-CM-DAT believe-PAST-1SG

‘| believed in the claim that nobody had been pred for the conference.’

2. Sen ev-de-sin laf-1 biz-e whna-di.
you-NOM home-LOC-AGRpm remark-CM  we-DAT reach-NEG-PAST

‘The remark that you are at home did not raah

3. Aye-nin sen-in bit-gasin dince-sin-i
Ayse-GEN  you-GEN exhausted-PAST-2PSG  ideaRB&%s-ACC

payla-mi-yor-um.
share-NEG-PROG-1PSG

‘| do not share Age’s idea that you are exhausted.’
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4. Kar-da hi¢ kimse-nin yuri-me-sin  fikr-i-ne katil-1yor-um.
snow-LOC anybody-GEN walk-NEG-IMP idea-@MAT agree-PROG-1SG

‘| agree with the idea that nobody should walktlo& snow.’

5. Kar-da biz-im kay-ma-z mi-y1z
snow-LOC we-GEN slip-NEG-AOR questmarker-1PL

soru-su ben-i  sasirt-ti.
question-CM |-ACC  astonish-PAST

‘The question whether we would not slip on$hew made me astonished.’

6. Kitab-a hi¢ kimse-nin bak-mag+tir d¢iince-sin-e
book-DAT anybody-GEN l0ook-NEG-PAST-MOD opinion-CM-DAT

katiliyorum.
agree-PROG-1SG

‘| agree with the opinion that nobody would haveKed at the book.’

7. Sen-in tatil-e GIk-ti-n dedikodu-su
you-GEN holiday-DAT  go-PAST-2PSG  mmCM

herkes-in ga-In-da.
everybody-GEN mouth-3SGPoss-LOC

‘The rumor that you went on a holiday is talkesdeverybody.’

8. Arkada-lar-imiz-in topluca $eonus-tur haber-i gel-di.
friend-PL-1PLPoss-GEN altogether run-PAST-MO®E3 news-CM come-PAST

‘The news that our friends ran altogether came.’
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9. Birak-1p biz-im  gid-igsunuz fikr-i Age-den  cik-mgl
leave-adverbializer we-GEN go-PROG-2PS@ai€@M  Age-ABL come-PAST

Intended meaning: ‘The idea that you leavanggo is the idea of Ag.’

10. Murat-in bit-ngisin diince-sin-i payami-yor-um.
Murat-GEN exhausted-PAST-2PSG idea-3SGRESS- agree-NEG-PROG-1PSG
‘I do not agree with Murat’s idea that you axbausted.’

11. Ev-de-ki-ler hasta-ydi laf- doru dezil.
home-LOC-REL-PL ill-PAST remark-CMtrue not
‘The remark that the ones at home were itlat true.’

12. Tatil-e hi¢ kimse-nin grka-mal emr-i
holiday-DAT anybody-GEN  go-NEG-Nedé&stsve command-CM

can-imiz- Sik-t.
life-1PLPoss-CM annoy-PAST
‘The command that nobody should go on a holatayoyed us.’

13. Kiz-im-a sen-in bair-mis-sin iddia-si
daughter-1SGPoss-DAT  you-GEN  sHOABT-2SG  claim-CM

ben-i Uz-do.
I-ACC  upset-PAST
‘The claim that you shouted at my daughtesetime.’
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14. Kiz-im-a sen-in b&ir-mis-im iddia-sI
daughter-1SGPoss-DAT  you-GEN  sH®ABST-1SG  claim-CM

ben-i Uz-di.
I-ACC  upset-PAST

Intended Meaning: ‘Your claim that | shoutgdny daughter upset me.’

15. Murat-in hickimse-nin okul-a git-me- meli
Murat-GEN anybody-GEN school-DAT  go-NEG-Necessitative

laf-1 cok saslrticl.
statement-3SGPoss very astonishing
‘Murat’s statement that nobody should go to scheekry astonishing.’
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