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ABSTRACT
Semantic, Prosodic, and Syntactic Marking

of Information Structural Units in Turkish

This dissertation focuses on how Turkish encodisnmation structural units within
semantics, prosody and syntax interface. Informgp@ckaging is investigated under
the classification of (i) aboutness topic, (ii) t@stive topic, (iii) contrastive focus,
(iv) discourse-new focus, and (v) discourse anaploanstituents. Focus phrases are
differentiated not based on a designated syntposdion or the feature of contrast
but based on exhaustive identification with cortivasfocus phrases. The prosodic
properties of focus phrases in SOV order indicla&e i) when focus is in the
immediately preverbal position, contrastive focod discourse-new focus and broad
focus sentences do not differ significantly witepect to duration or pitch height at
any of the measurement points, (ii) focus in serganitial, medial or final domains

is always marked as the rightmost phonological skaith intonational phrase level
prominence, which marks the beginning of the nudigla The syntactic

investigation of the interaction of informationwttural units with negation and
guantifier scope illustrate that all movement opere are driven by discourse-
interpretational purposes. Additionally® does not show phasehood properties and
the derivation of the data is captured via eventitational, and propositional
domains and clause-internal functional projectidmshe absence of TP, (i) CP does
not show phasehood properties as evidenced byrigrt#ita, ECM clauses,

bounding nodes, (ii) temporal information is enabds a secondary effect of Mood.



OZET

Turkce Bilgi Yapisi @elerinin Anlamsal,

Birinsel ve Sozdizimséjaretlenmesi

Bu tez Turkcge’'nin bilgi yapisigelerinin anlambilim, burtnbilim ve s6zdizim ara
yuzlerinde nasil kodlagina odaklanir. Bilgi paketleme (i) hakkindalk ks, (i)
karsitsal konu, (iii) kagitsal odak, (iv) yeni-sdylem oda (v) yinelem-sdylem
siniflandirmasi altinda incelenir. Odak dbekleadidgimde belli bir konum ya da
karsitlik 6zelligiyle degil, karsitsal odaklarin kapsamli belirleme yoniyle
birbirlerinden ayrilirlar. Ozne-Nesne-Yiiklem siraisinda odak 6beklerinin
birtnbilimsel argtirmasi (i) odak hemen yiklem éncesi konumda @lidala gen
odak, kagitsal odak ve yeni séylem odaklarl arasinda petttsekligi ve sire olarak
hi¢ bir 6lciim noktasinda fark olmagini, (i) cimle bai, ortasi ya da sonunda
odagzin en sg seshilimsel 6bek oldiwnu ve ¢cekirdeksel gisin balangicini da
gosteren ezgisel 6bek dizeyinde vurgusiggatiendgini gosterir. Bilgi yapisi
birimlerinin olumsuzluk ve niceleyen etki alanigkn etkilgiminin sézdizimsel
arggtirmasi, tim harekeglemlerinin sdéylem-yorumsal sebeplerle gidau gosterir.
IlavetenyvP evresel dzellikleri gostermemektedir ve veriiretimi olaysal,
durumsal, 6nermesel alanlarla yapilabilmektedirnirPyoklugunda, (i) b&lama
verisi, ECM timceleri, b#ayici digimlerinde gosterdi gibi CP evresel 6zelikleri

gostermemektedir, (ii) zaman bilgisi, kipin yakist olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Aim

The aim of this thesis is to investigate the seimaptosodic and syntactic marking
of information structural units in Turkish. A threey classification is made for
information structural constituents as (i) topidyigh is further classified as
aboutness topic and contrastive topic, (ii) foeusich is realized as discourse-new
constituents or contrastively focused constituants (iii) discourse anaphoric
constituents. Turkish has been cited as a free word order lagegjuas definite
arguments allow six word order permutations (Erk82, Erguvanli 1984, Kural
1992, Goksel and Kerslake 20@®ner 2010, among many others). However, the
same researchers have concluded that this variatioot fully free in the sense that
each word order serves a special discourse intatfmeal purpose. Word order
variation is used to express a different informastructuring and hence it is not
possible to suggest a syntactic analysis for momeimgerations in Turkish without
recourse to semantic properties of these units.

Languages can use prosodic, semantic, morphologicintactic strategies
to mark information structuring within an utteranEeom a morphological
perspective, languages such as West Chadic langiade, Hausa and Tangale
(Zimmerman 2011) and Somali (Frascarelli 2012) knfiacus with overt

morphological markers. In Chickasaw, subject anédaitronstituents carry focus

! In the literature, various terms have been usethidiscussion of information structural notions.
Discourse-new constituents have also been labsl@desentational focus (Selkirk 2002) or
information focus (Kiss 1998) and all new senterftage been labeled as broad focus sentences
(Ladd 1996). Contrastive focus constituents hawnbiabeled as identificational focus (Kiss 1998) or
narrow focus (Ladd 1996). Within this study, welwie the terms discourse new and contrastive
focus constituent.



markers (Buring 2009). In Gungbe, focus and topiapes are marked with special
morphological markers (Dyakonova 2009).

Some languages encode information structure visgolio strategies. Katz
and Selkirk (2011) note that in English the digimt between discourse-new and
contrastive focus is reflected in prosody in thattcastive focus has a higher pitch
height and duration than non-contrastive, disconese constituents. Frascarelli
(1997) points out that in Italian if a constituémt sentence is marked with [+F] it
restructures and enlarges its phonological phraséhis is not the case in
constructions with all-new constituents. Féry astdHara (2009) compare structures
with focus and given information and argue thatfand givenness have an effect
on pitch register without changing prosodic phrgsimJapanese and German. In
Tangale a phrase boundary is inserted before theséal phrase (Zimmerman 2011).

Syntactic reordering is another strategy used tk mmdormation
structuring. Frascarelli and Hinterhdlzl (2007)sd#y topic phrases under three
categories and suggest that in German and ltdliesettopic phrases show different
phonological and syntactic properties. In RomaniZatalan, Hungarian the
immediately preverbal position has been suggestéeé the identificational focus
position (Kiss 1998). It is the sentence final piosithat is reserved for this purpose
in Russian (Dyakonova 2009) and Spanish (Zubizar€98) or sentence initial
position in Finnish (Vallduvi and Vilkuna 1998) akdusa (Zimmermann 2011). In
Bole, focused subjects undergo movement to theymbil position, in which case
morphological marking becomes optional (Zimmerma@mhl).

As one can easily understand even from the list@ab@ language can also
use mixed strategies and encode the informatidusstd the constituent in different

domains of the grammar. In Hungarian narrow fodugsiges undergo movement to



the immediately preverbal position. Additionallyrzel, Ishihara and Suranyi
(2014) find out that in the prosodic domain narfoaus phrases have higher fO
values and longer duration when compared to broaaksfsentences. Zimmermann
and Onea (2011) point out that the prosodic, syictac morphological strategies
used to realize information structural units casodle used for certain other
constructions as well. In Gungbe and Somali thepmalogical marker used with
focus phrases is also used with wh-phrases (DyakoB009, Frascarelli 2012). In
Bole, Hausa and Tangale focus marking shows vanand with non-subject
constituents focus marking is optional. Hence thivestigation of information
structural encoding is not an easy task as oneotaastrict the investigation to a
single domain.

In this study we aim to find out how Turkish enced&ormation packaging
taking into consideration the above mentioned dsiers of the grammar. The

following research questions are raised:

() How is information packaging encoded in Turkisdsed on the distinction of (i)
aboutness topic, (ii) contrastive topic, (iii) cagtive focus, (iv) discourse-
new/presentational focus, (v) discourse anaphamstituents?

(i) What are the ordering restrictions for thestrmation structural units and can
we propose an analysis for these restrictions basddeir semantic composition?
(iif) How are focus phrases realized prosodicaiig aan we observe a phonological
or phonetic difference between the focus types?

(iv) What is the relation between sentential steess stress due to focus

prominence? Are they distinct operations?



(v) Given that word order permutations yield diéfet interpretational purposes, does
Turkish have movement operations devoid of dis@urerpretational purposes, is
scrambling a free movement operation?

(vi) What is the interaction between quantifierpe@nd information structural

units? Does focus shape the scope relations otifjees? How are the information
structural units marked in the phrase structuréuskish?

(vii) How can we account for the syntactic markafghese units via (i) features
checked by dedicated functional projections if iyewhich order and at which
periphery, (i) LF movement analysis similar to gtikers?

(viii) What do all these discussions tell us wiélspect to the phrase structure of

Turkish?

The first two questions are addressed in the Ch@ptnd we find out that
contrastive focus phrases differ from discourse fomus with respect to exhaustive
identification. However both focus types can sugfacsitu optionally followed by
discourse anaphoric constituents. The semantic ositign of contrastive topic is
dependent on focus and hence contrastive topicotaamface within the scope
domain of focus or in the absence of focus. Abagriepics occur in sentence initial
position and without making a contrast tell us wihatrest of the sentence is about.
Finally, discourse anaphoric constituents are gigahient constituents in the
previous discourse.

The third and fourth questions are discussed irpaha&. The experimental
studies conducted reveal that discourse-new aniastive focus phrases in the
immediately preverbal position do not differ fromoad focus sentences or from

each other with respect to fO height or duratioS@V order. Additionally, focus



prominence is realized phonologically as right rafigent of the phonological phrase
including the focus phrase and as IP level strasstically.

In addition to the binding dat§€ner 2010), negation data and the
experimental studies on the interaction of infoliorastructural units with quantifier
scope, discussed in Chapter 4, reveal the answére 6fth, sixth and seventh
questions. We propose FocP and DaP abBveomain and discourse features as
syntactic formal features to capture the Turkistadall movement operations are
triggered by discourse-interpretational purposesaqrantifier scope and binding
data can be accounted for via restrictions on meverof information structural
units. ThevP does not show phasehood properties and restisabio movement and
reconstruction sites signal the presence of thpesdomain of focus which maps on
to the eventual domain (Ramchand and Svenonius)2DE3novement analysis
cannot account for the Turkish data when scopegutigs of discourse anaphoric
constituents are taken into account.

Finally in Chapter 5, we investigate the last gwestThe discussion shows
that in addition to/P, CP in Turkish does not show phasehood propewesbase
our arguments on the data coming from (i) subjeftexives, (i) ECM clauses, (iii)
bounding nodes, (iii) subject-object extraction) (he absence of expletives, (V)
sequence of tense, (vi) suspended affixation (Z&@dd). Additionally, in line with
Boskovie (2012) we suggest that in addition to DP, TP dussexist in Turkish
which makes CP defective. In the absence of TPPTaighe left periphery is the
target position of the topic phrases which capttiiespropositional versus utterance
level distribution of focus and topic phrases resipely. Temporal information is

provided by relevant aspect and mood markers arsetiterpretation is only



secondary effect of Mood. The next section brisfiynmarizes the theoretical

framework.

1.2 Theoretical framework

1.2.1 The minimalist program

Within the Minimalist Program (MP), the syntactiatput is sent in steps to LF and
PF for conceptual intentional interpretation andmpdlogical realization respectively.
Transfer to Spell-Out occurs cyclically via the pba CP andP. Phases take away
the burden on the computational system derivingsthecture with multiple Spell-
Outs? Chomsky (2000) suggests two criteria for phasehBbdses are
‘propositional’ in that these syntactic units canjbbdged as true or false and
‘independent’ in the sense thd® has ‘full argument structure’ while CP has ‘tense
and force’ properties. A phase is composed of aailm@nd an edge. The domain
deals with argument structure and predication wihideedge serves as the escape
hatch for further movement operations. Legate (2808gests the following criteria

as the diagnostics for phasehood.

(1) a. Phase edges are possible quantifier raianggts in antecedent contained
deletion (ACD).
b. Phase edges are possible reconstructem si

c. Parasitic gaps are licensed by a wh-taatlkee V phase edge. (Legate 2003)

2 Butler (2004) questions the role of phases agtesg the computational load based on adjunction
and raising data. Adjunction to a phase is infirated when we cannot comprehend the layers of
adjunction, adding an additional adjunct becompsoalem. Phases are suggested to take the burden
on the computation but they cannot have an effieéhfiniteness of adjunction which is predicted to
be a computational load. Raising data poses aaimibblem. There are two phases in the following
example: the mostly embedded and the matrix CP.
(1) [clEmma [rseems{sto [pappear {sto [pbe unlikely fpto [phappen {pto [arrive soon]]IfII1]
(Butler 2004, 5)
Based on phase impenetrability condition the loplese waits until the higher phase CP is merged
and hence the derivation has to wait till the ehthe structure which cannot lessen the computation
load.

6



Note that the diagnostics in (1) depend heavilyhenedge positions of the phases
which serve as the space for movement. As the ctatipnal system takes one
phase into derivation, when the derivation moveh¢onext phase, the complement
domain of the previous phase is sent to LF andoPiferpretation. While the
complement domain of a phase is no longer avail@bleomputation, the edges can
still be within the search domain of probes inhigher phase. This restriction is

labeled as Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIQ)lastrated in (2) below.

(2)

T O~ Search space available to C/T

PIC boundary (triggered by Merge-T)

Search space available

to v*

Comp

(Richards 2008, 3)

The VP domain, the complement domain of the lowerse is sent to Spell-Out
when T is merged. However in some unaccusativepasdive constructions it was
found out that the VP complement domain is accessibT which cannot be
captured within this system. Hence the phase intpaiéty condition has been

revised in the following way.

@)

Search space available to C

PIC boundary (triggered by Merge-C)

Search space available
to T/v*

(Richards 2008, 7)



As shown in (3), the complement domairnvBfis not sent to Spell-Out until the
merge of CP and hence VP is within the search dowfahe T head.
Phases have not been exempt from disagreement.SBRgq@001) makes a
distinction for phases as strong and weak phasgsuggests that unaccusative and
passivevPs are weak phases. Legate (2003) opposes thisaviéwargues that
unaccusative and passivies show phasehood properties relying on recongiruct
effects, quantifier raising and parasitic gap teBtgler (2004) argues thatuP and
CP are phases then they should have equal amosetr@ntic and syntactic
structures and proposes IP internal CP level ptiojeg in the middle field. With this
adjustment to the phase system, quantificatiorati$isuch as FocP, NegP, which
are generated at the left periphery within theagagphic approach (Rizzi 1997), can
surface above the lower phase. These additionatiumal projections above the
lower phase evaluate the quantificational relat@md make the domain of the phase
a referential unit to be used in the higher phaBased on CP/DP parallelism,
Hiraiwa (2005) suggests not only CP but also DR pbase. Oztiirk (2005) argues
that in Turkish the/P phase does not exist. Grohmann (2003), on thex bnd,
suggests prolific domains @P, IP, and CP which are spell-out units similaphase
theory. However, in his work, instead of PIC, resion on movement and
reconstruction is dealt with via restrictions o&ssive cyclic movement. Hence
phase edges do not have a special status withemhlysis. To sum up, there is no
consensus on the status of phases from a thedmidaross-linguistic perspective.
The other important aspects of the MP are the dppesaMerge and Agree.
Merge is further classified as External Merge (EWYl Internal Merge (IM).
Chomsky (2005:7) suggests that “...EM yields geneealiargument structure (theta

roles, the “cartographic” hierarchies, and simgesperties); and IM yields discourse



related properties such as old information andifipgg, along with scopal effects.”
The second operation within the system is AgreemRihe lexicon, the lexical items
enter the derivation equipped with some interpietabd uninterpretable features.
Before the derivation is sent to Spell-Out, thentenpretable features have to be
deleted for that domain to be fully interpretaki¢he interfaces. This feature
checking operation between the probe and the gdsgjiee. The probe with
uninterpretable features searches a matching gtainterpretable features within
its search domain. The uninterpretable featuréésked and deleted via Agree and
if the probe has an additional Edge feature, tted igoattracted to the specifier
position of the probe. The phase heads are the loicall features which can

percolate down to T or V heads.

1.2.2 Formal features vs. discourse features

With this background in mind, if information strucal categories are encoded in
syntax, the constituents marked with focus, topidiscourse anaphoric functions
have to enter the derivation with the relevant alisse features as it is the case with
formal features. However this suggestion has beestepned based on the
distinction between formal features and informastmictural features. The formal
features such as phi features are part of thedeiem coming from the lexicon
while this is not the case with information struedfeatures. A constituent can be
focus, topic or discourse anaphoric based on theegbso information structure is
more of a relational concept when compared to fbfeaures. This raises a
problem for the Inclusiveness Condition which stdteat the output of a system does
not contain anything beyond its input (Slioussad20Horvath (2005) suggests that

discourse features are not encoded by formal featmd what is taken as focus



movement in some languages is in fact an operdtinoaement driven by
exhaustive identification. Horvath (2005) furthegw@es that the Agree mechanism in
the case system cannot be extended to topic and fnovement as these
movements are not morphologically marked.

Aboh (2007), (as cited in Dyakonova, 2009) arasEarelli (2012) argue
against this analysis based on languages that fmeuk or topic with overt
morphological markers such as Bole (Zimmerman 200Bjckasaw (Buring 2009),
Gungbe (Dyakonova 2009) and Somali (FrascarellR20Aboh (2007) further notes
that there is a close relation between the wh-featthich is an unquestioned formal
feature and focus, in that in Gungbe wh-questides laear this focus marker.
Somali (Frascarelli 2012) is similar to Gungbehattboth wh-phrases and focus
phrases are marked with the same morphologicalenafor TurkishSener (2010)
also suggests that non-discourse linked wh-phrasefocus phrases marked with [f]
feature similar to non-wh-focus phrases. The opineposal for discourse features to
be encoded in syntax comes from the differencesdsat root and embedded CPs
with respect to information structuring. Frasca(@012) suggests that as root and
embedded CPs do not have the same array of fuatpoojections, some of the
discourse related features are available only thighmain clauses. If syntax were
blind to discourse features we could not explaeghrallelism between the lack of
some functional projections in embedded CPs anthttkeof some information
structural units.

In Turkish, there is no morphological marker thialigatorily surfaces with
focus and topic phrases. However, there are ogtthseourse particles that surface
with contrastive focus, discourse new focus andregtive topic phrases.

Additionally, the discussion in Chapter 3 indicatfest F marked constituents always
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attract IP level stress whether they are in thées@e initial, medial or final
domains. If focus is not encoded in syntax how gmesody assign IP level
prominence to this constituent as the focused taest is not restricted to a
syntactic position? Hence in this study we assuraefbcus and topic features must
be encoded in syntax to be interpretable at LFRfdThe next section is a brief

discussion of Turkish facts on information structgr

1.3 Basic information structural notions in thet@xt of Turkish

For the annotation of an utterance with respeaitftrmation structural packaging,
many different labels have been suggested in tiature. We will briefly go over
the primitive notions used in the literature anel imes we use in this study before
we discuss the Turkish facts based on these terms.

Erguvanli (1984:34) defines the constituent in a8 “....the most
information bearing element in that context...” andgests that it corresponds to
the ‘rheme’ in the analysis that makes a partitigrhased on the distinction between
‘theme-rheme’. Sentence initial topic is what thastrof the sentence is about and
roughly corresponds to the label of ‘theris for the constituent following the

focus phrase in the post-verbal domain, the lametkground’ is used.

(4) [Ayselroric  [ye-difocus  [elma-yipackerounp
Ayse eat-PAST apple-ACC
‘Ayse ate the apple.’

% Dik (1978, cited in Erguvanli 1984) suggests thate is a difference between theme and topic in
that themes are not dependent of predicates bigstape. Hence in (1) the constituent ‘as for P&gis
theme, but ‘that man’ in (2) is topic.

(1) As for Paris, the Eiffel Tower is spectacular.

(2) That man, | hate.

The dislocated constituent in (2b) is the intearglument of the predicate.

* Throughout the dissertation we will indicate théormation structural status of the constituentwi
diacritics. We will use the same diacritics withoted examples as well in accordance with the source
of the examples.

11



Hoffman (1995) makes a distinction between topit @amment. In line with Erk
(1982) and Erguvanli (1984), he takes the sentiritta& constituent in Turkish as
topic. Comment is composed of focus and groundu@aan be defined as the

shared information between the speaker and thehear

(5) [Ayselopic [ [ye-difocus [elma-yikrounp lcommenTt

Issever (2003) makes a major division for informatstricturing as focus and
ground. Ground is composed of the link and the(téllduvi 1990).Issever (2003)
labels the sentence initial constituents which dibcarry primary stress as link. Post-

verbal constituents are marked as tail.

(6) [Ayselunkicrounp  [Ye-dilrocus [elma-yifaicround

Ozge and Baghin (2010) use the terms ‘rheme’ and ‘theme’. Raivar that rheme
refers to focused constituent. With theme, backgddiopic or tail/link distinction is

lost and discontinuous theme projection is used.

(7) [Ayselrheme [ye-dikveme [elma-yifHeme

For these studies, the position of the informasivactural unit in the sentence is
important for information packagingener (2010) triggers information structural
units based on contexts. He takes the constit@astsering the question @éll me
about’ and surfacing at the left periphery as aboutrngsis phrases, and the ones
that narrow down the issue under discussion otssthié topic as contrastive topic.
Presentational and contrastive focus phrases atadically marked being restricted
to the immediately preverbal position. Discoursa@oric constituents, marking

given or salient information in the context, canface in the preverbal or post-verbal

12



domain but they cannot follow focus phrases whiahehto be strictly adjacent to the
verb. As illustrated in (8) belovener (2010) investigates the interaction of
information structural units with binding facts apbposes a phrase structure for

Turkish.

(8) A: Dunku torende hergdetmen bir rencisini tebrik etny. Dogru mu?
‘I hear that at the ceremony yesterday every taaobregratulated a student
of her. Is that right?’
B: Valla, @rencilerden haberim yok ama...

‘Frankly, 1 do not know about the studebtit.....

pro; bir arkada-1-ni]cr [ her @retmenlpa too [azarla-dif
a friend-3SG.POSS-ACC every teache scold-PAST
sert bigekilde.
in a harsh manner

‘Every teacher scolded a friend of her imaash way.’ Sener 2010, 68c)

Within this dissertation, we will use the termsdibg Sener (2010) but we propose
different ordering restrictions for focus, topiadatiscourse anaphoric constituents
based on the data which is discussed in detaiarChapter 2. Taking these ordering
restrictions into consideration, we investigateittteraction of information structural
units with negation and quantifier scope in SOV @8V orders. The quantifier
scope data is based on an experimental study litle steps and again the
information structural units are triggered withie@ntext. With this in mind, the next

section gives a brief summary of word order po$itds in Turkish.

1.4 Word order permutations in Turkish
This section briefly summarizes possible word asderTurkish and presents a set of

data that we will go over throughout the study. @dalt speech corpus of Slobin
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and Bever (1982) which consists of 500 utteranbhesvs that nearly half of the data
is in SOV order (%48)ikizoglu (2010), on the other hand, reports that mora tha
half of the data in the spoken corpus on quotativaes VO. All word order

variations are possible due to different discoumserpretational effects.

(9) a. Ali ev-i sat-tl. SOV
Ali house-ACC sell-PERF

‘Ali sold the house.’

b. Ev-i Ali  sat-t. osv
c. Ali sat-tt  ev-i. SVO
d. Ev-i sat-tt Al (OAVAS)
e. Sat-t1  Ali ev-i. VSO
f. Sat-ti ev-i Al VOS

(Goksel and Kerslake 2005, 46)

These word order possibilities are infelicitousertain contexts. In (10) the focus
phrase is triggered by a wh-question. In (10ak® focus is on the internal argument
and these provide felicitous answers to (10). Tiisnar in (c), on the other hand, is

not felicitous even when we put focus on the iraéergument.

(10) Ali  ne-yi sat-t1?
Ali  what-ACC sell-PAST
‘What did Ali sell?’

a. Ali [ev-i]- sat-ti SOV
b. [Ev-i] sat-t1 Ali. (O)VAS
c. #Ali sat-t1 [ev-i}. SVO

The non-questioned constituents given in the qoiestan be dislocated to the post-

verbal domain in the answer as in (b).
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In the following example, an alternative questinggers focus on the verb. Focus on

one of the arguments is infelicitous as in (11c-d).

(12) Al ev-i yap-ti mi yik-ti mi?
Ali house-ACC do-PAST QP demolRAST QP
‘Did Ali build or demolish the house?’

a. [Yik-tiE Ali ev-i. VSO
b. Ali [yik-ti]r  ev-i. SVO
c. #Ali [ev-iF  yik-t1. SOV
d. #[Ali[r  yik-t1  ev-i. SVO

Now let’s take a look at the following example.

(12) A: Ali ev-i yik-ngl
Ali  house-ACC demolish-PAST
‘Ali demolished the house.’

B:#Valla, Ali-yi bil-mi-yor-um ama /A ev-i
well Ali-ACC  know-NEG-PROG-1SGbut Awge  house-ACC
yik-mg.>

demolish-PAST
‘Well, I do not know about Ali but Ag demolished the house.’

The unacceptability of the answer has nothing tavidlo the order of the constituents
in the sentence. The different triggering constamst and contexts as in (10) and
(11), word order and well-formedness conditiongng4.2) are all within the scope of

this study. The next section is a brief summargrelious studies.

® This sentence becomes more acceptable only whemiecus on the verb.
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1.4.1 Phrase structure and functional projection@evious studies
Different analyses have been proposed in ordexptam word order variation in
Turkish. In some of these studies the SOV orderpmsdible variations have been
explained via movement operations for case cheakirigPP purposes (Kornfilt
2001, 2003, Ozsoy 2001, Aygen 2002). In some athaties discourse
interpretational purposes have been assumed teelteigger of movement
operations but with different phrase structuresfandtional projections (Kural
1992, Oztiirk 20055ener 2010). In this section we will briefly go otkese studies.
The studies cited in this section are of courseanagxhaustive list of the studies on
Turkish syntax but we tried to overview the onest tire directly related to this
study, namely movement operations due to inten@giurposes. We will conclude
the chapter with the phrase structure and functipregections we arrived at, based
on the interaction of quantifier scope, binding aedation data with information
structural units in Turkish which is discussed atail in Chapter 4.

Kornfilt (2001, 2003) suggests that both the subged the object are base

generated in the VP domain.

(13) Ali-nin kitab-I oku-@uun-u
Ali-GEN  book-ACC read-NOML-3SG-ACC
‘That Ali read the book’

KP
CP K -I
AgrNP C
Alinin Agr’
MoodP Agr -IN
VP -DIK
v
DP v
kitab1 oku (Kornf”t 2001, 8)
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In cases of verbal agreement, the subject mov8péa AgrS (TP) for case purposes.
In the presence of nominal agreement, the subjegemto AgrN for genitive case as
illustrated in (13) above. In SOV order, the intdrand the external arguments leave
their base generated positions for case purposeay(2001) assumes a similar
analysis for nominative case bearing subjects dfezided clauses in that they move
out of their base generated positions for caseqa@g

Aygen (2002) suggests that it is the mood featar€ dogether with
epistemic modality feature on T that licenses natme case in Turkish.
Additionally based on subject/object extractiongdosities in finite and non-finite
clauses, Aygen (2000) suggests that in Turkish,em@nt of the constituents are

driven by EPP feature on T or C heads.

(14) Bu soru-nu ancak Ayseoz-er.
this problem-ACC only Ag solve-AOR
‘Only Ayse can solve this problem’ (Aygen 2000, 26)

In (14), the verb moves only up to T position. Bubject agrees with the® Th-
situ and gets frozen. Hence the object moves ta Jjpe to satisfy EPP. The
object in Spec TP can further move to Spec CP Vimdvement.

These studies take movement of the subject orlifexibas triggered by
case checking or EPP purposes. In contrast to stedees, Kural (1992), Oztiirk
(2005),Sener (2010), Jiménez-Fernandez &seéver (2012) suggest movement
operations triggered by interpretive purposes. Ma@wvill briefly go over these
studies.

Kural (1993) suggests that the verb moves fromQ fmositions and this
amalgamate agrees with the subject in Spec TPremult of which agreement

morphology is realized on the verb. Within the dssion of the target position of
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clause internal scrambling, Kural (1992) suggdsis the movement of the

dislocated object anaphor is to an A position asmstruction is not possible.

(15) a. Adam-lar  birbirleri-ni gorem
man-PL each other-ACC  see-PAS
‘The men saw each other.’
b. *Birbirleri-nj adam-lart; gor-mi. (Kural 1992, 44)

However, based on the data in (16), Kural (1992chkales that the preposed object
moves to an A’ position. He explains the differebe¢éwveen the two sets of data
suggesting that in Turkish the position of the fophirase should be the same at
surface structure and at LF. In (15b) above ihésilmmediately preverbal object
phrase that bears focus at LF but it is the sulgjestrface syntax which yields

unacceptability.

(16) a. Adam-lar  birbirleri-ni [d]in gor-mg
man-PL each other-ACC yestgrdaee-PAST
‘The men saw each other yesterday.’
b. Birbirleri-nj adame-lant; [dUn]e gor-mé.
(Kural 19%8)

Kural (1992) suggests that the structure in (1@lova is acceptable because at LF
and surface structure representations of the semfexus remains to be on the same
constituent. Oztiirk (2005) points out one of thebpems of this analysis with the

following example.

(17) Birbirleri-nj [adam-lag] ara-di (kadin-lar gilg
each other-ACC  man-PL €AST  (woman-PL not)
‘The men called each other, not the women.’ (Ozturrk 2005, 139)
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It is the immediately preverbal object that beaxsut similar to (15b). Namely at LF
and surface structure focus does not remain osahe constituent but the structure
is acceptable. Oztiirk (2005) suggests that scragbhiows both A and A’
movement properties. Before we take a look heryarsabf scrambling for this
construction we will go over what she assumed fakiEh phrase structure. Oztirk
(2005) suggests that in Turkish, the external amuins merged at AgentP and the
internal argument is merged at ThemeP at which tigtta role assignment and case

checking are realized.

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

T

AgentP T
read;
MERGE NP > subject Ag’
child-nom
ThemeP  Ag [+Case, +Ref]
4
MERGE NP-> object Theme’
book-acc
VP Theme [+Case, +Ref]
&

The external argument does not move up to Spew$kign for case or EPP
purposes and Spec TP is overtly realized onlydopse/interpretational purposes.
Additionally, Ozturrk (2005) suggests that theraasconclusive test that shows that

VP exists in Turkish phrase structure. She notdsnheurkish Antecedent Contained

® Some other researchers (Ozsoy 2001, Kelepir 28Qfer 2010), on the other hand, suggest that
EPP exists in Turkish and subjects leave their gaserated positions and move to Spec TP. See
Chapter 5 for the discussion of EPP in Turkish.
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Deletion (ACD) constructions and parasitic gapsrarteobserved, based on the
studies of Ozsoy (1996) aridce (2004), and wh-question formation is sensiive
information structure of the sentence. Hence sinelades that the diagnostics for
phasehood are not conclusive tests for determitiegtatus o¥P as a phase in
Turkish!

Now we will take a look at how Oztiirk (2005) expisiscrambling data that

poses a challenge to the analysis of Kural (1992)imvthese assumptions.

(19) a. Bir kitab-I her cocuk  [dAn  oku-du
one book-ACC every child yesterdagad-PAST
I. ‘Every child read a specific book yesteyd
ii. ‘Every child read a different book outabdefinite set yesterday.’

(20)

i. [TopP Bir kitab-1; [TopP her gocuk; [FocP DUN [spec Tp 3 [ Agentp tj [Themerti oku-du 1]
A | A bar
‘ A bar

ii. [TopP Bir kitab-1; [TopP her ¢ocuk; [FocP DUN [spec TP tj 3 [ AgentP tj [Themerti oku-du J]]
A l A bar N A movement
A bar

(Oztiirk 2005, 157)

In (20i), both the subject and the object move dpH projections via A’ movements.
Reconstruction to the base generated positiondsyrerrow scope for the universal
qguantifier as it remains within the existentialstioe. In (20ii) on the other hand the

subject universal quantifier first moves to SpecabRan instance of A movement

! Ulutas (2008) explains the case checking mechanism iki§lurviavP and CP phases. He suggests
that phi complete C and T with an independent témsepretation license nominative case. Phi
complete FinP percolates its features down to ThemP-T amalgamate agrees with the subject in
the specifier position of vP and nominative caseaisied.
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and then moves to TopP position. Hence reconstnudsito the Spec TP and it
remains above the existential closure which makesvide scope reading possible.

Sener (2010) suggests that in Turkish all movemestations are triggered
by discourse interpretational purposes. In lindnlie cartographic approach of
Rizzi (1997),Sener (2010) assumes TopP, FocP and DaP projectidhs left
periphery. Based on binding da$gner (2010) also suggests that Spec TP in Turkish
does not have to be filled overtly. Discourse amajghexpressions, topic, and focus
phrases have interpretable discourse anaphoric, tapd focus features respectively
that are checked against the functional projectairibe left periphery via Agree.
Contrastive topic and focus phrases have an additmontrast feature. Additionally,
topics and discourse anaphoric expressions hawvpenator feature which triggers
movement to the left periphery projections. Fodusapes differ in that they lack an
uninterpretable operator feature that makes theptlgtverb adjacent.

Sener (2010) elicits the information structure foe following OSV
sentence (21) in a context. The object is the estitre topic and the subject is the
contrastive focus phrasgener (2010) suggests that TopP agrees with theastive
topic object phrase and checks the uninterpretaple and contrast features in-situ.
It is the uninterpretable operator feature of thgct that triggers it to the Spec

TopP.

(21) A: Corbadan n’aber? Ondan igen oldu mu peki?
What about the soup? Has anyone eater?that
B: Valla corbadan haberim yok ama...
Frankly, | don’t know about the soup.bu
[Dolmalar-dankt  [Aylin]cr tdoimalardan Ye-di.
dolma-PL-ABL Aylin eat-PAST

‘Aylin ate from the dolmas.’
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TopP

/\
ObjliTopicl.____T o
iContrast) /QK |

IP Foc® [iOP)
P i
I
Obl liTopic] vP H
iContrast] /\ |
J

[uOP) Subj[iFocus] ®———yi-—-

iCommsl]/'\
objifedtd , Vv
(w0 (Sener 2010, 10, 12)

The FocP agrees with the focused subject phraselauks its uninterpretable focus
and uninterpretable contrast feature in-situ. Asifophrases do not have operator
feature the subject remains in-situ.

Investigating the topic fronting issue in Turkisiménez-Fernandez and
Issever (2012) suggest that information focus anglameare categorical features to
be checked at narrow syntax. Anaphoric constitueat® [+anaphor] feature, in
narrow syntax they adjoin this feature to a funwichead such asand T and define
their binding domain. They adjoin this feature to-eommanding functional
projection. In line with Miyagawa (2005), Jiménegrirandez aniksever (2012)
suggest that in Turkish C dislocates agree anadise features to T, when the
subject bears the focus feature, the focus featwrdiead is retained, otherwise it
can be percolated down to V head. Now we will takeok at the derivation of

binding data within these assumptions.

(22) [Istk-1; ]; [kendi komsu-sul t  gor-du.
kiIk-ACC  self neighbor-POSS e-$AST
‘Istk was seen by her neighbor.’
(Jiménez-Fernandez dgskver 2012, 9)
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The anaphor feature of the subject adjoins to & functional projection TP as in
(23). The topic phrase moves up to Spec TP duestourse feature at T head. The
binder in Spec TP can bind the anaphor featureregal. Hence the structure is

grammatical.

(23) [rp binder_obj_top 4 (+anaphor)p binder—ebj—tep bindee_subj_foc
[ve binder—obj-tep]]]]

Now let's take a look at an infelicitous structure.

(24) *[Kendi  komyu-sun-uj $ikils t  gor-di.
self neighbor-POSS-ACC siKl see-PAST
‘Her neighbor was seen ki
(Jiménez-Fernandez ahgever 2012, 22)

The anaphor feature of the object adjoins to tlogeption ofvP as in (25). Then the
object moves up to Spec TP to check the topic diseofeature at T head. The
binder in Spe&P can bind the anaphor feature at v head, howbkedotus feature

creates an intervention effect.

(25) [rp bindee_obj_top 1[[rbindee—obj—top,[binder_subj_fody (+anaphor)ve
bindee—ebj—top ]I

In the current study, in line withener (2010), we assume that all movement
operations are driven by discourse interpretatipngboses. We propose the phrase
structure in (26) to capture the data on the iteva of information structural units

with quantifier scope, binding and negation asubsed in detail in Chapter 4 and 5.
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(26)
TopP

Top’

MoodP  T4p

N utopic]
DaP Mo8d

event structure domain
scope domain of focus

[itopic]
[icontrast] VP

object |
ifocus] iHa]®-— -
contrast] — . — . —- I

To briefly summarize, FocP and DaP surface alwBvdomain. This also explains
the tendency in Turkish to put focus in the immaaliapreverbal position. The

lower eventual domain is the scope domain of faowshich contrastive topic

cannot reconstruct. Only the outer specifievi®fis a possible reconstruction site for
contrastive topic phrases. In SOV order only cativa topic undergoes movement,
while in OSV only focus phrases do not move. Thapsadomain of focus is a
possible reconstruction site for aboutness toptcdiscourse anaphoric constituents.
Hence we assume tha® in Turkish does not have phasehood propertidsain(i)

restrictions on reconstruction to the complememaio is observed only for

24



contrastive topics but not for aboutness topic @isdourse anaphoric constituents,
(ii) the escape hatch for contrastive topic dogsmap on to impenetrable domain
given in (2-3), (iii) binding is possible acrossatW€P boundaries.

In the middle domain, TP is lacking which is basedhe discussion on (i)
subject reflexives, (ii) ECM clauses, (iii) boundinodes, (iii) subject-object
extraction, (iv) the absence of expletives, (v)usetpe of tense, (vi) suspended
affixation (Zanon 2014) data. Aspect and Mood prtiges encode temporal
interpretation. In the absence of TP, CP lacks gih@sd properties as shown with
binding data. Finally, TopP is in the left periphebeing the target positions for
topic phrases, in the speech act domain. This oepthe generalization that topic is
an utterance level constituent, while focus is@ppsitional level constituent. The

next section is a brief outline of the dissertation

1.5 Layout of the dissertation

Following this chapter, in Chapter 2, we expliddte information structural units of
topic, focus and discourse anaphoric constituéMesdiscuss the subtypes of topic
and focus. Ordering restrictions for informatiorustural units are investigated in
this chapter which gives ideas with respect tostireactic marking of these units in
Turkish.

Chapter 3 deals with how focus is encoded prostigid&e discuss the
results of two experimental studies we conducteafder to find out the prosodic
properties of focus phrases in SOV order. The studiso reveal how Turkish marks
focus in initial, medial and final domains.

Chapter 4 focuses on syntactic mechanism behinthtwement operations

that are all triggered by discourse interpretatiguaposes. The discussion is based
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on the interaction of focus with negation, quaaticope and binding. Quantifier
scope data relies on three experimental studiesvaonducted and we also use the
binding data oSener (2010).

Chapter 5 investigates the phrase structure ofiSlhitkased on CP/DP
parallelism. We question the phasehood properfie® @and CP and the existence of
DP/TP in Turkish.

Chapter 6 concludes the dissertation with the figdj implications and

suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER 2
SEMANTIC AND PRAGMATIC MARKING

OF INFORMATION STRUCTURAL UNITS IN TURKISH

In this chapter we will investigate how informatistmuctural notions are marked
semantically and pragmatically in Turkish. We makidree-way distinction for
information structural units: (i) focus, (ii) topi@ii) discourse anaphoric/given
constituents. We make a further distinction foruephrases as (i) contrastive focus,
(i) discourse new information, and for topic phleass (i) contrastive topic, (ii)
aboutness topitn the first part of the chapter we elaborate ow fimcus, topic and
discourse anaphoric constituents are explicatéisrstudy. In the second half, the
ordering restrictions of information structural tsnare discussed, which paves the
way for a syntactic analysis.

In the literature, it is suggested that syntadtiategies are used to mark
discourse new constituents being restricted tonttmeediately preverbal position
while this is not the case for contrastive focusaghs issever 2003). The Turkish
data in this chapter indicate that different sytitastrategies are not used to
distinguish contrastive focus and discourse nevstituents. Focus phrases can
appear in-situ and optionally in the immediatelgyarbal position following the
movement of discourse anaphoric constituents. \Wiffarentiates contrastive focus
from discourse new focus is not contrast but exinaiglentification. Only
contrastive focus phrases are exhaustively idedtdis the correct answer.
Aboutness topic phrases appear in the sentenc paisition (Erkt 1982, Erguvanli
1984) and simply mark what the rest of the sent&about. We also investigate

contrastive topic phrases which are labeled asgtiapics by Erguvanli (1984).
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Contrastive topic phrases mark a shift in conveyeair narrow down the issue
under discussion. They can neither surface in timaih of focus nor in the absence
of focus. We explain this ordering restriction lthea semantic compositionality of
contrastive topic phrases in that the set of adtiera propositions triggered by focus
phrase is part of the set of sets of alternatiep@sitions of contrastive topic. We
analyze double focus constructions in the litem{@oksel and Ozsoy 2000,
Kilicaslan 2004, Guine2012) as CT-F pair based on semantic diagnostinally

with discourse anaphoric constituents, focus plsrdsenot have to surface in the
immediately preverbal position and discourse anaplionstituents can optionally

surface following the focus phrases.

2.1 Information structuring

Communication can be thought of as the mutual argéion or structuring of the
informational content of the message between thaksgy and the hearer. The
speaker structures the knowledge as a unit compsadinformative part and an
anchoring part. The informative part adds new imiation to the knowledge store of
the hearer. The anchoring part helps the heamngtanize the new information
based on the already existing body of knowledgés d@ifinamic, continuous
structuring of the knowledge store has been labe$tadformation packaging (Chafe
1976). Chafe (1976:28) notes that the term infoilongbackaging refers to “.....how
the message is sent and only secondarily with tb&sage itself, just as the
packaging of toothpaste can affect sales in pargdpendence of the quality of the
toothpaste inside.” Hence sentences with the semarstic content can have
different information structural organizations. lusttake a look at the following

sentences.
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(1) Haber-ler-i duy-du-n mé¥se bu yaz [evlen-iyor-ryly.
news-PL-ACC hear-PAST-2SG QP sAythis summer marry-PROG-PAST

‘Did you hear the news? #g/will get married this summer.’

(2) Haber-ler-i duy-du-n mu? Ag [bu yaz} evlen-iyor-mg.

Although they have the same content, the new irdtion and vehicular parts differ
in both sentences. Different parts of the sentéeee prominence in each case. The
focus marked constituents are the informative parntsthe rest is the anchoring part
of the clauses. The sentence in (1) is felicitoua context in which both the speaker
and the hearer have the information within themwledge store that the person
called Awe is in preparation of something for the followsygmmer. The
contribution of the speaker is the information tAgte will get married. The
sentence in (2) on the other hand is felicitoua aontext in which the shared
information between the speaker and the hearbaighe person called Ag will
get married at some time in the future. The speagdates the hearer's knowledge
store with the new information that the marriagé take place the following
summer.

Speaking with the terms of Reinhart (1981) and Hgif82), discourse is
composed of a set of utterances which functiomstsuictions given by the speaker

to the hearer to update the relevant file. Thesrale given in the following way:

(3) I. TOPIC instructs the hearer to locate onttigeof his file an existing card (or an
existing set of cards) with the relevant heading ianlex.
[I. FOCUS instructs the hearer to either
(i) open a new card and put it on the top offilee Assign it aheadingand a
new index (in the case of an indefinite) or
(ii) locate an existing card and pugnttop of the file (in the case of a
definite)
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[ll. PREDICATION instructs the hearer to evaludte predicate with respect to
the topic where the predicate is taken to be tmeptement of the topic.
If the result of the evaluation is TRUE the UPDAIWHe applies:
IV. UPDATE instructs the hearer to enter the foonghe topic card and then to
copy all entries to all cards activated by the aule.
(Erteschik-60997, pg.18)

Taking the utterance in (1) as an example, thekgresarts the sentence with a
shared constituent and guides the hearer to tloebesmring the name 6&yse' like a
heading. This heading functions as the topic agdads what the rest of the sentence
will be about. On that card the fact that she gét married is also written as part of
the shared information. The hearer evaluates tha@igate (complement of the topic)
with respect to the heading and moves to the riept 8Vith the focused phrase the
speaker adds further information to the card. Téwaér updates the existing card and
enters the new information to the card. Valldud9Q) criticizes this metaphor,
based on the redundancy the cards are likely tsecdtollowing an utterance, the
cards which share the given information in theratiee will get activated. And new
information will be entered to all these activatadds. For example, in (1) not only
the card forAyse’ but also the card fobu yaz’ will be activated. The new
information will be entered to these existing cardthe same way which causes
redundancy for the system.

We agree with Vallduvi (1990) and further sugghat this mechanism
cannot capture finer distinctions among differeduis and topic types or shed light
on their semantic compositionality. By relatingitgpwith already existing cards, the
system equates topichood with givenness which \aiuate and criticize in section
2.3.2. Additionally, in the following sections fourkish data we will see that there
are some ordering restrictions for the positiomédrmation structural units within a

sentence and also with regard to each other. Tigesyatem does not have enough
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mechanisms to explain these finer restrictions. Ady section discusses different

partitioning analyses for the information struatgyin the literature.

2.2 Different approaches to information structgrin

In the literature many different analyses have l@eposed for the partitioning of
utterances. Vallduvi (1990) lists the followingayses, with our addition of the
tripartite analysis of Erguvanli (1984) in (4f), NMuvi’'s own analysis in (4g) and

following analysis for Turkish in (4h-i):

(4) a.Theme-Rhem@mmann 1928, Danes 1968 (1957), Firbas 1964, 19945,
Halliday 1967, Contreras 1976)
b. Topic-Commen{Mathesius 1915, Hockett 1958, Strawson 1964, @ui@74,
1988, Dahl 1974, Li and Thompson 1976, Kuno 198finRart
1982, Davison 1984)
c.Topic-FocugSgall and Hajicova 1977, 1978)
d. Focus- Presupposition or Focus/Open-Propositidikmajian 1970 (1978),
Chomsky 1971, Jackendoff 1972, Dahl 1974, Rocherh®n8,
1986, Wilson and Sperber 1979, Williams 1981, Rrih@81,
1984, 1986, Selkirk 1984, Ward 1985, Lambrecht 19888,
Valimaa-Blum 1988)
e.Dominance(Erteschik-Shir 1973, 1979, 1986, Erteschik-Shot Aappin 1979,

1983)
f. Topic - Focus - Background (Ergunh 1984)
g.S = Focus, Ground  Ground = Link, Tail (Vallduvi 1990)
h.S = Topic, Comment Comment = Focus, Ground(Hoffman 1995)
I.S = Focus, Ground Ground = Topic, Talil (Issever 2003)

The analyses in (4a-e) offer a bipartite strucyohthe utterance which can be
categorized roughly as (i) topic-comment, (ii) @pdcus. Erguvanl (1984) makes
the first tripartite structuring marking sentenggial constituents as topic,
immediately preverbal constituents as focus antvpdsal constituents as

background as illustrated in the Chapter 1 repeagdulv for ease of exposition.
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(5) [Ayselropic  [ye-dikocus [elma-yikackerouno
Ayse eat-PAST apple-ACC

‘Ayse ate the apple.’

Note that this partitioning cannot be fully captlif®y a bipartite structuring.
Vallduvi (1990) points out the shortcoming of theggomial approaches with the

examples in (6) and related ones in (7-8).

(6) a. She gave the SHIRT to Harry
b. To Harry she gave the SHIRT.  (Validii©90, 40)

Within topic-comment or theme-rheme partitioning(6a) the sentence initial
pronominal will be the topic/theme of the sentewbde the rest will be the
rheme/comment, namely, what the rest of the seatsags about the topic as

illustrated in (7).

(7) [She}omc [gave the SHIRT to HarrbeMENT

However, this partitioning does not differentiate focused direct object from the
indirect object which surface in the domain of coemtn The focus-presupposition
approach can capture this difference as illustrat€l) below. While the indirect

object is part of the presupposition, the diregeobis the focus phrase.

(8) [She gavefresuprosition [the SHIRTFocus [to Harry]presupposiTion

However focus-presupposition approach cannot expites displacement of the
indirect object in (6b). If in both (6b) and (8ktindirect object is the presupposition,
why do have movement in (6b)? The tripartite analgan capture the difference by

labeling the sentence initial constituent as tdipic/ and the post-focal constituent as
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background/tail in (5). Decomposable ground androent is possible in tripartite
analyses which make it possible to capture theidaf8). However, it is still not
possible to make finer distinctions for topic andus phrases and explain ordering
restrictions. Now we will turn to these notionsimfiormation structure and how they

are explicated within this study.

2.3 Information structural units in Turkish
In order to pin down the information packaging nedbm and restrictions on

ordering, we trigger each target constituent itk context.

2.3.1 Focus
In the literature on Turkish linguistics, withinglinformation structural notions,
focus has been the most widely studied unit frontasstic (Cevat 1931, Erguvanli
1984, Kural 1993, Demircan 1996, Kennelly 1997,20Btksel and Ozsoy 2000,
Issever 2003$ener 2010), semantic (Erguvanli 1984, Goksel 18@&sel and
Ozsoy 2003Sener 2010) and prosodic (Goksel and Ozsoy 2B688yer 2003, Ozge
and Bozahin 2010jpek 2011, Giine2012) perspectives. In the following sub-
sections, we will discuss focus, restricting oursglto the semantic/pragmatic
analysis of focus but first we will go over theelature to see how focus is defined.
Focus can be defined as the most prominent coastiin an utterance. A
focused constituent is not part of the shared médion between the speaker and the
hearer and it pushes the conversation forwardk&i(2006) suggests that taking
focus as the ‘most important’ part of the utteraisceot explanatory enough as

illustrated in (9).
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(9) It wasn’t JOHN who stole the cookie. (Krifka 2006, 24)

The most important thing in this utterance is thet that someone stole the cookie.
The fact that that person was not John is not goitant. Hence the function of
focus cannot be reduced to bearing prominence.

Jackendoff (1972:230) defines focus as “the infaromain the sentence that
is assumed by the speaker not to be shared byrdntha hearer” within the
Structured Meaning Approach. The presuppositiotherother hand denotes “the
information in the sentence that is assumed tdaeessl by him and the hearer”

(1972:16), which gives us a partitioning similateme-rhemé.

(10) a. John introduced [Bill}to Sue.
b. John introduced Bill to [Sye]

(11) a. <\ x [introduce (j, X, )], b>
b. <.y [introduce (j, b, y)], s> @Bth 1996, 14-15)

The lambda operator entails the presuppositionithgtla) there is someone whom
John introduced to Sue and it is Bill. In (11b)rthes someone to whom John
introduced Bill and it is Sue. Zimmermann and O¢g&€H. 1) mention that this

partitioning is compatible with syntactic analysdsch assume focus movement.

®#The definition of ‘presupposition’ has been takershared information or common ground

(Stalnaker 1974, 2002, Karttunen 1974).

"A proposition P is a pragmatic presupposition spaaker in a given context just in case the speake
assumes or believes that P, assumes or believdsisteddressee assumes or believes that P, and
assumes or believes that his addressee recoghadsetis making these assumptions, or has these

beliefs." (Staleak1974:473)

As cited in Horn (1996), Burton-Roberts (1989) segtghat presupposition cannot be purely defined

as shared assumption between speaker and hearer.

“If | were to say to you, “My sister is coming tarich tomorrow”, | do presuppose that | have asiste
but in presupposing it | do not necessarily asstimaeyou have a prior assumption or belief that |

have a sister. (Burton-Roberts 1989:26)”

Stalnaker (2002) in turn claims that “to presuppam@ething is to take it for granted or at leasidb

as if one takes it for granted, as background médion-as common ground among the participants in

the conversation.’ In line with Stalnaker (2002% will take presupposition as background

information that is taken as granted even if ita$ shared.
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The semantic partitioning decomposes the stru@sifecus and background. In
syntax, this partitioning is observed as focus moaset to the left periphery.

Rooth (1996) suggests that as existential presipmo can be cancelled
within context, existential presupposition cannetéken as part of focus semantics.
As illustrated in (12) below, the existential prgpasition can be cancelled in focus

constructions within a context.

(12) A: Did anyone win the football pool this week?
B: Probably not, because it is unlikelyttfigaryg won it] ~ C], and | know

that nobody else did.

(13) A: Did anyone win the football pool this wé&ek
B: #1 doubt it, because it is unlikely thizd [Mary]-who won it, and | know that
nobody else did.
(Rooth 1996, 57-58)

The focused phrase in (12) evokes a set of altggsain the form ofx won the
pool’ wherex ranges over a set of people. The existential ppessipon triggered by
the alternative set of propositions is that ‘soneeaon the pool’ but the following
sentence cancels this presupposition. This isduitlustrated in (13) with a cleft
construction which already evokes an existentiesppposition that ‘there is
someone who won the pool’. As the existential pppssition is cancelled with the
sentence following the cleft sentence, the wholgctire sounds odd. The discussion
so far indicates that focus cannot be defined esribist prominent constituent or as a
constituent triggering existential presupposition.

Within the assumptions of Alternative SemanticspfRq1985, 1992, 1996)
suggests that the function of focus is to evokeratditives. In this approach the

focus-presupposition partition is replaced by thieo§ alternative propositions. The
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proposition of the sentence constitutes the orgisamantic value as illustrated
below. The focus semantic value is derived by mgkisubstitution in the position
corresponding to the focus phrase. The alternatigpositions differ only with

respect to the focused phrase.

(14) Does Ede want tea or coffee?
Ede wants coffee
ordinary semantic value
{Ede wants coffee, Ede wants tea}
focus semantic value

{Ede wants coffee, Ede wants tea}

(15) Who wants coffee?
Ede wants coffee.
ordinary semantic value
{Ede wants coffee}
focus semantic value
{Ede wants coffee, Mary wants coffee, John wanfteeo...}
(Rooth 1996, 1 with miagdtions)

Rooth (1996) further adds that questions deteritinaalternative sets in answers
with focus phrases. The question serves as theexgat for the variable and focus
evokes alternative propositions. The question 4) {4 an alternative question and
the ordinary semantic value of the question alreadydes two propositions as
{Ede wants coffee, Ede wants tgaln (15) the question evokes an open set of
alternative propositions as its focus semanticealu

This analysis can be extended to interrogativespaure their semantic

properties (Rooth 1985, Roberts 1996, Abusch 2009).
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(16) a. [Who took Mary’s bike] (=Q)
b. Q is a set of propositions of the form ‘x toolaty's bike’, where x ranges

over a set of relevant people. (Abusch 2009, 34)
As is the case with focus phrases, the wh-phraskesva set of propositions. Note
that the propositions are in the form of answers. &t question-answer congruence
as the set of alternative propositions of the qoess a subset of the set of
propositions of the focus phrade.

The existential presuppositions in the structunséning approach are
replaced by the set of alternatives in the altéraaemantics approach. Within the
alternative semantics approach, presuppositionattmpany interrogatives and
focus constructions are analyzed to be secondéegtefof alternative sets in that
there is a default process that generates presitippssrom alternative sets. In (15)
for instance, the focus phrase evokes a set ohalige propositions in the form of
‘x wants coffeeand the assumption is that one of these proposii®true. It is the
alternative set of propositions that triggers thisstential presupposition.
Additionally, Krifka (2006) suggests that focusdsfined as ‘highlighted’, the ‘most
important’ constituent due to the presence of a#teves evoked by focus phrases.
As illustrated in (14-15) above, one of the propoas is chosen in contrast to other
alternatives which makes the chosen focus phrabgyhkghted and important. It is
due to the presence of these alternatives, wetteimderpret focus phrases as the
most important constituents.

Rooth (1996) further criticizes the structured megrapproach as (i) in

addition to the semantics of focused phrase thetstred meaning approach gives

° As indicated in Zimmerman and Onea (2011) in otdexvoid an unconstrained set of alternatives
which can yield incorrect predictions, the focugi@tor mediates between tbentext variables for
which the question serves as the antecedent ariddhe alternatives and makes sure that C is a
subset of the set of alternatives evoked by thad@hrase.
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too much information about the rest of the sentemzg(ii) it is a construction
specific approach and it is not possible to dras@rclusion about the semantics and
pragmatics of focus in general.

In section 2.2, we saw that bipartite analysesnfflmrmation structuring
cannot capture the discourse interpretationalablsach constituent in an utterance.
The discussion in this section has further showan tie existential presupposition,
highlighted and important nature of a focused dtuestt is not an essential part of
the semantics of focus phrases. All these intemicets surface due to the
alternatives evoked by the focus phrase. Hencamiitiis study, we will analyze
focus phrases as indicating the presence of atteesavithin the assumptions of
alternative semantics.

In the literature a further distinction is made fiacus phrases as (i)
discourse new/presentational focus (ii) contradipeels. There is also some
empirical evidence for this distinction. Katz anelkyk (2011) note that this
distinction is reflected in prosody in that in Eisplcontrastive focus has a higher
pitch height and duration than non-contrastive alisse new constituents.
Additionally there are some languages such as Weatlic languages (Zimmermann
2011) which mark contrastive and informational euith a special morphological
marker which is obligatory with contrastive focuggses but not with informational
focus phrases. In the next sub-sections we wikstigate how this distinction is

reflected in Turkish from a semantic/pragmatic poifwview.

2.3.1.1 Discourse-new constituents
As the name of this focus type suggests, thesespsiiatroduce discourse-new

constituents to the discourse that is not sharetidgpeaker and the hearer.
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Discourse-new constituents are triggered by whipresas illustrated in (17-18)
below!°They evoke a set of alternatives without exhaubtilentifying one of the

alternatives in the set as the correct answer.

(17) You saw Mete leaving the house.....
A: Mete nere-ye git-ti?
Mete where-DAT go-PAST
‘Where did Mete go?’
B: Mete [sinema-ya] git-ti.
Mete cinema-DAT go—-PAST
‘Mete went to the cinema.’
ordinary semantic value
{Mete sinema-ya git-ti}
‘Mete went to the cinema.’
focus semantic value
{Mete sinema-ya git-ti, Mete tiyatro-gé-ti, Mete spor-a git-ti,.....)

‘Mete went to the cinema, Mete went to the theditete went to the

(18) When you cannot see or understand the thing th& Bve to the students....
A: Mete @renci-ler-e ne ver-di?
Mete student-PL-DAT what give-FRA
‘What did Mete give to the students?’
B: Mete grenci-ler-e [izin kad-1]¢ ver-di.
Mete student-PL-DAT permissidip-&ACC give-PAST
‘Mete gave the students a permissign’sl
ordinary semantic value
{Mete @renci-ler-e izin k&id-1 ver-di}

‘Mete gave the students a permissign’sli

2 The answer to a wh-question can include someiadélitinformation which is purely discourse
new but which does not evoke alternatives as ingithelow with the underlined constituent. We do
not take these constituents as discourse new filuase.

(1) A: What did she buy? B: She boughbinjie carrotg]at the supermarket.
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focus semantic value

{Mete 6grenci-ler-e izin kgid-1 ver-di, Mete grenci-ler-e karne ver-di, Mete
ogrenci-ler-e elma ver-di...}

‘Mete gave the students a permission slip, Meteedhg students the reports,

Mete gave the students apples....’

In (17), the focus phrase evokes a set of alteresitind the alternatives range over a
set of places or activiti€s.In (18), the focus phrase evokes a set of altizest

which range over a set of things that can be gisesomeone\ote that the
alternatives triggered by the discourse new carestitare not given in the previous

context (See section 2.4.2).

2.3.1.2 Contrastive focus phrases

Contrastive focus phrases also evoke a set ohaliges. In contrast to discourse
new constituents, with contrastive focus phrasesatiswer is exhaustively identified
as the correct answer to the exclusion of the ahernatives. Alternative questions
and corrective statements trigger contrastive fapduases as exemplified in (19) and

(20) respectively.

1 Not every wh-question triggers focus as alreadyjcated bySener (2010) who makes a distinction
between discourse-linked and non-discourse linkiedpkirases. With non-discourse linked wh-
phrases the antecedent of the wh-phrase is ndestly presupposed and they are like focus
phrases. Discourse linked wh-phrases have an algeti the given discourse. For the following
wh-question given in a contexdener (2010) suggests that the discourse linked whse moves to
contrastive DaP at the left periphery.

(1) Mete and Pelin are invited to Suna’s wedding. T¢esy at the wedding ceremony that Suna has
kissed at least 10 wellwishers so far, and her husband, Selim, has kiasedany people as Suna
has. Thinking that Pelin has been a better obseo¥@tl that than he has, Mete asks Pelin

kim(---ler)-—i yalnizca Suna Ofter?

who(--pl)---acc  only S-aom  kiss—past

‘Who did only Suna kiss?’

The discussion in section 2.3.2.2 shows that theadirse linked wh-phrase in this example can also
be analyzed to be triggering contrastive topichashig question of ‘who kissed whom?’ is narrowed
to the question in (1) triggering a partial answihether it is contrastive discourse anaphoric or
contrastive topic, the important point here is thidhout putting the sentence in a rich contexg on
cannot conclude that each wh-phrase triggers diseenew information. (See section 2.5.1.)
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(19) A: Mete sinema-ya mi yoksa atrg-ya mi git-ti?
Mete cinema-DAT QP or theatre-DAT QP  go-PAST
‘Did Mete go the cinema or to thedtre?’

B: Mete [sinema-ya} qitti.
Mete  cinema-DAT go-PAST
‘Mete went to the cinema.’
ordinary semantic value
{Mete sinema-ya git-ti, Mete tiyatro-gé-ti}
‘Mete went to the cinema, Metent to the theatre’
focus semantic value
{Mete sinema-ya git-ti, Mete tiyatro-gé-ti)
‘Mete went to the cinema, Mete wenttte theatre’

(20) A: Mete tiyatro-ya git-ti.
Mete theatre-DAT  go-PAST
‘Mete went to the theatre.’
B: Hayir, Mete [sinema-ya| git-ti.
No, Mete cinema-DAT  -BAST
‘No, Mete went to the cinema.’
ordinary semantic value
{Mete sinema-ya git-ti}
‘Mete went to the cinema’
focus semantic value
{Mete sinema-ya git-ti, Mete tiyatro-ya-git Mete spor-a git-ti)
‘Mete went to the cinema, Mete went tottheatre, Mete went to the gym,.....

Note that in contrast to the alternative sets stalirse new constituents; with
contrastive focus phrases at least one of the itoasts in the alternative set is
explicitly given in the previous conte$&.

Additionally, yes/no questions can trigger conirasfocus phrases in

Turkish as illustrated in (21-22) below. Note ttia position of the question particle

12 Based on similar examples, Krifka (2006) sugg#sisfocus cannot be taken as ‘new’ information
that is not shared between the speaker and therhear
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signals the focus phrase in the answer in th&2iif is the object phrase and in (22)

it is the verb that bear focUs.

(21) A: Yurt dsinda calgmaya giden Alanya ve Anamurlular gahalariyla biyik
begeni toplamg. Simdi de bir Alman kanalinda gekkir kongmasi yapihyor.
The guest worker groups who went from Alanya arahAm to Germany won
recognition with their work. Now the German peopiake a speech that praises
them.
B: Almanyalilar Alanyalilari mi éviyor?
Do the German people praise the peapie fAlanya?
A: Hayir, Aimanyali-lar  [Anamurlu-lardg Ov-uyor.
No, German-PL people of AnafRirACC  praise-PROG

‘No, the German people praise the pebpla Anamur.’

(22) A: Almanya’ya giden Alanyali bir grup hakkintidevizyonda bir korgma var.
There is a program on the television that praisegoup of people from Alanya who
went to Germany.
B: Almanyalilar Alanyalilari dviyor mu?
Do the German people praise the peogmfAlanya?
A: Hayir, Almanyali-lar Alanyali-lar-I [yer-iyod.
No, German-PL people ofya-ACC  criticize-PROG
‘No, the German people criticize the pedpben Alanya.’

13 Truckenbrodt (2009) notes a similar property of/gesjuestions in German with a falling
intonation pattern. He suggests that alternativestions (1a) and yes/no questions which have a
falling intonation (1b) have an assertive salieppsition. The yes/no question in (1c) differanfro
the one in (1b) in that it ends with a rising iretion and the most salient proposition is not aeder
(1) a. Hat Peter einen Hund [/] oder eine KatzpR%
‘Does Peter have a dog or a cat?’
Most salient propositioReter has a dog or a cat.
b. Hat Peter einen Hund? [\] L%
‘Does Peter have a dog?
Salient propositiofPeter has a dog or he doesn't.
c. Hat Peter einen Hund? [/] H%
‘Does Peter have a dog?’
Most salient propositioReter has a dog. (Truckenbrodt 2009, 6-7-8-9)
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Note that we can easily paraphrase yes/no quesi®alternative questions as
exemplified in (19). In (21) the implicit alterned is‘Do the German people praise
the people from Alanya or Anamur® (22), it is‘Do the German people praise
people from Alanya or notBased on this similarity we suggest that yes/no
questions in Turkish trigger contrastive focus gksa

To recap, with contrastive focus the alternativeppisitions composing the
focus value are excluded as the wrong answer alycbae of the alternatives is
asserted to be the correct answer. Krifka (2008héle contrastive focus not based
on the feature ‘contrast’ but based on the nattitbepalternative set, suggesting that
contrastive focus phrases have a restricted atteenset which is labeled as closed
focus. He defines discourse new constituents assfphrase with an open set of
alternatives which is labeled as open focus. Fstaimce the alternative set of the
alternative question in (23) is composed of onlg Biternatives while the alternative

sets of discourse new constituent in (24) has ralbeenatives.

(23) A: What do you want to drink, tea or coffee?
B: I want [tea]

focus semantic value {l want tea, | want coffee}

(24) A: What do you want to drink?
B: | want [tea]

focus semantic value {l want tea, | want coffegaht water, | want lemonade}

In both (23-24) one of the alternatives is chosetha correct answer in ‘contrast’ to
the other alternatives in the set. Hence, Krifkag0@) suggests that it is redundant to
make a distinction based on ‘contrast’ featuréngpresence of exhaustive focus

already noted in the literature (Kiss 1998), treedssion of which will be given soon

in this section. This is also the case in (17-J8%us (19-20) in the Turkish data.
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With both discourse new and contrastive focus ctuestts one of the alternatives is
chosen as the correct answer in contrast to otteznatives. Hence both focus types
are contrastive in nature.

Neeleman and Vermeulen (2012) on therchand make the distinction
between contrastive focus and discourse new caestit based on the presence of a
negation operator with contrastive focus phrashss iE illustrated with contrastive

focus triggered by a corrective statement in (25).

(25) A: John read The Extended Phenotype.
B: (No, you are wrong.) He read [The Sali&enegr.

(26) a. <Ax[John read], The Selfish Gene, {The Blind Watchmaker, The
Ancestor’s Tale,
The Extended Phenotype,....}>
b.dy [y e {The Blind Watchmaker, The Ancestor’s Tale, Thedfxed
Phenotype,....}& - [John reag]]
(Neeleman and Vermeulen 2012, 20, 27)

The lambda operator in (26) entails that John segething. The ordinary value of
the focus is given as th€he Selfish Genetvhich is followed by the alternative
phrases that can replace the focused phrase. Naitap to this point, this line of an
analysis is not different from the alternative satits approach. However this is not
the end of the representation for the contrastieeis phrase. In (26b), the negation
operator asserts that the alternative propositoasiot correct and John did not read
these books.

Kiss (1998, 2002) makes the distinction betweertrestive focus and
discourse new constituents in Hungarian based>dralgstive identification’ using
the tests proposed by Szabolcsi (1981) and DonkeaE#cited in Kiss 1998 as p.c.).

Contrastive focus which surfaces ex-situ in the edrately preverbal position
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expresses exhaustive identification. In-situ infational focus does not express
exhaustive identification based on which Kiss cadek that contrastive focus
constituents are quantificational in nature.

Now we will see whether Turkish contrastive focuad discourse-new
constituents show different properties with respeexhaustive identification.
Szabolcsi (1981) suggests that an answer to amaiiee question as in (27A) may
include focus constituents composed of two indigidwor entities as in (27B).
However, a following confirmation sentence whicbms one of the constituents and
includes only one of the entities is not possibiié wontrastive focus phrases as in

(270).

(27) A: Ahmet Age-ye [Bira ve Sevgi-yigr mi yoksa [Ali ve Veli-yitr  mi
Ahmet Aye-DAT B.andS.-ACC QP or A.andACC QP
tanit-t1?
introduce-PAST
‘Did Ahmet introduce Bira and Sevgi or Ali and Veli to Ag?’

B: Ahmet Aye-ye [Ali ve Veli-yi{r tanit-ti
Ahmet  Aye-DAT A.and V.-ACC introduce-PAST
‘Ahmet introduced Ali and Veli to Ag.’

C: #Ahmet Aye-ye [Ali-yi] crtanit-ti.

The answer in (27C) is licit only when uttered aeaective statement for (27B) but
not as a confirmation sentence. Now we will talddoger look at the alternative sets
of the focus phrase to understand the reason bémenagnacceptability of the

sentence in (27C).
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(28) ordinary semantic value

{Ahmet Ayse-ye Bra ve Sevgi-yi tanit-ti, Ahmet Ag-ye Ali ve Veli-yi tanit-ti}
‘Ahmet introduced Bira and Sevgi to Aye, Ahmet introduced Ali and Veli to
Ayse.’

focus semantic value

{Ahmet Ayse’ye Ali ve Veli'yi tanitti, Ahmet Age’ye Bisra ve Sevgi'yi tanitti,
Ahmet Aye’ye Ali'yi tanitt, Ahmet Ayge’ye Veli'yi tanitti............ }

‘Ahmet introduced Ali and Veli to Aye, Ahmet introduced Bila and Sevgi to Ay,
Ahmet introduced Ali to Aye, Ahmet introduced Veli to Ag.....’

The answer in (27B) identifiedli ve Veli’ as the correct answer to the exclusion of
the other alternatives given in (28). The senten¢27C) is out because the sentence
includes an alternative already excluded by thedqhrase in (27B).

A similar context with the discourse new counterpathe follow up

sentence is not unacceptable as exemplified inlg@w.**

(29) You see that Ahmet introduces someone @ Ayut you cannot see or
recognize the person...
A: Ahmet Ayge-ye Kim-i tanit-t1?
Ahmet Aye-DAT whom-ACC introduce-PAST
‘Whom did Ali introduce to Aye?’

14 Goksel and Ozsoy (2003) suggest that this tesitispplicable in Turkish as with both
informational focus (1) and contrastive focus (8% follow up sentence is logical consequence ®f th
preceding sentence.
(1) A: Deniz-de her  gun [biradam velk@adinpy  ylUz-Gyor-du.
sea-LOC everyday aman amevoman swim-PROG-PAST
‘A man and a woman used to swim at theeseay day.’
B: Deniz-de  her giin [bir kadg] yuz-tyor-du.
sea-LOC everyday awomanswim-PROG-PAST
‘A woman used to swim at the sea every’'day.
(2) A: [Bir adam ve bir kadiglk her gin deniz-de ylz-uyor-du.
a man and awoman edary sea-LOC swim-PROG-PAST
‘A man and a woman used to swim at theeseay day.’
B: [Bir kadin]ce her giin  deniz-de  yuz-lyor-du.
a woman every day sea-LOC nsRROG-PAST (Goksel and Ozsoy 2003, 16-18)
Note that contrastive focus is not triggered iroatext and hence we cannot make sure whether it is
contrastive focus or not. As the sentences ar¢riggered via contrastive focus eliciting contexg
suggest that both sentences are acceptable bebaysae interpreted as discourse-new focus. When
we put the sentences in the triggering contextsyetehe difference between the two focus types as
illustrated in (27) and (29) in the text above.
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B: Ahmet Aye-ye [Ali ve Veli-yipy tanit-ti.
Ahmet Ase-DAT A. and V.-ACC introduce-PAST
‘Ali introduced Ali and Veli to Age.’

C. Ahmet Aye-ye [Ali-yi]pn tanit-ti.

(29C) can follow the conversation as a felicitoestence in this context. (29C) is a

logical consequence of (29B).

Donka Farkas (as cited in Kiss, 1998) suggestthantest to differentiate
contrastive focus from discourse-new constituentls vespect to exhaustive
identification. In (30A) the speaker asks an akéike question. In (30B) another
speaker answers the question with a contrastiugsfegcluding the explicitly given
alternative in the question in (30C). Adding a et focus constituent as an answer

with a sentence initial opposition does not yiedtcadiction with the previous

answer in (30B).

(30) A: Ahmet Age-ye  [Ali-yilce mi yoksa [Mehmet-g§= mi  tanit-ti?

Ahmet Aye-DAT A.-ACC QP or M.-ACC QPiiatduce-PAST
‘Did Ahmet introduce Ali or Mehmet to Ag?’

B: Ahmet Aye-ye [Ali-yikr  tanit-ti.
Ahmet  Age-DAT Ali-ACC introduce-PAST
‘Ahmet introduced Ali to Aye.’

C: Hayir, Ahmet Aye-ye Veli-yi de tanit-t1.
No Ahmet Age-DAT Veli-ACC too introduce-PAST
‘No, Ahmet also introduced Veli to ¢/’

We will again take a closer look at the alternaieé of contrastive focus to see what

makes the answer in (30C) felicitous with a serganitial opposition.

(31) ordinary semantic value
{Ahmet Age-ye Ali-yi tanit-ti, Ahmet Age-ye Mehmet-i tanit-ti}
‘Ahmet introduced Ali to Aye, Ahmet introduced Mehmet to 4g/
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focus semantic value

{Ahmet Awe-ye Veli-yi tanitti, Ahmet Age-ye Mehmet-i tanit-ti}

As the contrastive focus constituent in (30B) egekiall other possible answers
given in (31), the addition of a further constittegquires contradicting the previous
sentence. In a sense, the alternative set hasttmgered anew with (30C).

In (32) with a discourse-new constitiy@n the other hand, contradicting the

previous answer for adding a further constituerdraanswer yields degradation.

(32) A: Ahmet  Age-ye [Kim-ipn tanit-t1?

Ahmet  Age-DAT whom-ACC  introduce-PAST
‘Whom did Ahmet introduce to 4g?’

B: Ahmet Aye-ye [Ali-yiby  tanit-t.
Ahmet Ase-DAT Ali-ACC  introduce-PAST
‘Ahmet introduced Ali to Ag.’

C: #Hayir, Ahmet Age-ye Veli-yi de tanit-t.
‘No, Ahmet also introduced Veli to #g/too.’

The answer with a sentence initial opposition Bis not felicitous. Based on
these tests we conclude that it is not ‘contrdmstt tifferentiates contrastive focus
from discourse-new focus. Both discourse-new amdrastive focus phrases evoke
alternatives and one of the propositions in theraditive set is chosen in ‘contrast’ to
other alternatives. However they differ in thatyoobntrastive focus phrases encode
exhaustive identification. Discourse-new constitaezvoke an alternative set of
propositions without exhaustive identification véhdontrastive focus constituents
evoke an alternative set of propositions and ine@xhaustive identification. The

next section turns to the investigation of topic.
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2.3.2 Topic

The discussion in this section clearly indicated this not so easy to identify topic
phrases as it is the case with focus phrases. flopitis associated with the
information status of beingld’ or ‘given’ or alternatively as the sentence initial
position which is taken as the subject positiongf€l976). Within this analysis
information status is a property of the refereRtsinhart (1981) notes that topichood
cannot be defined based on givenness in the preiauotext or being in a sentence

initial position as illustrated in (33-34).

(33) A: Who did Felix praise?
B: Felix praised himself. (Reinhart 1981, 37)

(34) A: | can’t find broccoli anywhere.
B: Crack they sell at every corner but bodicit is like they don’t grow it
anymore. (Vallduvia® 21)

In (33b) Felix denotes given information in thag gpeaker assumes that the item is
in the addressee’s consciousness. However the eatieis also taken as the entity
the speaker introduces to the addressee’s conseissias the object and hence it
denotes new information. In (34b) the sentencéirtibpic is not given and it is not
part of the previous discourse. Hence topichoodotibe defined based on the
referential status of referents as given/new. Triter@on of subjecthood also fails as

a conclusive test for topichood as illustratechia tollowing example.

(35) Max saw Rosa yesterday. (Reinhart &9, 6)

Reinhart (1981) indicates that ‘Max’ can be labedsdopic if this sentence is given

as an answer to the questiori\Wwho did Max see yesterdayand‘Rosa’ if the same
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sentence is an answer to the questioat anybody seen Rosa yesterday@hce
the sentence initial position cannot always be @ased with topichood.

Reinhart (1981:80) suggests that topics are “refekentries under which we
classify propositions in the context set and thaopsitions under such entries in the
context set represent what we know about themisnséit.” Reinhart (1981) proposes
“as for”, “what about”, and“said about” tests to identify topics in an utterance.
Taking the example in (35) as our testing groundweapply these tests to find the

topic within this sentence. As illustrated in (3@)ax’ can easily be identified as the

topic of this utterance.

(36) a. As for Max, he saw Rosa yesterday.
b. What about Max? Max saw Rosa yesterday.
c. | said about Max that he saw Rosa yeaterd

However note that ‘Rosa’ also passes these tedtsaanbe identified as the topic of

the sentence.

(37) a. As for Rosa, Max saw her yesterday.
b. What about Rosa? Max saw her yesterday.

c. | said about Rosa that Max saw her ydater
These tests are too permissive and identify badtstibject and the object as the

topic of the utterance. However these tests haelaen criticized as being too

strong to identify aboutness topics as illustrane¢88) below.

(38) She told me | needed a change in my life, igdting a new job. It was to no
avail. Linguistics fascinated m&Vall Street would have to wait.

a. | said about linguistics that it fasted me.

b. (?) As for linguistics, it fascinateegm

c. What about linguistics? It fascinatee. m (Vallduvi 1990, 31-32)
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As illustrated abovélinguistics’ as the topic of the sentence fails ths for” test. |
think “as for” and“what about” tests fail to identify the aboutness topic because
they can identify contrastive topic better thanwthess topics, the discussion of
which is given in section 2.3.2.2. Note that witittb‘as for” and“what about”
phrases, a shift for the topic under discussiaigsaled. This problem is closely
related to the aboutness topic definition of RerhfE081) who takes aboutness topic
as newly introduced units or constituents markirstpiét in the conversatiofAs
for” and“what about” phrases mark a shift in the conversation and hdreeserve
as a better test for contrastive topic. Within sudy, aboutness topics which can be
new or given in the previous discourse mark onlatthe rest of the sentence is
about without marking a shift in the conversation.

The following sub-sections elaborate on what wemigaaboutness topic

and contrastive topic within this study.

2.3.2.1 Aboutness topic
For Turkish, Erkl (1982) and Erguvanh (1984) swgggentence initial constituents

to be the topics.

(39) A: Ahmet ne oku-du?
Ahmet what read-PAST
‘What did Ahmet read?

B: [Ahmethr  kitab-I oku-du
Ahmet book-ACC read-PAST
‘Ahmet read the book.’ (Erki 1982, 1 and 5)

The sentence initial subject as the aboutness topiks what the rest of the sentence
is about. Now we will apply the topichood testsée whether aboutness topic

phrases always surface in sentence initial position
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(40) [Ahmethr  Ayse-yi gor-méL
Ahmet Aye-ACC  see-PAST
‘Ahmet saw Aye.’
a. Ahmet’e gelince, Ahmet’in Ag’yi gordiguni soyledim.
‘As for Ahmet, | told that Ahmet sayse.’
b. Peki ya Ahmet? Ahmet #g/yi gérmik.
‘What about Ahmet? Ahmet sawsAy
c. Ahmet ile ilgili, Ahmet’in Aye’yi gordigini séyledim.
‘| said about Ahmet that Ahmet savwsAy

As pointed out above in the tes for” and“what about” tests can trigger
contrastive topic phrases that mark a shift forttpec under discussion. For
example the sentence in (40a) can follow the seeten(41a) while the sentence in

(40Db) can follow (41b).

(41) a. Mehmet-in A ile bulg-tug-un-u soyle-di-m.
Mehmet-GEN Ag with meet-NOML-3SG-ACC  say-PAST-1SG
‘| said that Mehmet met with 4g/’
b. Mehmet Age-yi yemg-e cikar-ngt
Mehmet Age-ACC dinner-DAT  take-PAST
‘Mehmet took Age out to dinner.’

Hence only'said about”, “tell me about” or “what is new about’can trigger
aboutness topic phrases without making a topid.shif

As illustrated in (36-37) not only the sentencéiahisubject phrase but also
the object phrase can pass the topichood tests.vidowill see whether the object

phrase in (40) can mark aboutness topic.

(42) Ayse ile  ilgili yeni bigey var  mi?
Ayse with about new anything exist QP
‘Is there anything new about #&?’
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A: [Ayse-yi]ar  [AhmetE  gor-mis.
Age-ACC  Ahmet see-PAST
‘Ahmet saw Age.’

B: ?[Ahmet]  [Aye-yi]ar  [gOr-mi]e

C: #[Ahmet} [Ayse-yi]ar  gOr-mg.

As illustrated in the answers in (42), preposecectin (42a) is the most natural
answer while the in-situ answer is better whernfdices is on the verb (42b). In SOV
order when the focus is on the subject and obgeitted aboutness topic, the sentence
is not felicitous as in (42c).

The in-situ answer with the focus on the verb lstgroblematic in that
aboutness topic phrases signal what the rest afghience is about and hence the
function of the preceding sentence initial consititiuis puzzling. The in-situ answer
is even better when put in a rich context and tieeereferential relation between

the subject and the object.

(43)Ayse ile ilgili ~ yeni  bisey var  mi?
Awge with about new anything exist QP
‘Is there anything new about #g?’

A: Hoca-sI Aye-yi sinif-tan at-m
teacher-3SG Ag-ACC class-LOC take out-PAST
‘Ayse’s teacher took her out of the class.’

B: Ahmet Ayge-yi aldat-ngt
Ahmet Aye-ACC cheat-PAST
‘Ahmet cheated on Ag’

C: Patron-u  Aye-yi §-ten cikar-ng
boss-3SG  Ag-ACC job-LOC take-PAST
‘Ayse’s boss dismissed her from her job.’

D: Kopek Age-yi ISIF-ITH.
dog Ase-ACC bite-PAST
‘The dog bit Aye.’
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All these answers are judged to be better becaagwedict a relation between the
subject and the object. We tend to interpret thgesiis of these sentences as the
teacher of Aye (43a), Ahmet with whom we both know thats@yhas a close

relation (43b), the boss of Ag (43c), the dog of Ay or a dog we both know (43d)
respectively. There are two possibilities eithgth{e subject forms a semantic unit
with the object and we interpret the utterance ssrdience about this compact unit or
(ii) only the sentence initial constituent functsoas the aboutness topic while the
object is just a discourse anaphoric constituergrgin the previous context. We will
test these options based on movement possibilidee post-verbal domain. If
aboutness topic signals what the rest of the seatisrabout, we do not expect the

constituent to move to the post-verbal domain.

(44) Ayse ile ilgili  yeni bigey var mi?
Ayge with about new anything exist QP
‘Is there anything new about #e?’

A: Hocasi sinif-tan atsmi Ayge-yi.
teacher-3SG class-LOC take out-PASWyse-ACC
‘Ayse’s teacher took her out of the class.’

B: Sinif-tan  at-mg1 hoca-si Ae-yi.

C: Age-yi sinif-tan  at-mm hoca-si.

All the sentences seem to be acceptable. The pnobléh this test is that we cannot
be sure whether the post-verbal constituent istisglaboutness topic or discourse
anaphoric constituent. In fact we have the samblenoin (42B) and (43). Hence
this is not a reliable test. Based on the followexgmple, Kilicaslan (2004) suggests
that not all sentence initial constituents are &bess topic phrases and it is the

object phrase mentioned in the previous contesttishihe topic.
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(45) A: Istakoz-dan  ne  haber? O-nane ol-du?
lobster-LOC what news it-DATwhat happen-PAST
‘What about the lobster? What happenoetPt
B: Hasan [istakoz-u] [Ali-ye]r  ver-di
Hasan lobster-ACC  Ali-DAT give-PAST
‘Hasan gave the lobster to Ali.’ (Kilstan 2004, 22)

This example differs from the ones given in (43)hat we cannot make a relational
bond between the subject and the object. As abssitiopics mark what the rest of
the sentence is about, we suggest that in the dranmp(43-45), all the sentence
initial constituents are in fact aboutness topicaghs, while the constituent
following the sentence initial constituent is acdigrse anaphoric constituent given in
the previous context (see section 2.3.3). Notewlgatan easily move it to the post-
verbal position or delete it. | think we find itfficult to analyze the sentence initial
constituents in (43-45) as aboutness topic phiasesuse we expect aboutness topic
phrases to be given in the previous context wigatok necessarily so in these
examples.

To recap, we take the sentence initial constituasigboutness topics which
do not mark a shift in the conversation but marky evhat the rest of the sentence is

about. The next section investigates contrastipe tphrases.

2.3.2.2 Contrastive topic

Within the cartographic approach (Rizzi 1997), Tap&jection is assumed for topic
phrases. In contrast to FocP which is unique irtrée structure a recursive TopP
projection is assumed surfacing above and below Feascarelli and Hinterhdlzl
(2007), Neeleman and Vermeulen(2012) argue agaenstsive Topic projections in

the cartographic approach and suggest that reeutgpic projections in fact reflects
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the need for a further distinction for the topicgdes. Frascarelli and Hinterhélzl
(2007) make a three way distinction for topic pksaas (i) aboutness topic, (ii)
contrastive topic and (iii) familiar topic. Thefdetion of aboutness topic is in line
with the definition of Reinhart’'s sentence topidhat aboutness topic is newly
introduced or marks a shift in the conversationmifiar topics are constituents that
are given or salient in discourse which are anayediscourse anaphoric
constituents within this study as will be discussethe next section. Neeleman and
Vermeulen (2012) make a bipartite classificationtépic phrases as (i) aboutness
topic and (ii) contrastive topic. While aboutnesgit phrases bear only a topic
feature, contrastive topic phrases bear the adaiticontrast feature. Contrastive
topics differ from aboutness topics in that cortivastopics evoke alternatives, as

illustrated below.

(46) A: Tell me about Bill. Was he invited to a fyawhen he went to New York?
B: Well, | don’'t know about Bill, but Maxing was invited to a party on her

first trip to New York by Claire.

(47) a. Ax ASSERT kwas invited by Claire to a party in New York], Magj,

{Susan, Bill,....}>
b.dy [y € {Susan, Bill,....}& -ASSERT k was invited by Claire to a party in
New York](y)]

(Neeleman and Vermeulen 2012, 41, 44)

Note that the answer in (46B) marks a shift indbeversation and indicates the
presence of alternatives. However in contrast tdrestive focus phrases the
alternatives in the set are not excluded with @stive topic phrases. While the
contrastive topic is asserted as the answer, tier atternatives are left unresolved

by the speaker.
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Biring (2013) briefly summarizes the functions ohtrastive topic under five
headings, illustrated with our examples below:

a. A sense of incompleteness with the functioredalition, possibility and openness

(48) A: Ayse ile  kac-ta bglacak-sin?
Age with what time-LOC meet-FUT-2SG
‘When will you meet with Ag?’

B: [Awelcr ile [Uc-te] bulg-uyor-uz ama bir-de
Ayge with  three-LOC  meet-PROG-1PLbut one-LOC
toplanti-ya gid-eam.
meeting-DAT  go-FUT-1SG

‘I will meet Age at 3, but | will go to the meeting at 1 o’clock.’
The answer signals that it is not an exhaustivevanand adds another alternative to

the list without excluding the first alternative.

b. Partial topics

(49) A: Dagsgum gun-un-de kim ne getig?
birthday-2SGPOSS-LOC who whaéting-PAST
‘Who brought what for your birthday?’
B: [Abi-mk+ [kipe] al-ms.
brother-1SGPOSS earring  bAgP
‘My brother bought earrings.’

The speaker in B gives only a partial answer tagiinestion which triggers a pair list
answer and refrains from giving a complete ansiMee. question under discussion

namely the immediate topic of discussion (Robe®86) is not fully resolved.

c. Shifting topics

(50) A: Dazgum gun-in-e Ahmet gel-ecek mi?
birthday-2SGPOSS-DAT Ahmet m&FUT QP
‘Will Ahmet come to your birthday party?’
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B: Ahmet-i bil-mi-yor-um ama [abi-mdr [gel-ecek]
A.-ACC know-NEG-PROG-1SG but thwer-1SGPOSS come-FUT

‘I don’t know about Ahmet but my brethwill come.’

Similar to the case in (46), the issue under dsousis not resolved and the speaker
gives an answer shifting the topic of the previotisrance.

d. Purely implicational topics

(51) A: Din batin  gin  nere-ak-y?
yesterday whole day whered-BAST.COP-2SG
‘Where were you the whole day yesag®d
B: [Bengr [ev-de-ydi-my, ya sen?
I home-LOC-PAST.COP-1SG halvout you

‘I was at home, how about you?’

The question puts the referent of the questioheténter of the discussion but the
answer shifts the topic. Even in the absence ofaf&uestion it is clear that the
speaker in B directs the same question to the siheaker.

e. Scope Fixing

(52) A: Parti-ye kim-ler  gel-di?
party-DAT who-PL come-PAST
‘Who came to the party?’

B: [Davet et-tik-ler-imgt  [gel-di].
invite-REL-PL-1POSS  come-PAST
‘Those | invited came.’

B': #[Herkes}r [gel-di]

everybody come-PAST

‘Everybody came.’

Similar to the example in (49) the speaker doegiva a satisfactory answer to the

question. Note that a quantifier which resolvesghestion under discussion is not

58



felicitous in the same context which is expectedc@ntrastive topic phrases “....can
never be.... thoroughly exhaustive answers” (Const@h#:50).

All the functions listed above clearly indicatetthaswers with contrastive
topic phrases narrow down the question into sulstipres and answer only one of
them, refraining from giving an exhaustive answeeithey make a shift in the
current discussion. The speaker does not giveratigb answer to the question
either because she does not know the complete amsWwecause she is unwilling to
do so. Hence the usage of contrastive topic isid &f discourse strategy as
indicated in the literature (Buring 2003, KrifkaG®) Wagner 2007, 2008,
Dyakonova 2009, Tomioka 2010, Neeleman and Verm@0l&£2, Constant 2014).
The discussion in section 2.3.1.2 indicated tmaT,urkish yes/no questions trigger
contrastive focus phrases. Additionally, basedhenpiosition of the question
particle, yes/no questions also trigger contragtipéc phrases as already noted by

Kamali and Biring (2011).

(53) A: Almanya ve Hollanda’ya camaya giden Alanyalilar buyuk peni
toplamslar. Hollandalilar da onlari 6ven bir kograa yapiyor.
One of the groups that went from Alanya to Dutct @@rmany won recognition
with their work. Now the Dutch people give a vdtéhanks.
B: [Almanyali-largr Alanyal-lar-i [6v-Uyqr] mu?
German-PL people of Alany@@ praise-PROG QP
‘Do the German people praise the pe@pim Alanya?’

(54) A: Yurt dsinda ¢algmaya giden Alanya ve Anamurlular gahalariyla buyik
begeni toplamg. Simdi de bir Alman kanalinda Anamurlularge&kir kongmasi
yapiliyor.

The guest worker groups who went from Alanya arahAm to Germany won
recognition with their work. Now the German peopiake a speech that praises the

people from Anamur.
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B: [Almanyali-larhr [Alanyali-lar-1Er [6vU-yor[r  mu?
German-PL people of Alanya@C praise-PROG QP

‘Do the German people praise the people from Al&hya

Both of the questions mark a shift in the topicemdiscussion. The comparison
between (21) and (53) indicates that the questistige can directly follow the
focused constituent even if it is not the verbbdith (22) and (54) the question
particle is in its canonical sentence final positamd it follows the focus phrase. In
these examples, the difference is marked onlyntianiation.

Now we will focus on the alternatives induced bytrastive topic phrases
by comparing them with the alternatives evoked dmytiastive focus phrases at each
step. Remember that within alternative semantiesfunction of focus is taken as
evoking alternatives (Rooth 1985, 1992). The alitve propositions differ with
respect to the constituent in the focus positiath\aa get the focus value of the

sentence.

(55) What did Age fly?
ordinary semantic value
{Ayse flew the kite}
focus semantic value

{Ayse flew the kite, Aye flew the balloon, Age flew the plane}

As for the focus semantic value of a question, rabes that the question has a set of
possible answers. We get question-answer congriumuarise the set of alternative
propositions of the question is a subset of th@kalternative propositions of the

focus phrase as illustrated in (55-56).
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(56) What did Aye fly? {Ayse flew the kite, Aye flew the balloon, Aye flew the

plane}

As illustrated in (48-52) above, the answers withtcastive topic either mark a shift
in the topic under discussion or the discussiaraisowed down to sub-questions
and the speaker answers only one of these sublopuetaving the topic under
discussion unresolved. Contrastive topics evolaratives via a set of questions.
Hence the semantic value of contrastive topics tdsn® set of sets of alternative
propositions as shown in (57) below. This is iltagtd below in line with the

discourse trees representation of Blring (2003).

(57) A: Hava rizgarh-ydi, kirme ucur-mg?
weather windy-PAST.COP who whig-PAST
‘The weather was windy, who flew what?’
B: [Awelcr [ucurtmal ucur-muy.
Age kite flew-PAST
‘Aye flew a kite.’

(58)

Who flew what?

W Tiat did Ayse fIy? Wit did Alrinet fIy? What did Melrmn et fIy?
Ayse flew,/a kite \ Ahmet flew,/a kite \ Mehmet flew,~a kite
a balloon a balloon a balloon
a plane a plane a plane

The big question (Roberts 1996) is narrowed dowsutBquestions which evoke a

set of possible answers as alternatives, henceasbine topic is a set of questions or
set of sets of alternative propositidig.he answer with contrastive topic in (57) is

not exhaustive answer to the issue under discussiave leave some questions

15 Adopting the analysis of Roberts (1996), Biirin§q2) develops a hierarchical discourse tree in
which discourse is represented as questions whéfuether decomposed into sub-questions and
answers. In the tree each node represents a sentithca focus and a contrastive topic which is
labeled as CTF pattern.
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unresolved. Note that the semantic value of teagghrase in (55) which is defined
as the semantic value of a question or a set @fraltive propositions is only a sub-
part of the semantic representation of contragtpec. The semantic value of the
focus phrase is used in the semantic computatidimeofontrastive topic.

Now we will take a look some data taken as focuagds in the literature
which we suggest to be contrastive topic phraségsé&@ and Ozsoy (2000) take the
sentence initial constituents in (60) as focus pégaand suggest that wh-phrases can

follow focus phrases but not vice versa.

(59) a. *Ne zaman [okula]id-ecek-sin? (60) a. [okulane zaman gid-ecek-sif§?
when school-DAT go-FUT-2SG cheol-DAT when go-FUT-2SG
When will you go to school?

b.*Kim [sen-i} sev-iyor? b. [ser-] kim  sev-iyor?
who you-ACC love-PROG you-ACC who love-PROG
Who loves YOU?
c.* Kim-i [sinema-da] gor-ecek-sin? C. [sinema-gd&§im-i gor-ecek-sin?
who-ACC cinema-LOC see-FUT-2SG cinemaEL@ho-ACC see-FUT-2SG
Who will you see AT THE CINEMA?
(Goksel and Ozsoy 200B,11)

'8 The construction in (60) in the text can also beduin the following context. Within this context,
the sentence initial constituent is not contrastibyec.
(1) A: Ne zaman  gid-ecek-sin?

When go-FUT-2SG
‘When will you go?’
B: Ev-e mi?

House-DAT QP
‘To the house?’
A: Ev-e ¢d, OKUL-A ne zaman  gid-ecek-sin.
house-DAT not  school-DAT when  go-FUT-2SG
‘Not to the house, when will you go ke tschool.’
Note that the construction has the intonationapprties of a declarative clause, not an interrogati
clause.
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We suggest that the sentence initial constituen{§@) above are in fact contrastive
topic phrases followed by focused wh- phrases.uftezances in 60(a-c) are

exemplified below in a context.

(61) A: Ev-e saat 2-de gid-ece-im.
home-DAT  hour two-LOC  go-FUBG
‘I will go home at 2 o’clock.’
B: Peki, okul-a ne zamand-gcek-sin?
OK, school-DAT when BOIT-2SG

‘OK, when will you go to school?’

(62) A: Ahmet  Aye-yi sev-iyor.
Ahmet Age-ACC love-PROG
‘Ahmet loves Age.’
B: Peki, ya sen, sen-i kim ev-$yor?
OK you Yyou-ACC who [olRROG

‘OK, what about you, who loves you?’

(63) A: Yarin okul-da Ipek-i gor-egeim.
tomorrow school-DAT ipek-ACC see-FUT-1SG
‘Tomorrow | will sedpek at school.’

B: Peki sinema-da kim-i orgcek-sin?
OK cinema-LOC who-ACC see-FUS6G

‘OK, whom will you see at the cinema?’

" Analyzing the sentence initial phrases in (60 @’es us more ideas with respect to the analysis
of intervention effects in Turkish. Kesen (2010}awthat although focus phrases with overt paticle
and negative polarity items induce interventioreetff§ for wh- phrases (1-2a), focus phrases without
focus particles do not (3b).

(1) a. *Kimse Kkim-i gor-me-di? b. Kim-i kimse gor-me-di?
anyone who-ACC see-NEG-PAST ‘Whoobody saw?’
(2) a.*Sadece Ali  kim-i ara-di? b. Kim-i sadece Ali ara-di?
Only Ali who-ACC call-PAST ‘Whom Ali called only?’ (Kesen 2010, 48-
(3) a. *Ne zaman  okul-a gickk-sin?  b. Okul-a ne zaman gid-ecek-sin?
when school-DAT 0-BUT-2SG ‘When will you go to school?’

Based on three judgment tests Kesen (2010) corglhdé¢ interveners in Turkish do not form a
homogeneous class and in contrast to Korean, theveéners cannot be grouped as focus phrases.
However as illustrated above, the sentence irgtaktituents are in fact contrastive topic phramses
focus phrases.
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Similar to the example in (50), contrastive topicases in (61-63) mark a topic shift.

Kilicaslan (2004) also suggests a multiple focilgsia based on the example below.

(64) A: Kim  kim-le evlen-di?
who who-COM  marry-PAST
‘Who married who?’
B: [Oya} [Kaya-ylaf evlen-di.
Oya Kaya-COM marry-PAST
‘[Oya] married [Kaya]. (Kihcaslan 2004, 7)

Kim kimle evlendi?

Sema kimle evlendi?
Sepra MehmetTe\ eviéndi

Kayla

Oya kimle evlendi?
OyA Ahmet’le\ evlend
Kaya'yla

The big question under discussion includes manygsigstions. We suggest that the
answer in (64) given to the question triggering pat answer has a sense of
incompleteness or opennelsgives a partial answer to the question simitathie
answers in (49-50) and hence while the first whaphris a contrastive topic, the

second wh-phrase is a focus phrase. In the netibsew/e focus on contrast.

2.3.3 Contrast

For the compositional nature of contrastive topanmdifferent analyses have been
proposed. Neeleman and Vermeulen (2012), FrascanellHinterholzl (2007) take
contrast as a primitive feature not as a part pictor focus. Buring (2003), Krifka
(2008), Wagner (2007, 2008), Dyakonova (2009), Tokai(2010), Constant (2014)
on the other hand take contrast not as a primigature but a dependent feature on

topic and focus.
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In addition to topic and focus, Neeleman and Verleg2012) take contrast as a
primitive feature because based on the featurdrastthey can make some
generalizations about contrastive topic and cotiv@$ocus. For example, in some
languages only contrastive topic and focus canngud® scrambling while this is
not possible with non-contrastive topic and focheages.

In Turkish there is no overt focus movement, se tdainnot be a common
property of contrastive topic and focus in Turki8lditionally, there are some
generalizations that extend to not only contrasibgec and focus but also to
discourse-new constituents. For example not oohgrastive topic and contrastive
focus but also discourse-new constituents evoleerdltives. With contrastive focus
the other alternatives are excluded, with contvagpic the speaker refrains from
talking about the other alternatives and the anslwes not resolve the issue under
discussion. Finally with discourse-new constitughesother alternatives are not
excluded and the answer is not an exhaustive ansieecan generalize the property
of evoking alternatives over contrastive topic,us@nd discourse-new constituents.
Dyakonova (2009) on the other hand suggests tpat &md focus are absolute in
nature while contrast is gradable in the sensecthatrast depends on different
factors such as the explicitness, or the rangheoatternative sets. As pointed out
earlier with both discourse-new and contrastiveifogne of the alternatives is
chosen as the correct answer in ‘contrast’ to aalternatives. Dyakonova (2009)
suggests that we tend to interpret contrastivesooare contrastive because it has a
closed set of alternatives when compared to disesnew focus with an open set of
alternatives. Additionally, contrast can be caramkilvith contrastive focus (65a) and

contrastive topic (65b) and hence contrast is notraitive notion.
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(65) a. Manuel slapped his daughter
Implicature: not his wife, or any of luther kids
Cancellation: and not only her, his wgfe a couple of boxes in the ear as well
b. Mary sent Daniel a birthday card.
Implicature: there were other people whogratulated him.
Cancellation: in fact, she was the only one whopleapd to remember about
his birthday. (Dyakonova 2009, 49-50)

Additionally when we compare the alternative séthese constituents, we easily
note that the alternative sets of discourse-newcanttastive topic phrases are more
closely related as the answer is not an exhauatise/er with these constituents in
contrast to contrastive focus phrases. There Byntactic or semantic property that
we can generalize only to contrastive topic andisodloreover contrast can easily
be cancelled as illustrated (65). Hence we condhadecontrast is not a primitive

notion and does not occupy a specific positiohadtructure.

2.3.4 Discourse anaphoric constituents
Discourse anaphoric expressions are informatiarcstral units that are salient or
given in the discourse such as pronominals. Nealaand Vermeulen(2012) suggest
that the topic notion used by Rizzi (1997) actuablyers discourse anaphoric
expressions, as topic is defined as a discours&titwent “normally expressing old
information somehow available and salient in prasidiscourse” (Rizzi, 1997:285).
In this study we will not take topic as a covemeaand assume discourse
anaphoric constituents as a distinct categorynia WithSener (2010). Discourse
anaphoric expressions can be defined as the fartofpec notion of Frascarelli and
Hinterholzl (2007:2) which is defined as “....givenaxcessible (Chafe 1987)

constituent, which is typically distressed andizeal in a pronominal form (Pesetsky
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1987)....". In the following example it ithe check'which is given in the discourse

and serves as the continuing topic.

(66) B: io dovevo studiare le regole qui e li fare sekercizio, invece mi aspettvo di
trovare dei punti a cui far riferimento ogni volgeer vedere la regola, questo mi e
mancato praticamento per avare la conferma di ren@dtutto insomma; A:
comunque quelle domande ti davano la conferma e¢hei @apito; B: ma... magari

non me la- non riesco a darmela da sola la conferma

B’: | was supposed to study rules here and do tkeeceses there, while | expected to
find some outlines | could refer to, at any potatcheck the relevant rule, this is
what | missed, to check that | could remember ebary. A: however those
guestions gave you the possibility to check youtasstanding; B; well, maybe |

cannot make this check on my own.’

(Frascarelli and Hinterhdlzl 2007, 6)

Within this study discourse anaphoric constitu@néstaken to be constituents that
are explicitly given in the previous context. Thaynot evoke alternatives or mark a
contrast with another constituent in the previomstext. In the following example it
Is the dative marked constituent in the answerftirattions as the discourse

anaphoric constituent.

(67) A: 1zmirde diizenlenecek konferans igin Ankara’dan Inddsagelms. istanbul
ve Ankara’dan getirilen 10 ilik glivenlik ekibi ygsun guvenlik dnlemleri alngi
Duydusum kadariylajstanbullu giivenlik gérevlileri bakanlara hi¢ yardim
olmamslar. For the conference that will be heldizmir, some ministers came from
Ankara. The security guard crew who came fistanbul and Ankara took
precautionary security measures. As far as | haardhthe security guards from
Istanbul didn’t help the ministers.

B: istanbullu giivenlik gorevlilerini bilmiyorum ama

| don’t know the security guards frafstanbul but
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[Ankarali guvenlik gorevlilerdr [bakan-lar-apa [eskortluk etngtler]roc.
from A. security guards mier-PL-DAT escort do-3PL

‘The security guards from Ankara escorted theistens.’

Prosodic or syntactic strategies can be used t& discourse anaphoric constituents
in a sentence. Krifka (2006) lists three strategs=d to signal given information as
(i) deaccentuation, (ii) deletion and (iii) wordder change. We will focus on the

first strategy in the next chapter. Turkish widebes the other strategies. Discourse
anaphoric expressions as continuing or familiarcpan be omitted or postposed to

the post-verbal position.

(68) Yeni aldgin Paul Auster kitabini ne yaptin?
What did you do with the Paul Auster book you boRigh

a. p-nupa yarin  oku-ma-ya slhayaca-im
it-ACC  tomorrow read-NOML-DAT begin-FUT-1SG

b. yarin oku-ma-ya  {fla-yaca-im [0-nu|pa

c.yarin oku-ma-ya e-Ad bala-yaca-im

‘I will begin to read it tomorrow.’ Sener 2010, 19-20)

Based on the observation that contrastive topicfacuaks phrases cannot appear in
the post-verbal position in TurkisRener (2010) assumes that discourse anaphoric
expressions in the left periphery have an additipguntrast] feature which post-
verbal discourse anaphoric constituents lack (Esesection 2.5.2). The post-verbal
position is also illicit for discourse-new consétus, which are not contrastive, and
hence we will not assume an additional contragtifego make a distinction
between discourse anaphoric expressions in theargkft periphery. However in
the syntax chapter we will only deal with preverbisicourse anaphoric constituents

as the data is restricted to SOV and OSV ordefaiikish.
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2.4 Overt particles with contrastive topic andus@hrases

In the literature focus phrases with overt paridiave been suggested to have truth
conditional effect and have a semantic dimensiao{R 1996, Krifka 2006).
Answers to wh- questions, corrections, confirmatibave been suggested to be

pragmatic purposes of focus (Krifka 2006).

(69) a. John only showed Mary [the PICTuges]
b. John only showed [MARythe pictures.

(70) a. A: What did John show Mary?
B: John showed Mary [the PICTuges]
b. A: Who did John show the pictures?
B: John showed [MARythe pictures. (Krifkaas, 1-2)

The difference is that while the focus status efd¢bnstituents in (70) is dependent
on the context as shown in (70a-b), the focus statthe constituents in (69) is not.
We will discuss this issue in detail in section, b6t remember that there is a
semantic distinction between discourse-new andrastive focus constituents as
illustrated with exhaustive identification tests.the following sections we discuss

discourse particles that follow contrastive topid &ocus phrases.

2.4.1 Sadecelyalnizca, bile
The particlessadecelyalnizca®only’, surface with contrastive focus phrases.sThi

is expected as contrastive focus is identified withaustive identification.
(71) A: Ahmet tiyatro-ya git-ti.

Ahmet theatre-DAT go-PAST
‘Ahmet went to the theatre.’
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B: Hayir, [sadece Metg] tiyatro-ya git-ti.
No, only Mete theaDAT  go-PAST

‘No, only Mete went to the theatre.’

In (71) above, the focus phrase evokes alternataveging over a set of the names of
people. However, only one of the answers is exhalgtidentified as the correct
answer to the exclusion of the alternatives instie

The other patrticle that surfaces with focus phrastsle’ with the meaning
of ‘even’. In fact the focus type of the host thaticle attaches to is controversial.
Kerslake (1992:92) explains this controversy inftiiwing way: “....although it
does sometimes have an additive function its pymaganing is not ‘in additior’
but ‘as an extreme case, and this does not depend upon a specific ‘namneexe’
case being having been mentioned or implied irpteeeding discourse.” Take a

look at the following example.

(72) A: Gid-ecg-imiz film guzel mi?
go-FUT-POSSI1PL film good QP
‘Is the film that we will see good?’
B: Mete bile o film-i zle-mi. Daha ne olsun?
Mete even that film-ACC watcA¥T What else do you expect?

‘Even Mete has seen that film. What elesg/ou expect?’

In this example the host subject phrase evokes @t sdternatives. The patrticlbile’
signals that there are some additional alternatt¥g@®eople that saw the film. One of
the alternatives is chosen as an extreme case alftérnative set to the exclusion of
the other alternatives. The other alternativesactuded as they are not as

surprising or unexpected as the chosen focus phrasefollowing example further
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illustrates thatbile’ doesnot just signal addition of an alternative to He¢ of

alternatives.

(73) A: Ahmet tiyatro-ya git-mi  Baka kim git-mg?
Ahmet theatre-DAT go-PAST  elsavho go-PAST
‘Ahmet went to the theatre. Who else werthe theatre?’

B:?Mete bile tiyatro-ya git-rgi
Mete even theatre-DAT  go-PAST

‘Even Mete went to the theatre.’

The answer is fully acceptable only when the faat Mete’s going to the theatre is
taken as an exceptional case when compared tahbealternatives in the set.
Hence we suggest that the host phrase of the lgadia contrastive focus phrase and

not a discourse-new constituéfit.

2.4.2 dA

Erguvanli (1984) is the first to note thtbh surfaces with strong topics. Kerslake
(1992) identifies two functions for this particle @ non-focuseddA” marking a
change of subject as topic marker and (ii) focusédsignaling the focused phrase
making an addition to the preceding context. Goksel Ozsoy (2003) suggest that
‘dA either marks the focus phrase as in (74a) och#sto a non-focused
constituent as in (74b). Kesen (2010) also sugdlkatdA surfaces with focus

phrases in examples similar to the one in (74a).

(74) a. [Ahmet} de sinema-ya gid-iyor.
Ahmet dA cinema-DA go-PROG
‘Ahmet, too, is going to the cinema.’

18 Kiss (1998) suggests that ‘even’ in Hungarianaes with information focus, but not with
identificational focus (except in special contexts)
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b. Ahmet de [sinema-ya] gid-iyor.
Ahmet dA cinema-DA  go-PROG
‘As for Ahmet, he is going to the cineima
‘Ahmet, on the other hand, is goinghe tinema.’
(Goksel and Ozsoy 2003, 7)

Goksel and Ozsoy (2003) suggest that in (74a)dbesked phrase together with the
clitic dA evokes a set of alternatives adiilasserts that one of the alternatives is true.
In (74b) on the other hand both the clitic and &ediphrase evoke alternatives and
thedA forces one of these alternatives to be true.

We will first start with the example in (74b) whigre analyze as an
instance of contrastive topttAs Kerslake (1992) points out, the host marks & shi
in conversation as illustrated below. In (75b) sheaker shifts the topic under

discussion from ‘Mete’ to ‘Ahmet’ which is signaledth the particledA.?°

(75) A: Mete tiyatro-ya gid-iyor.
Mete theatre-DA go-PROG

‘Mete is going to the theatre.’

9 Erguvanli (1984) analyzes topic phrases markel this particle as strong topics.

(1) Birgdmlek san-a bir gémlatke kardgin-e al-di-m.
one shirt  you-DAT one shirt too brother-POSS2SG-DAT get-PAST-1SG
‘| got a shirt for you and a shirt for yduother.’ (Ergmhal984, 97)

% Note that the intonational properties of the guites in (61) and (75), which are illustrated belsv
(1-2) for ease of exposition, differ although werdaghe same ordering namely contrastive followed
by focus phrase.

(1) A: Mete tiyatro-ya gid-iyor. B: Ahmetr de  sinema-ya gid-iyor.
Mete theatre-DA go-PROG Ahmet dA cinema-DA go®BR
‘Mete is going to the theatre.’ ‘As for Ahmet, he is going to tbimema.

(2) A: Ev-e saat 2-de gickean. B: Peki, okul-gr ne zaman gid-ecek-sin?
home-DAT hour two-LOC go-FUT-1SG OK, school-DAT when go-FUT-2SG
‘| will go home at 2 o’clock.’ ‘OK, when will you go to school?’

We suggest that this difference is due to the amtiiwn of contrastive topic and focus phrases ttieh
intonational patterns of questions and declarativdsirkish which needs a controlled prosodic
analysis that we leave for further research.
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B: [Ahmettr de  [sinema-ya] gid-iyor.
Ahmet dA cinema-DA go-PROG

‘As for Ahmet, he is going to the cineima

Remember that not only focus phrases but also astinte topic phrases evoke a set
of alternatives. Goksel and Ozsoy (2003) suggeshdst of the clitic evokes a set
involving the names of people and one of the adtivas is asserted to be true. The
big question of ‘Who went where?’ is decomposed sub-questions as ‘Who went
to the cinema?, Who went to the theatre?, Who teetite market?’ In this example,
the first speaker was talking about a specific naidbe tree abouMete’ when the
other speaker moves to another node to talk ddbuet’. This is similar to the
utterance in (50) under the labeling of ‘shiftiogics’.

Now we will move onto the additive function of thaktic attached to focus phrases

as exemplified below.

(76) A: Mete  sinema-ya gitgni Bagka kim git-mg?
Mete cinema-DAT go-PAST elsavho go-PAST
‘Mete went to the cinema. Who else went to the mia®

B: Ahmet de sinema-ya gitsmi
Ahmet dA cinema-DA go-PAST
‘Ahmet, too, went to the cinema.’

The focused host of the particle is triggered byhaguestion. Note that the focused
phrase evokes a set of alternatives however it doeexclude the other alternatives
nor contrasts with the other alternatives as aegtx@nal case. Hence we suggest
thatthe cliticdA when attached to a focused phrase signals disso@w focus

constituents.
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2.4.3 ise

Finally we will take a look at the particlise’ with the meaning of ‘as for’. Kerslake
(1992) suggests that this particle shifts the &tiarto a new topic in a more marked
way thandA. As the following example illustrates, the hosttué particle functions

as a contrastive topic.

(77) A: Mete tiyatro-ya gid-iyor.
Mete theatre-DA go-PROG
‘Mete is going to the theatre.’
B: [Ahmetgr ise [sinema-ya] gid-iyor.
Ahmet ise cinema-DA go-PROG

‘As for Ahmet, he is going to the cineima

The contrastive topic marked witise’ again marks a shift for the topic under
discussion as it is the case in (75). Hence weamidllyze it as a topic shifter as in

(50).

2.5 Distributional properties of information sttual units in Turkish

2.5.1 Focus phrases
The following analyses have been suggested in $hinkith respect to the position
of focus (i) all types of focus must be left adjaic® the verb (Erguvanh 1988ener
2010), (ii) presentational focus must be left adjgdo the verb but contrastive focus
can appear in the preverbal domdis¢ver 2003), (iii) all focus types can appear in
the preverbal domain (Goksel and Ozsoy 2000, Kalaga2004).

Hence the first question to be addressed in tltgoseis whether discourse-

new and contrastive focus phrases can appearnrsit restricted to the
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immediately preverbal position or not. However wivatmean by in-situ focus is not
similar to Hungarian in which identificational focmoves to the immediately
preverbal position while informational focus renmgin-situ. In Turkish, focused

constituents do not move as illustrated below.

(78) A: Ahmet sinav 6ncesi tutmdefterini vermg baska birine. Nasil ¢cagacak
simdi defteri olmadan?
Ahmet gave his notebook to someone before the ék@mis he going to study for
the exam now without his notebook?
B: [Mehmet} [defter-in-ipa [ver-milpa, Ahmet dgil.
Mehmet  notebook-POSS-ACC givesP Ahmet  not
‘Mehmet gave his book to someone not Atime
C: [Defter-in-ipa [Mehmet}  [ver-mi]pa, Ahmet dgil.

In (78C), non-focused constituent surfaces in atijpospreceding the focused phrase
leaving the focused phrase in the immediately pteleposition?* Goksel and

Ozsoy (2003:1153) also suggest that “the genetadizéhat Turkish is a focus-in-
situ language holds in all instanceArt in-situ focus in Turkish means the discourse
anaphoric constituents following the focus phrase@to another position leaving
the focus phrase in the immediately preverbal msifTo evaluate this claim, first
we will start with contrastive focus phrases trigggeby alternative questions or

corrective statements.

%I The other question is whether we have focus momeitnethe immediately preverbal position or not
in Turkish. Vallduvi and Engdahl (1996) suggest tharkish immediately preverbal focus differs
from Hungarian immediately preverbal focus withpest to projection possibilities. In Hungarian
focus projection of the immediately preverbal fophsase is to the right, while it is to the left in
Turkish which indicates that the syntactic makasugifferent.
(1) Bir hizmetc¢i f masa-nin tzer-i-ne rYemek-ten 6nce g [not-ul birak-ti]]].

a servant table-GEN on-POSS-DATIlunch-ABL before note-ACC leave-PAST

A. What did a servant leave on the table teefonch?

B. What did a servant do before lunch havando with the table?

C. What did a servant do before lunch?

D. What did a servant do?
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(79) Okulumuz gretmenlerinden bazilargéencileriyle birlikte ders ¢ilgi piknige
gitmisler. Ruzgari firsat bilengenciler yanlarinda ugurmak i¢in ugurtma
goturmigler. Osretmenler de grenciler gibi glenmisler. Sen biliyor musun,
piknikten sonra gretmenler mi yoksagienciler mi ugurtmalari ugurrglar?

Some of the teachers from our school went on agieith their students after
school. The students brought with them some latélg.tThe teachers also had fun.

Do you know whether after the picnic the teacherhe students flew the kites?

A: [Ogrenci-lerkg  [ucurtma-lar-a  [ucur-mu-lar]pa SOV
student-PL kite-PL-ACC ly-PAST-3PL
‘The students flew the kites.’
B: [Ogrenci-lerkr  [ucur-my-lar]pa [ugurtma-lar-ipa SVO
C: [Ogrenci-lerkg  [ugur-my-lar]pa SV

(80) Ayse’'nin dolabina sinav Katlarini birakmgtim. Toplantida velilere dgatacakti.
Dolapta sinav k&adi kalmadgina goére velilere vermi

I had left the exam papers tog&is cupboard. She was going to give them to the
parents at the meeting. As there are no exam respiers in the cupboard, Ag/

gave them to the parents.

A: Yoo, hayir. [Ayge]ar  [0grenci-ler-etr [sinav kait-lar-1-ni]pa
No. Aye student-PL-DAT exam paper-BGPOSS-ACC
[ver-dipa (veli-ler-e dsl).

give-PAST parents-PL-DAT  not
‘No. Ayse gave the exam papers to the students (not {oeitemts)’
B: Yoo, hayir. [Age]at [sinav k&it-lar-in-1]pa [0grenci-ler-ee [ver-dilpa
(veli-ler-e deil) .
C: Yoo, hayir. [Age]ar [0grenci-ler-etr [ver-di]pa [Sinav k&it-lar-in-1]pa
(veli-ler-e deil).

D: Yoo, hayir. [Age]ar [0grenci-ler-ete [verdilpa (veli-ler-e deil).

As exemplified above, the subject in (79) or theveamarked constituent in (80) can
bear contrastive focus in their base generatediposiin the presence of discourse
anaphoric constituents in the immediately prevedoahain. The in-situ focused

subject followed by the in-situ discourse anapherpression in (79) sounds more
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acceptable than the in-situ dative marked focusedtduent followed by the
discourse anaphoric constituent in (80). Additibnahe contrastive focus phrase
can appear in the immediately preverbal positiahthe discourse anaphoric
constituents can either move to an ex-situ posa®m (79b), 80(b-c) or get deleted
as in (79c) and (80d).

There are similar analyses suggesting that contesfsicus can appear in
the preverbal domain without restricting it to themediately preverbal domain
(Goksel and Ozsoy 200B:sever 2003, Kilicaslan 2004). Howeviasever (2003)
suggests that this optionality is only restricteadontrastive focus phrases and
discourse-new constituents can only appear inntimeadiately preverbal position.
Now we will investigate whether the optionalityagpearing in the surface order is
possible for discourse-new constituents or not.

Issever (2003) gives the following example as evidghat presentational

focus cannot surface in-situ.

(81) A: Fatma-yi kim ari-yor?
Fatma-ACC who look for-PROG

‘Who is looking for Fatma?’

B: #Ali Fatma-yi ari-yor.
Ali Fatma-ACC look for-PROG
‘Ali is looking for Fatma.’ Igsever 2003, 15)

Note that there is question and answer congruentiet the alternatives of the
guestion given in (82a) are a subset of the altemaropositions of the focus phrase

in (82b).
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(82) ordinary semantic value
a. {Fatma-yi Ali  ar-yor}
Fatma-ACC Ali look for-PROG
‘Ali is looking for Fatma’
focus semantic value

{Fatma-yi1 Ali ariyor, Fatma-yi Age ari-yor....}

ordinary semantic value
b. {Ali  Fatma-yi ari-yor}
Ali  Fatma-ACC look for-PROG
‘Ali is looking for Fatma’
focus semantic value

{Ali Fatma-y ari-yor, Aye Fatma-yi ari-yor....}

However the position of the focus phrase differthm question and the answer
above. The unacceptability of this sentence catueeto a mismatch between the
melody of the question and the answer due to tiiereince in the position of the
focus phrase.

Now we will test whether it is the difference iretposition of the focus
phrase in the question and answer that makes therns® unacceptable. We list
three types of questions (i) subject wh-in-situ disttourse new constituent in-situ in
the answer (83), (ii) immediately preverbal subjghtphrase and in-situ discourse
new in the answer (84), (iii) immediately preverbabject wh-phrase and in-situ

discourse new with preceding additional informat(88).

(83) A: Kapi-nin  zil-i tim  guincal-di.  Kim Aye-yi sor-uyor?
door-GEN bell-POSS whole day ringgd/AWho Ayge-ACC ask-PROG
‘The doorbell rang the whole day. Whasking for Aye?’
B: [Alilon  Ayse-yi sor-uyor.
Ali Age-ACC ask-PROG
‘Ali is asking for Aye.’
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(84) A: Ayse-nin  telefon-u tum gun cal-di.Ayse-yi kim ari-yor?
Age-GEN phone-POSS whole day ring-PASTS&ACC who call-PROG
‘Awe’s phone rang the whole day. Who is calling&®

B: #[Alilon Ayse-yi ari-yor.
Ali Aye-ACC call-PROG
‘Ali is calling Age.’

(85) A: Ayse-nin telefon-u tim gun cal-di. Ayse-yi kim ari-yor?
A.-GEN phone-POSS whole day ringsHAAyse-ACC who call-PROG
‘Awe’s phone rang the whole day. Who is calling&®/
B: Herkes de bu soru-yu sor-uyor. [Aliby Ayse-yi  ari-yor.
everybody dA this question-ACC adkeaG Ali Ayse-ACC call-PROG
‘Everybody is asking this question. Alidalling Aye.’

As the examples in (83-85) illustrate, the accaptaldecreases when the position of
the wh- phrase and the focus phrase do not mamhettr when additional
information is given so that this mismatch of theloaly is disguised the structure is
more acceptable as in (85). Hence these exampbestblat similar to contrastive
focus phrases, discourse-new constituents can appsiu.

Based on the data discussed in Vallduvi and Engd&l6),issever (2003)
further adds that in the following examples thevears in 86-88(a) can be
interpreted in contrastive and non-contrastive extstwhile the answers in 86-88(b)
can only be interpreted in a ‘contrastive contexllowing from this, he suggests

that in-situ focus can only be contrastive focus.

(86) When did a servant put a note on the table?
a. Bir hizmet¢i masa-nin Uzer-in-e not-u [yemek-ten 6nce] birak-ti.
a servant table-GEN on-POSS-DAT note-A@@h-ABL before leave-PAST
b. Bir hizmet¢i [yemek-ten 6nge] masa-nin tzer-in-e not-u birak-ti.
‘A servant left the note on the table befanedh.’
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(87) Where did a servant put a note before lunch?
a. Bir hizmet¢i not-u  yemek-ten 6nce $anamin  Uzer-in-e]  birak-ti.
a servant note-ACC lunch-ABL before taBEN on-POSS-DAT leave-PAST
b. Bir hizmetci yemek-ten 6nce [masa-nin  riimee]r not-u birak-ti.
‘A servant left the note on the table befanech.’

(88) Who put a note on the table before lunch?
a. Yemekten ©6nce not-u masa-nidzer-in-e  [bir hizmetgi] birak-ti.
lunch-ABL before note-ACC table-GEN on-PGBAT a servant leave-PAST
b. [bir hizmetci}f yemek-ten dnce not-u masa-nin tzer-in-e birak-ti.
‘A servant left the note on the table befiorech.’
(Vallduvi and Engdahl 1996;772)

Issever (2003) suggests that the answers in 86-&8¢h)jontrastive in the sense that
there is at least another alternative under disoagbat contrasts with the focus
phrase. We suggest that it is still possible tdyameethe focus phrases in 86-88(b) as
discourse new constituents being triggered by wiagds as none of the alternatives
are explicitly given in the previous context. Adalitally, this explanation is not
explanatory enough conceptually because for alctimtexts triggering discourse
new constituents there is a set of implicit coritvasalternatives as discussed in
sections 2.3.1.1 and 2.3.1.2. Malte Zimmerman @ugpests that there is contrast as
soon as there are alternatives in that in contoetste alternatives in the set one is
chosen as the answer with both discourse-new amidastive focus phrases. If we
suggest that with contrastive focus phrases tlseae implicit contrasting alternative,
there is no way to make a distinction between disg®-new constituents and
contrastive focus phrases. The difference betwleemwo focus types is that only
contrastive focus phrases are exhaustively idedtdis the correct answer to the

exclusion of the other alternatives. Hence we ddalee the examples in 86-88(b) as

80



evidence that discourse- new constituents havedoraon the immediately preverbal
position.

Now we will take a look at other examples the arrsveé which are
triggered by wh- phrases to shed light on the ithstion of discourse-new

constituents.

(89) A: Bu tir silahlarin yapiminda uranyum kullanionaylanmadi halde
kullanildigini biliyoruz.
Although the usage of uranium in these kinds ofpees is not approved, we know
that it is used.
B: Peki kim uranyum-u onayliryo
then who uranium-ACC appré®¥ROG
‘Then, who approves the usage of uranium.’
A: Romanyali-lar uranyum-u ohayor.
Romanian-PL  uranium-ACC  appr®RROG

‘Romanians approve uranium.’

The subject is the answer of the wh- phrase imgtlestion, the alternatives are not
explicitly given in the question but we still haagoroblem. The question can be
analyzed as triggering a contrastive topic. Inghexeding context it is clear that
there are two groups of countries, those who apptio® usage of uranium and those
who don’t. Hence the question denotes a subséiedbpic introduced in the

context. How about the following example?

(90) A: Anamurdan yurt dina giden bir grup ¢aimalariyla buyik bgeni toplams.
Simdi de misafir Ulke onlari éven bir kogma yapiyor ama anlayamadim.

The guest worker groups who went abroad from Anasmur recognition with their
work. Now the host country makes a speech thasgsahem but | couldn’t

understand.
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Kim  Anamurlu-lar-i ov-uyor?
who  people of Anamur-PL-ACC  pralBRROG
‘Who praise the people of Anamur?’

B: Almanyali-lar ~ Anamurlu-lar-i ov-uyor.
German-PL people of Anamur-PL-AC@raise-PROG
‘The German praise the people of Anamur.’

There is no topic shift in that the previous dissautopic continues without
partitioning it into sub-questions. However it {8l possible to interpret the question
as triggering contrastive topic as in the conteid pointed out that these workers
went abroad and the question is out of possiblatti®s which country praised the

people of Anamur. Now let’s take a look at thedualing example.

(91) A: Ayse'nin dolabina sinav Katlarini birakmgtim. Toplantida velilere
dagitacakti. Veliler sinav katlarini almamglar ama dolapta da yok gelar.
I had left the exam papers ing&s cupboard. She was going to give them to the
parents at the meeting. The parents didn’t takeptq@ers but the papers are also not
in the cupboard.

Ayse kim-e sinav  ga-lar-in-i ver-di?

Ayse who-DAT exam paper-PL-POSS-ACC QiSSP

‘To whom did Age give the exam papers?’

B: (?)Age drenci-ler-e sinav  &élar-in-i ver-df?

Aye student-PL-DAT exam paper-PL-POSS-AQWe-PAST
‘Ayse gave the exam papers to the students.’

22 The answer in (91B) is judged to be better whem@ganied by the other alternative in the post-

verbal domain.

(1) Ayse @renci-ler-e sinav  &d-lar-in-i ver-di véér-e dsl.
Ayse student-PL-DAT exam paper-PL-POSS-ACQeftAST  parent-PL-DAT not
‘Ayse gave the exam papers to the students not tcatieais’
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Although the answer is triggered by a wh-questwoa can easily analyze the
focused phrase as contrastive focus in that thefsgtidents is contrasted with the
set of parents which is similar to a correctiveesteent.

The problem with this analysis is that the ansefe¢he wh-question can be
interpreted as contrastive topic or focus phrase @f the strategies to discard
‘contrast’, as a confounding variable within thesatexts, is to use wh-questions

asking for discourse-new and additional informatgrillustrated below.

(92) A: Bu programda her ili temsilen gelen yaracilar hiinerlerini gosteriyor.
Ornezin Yalovalilar elektronik cihaz onariyorlar. Oldukda yeteneKliler.
In this program contestants who represent townsvstheir skills. For instance, the
people of Yalova repair electrical devices. They aery skillful.
B: Yalovali-lar kka ne onar-yor-lar?
people of Yalova else what aiefpROG-3PL
‘What else do the people of Yalova repair?’
A: Yalovali-lar mobilya  aniyor-lar.
people of Yalova furniture repBIROG-3PL

‘The people of Yalova repair the furnéur

(93) A: Bu programda her ili temsilen gelen yaracilar hinerlerini gosteriyor.
Ornezin Yalovalilar elektronik cihaz onariyorlar. Oldukda yeteneKliler.
In this program contestants who represent townsvstheir skills. For instance, the
people of Yalova repair the electrical devices.yraee very skillful.
B: Bgka kim elektronik cihaz  onar-1yor?
else  who electrical deviceepair-PROG
Who else repair electrical devices?
A: Gumgghaneli-ler elektronik cihaz onar-1yor.
people of Gumgthane-PL electrical  device repair-PROG

‘The people of Gungkiane repair electrical devices.’
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(94) A: Duy-du-n mu, Hale Aerye yilbai hediye-si al-mi

hear-PAST-2SG QP Hale s@&yDAT Christmas gift-POSS  buy-PAST
‘Have you heard that Hale bought a Ghrés gift to Age?’

B: Peki Hale Bka kim-e yilza hediye-si al-g9
well Hale else who-DAT @&tmas gift-POSS  buy-PAST
‘Well, to whom else did Hale buy a Giimas gift?’

A: Hale Ahmet-e de vyifba  hediye-si al-mi
Hale Ahmet-DAT dA Christmas ftdeOSS buy-PAST
‘Hale bought a gift for Ahmet too.’

In (92) it is the object phrase, in (93) it is #hebject phrase, in (94) it is the indirect
object phrase that serves as the discourse-newitcems providing additional
information not available in the preceding cont®&emember that answers with
contrastive topic are partial in nature and theydbresolve the issue under
discussion or make shift for the topic under diseus In (92-94), we cannot analyze
the constituent providing additional informationcasmtrastive topic as the answer
resolves the issue under discussion. The othet fgoihat in these sentences the
constituents providing discourse-new informatioa aot uttered as the same with
the contrastive topic constituents given in (48-32)ere is an additional focus
phrase in (48-52) that bear main prominence irsémence while in (92-94) it is the
discourse-new constituent that bears main prommeHhoe discussion in 4.2 on
contrastive topic phrases will further show thas ik a crucial difference between
the contrastive topic asking for additional infotioa and discourse-new
constituents with additional information. Basedtba discussion so far we conclude
that as is the case with contrastive focus phrakssourse-new focus phrases are not
restricted to the immediately preverbal position.

The questioned raised at this point is why itif§adilt to form a sentence

with discourse-new constituents not surfacing sithmediately preverbal position.
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| think when it is not explicitly indicated with ddional constituents that the in-situ
constituent is a discourse-new constituent as2r9@), the sentence initial position
is interpreted to be the position of contrastiy@idar aboutness topic. This is
indicated in the examples (89-90). As it is theecagth contrastive focus phrases
discourse-new constituents are not restricteddarttmediately preverbal position
but as the sentence initial position is mostly @éed by topic phrases, discourse-
new constituents must be accompanied by expressiditaiting that the information
is purely discourse-new and additional. Maybe ihathy in (91), addition of
contrastive alternatives in the post-verbal donma@mking contrast explicitly makes
the structure more acceptable indicating thatnksitu constituent is a contrastive
focus.

Finally in this section we will take a look at thesstriction on movement of
focus phrases to the post-verbal domain. As alreatisd in the literature focus
phrases cannot surface in the post-verbal domagu(anli 1984, Kural 1993,
Demircan 1996, Kennelly 1997, Goksel and Ozsoy 2B8@ver 2003Sener 2010)

this domain not being a discourse prominent domain.

(95) A: Romanyali-lar uranyum-u onay-liyor.
Romanian-PL  uranium-ACC  appr®RROG
‘Romanians approve uranium.’
B: #Hayir, Romanyali-lar  onay-liyor [magnezyum-u}.
No Romanian-PL approve-PRO@agnesium-ACC

Intended reading: ‘No, Romanians apprnmagnesium.’

(96) A:lyonyali-lar nere-ye yayil-1yor?
lonian-PL  where-DAT move-PROG

‘Where do the lonians move towards?’
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B:dAyonyali-lar  yayil-1yor [Menemence]
lonian-PL  move-PROG Menemen-DAT

‘lonians move towards Menemen.’

However with focus phrases marked with overt pkasithe particle can surface in

the post-verbal domain but prominence cannot bimemparticle.

(97) a. [Sadece Romanyali-lgr] uranyum-u onayli-yor.
only Romanian-PL urankd@C  approve-PROG
‘Only Romanians approve uranium.’
b.#Uranyum-u onayli-yor [sadece Romanyalla
Intended reading: ‘Only Romanians approkanium.’

c. [Romanyali-lagk uranyum-u onayli-yor sadece.

The difference between (97a) and (97c¢) is tha®itt) we have to put main
prominence on the subject otherwise the partiakebaainterpreted to be attached to
the object or the verb. The next section take®k &t the distribution of topic

phrases in Turkish.

2.5.1.1 Focus categorization

The final issue to be resolved about focus phresi®e semantic/pragmatic
distinctions between contrastive and discoursedoews. The discussions in section
2.3.1.1 and 2.3.1.2 has shown that both discousseamd contrastive focus phrases
evoke a set of alternatives. One of the alternativehosen as the answer in contrast
to the other alternatives with discourse-new amdrestive focus constituents.

Hence contrast seems to be a side effect of treepce of alternatives that are not
chosen. If we take contrast as the main differdmetereen the focus types as the

focus phrase in the answer is contrasted with ther@lternatives in the set and
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chosen as the correct answer, both discourse-néwarirastive focus are
‘contrastive’. Krifka (2006) also suggests that th&tinction between the two focus
types is not due to the feature of ‘contrast’ bug tb the nature of the alternative
sets, one being closed and the other open. Thimitar to the analysis of contrast
by Kiss (1998:267) who suggests that identificaldocus is contrastive “.... If it
operates on a closed set of entities whose merabeitghown to the participants of
the discourse.” Note that this property of contvastocus is closely related with the
triggering contexts which are corrections or aléitre questions. Hence the
distinction between the two focus types cannotcbhatrast’ as it is context
dependent due to triggered alternative sets.

The other option is to take syntactic position istdurse-new and
contrastive focus phrases as marking the differehlge contrastive focus has also
been suggested as a subtype of focus due to mov@wossibilities in that they move
to a designated position to be marked as conteastisus which is not possible with
discourse-new constituents as in Hungarian. Howe&iermermann and Onea
(2011) suggest that in some languages contrasictesfphrases which appear ex-situ
can optionally surface in-situ. Additionally in Heaufor instance the ex-situ focus
position occupied by contrastive focus can alsodmeipied by discourse new focus.

In Finish, contrast is identified with the sententéal position. Vallduvi
and Vilkuna (1998) make a distinction as ‘rhemed dontrast’. Rheme refers to

new information while ‘kontrast’ is equivalent afantificational/exhaustive focus.
(98) A: What things did Anna get for her birthday?

B: Anna sai [kukkig]

Anna got flowers
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(99) A: What is it that Anna got for her birthday?
B: [kukkiak Anna sai

Vallduvi and Vilkuna (1998) suggest that in (98)1489) the accented phrase is
rheme, but in addition in (99) it is contrastivénefefore it is contrast which
determines the position of the focus phrase. Howihey also note that when the
answer is exhaustive the answer in (98) is alssibleswith a contrastive
interpretation. Remember the discussion in se@ibril on the distributional
properties of focus phrases in Turkish. Both dissetnew and contrastive focus
phrases can appear in-situ or in the immediatedygrbal position. When
‘contrastive’ ‘additional discourse new’ functioatfocus phrases are marked in the
context, contrastive and discourse-new constituesmssurface in-situ followed by
discourse anaphoric constituents. Hence the synfaasition does not also make a
distinction between the two focus types as it ggasted to be for Turkisliscever
2003).

To recap, if we take contrast as a side effecttefraatives, the distinction
between contrastive focus and discourse new faclosi. Even contrastive topic
phrases evoke alternatives out of which one isamoBhe syntactic position is not
distinctive either. We suggest that it is neithentcast nor syntactic position but
exhaustive identification that differentiates castive focus from discourse new
focus from a semantic point of view as illustratedection 2.3.1.2. Within the terms
of Kiss (1998), the predicate phrase exhaustivelgdfor the contrastive focus, not

with discourse new focus.
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2.5.2 Topic phrases
First we will take a look at the distributional pegties of contrastive topic phrases.
Contrastive topic phrases cannot surface followvtiregfocus phrase as illustrated

below.

(100) Can’dan n’aber? O ne yedi partide?
What about John? What did he eat at oty
Valla Can’t bilmiyorum ama...
Frankly, | don't know about John, but...
[Aylin]cr  [dolma-lar-dar ye-di.

Aylin dolma-PL-ABL  eat-PAST
Aylin ate from dolmas.’
iDolma-lar-dan} [Aylinlcr  ye-di.®® (Sener 2010, 10-12)

Additionally, we suggest that contrastive topicag®es cannot surface in the absence
of a focus phrase in the same sentence. The sente(it01B) is grammatical only
when we put focus on the verb. The elliptical cangd01C) is out in the absence of
a focus phras&ener (2010) suggests that ellipsis must be maxathethe way down

to but not into XP, and XP is the focused conshtuln (101C), the elliptical part
includes the focused part and hence the senterce gith a single contrastive
topic?* The structure becomes acceptable when we inchelfotused part as in

(101D).

2 Wagner (cited in Neeleman and Vermeulen2012) arthet the questions the answers of which
require a contrastive topic and a focus phrasebeamalyzed as a pair list question. The question i
(100) in the text above can be thought of as “Wieonhat at the party?” The reader can easily swap
the positions of contrastive topic and focus indhewer and find the answer acceptable. Hence in
order to understand the unacceptability of the @nsm(100) we should also read the target sentence
with the correct intonation.

24 The structure in (101b) is acceptable only wHAris interpreted to be attached to a discourse-new
constituent encoding additional information.
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(101) A: Toplanti-dan sonra g¢gn-lar istifa  mektub-u-nu versaher.
meeting-DAT after worker-PL resignatietter-POSS-ACC give-PAST-3PL

‘After the meeting the workers gave th&geation letters.’

Bfvalla, calsan-lar-i bil-me-m ama  fatcr istifa
well worker-PL-ACC know-NEG-1SGhut boss resignation
mektub-u-nu vergmi

letter-POSS-ACC  give-PAST
Intended reading: ‘Well, | don’t know about the wers but the boss gave the
resignation letter.’
C. #Caban-lar istifa mektub-u-nu versrter, [patrongr da.
worker-PL resignation letter-POSS@\give-PAST-3PL boss as for
D. Cakan-lar istifa mektub-u-nu ver-mis-ler,
worker-PL resignation letter-POSSE give-PAST-3PL
[patron}y da [rapor-H]
boss as for réqRCC

‘The workers gave the resignation letterfor the boss (he gave) the report.’

In the literature it is suggested that in some laggs such as Dutch (Neeleman and
Vermeulen 2012) and English (Constant 2014), cehitratopic phrases can surface
without a following focus phrase which are labedsdlone’ contrastive topic
phrases (Constant 2014). Now we will take a cltmek at the Turkish equivalents

of those examples. Although it seems that theam ine contrastive topic in (102),
it is easy to analyze yes/no questions in Turksshlgernative questions with an
implicit and negated coordinate as shown in (10dmBmber that alternative

questions are analyzed as a sub-type of contrastivs (Gotze et al. 2007).

% Kelepir (2001) notes that in Turkish negative pioyatems are licensed either in the presence of
negation or in yes/no questions. | suggest itésptesence of the implicit negation that licenses
negative polarity items in yes/no questions.
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(102) A: Ahmet CD-yi Aye-ye ver-di mi?
Ahmet CD-ACC Ag-DAT give-PAST QP
‘Did Ahmet give the CD to Ag?’
B: Valla CD-yi bil-mi-yormm ama, [kitabd} ver-di.
well CD-ACC know-NEG-PROG-1S6ut book-ACC give-PAST
‘Well, 1 don't know about the CD butghgave the book.’

(103) A: Ahmet CD-yi Aye-ye ver-di  mi yoksa ver-me-di mi?
Ahmet CD-ACC Ape-DAT give-PAST QP or give-NEG-PAST QP
‘Did Ahmet give the CD to Ag or not?’
B: Valla CD-yi bil-mi-yorum ama, [kitabg} [ver-di|
well CD-ACC know-NEG-PROG-1SGutb book-ACC give-PAST
‘Well, I don't know about the CD butghgave the book.’

The other example which is analyzed to be a cader@’ contrastive topic is given
in (104) below. The subject of the answer is aredyto be a contrastive topic
because it is not an exhaustive answer to the iQuastder discussion. The issue is

not resolved completely with the given answer.

(104) A: Zararlari bilindii halde uranyum kullanimi devam ediyorgntdangi
Ulkeler uranyumu onayliyorAlthough its damage is known, the usage of uranium
continues. Which countries approve uranium?
B: Valla, bildigim  kadariyla, [Romanyali-lasj uranyum-u onayli-yor.
well as far as | know, Ramzen-PL  uranium-ACC approve-PROG

‘Well, as far as | know, Romanians apprax@nium.’

This is not a yes/no question and note that thle wethe answer is the same with the

verb in the questioff. Note that the same answer can be given to thistigmewith

% When the truth value of the whole propositionrigphasized it is called verum focus. (Gotze et. al
2007). The emphasized part is not only the semantitent of the constituent bearing focus but the
whole proposition. We suggest that this construcisoan example of verum focus.
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focus on the subject which makes the answer anuskilia answer and does not

leave the issue unresolved as exemplified in (105).

(105) A: Zararlari bilindii halde uranyum kullanimi devam ediyorgntiangi

dlkeler uranyumu onayliyor?
Although its damage is known, the usage of uramantinues. Which countries

approve uranium?
B: [Romanyali-lagl  uranyum-u onayli-yor.
Romanian-PL uranium-ACC ppeove-PROG

‘Romanians approve uranium.’

In order to make sure that there is really no fquusise and we have a ‘lone’
contrastive topic in the answer in (104) we comgdhe pitch track of the same

sentence with focus on the subject in (195).
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Fig. 1. Answer with the subject as the contrastibec.

27 With the aim of having a non-perturbated pitcltkrand a pitch track with a prenuclear, nuclear
and post-nuclear domains we presented dialoguésweaitds composed of sonorants and sentences
composed of at least three constituents. Henceaheextual difference between (104) and (105) may
not be so clear, so we give the following dialogseanother example to illustrate the difference
better.
(1) A: Partiye kac ski gel-ecek?
party-DAT  how many person coRié¢T
‘How many people will come to the party?’
B: Bil-dig-im  kadariyla, [U¢ kilcr  gel-ecek, der-ler-in-den haber-im yok.
As far as | know, three persecome-FUT other-PL-GEN-LOC news-POSS absent
‘As far as | know, three people will cent don’t know anything about the others.’
(2) A: Partiye kag ki gel-ecek?
‘How many people will come to the party?’
B: [Ug ksi] ¢ gel-ecek, B&a kimse ism-in-i liste-ye zydir-ma-m;.
Three person come-FUT else anypame-POSS-ACC list-DAT write-CAUS-NEG-PAST
‘Three people will come; no one else wititgher name.’
While the answer in (2) resolves the issue undsudision, the answer in (1) can only be regarded as

a partial answer.
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Fig. 2. Answer with the subject as the focus.

In Fig. 1, when the subject is the contrastiveddpe verb bears focus and shows the
prosodic properties of the nuclear and post-nudearain in that there is a bump
with the accented syllable of the verb and thedtltts only after the accented
syllable of the verb (see Chapter 3 for the détallee non-final domains show the
properties of the prenuclear domain in that thetd boundary tone at the right edge
of these domains. In Fig. 2, on the other handirtiti@l domain shows the prosodic
properties of the nuclear domain in that therebsimp with the accented syllable of
the subject which is followed by a low referencehttill the end of the sentence.
Hence we can safely conclude that contrastive tioplarkish cannot surface within
the scope of focus and in the absence of focus.

As for the distribution of aboutness and contrastopic, the data given in
(54) repeated below as (106) for ease of expositigsirate that aboutness topic

precedes contrastive topics.

(106) A: Yurt dsinda calymaya giden Alanya ve Anamurlular gahalariyla buyuk
begeni toplamg. Simdi de bir Alman kanalinda Anamurlularge&kir kongmasi
yapiliyor. The guest worker groups who went from Alanya amah#ur to Germany
won recognition with their work. Now the German plecare making a speech that
praises the people from Anamur.
B: [Almanyali-larjt [Alanyali-lar-1kr [6vi-yor]r  mu?
German-PL people of Alany@@ praise-PROG QP
Do the German people praise the peiopie Alanya?
B':#[Alanyal-lar-i}r [Almanyali-lar]ar [6vU-yorE  mu?
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When contrastive topic precedes aboutness topcsehtence is not felicitous.
Finally, we will test whether contrastive topic phes can appear in the postverbal

domain.

(107) Can’dan n’aber? O ne yedi partide?
What about John? What did he eat at they@art
Valla Can’t bilmiyorum ama...
Frankly, | don’t know about John, but...
[dolma-lar-dany  ye-di [Aylingr
dolma-PL-ABL  eat-PAST Aylin

Aylin ate from dolmas.’

The first observation is that although the intomaal property of this sentence is not
the same with the ones given in (103-104), theeseet is fully acceptable. Goksel
and Ozsoy (2003, fn. 7) note that whibhis attached to a non-focused phrase, the
host and the clitic cannot appear to the righteffocus phrase with the exception of
answers echoing questions. This provides an evalfnmdhe argument that the non-
focused host witldA clitic is in fact a contrastive topic phrase. Gékand Ozsoy
(2003) further note that whetAis not attached to the focus phrase, the hostief t

clitic, which is contrastive topic, can appearhe postverbal domain.

(108) a. Anne-si-yle déhmet bu ginlerde [hig]
mother-3SG.POSS-COM dA Ahmetowadays at.all
anlga-mi-yor-muy.
get along-AB-NEG- PROG-EVI
‘As for his mother, Ahmet can’t alontgadl with her nowadays.’

b. Ahmet bu gunlerde [hi¢] anlg-a-mi-yor-myg anne-si-yle de
(Goksel &dsoy 2003, 9)
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We do not take post-verbal constituents in (107} H38discourse anaphoric
constituent because they still preserve the funaticshifting the discussion under
question. The data shows that in contrast to fptuases, contrastive topic phrases
can surface in the post-verbal domain losing timdmational properties which are
observed when they occur in the preverbal domdiis fposes a challenge for the
analysis of Wagner (2007, 2008) who takes contrastipic and focus phrases as
nested focus phrases. If we take contrastive @piocus phrases, we cannot explain
the restriction for F phrases to appear in the-pedtal domain which does not hold
for contrastive topic phrases as illustrated ab#egandicated in the previous
sections contrastive topic phrases cannot surfatieei scope of focus phrases.
Movement of the contrastive topic to the post-vepusition is not a problem for
this requirement as post-verbal constituents asemied to be able to take scope

over preverbal constituents in Turkish (Kural 19G6ksel 1998).

2.5.3 Discourse anaphoric constituents

Sener (2010) suggests that discourse anaphoricittgargs cannot surface between
the verb and the focus phrase, as focus phrasestbappear in the immediately
preverbal position. As the discussion on focus gésdias already shown, in this
study we suggest that discourse anaphoric constgwan actually optionally follow
in-situ focus phrases. The relevant examples @@ated below for ease of

exposition.

(109) A: Ahmet sinav Oncesi tutmdefterini vermg bagka birine. Nasil ¢cajacak
simdi defteri olmadan?
Ahmet gave his notebook to someone before the ¢i@mis he going to study for

the exam now without his notebook?
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B: [Mehmet}  [defter-in-iba

[ver-milpa, Ahmet dgil.
Mehmet

notebook-POSS-ACC  givwsSFP Ahmet  not
‘Mehmet gave his book to someone not Atime

(110) A: Duy-du-n mu, Hale A4erye yilbg hediye-si  al-mu
hear-PAST-2SG QP Hale s&yDAT Christmas (gift-POSS buy-PAST

‘Have you heard that Hale bought a §&hras gift to Aye?”’
B: Peki Hale kka kim-e yilla hediye-si al-gf?
who-DAT @&tmas  gift-POSS  buy-PAST
‘Well, to whom else did Hale buy a Glmas gift?’
A: Hale Ahmet-e

well Hale else

de vyigba hediye-si
Hale Ahmet-DAT dA Christmas iftg?OSS
‘Hale bought a gift for Ahmet too.’

al-gi
buy-PAST

However these sentences are not acceptable fepdakers who place focus phrases

in the immediately preverbal position. We keepdlseussion of this issue to the
next chapter.

Additionally, discourse anaphoric constituents cdrsurface in a position

preceding the contrastive topic phrases.

(111) A: Duy-du-n mu, Hale Ag-ye yilbg hediye-si  ver-mi

hear-PAST-2SG QP Hale s@yDAT Christmas gift-POSS give-PAST
‘Have you heard that Hale gave a Cimast gift to Age?’
B: Valla, yilba hediyesini bilmem ama

Well, I don’t know about the Christngi#t but
#[Haledr  [Ayse-yeba [araba-ygdr  [ver-mi]r
Hale Ae-DAT car-ACC

give-PAST
‘Hale gave Ay the car.’

The sentence initial constituent is the aboutngsie tand the dative marked

constituent is the discourse anaphoric constitgesmin in the preceding context. The

direct object shifts the topic under discussion bexce it is the contrastive topic.
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The verb bears focus but the structure is infeligt This structure is felicitous only
when the dative marked constituent is contrastpéctand the direct object bears
focus. But then the sentence initial constituemiasthe discourse anaphoric
constituent. Hence we conclude that discourse amaptonstituents cannot precede

contrastive topic phrases.

2.6 Conclusion

In this chapter we investigated the partitioningnddrmation structural units in
Turkish under the headings of (i) discourse-newstituents, (ii) contrastive focus,
(iif) aboutness topic, (iv) contrastive topic amjl discourse anaphoric constituents.
The main findings of this chapter are that:

» Focus phrases are distinguished not with respécontrast’ but ‘exhaustive
identification’ in that contrastive focus phrases @entified exhaustively as
the correct answer while this is not the case disicourse-new constituents.
However this distinction is not reflected in syntaxthat both discourse-new
and contrastive focus phrases do not have to sunfieihie immediately
preverbal position when they are put in appropriaigexts specifying their
function.

» Contrastive topics cannot surface in the absenéecat phrases but neither
can they do so in the domain of focus, which is ude semantic
composition of the contrastive topic. The set téralative propositions of the
focus phrase is part of the set of sets of alteragiropositions of the
contrastive topic phrase.

» Contrast is not a primitive notion as it is easiéincelled within context and it

is gradable (Dyakonova 2009).
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» Post-verbal domain cannot be identified as nonfestive domain as
contrastive topic can surface in this domain. Wtk post-verbal domain is
not licit for focus phrases even devoid of thetoimational properties in
Turkish, contrastive topic phrases can surfacai;xdomain. Based on this
distinction we suggest that contrastive topic cammoanalyzed as a focus
phrase in contrast to the analysis of Wagner (20033).

» Aboutness topics are taken to be sentence intiattuents telling us what
the rest of the sentence is about without markingrdrast or making a shift
in the topic under discussion. They precede caotivetopic phrases in the
sentence and they can be new or given in the cbntex

» Finally discourse anaphoric constituents are gigahent constituents in the
previous context that do not mark a topic shiftontrast. Departing from the
immediately preverbal focus analysgefier 2010); we suggest that discourse

anaphoric constituents can surface between thesfolctase and the verb.

The next chapter deals with prosodic propertiegals phrases in Turkish

building on the findings of two experimental stugdie
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CHAPTER 3

PROSODIC MARKING OF FOCUS PHRASES IN TURKISH

In this chapter, we investigate the prosodic maykihfocus phrases in Turkish

within the assumptions of the focus prominence.flle

(1) If Fis a focus and domain of focus (DF) isdtsmain, then the highest
prominence in DF will be within F. (Truckenbrodt 1995)

The investigation of prosodic realization of fo@igases has been an intriguing
issue, as languages opt for different phonologicghonetic strategies to realize the
highest prominence for focus phrases. In Italiaag€arelli 1997) and Tangale
(Zimmerman 2011), phonological rephrasing appliehsas boundary insertion or
deletion. For Japanese and German (Féry and Ish#@9) focus and givennes
have been suggested to have an effect on tondithaighe pitch accent or the
boundary tone without having an effect on phrasingdungarian, focus is marked
via overt syntactic movement to the immediatelywprbal position, which is also the
position of nuclear prominence. Genzel, Ishiham @aranyi (2014) indicate that
even in Hungarian, in which syntactic strategiesused to mark focus, dislocated
narrow focus in the immediately preverbal positi®nealized with extended height
of the fundamental frequency (f0) and longer doratvhen compared to broad focus
sentenced® Katz and Selkirk (2011) suggest that grammar makdistinction

between contrastive focus and discourse-new caestis by marking only

97 The earlier version of this chapter was publisae@iirer (2014).

1% FQ, fundamental frequency is the lowest frequasmyponent of a sound signal. Ladefoged
(2006:23) defines frequency as “a technical termafoacoustic property of a sound —namely, the
number of complete repetitions (cycles) of variasidn air pressure occurring in a second.” Thehpitc
on the other hand is “an auditory property thatodgsa listener to place it on a scale going from |
to high, without considering its acoustic propext{2006:23).” Although they are not the same, as
their up and down movements coincide measuring &yjuated as measuring the pitch of a sound
signal in the literature.
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contrastive focus with F feature. Contrastive fodiffers from discourse-new
information in that the accented syllable of costikee focus has an increased
duration, pitch excursion is larger for the contikesfocus constituent, and finally
contrastive focus has greater intensity.

For Turkish, we raise the following questions tcamswered in this chapter:
() In Turkish linguistics literature it was sugged that focus phrases are marked
distinctively with a H*L pitch accent (Ozge and Bahin 2010). Is there a difference
between broad focus sentences and narrow focusreest with respect to tonal
height of the pitch accents and boundary tonesonglogical phrasing?

(ii) issever (2003) suggests that only contrastive fosusarked via prosody while
discourse- new/presentational focus is markedtsiayintactic position. Given that
there is not a distinctive position for contrastiseus and discourse-new information
as discussed in Chapter 2, how contrastive focosiged differently than
discourse-new focus in the prosodic domain?

(i) Finally, what is the relationship between samtial stress and stress due to focus
prominence? Are they distinct operations?

Turkish is similar to Hungarian in that the immedlg preverbal position is
the default nuclear prominence position (Ahmet €&@a81, Erki 1983, Erguvanli
1984, Goksel and Ozsoy 2000). The experimentalegumbnducted in this chapter
reveal that unlike Hungarian (Genzel, Ishihara &aodanyi 2014); narrow focus in
the immediately preverbal position in Turkish does differ from broad focus
condition with regard to fO and duration measuretsieddditionally, contrastive and
discourse-new focus is not marked in the prosodydistinct way. However when

focus is in the initial or final domains, the F fked constituents attract IP level

199 pitch excursion is the difference between the mimh and maximum fO in the target syllable.
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stress which indicates that focus prominence ikzexhas IP stress in Turkish.
Finally, it will be shown that a phase based stesssgnment analysis (Untak-Tarhan

2006) cannot capture the Turkish data.

3.1 Prosodic realization of focus

The phonological representation of syntactic stmes is composed of prosodic
domains. The post-syntactic hierarchical prosodimains (Selkirk 1983, 1995,
2005, Truckenbrodt 1995) can be illustrated inftlewing way with their

equivalents in the syntactic domaif.

(2) Utterance (Utt) . Uttecan
Intonational Phrase (IP) : Root claus
Phonological Phrase (PiB) XP
Prosodic Word (PWd) °X

In Italian, some phonological rules apply takingppblogical phrases as the domain
of application. Frascarelli (1997) compares strregwith an [+F] marked
constituent and structures with broad focus witinalv constituents as illustrated in

(3) below.

110 For Japanese, phonological phrase is further aedlgs the minor (MiP) and major phrase (MaP).
There are some phonological and phonetic propestigsh indicate hierarchical organization of
prosodic domains of languages in general. The pésht at the MaP is found to be stronger than the
reset at the MiP edge (Selkirk and Tateishi 19pdjsodic breaks are observed following IPs but
obligatory pauses are not observed after MaP (Kaveahind Shinya 2008, Kan 2009), vowels are
found to be longer (Kan 2009) or more creaky (Kaavatand Shinya 2008) at IP edges, the initial
rises and final lowering is suggested to be stroagée Utt level (Kawahara and Shinya 2008).

11 Phonological rules for a phonological phrase ismsanized below:

(1) Wrap XP: for every XP, XP a projection of aiat category, there is a phonological phrase @,
such that all terminal elements that are dominbiedP are also dominated by @

(2) Stress XP: Each lexically headed XP must doratgphrasal stress.

(3) Align (PPh, R/L): align the right/left edge @¥ery phonological phrase with the right/left edde

phrasal stress. (Truckenbrodt 1995)

While the Wrap XP rule maps syntactic constituemti® prosodic constituents, the Stress XP rule in

(1) determines the prominence at the level of plamical phrase making sure that each phonological

phrase has a phrasal stress. The last rule ire¢8)rdines the direction of the edge-most prominence

for the phonological phrases which can be rightroo$¢ftmost.
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(3) a. new-new-new

b. new-contrastive-new
Frascarelli (1997) uses (i) phonological phrase @lamuleRaddoppiamento
Sintattico(RS) which applies between two words and lengthieasnitial consonant
of the second word under certain conditions arndrionational phrase domain rule
Gorgia ToscandGT) which changes the voiceless stops into cpaeding
fricatives between two vowels within and acrossadgor

In an all-new sentence as in (4a) phonological sghclomain rules do not

apply as the words belong to different phrases@disated with brackets.

(4) a. [portero] [tre [b:]assotti]
bring- will- 1SG three dachshunds
'(1) will bring three dachshunds.'
b. [portero [t:]RE [b:]assotti] (Frascarelli 1997, 21-22a)

In (4b), the F-marked constitudirte] enlarges its phonological phrase dom&8,
applies and the initial consonant[tE] is lengthened. In (5a) all the constituents are
in the same IP domai&T which changes voiceless stops into fricatives betwtwo
vowels and across words applies and [Kkoh] turns into [h] between two vowels

across words.

(5) a.[[ Andro]® fl cinemaj® [[h]on Luigi]®] |
go-will-1SG to-the cinema with Luigi
(1) will go to the cinema with Luigi.'
b.[[Andro] @ [al CINEMA]®], [[K]on Luigi], (Frascarelli 1997, 38-39)

In (5b) on the other harfdl cinema] is focused and an IP boundary is inserted to the

right edge of the focused constituent which bldtiesapplication of GT as a result
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of which the voiceless stop surfaces as [k]. Hendtalian focus has an effect on the
phonological phrasing.

Féry and Ishihara (2009) indicate that in JapaaeseGerman focus and
givenness keeps phonological phrasing the samadyavi impact on the pitch
accent and boundary tone heidttin Japanese, within a phonological phrase
downstep applies and the reference height of theqgalic words undergoes lowering
as illustrated in Fig. 3 below. Downstep is blockégth the beginning of the

adverbial phraspmademo]as it forms a separate phrase.

(6) Naoya-wa [CP Mari-ga wain-oi [VP nomiya-dedinda] to] imademo omotteru
N.-TOP M.-NOM wine-ACC bar-LOC drank that still think
‘Naoya still thought that Mari drank somethiaigthe bar.’

e TR A PG T S IR et e APt oy

300

Pitch (Hz)

200

1004
wain—o nomiyade nénda ka imademo sirtagéatteiru

Naoya—wa l Mari—ga

o 3.7259
Time (s)

Fig. 3. Pitch track of an all-new declarative s&ige in Japanese.
(Féry and Ishihara 2009, 18)

In the presence of a sentence initial focus phaaga (7), post-focal compression is

observed!®

(7) dare-ga [CP Mari-ga wain-oi [VP nomiya-de thdd] to] imademo omotteru no?
who-NOM M.-NOM wine-ACC bar-LOC drank that still think Q
‘Who still thinks that Mari drank wine at thar?’

12 pitch accents mark the prominent syllable and Haontones mark the edge of a phonological

phrase.
113 post-focal compression refers to compressionepttth height of the post-focal constituents or

deaccenting.
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dare—ga | Mari-ga | wain—o | nomiya-de nénda ka imademo siritagatteiru no?

o 3.00735
Time (s)

Fig. 4. Pitch track of a wh- question in Japanese.
(Féry and Ishihara 2009, 18)
However, phonological phrasing remains the samiuasrated in Fig. 4.
For English, Katz and Selkirk (2011) investigate gnosodic properties of

contrastive focus and discourse-new constituergsdan the following set.

(8) a. Focus-new: [..... [...]JFocus [...] Discourse-New]
b. new-Focus: [..... [...]Discoudew [...] Focus]
C. new-new: [..... [...]Discoarblew [...] Discourse-New]

Katz and Selkirk (2011) suggest that contrastiai$oand discourse-new
constituents do not differ with respect to typepid¢h accents or prosodic phrasing.
Pitch accents are marked with H* preceding a phiiaséL tone. However,
contrastive focus differs from discourse new infation in that the pitch accented
syllable of contrastive focus has an increasedtduraarger pitch excursion and
greater intensity.

Finally, for Hungarian, Genzel, Ishihara and Sur§2@14) suggest that
syntactic focus marking is not the only strategg aarrow focus phrases in the
immediately preverbal position also have a highhpheight and longer duration
than broad focus sentences. As for the distindietween contrastive and non-

contrastive focus distinction they find out thagrid is not a distinction with the focus
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phrase itself but contrastive focus reduces thenprence of the post-focal
background domain more than the non-contrastivesioc

To recap, different prosodic means are used todenfaxus prosodically
and the aim of this chapter is to find out the pods mechanisms used in Turkish.
Before we move onto the discussion of the experialestudies conducted, we will

go over the prosodic properties of Turkish discdseehe literature.

3.2 Prosodic properties of Turkish

Kabak and Vogel (2001) organize the prosodic domafriTurkish as Phonological
Phrase (PPh), Clitic Group (CG) and Phonologicald\(@W) to explain the stress
domains of Turkish. PW is the domain of word strass the final syllable of the
phonological word is stressed. CG is the domaiciit€ group stress and the first
word in this domain is promoted in stress. PPhésdomain of phrasal stress and the

first word in this domain is promoted in stress.

(9) a. Phrase b. Compound
[[[siit ]pw]cc [[beyazbw-dirlcd] [t Jpw [beyazpw-dir Jcd]
milk white-EP COP '(It) is milk-white.'
'Milk is white.' (Kabak & Vogel 2001, 3)

In (9a) word stress is assigned to the phonologweatl ‘siit’” and to the final syllable
of ‘beyaz’ In (9b) only the leftmost prosodic wosdit’ receives stress as the whole
compound is within Clitic Group. Kabak and Voged@2) makes a distinction
between phrase and compound stress based on timepdss that the constituents of
a compound are under a single CG while the comstituof a phrase are under
separate CGs. Charette, Goksel §ader (2007) anékizoglu and Kamali (2008) on

the other hand suggest that the distinction ofggeand compound stress based on
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CGs is not well motivatedkizoglu and Kamali (2008) argue that (i) in (98iit’ is
the syntactic subject even the topic of the clauskhence separate phrasing is
expected. As phonological phrasing distinction eaplain the different stress
patterns of 9(a-b), in this study we do not take &@& hierarchical prosodic domain
of Turkish.

Kan (2009) works on the tonal representation okiBlrand lists the
following accents for Turkish. Pitch accents whihrk the prominent syllable are
realized as H*,!H*, L+H* and L+!H*. They are inde variation as nuclear accents,
the starred tone indicating the prominent syllaBleundary tones mark the edge of
phrases and L%, H% are boundary tones marking TRitkish. Finally, phrase
accents surface between the last pitch accenth@ndaundary tone. L-, H- and
bitonal L+H- and L+!H- are possible phrase accemasking the PPh boundary in
Turkish.

Kan (2009) further adds that in addition to thesmdic domains suggested
by Kabak and Vogel (2001), there is an Intonatidttalase as a higher prosodic
domain above PPh in Turkish. Kan (2009) bases igemna@ents on (i) boundary tone
placement, (ii) linguistic pause distribution, Xiiead prominence and (iv) phrase-

final lengthening of vowels.

S00-

10 Oy
S50

Ditch(Hz)

T T T T T T T T T
L+H* L+H~* L-H%% L+H* L+H~* L-HS% L+H* L+!H* L-L %%
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

6.374 10.61
Time(s)

Fig. 5. Pitch track of conjoined IPs.
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(10)  L+H* L+H*  L-H% L+H* L+H*  L- H%
[[Ayla]ppn [muz-la-1  soy-uyokedie [[Numarieen [€lma-la-1  yiki-yo]erd e
Ayla banana-PL-ACC peel-PROG Numapple-PL-ACC wash-PROG

L+H* L+IH* L- L%
[[Miray]ppn [ayva-la-I dilimli-yo] ppq ip
Miray quince-PL-ACC slice-PROG
‘Ayla is peeling the bananas, Numan is washingaihyges, and Miray is slicing the
quinces.’ #2009, 15)

The first piece of evidence for a distinct level®fin Turkish is that there is a rapid
rise in IP final position as illustrated in Figabove. Kan (2009) suggests that this L-
H% boundary tone marks the end of IP. The secaewkmf evidence comes from
linguistic pauses. Although there is no obligatpayise at phonological phrase level,
there is a pause IP finally as illustrated abovee third piece of evidence is that IP
final vowels are lengthened even if no pause fadlawfast speech rate.

Kan (2009) further suggests that prominence readizat PPh and IP levels

differs. At PPh domain prominence is realized anl#ft most constituent.

(11) Pitch Accent Placement Rule (PAPR)
The head of a Phonological Phrase requires anatitoral pitch accent.
(Kan 2009, 2)

According to this rule pitch accent is anchoreth® stress bearing syllable of the

head in the PPh. This is illustrated in (12) below.
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(12)

|
[[Anane-njpen {e yenile-dilpd e

grandmother-ACC-1SG.POSS house- ACC welPAST

Lt Lo+H L- H%

| H* !I—II* L-I L%
[[ki bu  ®@-appn [pahalya mal ol-dujedip
COMP this she-DAT expensive-DAT  ttcos COP-PAST
‘My grandmother renewed the house, which cost Het.’a

Each pitch accent is anchored to the stress begyitaple of the head of the PPhs.
At IP level on the other hand the prominence ishenrightmost PPh within the IP.
There are two IPs and hence IP stress is on themast PPh in each casevi’ and
‘pahaliya’ bear IP stress being the head of the rightmostvi#tPin the IPs.

Ozge & Bozahin (2010) investigate prosody of focus phraséuitkish
and claim that prosody is the only strategy thgwais focus and it is marked with
H*L- pitch contour in Turkish. Ozge & Bgahin (2010) suggest that there is no
semantic distinction between contrastive focus@edentational focus and they are
not marked with different strategies. The differemcdue to the fact that contrastive
focus is more restricted with regard to projectmssibilities and it is followed by a
deaccentuated domain while presentational focugpurgact focus and include the

verb in the same phrase as well.

(13) a. Berlin seyahat-iniz nasil  gec-ti?

B. trip-2PL how pdRAST
‘How was your trip to Berlin?’
b. (AYNUR) Berlin-e gitti. O-na sor.
A. B.DAT go-PAST hefDAT ask
‘Aynur has been to Berlin; ask her.’ (Ozge & Baahin 2010, 70)
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(14) a. Ali kim-i gor-du?
Ali who-ACC see-PAST
‘Whom did Ali see?’

b. Ali ne yap-ti?
Ali what do-PAST
‘What did Ali do?’

rheme theme rheme
(15) a. ...... (AYNUR-U gor-da)...... b. ...... (AYNUR-U gor-dd).....
H* L-L% *H L-L%

(Ozge & Baahin 2010, 62-63)

In (13b), the contrastive focus is on a narrow argat. The answers in (15a-b) with
H* L-L% tones on the other hand are potential amswe the questions in (14a-b)
respectively and as (15b) indicates focus can progethe whole VP As the
discussion in the previous chapter has shown, astiie focus and discourse new
constituents differ semantically with respect thaxstive identification. In (15a) the
object phrase is triggered as the focus phraseewhi15b) the whole VP is
triggered. Within each phonological phrase it is lgftmost constituent that gets PPh
level prominence and hence (15a-b) are both paleartswers to (14a-b). Instead of
analyzing this set of data as the difference batvike projection possibilities of

focus phrases we suggest that the difference isadfoeus phrases triggered.

14 Ozge and Bamhin (2010) suggest that there is not semantiindtiin between contrastive focus

and presentational focus based on the followingmgta in which the answer is not necessarily

contrastive.

(1) a. Daha once Berlin-e gitgni biri-ler-inin yardim-in-a ihtiyac-1miz var.
more before B.DAT go-REL one-PL-GENelp-3SGPOSS-DAT need-1PLPOSS exist
‘We need help from someone who has be@&etbn before.’

b. (AYNUR) (Berlin-e git-ti) o-rach sor-abil-ir-im
A B.-DAT go0-PAST s/he-RB ask-ABL-PRES-1SG
‘Aynur has been to Berlin. | can ask her.’ (6zge and Bawn 2010, 69)

We also think that contrastive focus interpretat®not available in this sentence because thestbj
given in capital letters is in fact a contrastigpit phrase. The implicit big question under discus

is among us, who has been to Berlin?’ and thistipress answered for only one person and hence the
answer is partial.
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Kamali (2011) refines the tonal representation wfkish in the following way. The
boundary tones are restricted to H- boundary tomieearight edge of the utterance
initial domain and L- at the right edge of the noitial domains. As for pitch

accents, in line with Levi (2005), Kamali suggdsts for the lexically accented
words with stress on the non-final syllabteKamali (2011) does not suggest a pitch
accent for non-lexically accented wortd8Now we will go over the prosodic
properties of the prenuclear, nuclear and posteanaomains in Turkish under
neutral intonation based on the findings of Kan{2li11).

Prenuclear DomainUnder neutral intonation, the subject in an SOMmesece

surfaces in the prenuclear domain.

300

2504 3
2004\ \/ \'\v—%—fﬁ
1504 T~

0
= T~ AN
= 10 = = - -
= numaralars limonluya yonlendirmeli
£ ACC DAT Y
L S i
“He should forward the numbers to the one with lemons.’
(8] 2.207
Time (s)
Fig. 6. Prenuclear domain. (Kamali 2011, 3.4)

The pitch accent of the subject is realized as Bl a H- boundary tone surfaces at

the right edge of this domain.

115 gee also Ozge (2003), Levi (2005) and Ozge angabirz (2010)ipek and Jun (2013) for the
tonal representations of Turkish. As the labelifithe tonal properties of the constituents does not
make a difference for our study we use the toralegentation of Kamali (2011).

1811 Turkish the majority of the words have stressfe final syllable, labeled as non-lexically
accented words. Stress shifts when affixes arechtidthe stem.

(1) a. eleman b. eleman-lar
‘personnel’ personnel-PL
‘personnels’

Some of the words are stressed on a non-finaltdgliand stress does not shift when affixes arecadde
to the stem. These words are lexically accentedisvor

(2) alyonya Hyonya-da
‘lonia’ lonian-LOC
‘in lonia’
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Nuclear Domainin SOV order this is the domain where object stefaunder
neutral intonation and gets nuclear prominenceré tsea different pattern between
lexically accented words and finally stressed wand$is domain. When there is a

finally stressed word a plateau is observed folldlg a fall starting with the onset

of the verb as in Figy. below.

300

250+
— 2004
N
ja =)
E 15 T — —
= bunalanlart limonluya yonlendirmeli
= ACC DAT v

H L H
‘He should direct those who get overheated to the one with lemon.’
(0] 1.908
Time (s)
Fig. 7. Nuclear domain with a finally stressed evor (Kamali 2011, 3.8)

With lexically accented words, the fall starts earvith the L of the H*L pitch

accent of the lexically accented syllable as in Bigelow.

) 5 W oooo
ol L L i, ——
2 bunalanlart 1iMONIluya yonlendirmeli
& ACC DAT v
H- L- HL L-
‘He should direct those who get overheated to Limonlu.’
0 1.874
Time (s)
Fig. 8. Nuclear domain with a lexically accenteorev (Kamali 2011, 3.9)

Post-nuclear Domaintn the post-nuclear domain, the reference heigtiienuclear

domain is not preserved and a lower height ismethuntil the end of the utterance

as illustrated in Fig. 9 below.
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250
200+

150+

=
=
= lo - =
2 bunalanlart limonluya yoénlendiriyor
5 ACC DAT v
H- L
‘He is directing those who get overheated to the one with lemon.’
0 1511
Time (s)
Fig. 9. Post-nuclear domain. (Kamali 2011, 3.14)

Before we move on to the current study we will gerca final study on prosodic
realization of focus in Turkistipek (2011) measures f0, duration and intensity of

focus phrases in medial, initial and final domaased on the following target

sentences.
(16) a. Tuna babami dovsu b. Lale duvari boyami
‘Tuna beat my dad.’ ‘Lale painted the wall.’
c. D6ne dedemi kovrgu d. Mine burnunu yikami
‘Done sent away my grandpa.’ ‘Mine washed her nose.’

As for the results of the studigek (2011) notes that (i) medial focus does ndedif
from broad focus with regard to fO, duration oeimity, (i) initial focus has a higher
duration, (iii) final focus has greater intensifijpek (2011) suggests these sentences
were triggered by questions to trigger right infatman structure but the triggering
guestions are not included in the paper. Henceongotl know whether the focus
phrases are contrastive or discourse-new focussmiork.

The studies of Kan (2009) and Kamali (2011) areetam focus neutral
sentences. Hence it is not possible to see prosagliking of focus phrases in
Turkish in these studies. Ozge and gdEn (2010) work on focus phrases but their

study is not a strictly controlled study in thahtrastive focus and presentational
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focus do not appear on the same constituent isdhee environment. The study of
Ipek (2011) is more controlled in that focus inialjtmedial and final domains are
investigated based on the same set of sentencesuvdoas pointed out earlier, we
do not know much about the nature of the focusgEhes sentences are given out of
context. Hence we needed to conduct a controkpdrénental study. The next

section is the investigation of the current study.

3.3 First study

In the first study, we aimed to find an answerhi® tesearch questions raised at the
beginning of the chapter namely, the prosodic za&ibn of (i) broad focus and
narrow focus sentences, (ii) contrastive focusdiadourse-new focus and possible

differences among these conditions.

3.3.1 The stimuli
The target (a-b-e) and control sentences (c-duded the following information

structural ordering in SOV order.

Table 1. The Order of the Structures Used in th& Btudy

S O Y,
(@ GNG given discourse-new given
(b) GCG given contrastive focus  given
(c) Broad Focus discourse-new discourse-new discourse-new
(d) GGG given given given
(e) CGG contrastive focus  given given

In target structures (a-b), contrastive focus asdadirse-new information is in the
medial position, given constituents surfacing ie ithitial and final positions. Given

constituents explicitly surface in the precedingteat. As Katz and Selkirk (2011)
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indicate, comparing the context in (b) with theteom in (c) has some drawbacks in
that contrastive focus constituent can be fountbtee greater phonetic prominence
than discourse-new constituent as they are ndteirsdme minimal context. In (c)
discourse-new constituent is preceded and follomedew information and
downstep is expected following the prenuclear domlai (b) on the other hand the
contrastive focus constituent is surrounded bymgivaterial which is expected to be
phonetically non-prominent (Féry and Samek-Lodo2@06). Hence downstep
pattern will not have the same effect in this s and the contrastive focus
constituent can be found to have greater phonetimimence. In this study this is
controlled for as discourse-new and contrastivei$as presented in the same
minimal context surrounded by given informatiorboth cases as in (a-b). The
comparison of (a-b) with (c) will show whether c@stive focus and discourse-new
object phrase is realized in a different way tHendbject in broad focus condition
which is our first research condition. The compamisf (a-b) will indicate whether
there is a difference between the two focus typleistwis our second research
question. With the last order in (e) we aim to foud whether focus phrases show
different prosodic properties with respect to pitegister and phonological phrasing
in sentence initial and medial positions which wilte us ideas with respect to the
third research question.

For each condition we had the same 4 target sesgendotal. Three of
these sentences were composed of lexically accerdsds and one of them was
composed of finally stressed words. With the ainaafiding perturbations in the
pitch track due to sounds in the obstruent categeeyused sonorants in all

structures. The sentences were put in a dialogoete sure that right information
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structural notions were triggered. We also aimechéie the reading process as
natural as possible (See Appendix A for exampldb®@structures in the first study).
Contrastive focus was triggered by corrective statas (17) or alternative questions

(18) in medial and initial domains (19).

(17) A: iyonyali-lar Omerli-ye yayil-yor-lar
lonian-PL Omerli-DAT moWRROG-3PL
“The lonians move towards Omerli”
B: Hayir yaniliyorsun,iyonyali-lar [Menemen-g}  yayil-iyor-lar.
No, you are wrong, lonian-PL ~ MemeDAT move-PROG-3PL

“The lonians move towards Omerli”

(18) A:iyonyali-lar Menemen-e mi  yoksaOmerli-ye — mi
lonian-PL  Menemen-DAT QPor Omerli-DAT QP
yayil-iyor-lar?
move-PROG-3PL
“Do the lonians move towards Meneme@orerli?”
B:lyonyali-lar [Omerli-yejs yayil-iyor-lar.
lonian-PL  Omerli-DAT  move-PRGBPL

“The lonians move towards Omerli”

(19) A: Pek cok ulke bu tur silahlarin yapimindanyum kullanimini onayliyor.
Bunlardan biri de Yunanlilar.
Many of the countries approve the usage of uranmuthese kinds of
weapons. The Greek is one of them.
B: Hayir yanil-iyor-sun, Yunatdr desil.
No wrong-PROG-2SG  Greek-Plnot
[Romanyali-lag:  uranyum-u onayli-yor.
Romanian-PL uranium-ACCppeove-PROG

No you are wrong. It is not the Gree&nfanians approve uranium.

Discourse-new focus was triggered by wh- quest{@os.

115



(20) A: iyonyali-lar nereye yayil-1yor-lar?
lonian-PL where move@R-3PL
‘Where do the lonians move?’
B:lyonyali-lar [Menemen-g}, yayil-iyor-lar.
lonian-PL  Menemen-DAT movR®G-3PL

“The lonians move towards Menemen”

Broad focus sentences (21) and all-given sentgi2@svere triggered in dialogues

similar to the one exemplified below.

(21) A: Ne izli-yor-sun, ne var televizyon-da?
what watch-PROG-2SG what present iglen-LOC
‘What are you watching, what is on TV?’

B: [Almanyali-lar Anamurlu-lar-i ov-Uyor-lar]
German-PL people of Anamu-&RCC praise-PROG-3PL
Belli ki Anamurlu-lar yii calg-1yor-lar.

apparently people of Anamur-PL  good orkwPROG-3PL
‘The German people praise people from Anamur. Appidy, people from

Anamur work hard.’

(22) A: Biliyor  mu-sun, su anda bir televizyon program-i izli-yamu
know-PROG QP-2SG now a TV program-ACC watch-PROG-1SG
ve Almanyali-lar Anamurlu-lar-i ov-uyor-lar.

and German-PL people of AnaAULFACC  praise-PROG-3PL
‘You know what, | am watching a TV program now d@hd German praise
the people from Anamur.’

B: Bil-iyor-um, biliyorum. [Almanyali-lar Aamurlu-lar-i ov-uyor-lar]
know-PROG-1SG German-PL peapla.-PL-ACC praise-PROG-3PL

Ben dgu an ayni programi izliyorum. Bir Anamurlu olargbk mutlu-yum.
‘I know, | know. The German praise the people obAwr. | am also watching

the same program now. As a person from Anamur, Vamy happy.’

In total we had 20 sentences, four sentences @r eandition, and six fillers. The

next section takes a look at the elicitation precsd the participants.
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3.3.2 Participants and the recording procedure

Three female speakers (AD, ETI)Nind three male speakei&( OG, ST) with the
age span between 26 and 58 participated in thestuidy. All the participants were
native speakers of Turkish living in Istanbul. Naféhem was a linguist and they
were all naive to purpose of the study.

The recording was done in a quiet setting andhiee sessions. The target
and control dialogues were given to the informanta paper in random order. The
dialogues were rehearsed with the researcher anpattiicipant in order to make the
conversation as natural as possible. For each glialothe researcher read the
triggering context and the participant read thegetrstructures. Repetition of the
structures was done only for mispronunciation cam®s$ hesitation pauses. Each
session was recorded via the recording functiorthef software program Praat
(Boersma and Weenink 1992-2014) without giving @akrand then the target and

control sentences were extracted for the analgdsaat.

3.3.3 Measurement points

The sentences were annotated manually by the obszdaking the syllables as
intervals. The annotation was done listening tosinénd file and focusing on the
characteristic formants of the vowels in the spaptm as a cue for the boundaries

(Ladefoged 2006).
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Fig. 10. Measurement points in the first study,@séentence, speakei.N

In the pre-nuclear domain, in which the subjectazgs, we measured the (i)
maximum height of the accented syllable of the acthjabbreviated as
(subj_max_pith_accent) for ease of exposition exghaph and (ii) the peak of the
boundary tone (H_boundary_tone). We aimed to fumidwhether focus in the
nuclear domain has an effect in the initial domaime measurements in this domain
would also give us ideas as to how discourse ghem-distinction is marked in
Turkish. In broad focus sentences discourse-newtitoants and in narrow focus
sentences discourse-given constituents surfadesmiomain. In the nuclear domain
the measurement points are (i) the maximum heigtiteoaccented syllable of the
object (max_pitch_accent), (ii) the minimum pitcdwe of the preceding
(rise_min_pitch) and following syllable (fall_minitgh). We measured the minimum
pitch value of the preceding and following syllabdefind out whether there is pitch
excursion or not. With finally stressed words thk fiollowing the accented syllable
is measured as the minimum pitch value at the étigedinal syllable. In the post-
nuclear domain the minimum pitch value at the fsdtable of the verb
(verb_min_pitch) is the measurement point. Thewan to find out whether there is
post-focal compression or not. The sentences i€BE& condition were annotated

without doing measurements.
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Based on the syllable intervals, the minimum andimam fO measurements were
extracted manually using the ‘get maximum pitch'daiget minimum pitch’
commands of Praat. The fO values were then put iexael sheet which was used for

statistical analysis.

3.3.4 Results

First we will go over the pitch tracks of the stwes with narrow focus and broad
focus cases to see whether there is a differente nspect to pitch accents or
phonological phrasing.

As illustrated in Fig. 11, 12 and 13 for the saseatence, in the prenuclear
domain there is a bump with the accented syllabteesubject and the right edge of
the prenuclear domain is marked with H boundargtdn the nuclear domain there
is a slight bump with the pitch accent of the objd@nally, in the post-nuclear

domain a lower reference height is retained.
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0
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5000 Hz{j" il {350 Hz
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1 P} HIL 2)
2 Al I man I ya Ihl lar AI na |mur| lu |la|n élvﬁlyorl lar (16)
3 Almanyal-lar Anamurlu-lar-1 ov-liyor-lar ] 4
4 German-PL people of A.-PL-ACC praise-PROG-3PL ] 4
=5 “The German praise the people of Anamur” 9

1/1)

Fig. 11. Broad focus condition, speakdr N
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Fig. 12. GCG condition, speaker OG.
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3| Almanyali-lar Anamurlu-lar-1 Gv-tiyor-lar
4 German-PL people of A.-PL-ACC praise-PROG-3PL
5 “The German praise the people of Anamur”

Fig. 13. GNG condition, speaker OG.

Hence we conclude that focus in the immediatelygnteal position does not have an

effect on pitch accents or phonological phrasingwNet's take a look at sentences

with contrastive focus in the initial domain.

2252381
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i[500 Hz

75 Hz
G

(17)

(3)

(3/3)

2| Almanyali-lar Anamurlu-lar-1 Gv-liyor-lar
< 3| German-PL people of A.-PL-ACC praise-PROG-3PL
g
4 “The German praise the people of Anamur”

Fig. 14. CGG condition, speaker AD.
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Note that the pitch track of this sentence is ddifé from the ones in Fig. 11-13.
There is a bump with the accented syllable of tligext followed by a low reference
height till the end of the sentence. We did nolude the CGG sentences for the
statistical analysis as the same measurementsponot surface and keep the
discussion of these structures to section 3.4No# we will see whether focus
makes a difference for the tonal height of pitcbesnts or boundary tones. Some of
the speakers have a pitch span between 100 HzGihHABwhile some others have a
pitch range between 75 Hz and 275 Hz. AlthougHdiwest and the highest pitch
values differ, the speakers have the same pitajerahAfter the extraction of the fO
values for the target measurement points, withatheof excluding the variation not
due to focus condition but due to speaker pitclyearariation, we normalized the
measured fO values for each speaker. The transtbvalaee is measured based on
the mean value of the lowest value in the postearalomain and the highest value
in the pre-nuclear domain® We got the following plot for the 6 speakers based

these measurement points.
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1 all-new
0,5
0 —— new
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1 g?,(\ ‘9(\ \\c (?‘(\ \\9 \‘5.,
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Fig. 15. Plot of the four conditions based ontthesformed values of 6 speakers.

17 pitch span refers to the highest and lowest vatuethe pitch range.
Y% 0r each speaker the mean minimum value in themasear domain for GCG, GNG and broad
cases is found which is taken as the baseline nfdan maximum value is also measured for GCG,
GNG and broad focus cases based on the highest ehthe boundary tone. The following formula is
used to obtain the transformed results.

Transformed value = measured fO - baselineean of maximum height - baseline
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Given constituents are prosodically non-prominemt they are destressed (Féry and
Samek-Lodovici 2006). With greater speaker involeatlarger pitch ranges are
expected (Bolinger 1986) and hence structures dviitourse new and contrastive
focus phrases are predicted to have higher vahagsthe other conditions. However,
as illustrated in Fig. 15 above, the structure$ wantrastive focus have the lowest
values while the all-given structures have the égglvalues at all measurement
points and this is puzzling. Even all-new senteraas lower values than all-given

sentences.

3.3.5 Discussion

There were a few issues that made the resultsedirgt study inconclusive. Note
that in the plot given in Fig. 15, all-given anaéad focus structures have higher
values than GNG and GCG condition. A closer loothatpitch tracks of all-given
and broad focus structures revealed that someeséthentences did not surface with

stress on the object but on the verb. This istiéied in Fig. 16 for a broad focus

sentence and in Fig. 17 for an all-given sentence.

oo m
o

1031 M

i] yon 2 : me | ne |me |ne
=2 lyonyah-lar Menemen-e yayil-tyor-lar (3/3)
3 Ionian-PL Menemen-DAT move-PROG-3PRSPL 3)
4 The Ionians move towards Menemen

Fig. 16. Pitch track of a broad focus sentenceaker ET.
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Fig. 17. Pitch track of an all-given structuregaker ST.

Note that in both pitch tracks the H- boundary taiéch marks the end of the
prenuclear domain surfaces not only at the entefrtitial domain but also at the
end of the medial domain. In the final domain thi dtarts after the accented
syllable of the verb which indicates that the vientms both the nuclear and the post-
nuclear domain. The initial and medial domains shimevproperties of the pre-
nuclear domain with a H- boundary tone markingahd of these domains.

Out of 24 all-new sentences, 13 sentences surfahestress on the verb
and not on the immediately preverbal object. Nagip¢2009) suggests that
unaccented accusative objects trigger pragmatsupposition while accented
accusative objects trigger only existential presgmn. In our data with all-new
sentences, accusative or dative marked objectsuttned by the speakers as part of
the background information, triggering existenfiedsupposition, with focus on the
verb. As for all-given condition, out of 24 all-gim sentences, 15 sentences surfaced
with stress on the verb not on the immediately erieal object. Most probably these
sentences were not uttered as mere repetitioregfrévious sentence but as an
assertion of the previous sentence with focus ervéib. These structures were not

omitted in the statistical analysis while comparatiggiven and broad focus
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conditions with GNG and GCG cases and hence higddaes for all-new and all-
given conditions can be misleading in Fig. 15.

For the lower value of contrastive focus and dissewnew constituents, the
puzzling result could be due to the nature of #nget structures used in the stddf.
Remember that contrastive focus phrases wereeglivita corrective statements as in
(17) but in each structure we used in the experirtieare were the expressions’
or ‘you are wrong’preceding the target sentence. The problem isathabntrast is
already signaled via these expressions, it maynkytbe intonation that marks focus
in the structure but the expressions of denial.il@rhyg with the alternative questions
as illustrated in (18), the speakers already kmeamfthe question which alternative
is excluded via contrastive focus in the answenddeas is the case in corrective
statements it may not only be intonation that digjtfae contrast but the question
itself."*

As for the discourse-new constituents elicitedwiaquestions, Hubert
Truckenbrodt (p.c) notes that one cannot makethiatethey are not exhaustive
answers. The speakers can utter the answer ahaostive answer to the preceding
wh-question excluding the implicit alternatives altgbualternatives are not given in
the question. To recap, there were some confoungiogerties with respect to the

stimuli which led us to the second experimentatigtilne details of which are

investigated in the following section.

1191 am grateful to Hubert Truckenbrodt for pointithis out.

12Caroline Féry (p.c) suggests that the other passézson for the lower values of contrastive focus
can be due to downstepping. As illustrated in d®ontrastive focus condition, there are two
sentences in the same utterance. After the expresef denial there can be a downstep with the
ongoing sentence with contrastive focus constituent
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3.4 Second study
In the second study we restricted our data to GGG and broad focus sentences
and we composed our target sentences taking imsideration the above mentioned

confounding facts.

3.4.1 The stimuli

The structures used in the second phase of thg atedllustrated in Table 2.

Table 2. The Order of the Structures Used in #&8d Study

S O Y,
(a) GNG given discourse-new given
(b) GCG given contrastive focus  given
(c) Broad Focusdiscourse-newdiscourse-new discourse-new

In order to avoid perturbation and distortion ie fhtch track due to obstruent
sounds, lexically accented words with sonoranteweosen. For each condition we
had 6 target structures all of which were compasddedxically accented words. We
included 24 fillers which can be grouped into thmegin categories. The first two
groups were given as answers to the questiohshait kind of’and*how’ and the
final group was composed of additional commenthéoprevious context without
triggering questions (See Appendix B for examplestmctures in the second
study).

Contrastive focus constituents in GCG order waggéred via corrective
statements embedded in dialogues. With the aireadfihg intonation as the only cue
to mark focus phrase, expressions of denial wereised in the target sentences as

exemplified in (23).
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(23) A: Bu programda her ili temsilen gelen yaracilar hiinerlerini gosteriyor.
Ornesin Yalovalilar elektronik cihaz onariyorlar. Oldukda yetenekliler.
In this program the contestants who represent edtgtshow their skills. For
instance, the people of Yalova repair the electritevices. They are very skillful.
B: Yalovali-lar mibfa onar-lyor-lar.
people of Yalova-PL furniture-NOM repair-PROG-3PL

The people of Yalova repair furniture.’

The contrastive focus constituent in the answeluebes the explicitly mentioned
alternative in the preceding context. The exclusibthe alternative can be signaled
only via intonation of the answer as the expressafrovert denial such aso’, ‘you
are wrong’are not used. In alternative questions, one oéleenatives are explicitly
given in the previous discourse, and the speakaw&mwhich alternative is excluded.
Hence in this study alternative questions are setlu

As for discourse new constituents, with the airmaking sure that the
answer to the question is not interpreted as aauestive answer, discourse-new
constituents are elicited via wh- questions askimgdditional information (See the

discussion in section 2.5.1).

(24) A: Bu programda her ili temsilen gelen yaracilar hinerlerini gosteriyor.
Ornesin Yalovalilar elektronik cihaz onariyorlar. Oldukda yetenekliler.
In this program the contestants who representyastiow their skills. For instance,
the people of Yalova repair the electrical deviddsey are very skillful.
B: Yalovalilar bgka ne onariyorlar?
What else do the people of Yalovair@pa
A: Yalovali-lar mobdy onar-lyor-lar.
people of Yalova-PL furniture-NOM repair-PROG-3PL

‘The people of Yalova repair furniture.’
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The question elicits an additional answer whichsdoet exclude the alternative
given in the previous discourse and the answeisdrse-new.
Finally, broad focus sentences are elicited infoflewing context viawhat

else?’question type.

(25) A: Neler oluyor?
What is happening?
B: Grenciler okula bghyor.

Students start going to school.

A: Baka?
What else?
B: Yalovali-lar mobilya onar-iyor-lar.

people of Yalova-PL  furniture-NOM repair-PROG-3PL

‘The people of Yalova repair furniture.

In the first study speakers tended to interpreabtrimcus sentence as part of shared
information and in nearly half of the structures #tress was realized on the verb not
on the object. With the aim of avoiding this po##ih we put the target sentence as
an answer asking for additional information whismot related with the first
question. The next section focuses on the partitgoand the elicitation procedure

for the second phase of the study.

3.4.2 Participants and the recording procedure

Five female speakers (BB, CT, EE, HT, KC) and thmede speakers (EK, MA, UE)
with the age span between 20 and 29 participatéaeistudy. All the participants
were native speakers of Turkish, and had beengiwirGermany for 2 weeks to 6

months at the time of the recording and none ahtlxas fluent in German as a
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second languagélone of them was a linguist and they were all n&iveurpose of
the study.

The recording was done in a quieirsgtind in single sessions with a
portable recorder (TASCAM DR-05) with 48 kHz samplirate and 16 bit solution.
The dialogues were given to the participants i@ep. Two randomization
processes were applied with respect to the prasamtat the data. With the aim of
avoiding researcher bias, the researcher did ketaative part in the elicitation
process and the participants were randomly matttheshearse the dialogues. In the
first phase of the recording session the targetcantrol dialogues were given to the
participants in a paper in random order and thimgiges were rehearsed by two of
the participants. One of the participants uttehedttiggering contexts and the other
participant uttered the target sentences. In therskphase of the study the order of
the dialogues was randomized again which were rebddy the same speakers.
During this phase the participant, who utteredttiggering contexts in the first
phase of the recording procedure, uttered the ttasggences. Repetition of the
structures was done only for mispronunciation casekshesitation pauses. The
whole session was recorded giving a short brea&k #fe first phase and then the
target and control sentences were extracted foartagysis in Praat (Boersma and

Weenink 1992-2014).

3.4.3 Measurement points

The target sentences were annotated manually takitables as the intervals as
illustrated in Fig. 18 below. We labeled the sylésbbased on the sound file and the
spectrogram, taking the characteristic locatiofoahants of vowels as cues

(Ladefoged 2006) as in the first study.
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Fig. 18. Measurement points in the second stuagdfocus sentence, speaker KC.

In the prenuclear domain we measured (i) the maximpiich value of the accented
syllable of the subject, (ii) the maximum pitchwalof the boundary tone marking
the end of the prenuclear domain and (iii) the mumn pitch value in between these
points. The measurement points in the nuclear doer@ (i) the maximum pitch
value of the accented syllable of the object,ti® maximum pitch value of the final
syllable of the object. Finally in the post-nucldamain we measured (i) the
minimum pitch value at the first syllable of the'lvend (ii) the minimum pitch value
at the post-nuclear domain.

The measurement points in the initial domain wér@sen to test the effect
of focus in this domain. The peak of the accentdldide of the object is measured
to find out whether focus is marked as focal booamely with a higher pitch height.
The peak in the final syllable of the object anel thinimum value at the final
domain is chosen to see whether there is post-tmeapression namely whether the
pitch register of the verb is compressed followting focus phrase in the nuclear

domain.
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In this study we also measured the duration ofdbas phrases. Duration
measurement was done for (i) the subject in thenpodear domain, (ii) the object
phrase in the nuclear domain.

Remember that for each condition we had the sassn&nces embedded
in different contexts and 8 participants. Henceotal we had 48 stimuli for each
condition. However in the broad focus condition o8 structures, we excluded 3
structures from statistical analysis as the suessot surface on the object but on
the verb. For the 48 GCG sentences, as the magiritye sentences of two speakers
(EE and HT) have a different tonal melody thandtier speakers, 11 of the
sentences of these speakers are excluded fromaimestatistical analysis. These
sentences will be discussed in section 3.4.5 inudg@ly. Hence we had 37
sentences for the GCG condition. There were 4&g8eas to be analyzed for the
GNG order. With the aim of having the same amotitata for each condition, we
omitted the counterparts of the omitted structimdsroad focus and contrastive
focus cases in discourse-new cases. The whole GxCGeticited from the
participant HT surfaced with a different melody drahce the data of this participant
is also completely excluded from statistical anialysr the other conditions. After
the omissions, for each condition we had 35 strestand 105 structures in total.

In the first study, the minimum and maximum piteéidits were measured
manually. In this study they were extracted from $kructures via ProsodyPro (Xu
2013) semi-automatically. The script takes theabls as the domains of
measurement and lists the minimum and maximum l@evaithin the syllable for
each speaker. We put these data in an excel sirdetther statistical analysis.

We took the pitch range between 75-500 ldeydver for the octave

mistakes, namely uneven jumps or falls in the pitabks, we changed the pitch

130



range and made a speaker based measurement fmetleer CT taking the range
between 75-200 Hz. The other pitch tracks were etseked for possible octave
mistakes. In the post-nuclear domain, we measine@dinimum fO value but creaky
and breathy voice was realized at the end of sdrtteecstructures. Hence we
discarded the last two syllables of the verb frommeasurement domain. We took
the minimum value before the uneven jump or fa# tucreaky and breathy voices
as the minimum value of the post-nuclear domain.

ProsodyPro was also used to elicit the duratioasmeements for each

structure. The measurement domain was chosen amtldanterval in this case.

3.4.4 Results

We will first take a look at the pitch tracks oeteentences in GCG, GNG and broad
focus cases to see whether there is a changechngitent or phonological phrasing.
As it is the case in the first study, there is ftedence between the three conditions

with respect to phonological phrasing or pitch atse
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Fig. 19. Pitch track of a broad focus sentenceaker EE.
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Fig. 20. Pitch track of a GNG sentence, speaker EE
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Fig. 21. Pitch track of a GCG sentence, speaker EE

In all pitch tracks there is a bump with the acedrdyllable of the subject in the
prenuclear domain and the object in the nuclearailorit the right edge of the
prenuclear domain, H boundary tone surfaces. lerdalcheck whether the three
focus conditions differ with respect to pitch araubhdary tone height and duration
we conducted an analysis. Following the extraatibtine fO values for the target
measurement points via ProsodyPro, with the aiexofuding the variation not due
to focus condition but due to speaker pitch sparatran, we normalized the raw fO

values based on the model suggested in Pierrehtid98&0). Based on these
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transformed values we came up with the plot in Eyfor GCG, GNG and broad

focus conditiong?!

0,8
m
0,6
[

0,4 —%— 3 —4—broad
0,2 = \\\ ——gng

O T T T T T x‘_\ gcg
02 H*subj L H- H*objl Hobj2 L_verb L%

Fig. 22. Plot of the target sentences for therfigipants, 35 structures for each
condition.
The first point in the plot refers to the pitch diet of the accented syllable of the
subject abbreviated as (H*subj) for ease of exmwsinh the plot. The second point is
the minimum pitch value between the accented dgllabthe subject and the H-
boundary tone (L). The third point is the maximueight of the H- boundary tone
(H-) at the right edge of the prenuclear domaire fidurth point represents the pitch
height of the accented syllable of the object (Hidland the fifth point is the
maximum pitch value of the last syllable of theemdbj(Hobj2). In the sixth point we
have the minimum pitch value at the beginning efvbrb (L_verb) and in the last
point the minimum pitch value in the whole postdeac domain (L%).

As illustrated in Fig. 22 above, the values for tthee conditions seem to
group together and we get a similar pitch trackofar conditions. An initial
observation is that the pitch track for the GCGditan has higher values than the

pitch track for broad focus and GNG conditions atrat all measurement points,

2r0r each speaker the mean minimum value in themagear domain for GCG, GNG and broad
cases is found which is taken as the baseline. &/e hsed the following formula and obtained the
transformed values for all measurement points &@hesentence.

Transformed value = measured fCelias + baseline
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with the exception of the post-nuclear domain. $&eond observation is that the
minimum pitch value at the beginning of the verhigher with broad focus
condition than GCG and GNG conditions. Howeverttake conditions end up at a
similar point at the end of the post-nuclear domain

With the aim of finding out whether there is a siigant difference among
the measurement points within each focus condarmhwhether there is a
significant difference between GCG and the othedddmns illustrated in Fig. 22,
we conducted a within subjects repeated measur&3\Ai\'?? For the difference
among measurement points within each focus comgil@auchly's test of sphericity
has indicated that the assumption of sphericityligh violated, chi square (20)
=130,376, p = 000) therefore degrees of freedone werrected using the
Greenhouse estimates of sphericity (39) The results indicate that overall different
measurement points have a significant effect dn {20, 80) =175,986, p=.000,
qp2:.838). The result shows that within a focus caadieach measurement point is
significantly different from the other points.

However a pairwise comparison between theetfocus conditions did
not reveal a significant difference in that theethfocus conditions do not differ from
each other with respect to our seven measuremantspdhe results of the study
clearly indicate that focus in the immediately mdal position is not realized as
focal boost in Turkish and hence one cannot asshatdocus phrases are marked
with a distinctive pitch accent in Turkish. Rememtbet lexically accented words
are realized with H*L pitch accent irrespectivetodir information structural status.
Moreover no post-focal compression is observeatahg the contrastive focus

phrases or discourse new constituents and henceatgaated post-focal domain is

122 Thanks to Siilleyman S. §a for his help with the statistical analysis.
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not a distinctive property of contrastive focusgs®s. The results of the study
illustrate that contrastive focus and discourse pbrases are not marked
distinctively with respect to fO measurements atditzonally they do not differ
from broad focus sentences. Turkish is in conirétst English (Katz and Selkirk
2011) in which focus is not restricted to a spegiiosition and prosody marks
distinctively (i) the contrastive focus and discgginew constituents from broad
focus condition and (ii) contrastive focus phrasem discourse new phrases.
Turkish is also different from Hungarian (Genzshihara and Suranyi 2014) in
which narrow focus in the immediately preverbalipos is realized with extended
height of the fundamental frequency (f0) and lordygation when compared to
broad focus sentences. In Turkish, focus phrasesdrrestricted to the immediately
preverbal position but narrow focus structures dbdiffer prosodically from broad
focus condition either.

We measured the duration of (i) the subject inpreauclear domain, (ii)
the object focus phrase in the nuclear domain. ¥W#aeted the duration
measurements from the pitch tracks via ProsodyRud?013); however for the pitch
tracks with breaks following the pre-nuclear doma@carried out the duration
measurements manually. Following the extractiothefduration measurements, we
conducted another within subjects repeated measNEs/A. No significant
difference for the pairwise comparisons of focusdittons was noted. This finding
further indicates that the three focus conditionsdt differ from each other with
respect to the criteria of duration as it is theecaith fO measurements.

The results of this study provide answers to tiseasch questions put forth
at the beginning of the discussion in that (i) @\Sorder with the object as the focus

marked constituent, focus phrases are not markédandistinctive pitch accent or
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show different phrasing than broad focus senteandqii) contrastive focus is not

marked with a different prosodic strategy than alisse-new focus phrases.

3.4.5 GCG pitch tracks with a different pattern

As indicated in the preceding section, the majodfythe GCG patterns of two
speakers surfaced with different tonal propertlentthe others. These sentences
were excluded from the main analysis to be disalisseparately. After the extraction
of the values, with the aim of excluding the vaoatdue to speaker pitch span

variation, we again normalized the raw fO valued aame up with the plot in Fig.

23.
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Fig. 23. Plot of the 11 GCG sentences for thelggrseEE and HT.

The first point in the plot refers to the pitch diai of the accented syllable of the
subject abbreviated as (H*subjl). The second psitite maximum height following

the accented syllable of the subject given as (Bj&uin the plot. The lowest value
between the highest point in the prenuclear donaaith the highest value of the
accented syllable of the object in the nuclear dorage labeled as (L) in the plot.
The fourth point represents the pitch height of élteented syllable of the object
(H*objl1) and the fifth point is the maximum pitctalue of the last syllable of the

object (Hobj2). In the sixth point we have the moim pitch value at the beginning
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of the verb (L_verb). The last point is the minimyitch value in the whole post-
nuclear domain (L%).

The first difference to be noted between the glo{2) and (23) is that the
highest value in the prenuclear domain in (22) Wisiarfaces with the boundary tone
is realized earlier in (23) with a non-final syllalof the subject. Note that the height
of the non-final syllable in (23) is higher thar thitch height of the accented
syllable and even higher than the peak of the baxynthne in Fig. 22. The other
difference is observed with the accented syllablidé nuclear domain and the
height of the accented syllable of the focus phiséggher in Fig. 22. We suggest
that the higher values observed in Fig. 23 in @sitto Fig. 22 can be due to higher
degree of speaker involvement. Bolinger (1986) satggthat larger pitch range is an
indication of a greater degree of involvement whitealler pitch range indicates a
smaller degree of speaker involvement. Note thatdifferent pattern is observed
only with contrastive focus phrases. Gussenhov@@4palso proposes
paralinguistic intonational meaning based on 3 ersal biological codes: (i)
frequency code (ii) effort code and (iii) producti(phase) codes which are signaled
by pitch variation as illustrated in Table 3 beldhen the paralinguistic
intonational meaning is about the message itsdfirtformational. When it is about
the speaker it is affective.

Of the three codes, effort code is closely relatetthe expression of
contrastive focus as the speakers assert the ianuartof their message and by
excluding the other alternatives, they exhaustivedntify contrastive focus
constituent as the correct answer. Hence the messagore emphatic. The speakers
are predicted to use a higher pitch range or gicursion to emphasize the

importance of the message.
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Table 3. Universal Codes

Universal Interpretations

Biological Codes Physical sources Informational Affective
Frequency Code SIZE submissive~authoritative
small~big uncertain~certain vulnerable~protective
—> high~low friendly~not friendly
Effort Code ENERGY (level) less emphatic~more less surprised~more
less effort~more emphatic surprised
effort less significant~more less involved~more
—> smaller significant involved
excursion~larger
excursion
Production Code ENERGY (phasing)At beginning:
beginning~end New topic~continued
— high~low topic
At end:

continuation~finality

Guyssenhoven 2004)

The difference between the Fig. 22 and 23 furthdicates that focus in the nuclear
domain may have an effect on the pre-nuclear donfdie H- boundary tone that
surfaces with the last syllable of the constituenthe prenuclear domain does not
surface. Instead the highest pitch value surfacesne of the non-final syllables of
the subject. We suggest that this difference iqudar to the contrast feature as this
pattern surfaces only with contrastive focus prsasel shows not only inter-speaker

but also intra-speaker variation.

3.4.6 Post focal fall pattern

Before we move onto the general discussion onitiaénigs of the study, we will
take a closer look at the fall pattern following tiiccented syllable of the focus
phrase in the nuclear domain. Although there isigoificant difference between the
three focus conditions in the prenuclear, nuclear@ost-nuclear domains from a
statistical point of view, we have observed a dédfee between narrow focus and

broad focus cases with respect to the fall paitethe nuclear and post-nuclear
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domains. Kamali (2011) notes that if there is aciatky accented word in the nuclear
domain the fall starts earlier with the L of thelHditch accent of the lexically
accented syllable but when there is a non-lexicatlyented word a plateau is
observed followed by a fall starting with the ongkthe verb. However in the
current study the fall pattern in the nuclear donskiows some variation for each
focus condition. With the aim of finding out whethkese tendencies are categorical
or gradient we went over the time normalized pitelcks extracted via ProsodyPro
(Xu 2013). Each pitch track has 10 interval pofotsthe subject and the object but
we included only 4 interval points for the verb daereaky or breathy voices at the
end of some utterances. In the p#trefers to the subjechl’ represents the
accented syllable and the preceding syllable(siigid?’ refers to the remaining
syllable(s) following the accented syllable awndrefers to the verb.

We found a pattern in which (i) the fall starts ieumately after the accented
syllable in the nuclear domain and a low referdmaight is retained until the end of
the post-nuclear domain which we labeled as ‘datly (ii) the fall starts
immediately after the accented syllable in the @acbomain but a steeper fall is
observed in the post-nuclear domain which we labate‘late fall'. These are

illustrated in Fig. 24, 25 and 26.
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Fig. 24. ‘Early fall’, speaker CT, GCG condition.
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Fig. 25. ‘Late fall’, speaker UE, GNG condition.
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Fig. 26. ‘Late fall’ speaker UE, broad focus cdimuti.

The distribution of these patterns across focuslitimms has revealed the graph in

Fig. 27.

20 A

15 -+ M early fall
10 - [ late fall

broad gng gcg

Fig. 27. Fall pattern after the accented syllalblthe focus phrase in 3 focus
conditions.
As illustrated in Fig. 27 above, late fall patté&srmostly observed with broad focus
condition. Early fall immediately after the accahsyllable is mostly observed with
GCG condition, GNG condition being the second d¢ience we can suggest that
narrow focus has the tendency for the early faligoa.

Note that in Fig. 22, for the maximum value atfihal syllable of the

object and the minimum value at the first syllatilehe verb, broad focus condition
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has the highest value. At the final syllable of tfigect all the focus conditions tend
to group together but diverge at the measurement pothe beginning of the verb
indicated as L-verb in Fig. 22. This distinctiomdae due to the early fall pattern
after the accented syllable with the narrow foomsditions which is carried over to
the beginning of the verb.

An alternative analysis is that the differenceha tinal domain is due to the
information structural status of the constituentghie final domain. In broad focus
condition a discourse-new constituent occupieptst-nuclear domain. However
given constituents occupy the post-nuclear donramarrow focus conditions and
hence the constituent in the post-nuclear domabradd focus condition has higher
values. In line with ‘de-stress given rule’ (FéndaSamek-Lodovici 2006) illustrated
in (26), we expect given constituents to have lovaues than discourse-new

constituents.

(26) Destress Given: A given phrase is prosodigably-prominent.

The early fall pattern can be due to given stafulkeconstituents in the post-nuclear
domain. The same distinction is also observederirifial domain in that in narrow
focus conditions ‘given’ constituents surface ia fire-nuclear domain while
‘discourse-new’ constituents surface in this positin broad focus condition.
However the measurement points in this domain foadh focus condition group
together with the measurement points of the nafomws conditions as illustrated in
Fig. 22. Additionally, statistically there is nagsificant difference between the focus
conditions which poses a challenge for the anaksigesting that different fall
patterns are due to different information strudtatatus of the sentence final

constituents in broad focus and narrow focus camt
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However one can still argue that the differencevieen the given constituents in the
pre-nuclear and post-nuclear domain can be dueitmlat the beginning or at the
end of the utterance. At the beginning of the atiee, the speaker starts with a
higher level of energy. Although in broad focus dition there is a discourse-new
constituent at the initial domain and in narrowuscondition there is a given
constituent, the higher level of energy at the beigig of the sentence may reduce
the difference in this domain. Hence the givercalisse new distinction observed at
the end of the utterance can be missing at thialinibmain. As all focus conditions
tend to group together at the measurement poititeotfiighest value at the final
syllable of the object and the difference is natistically significant we suggest that
this distinction is only gradient. We cannot analytze difference as post-focal
compression and the difference can be due to diseayiven, discourse-new
distinction in the final domain.

Remember the focus prominence rule (Truckenbro@lb)l8ccording to
which the highest prominence in the domain of fogikbe within F. If discourse
new and contrastive focus phrases do not differisagntly from broad focus
condition, how prominence is realized? We sugdesdtfocus phrases bear the
highest prominence which is followed by a fall thrats way signals the prominence
bearing constituent in the sentence. This is dealefault strategy in broad focus
condition hence we do not find any difference bemvithese two conditions. The

discussion will be elaborated in section 3.4.8.

3.4.7 Interim summary
The experimental studies conducted in this chaptestrate that in Turkish in SOV

order when fO height and duration are the comparipoints (i) broad focus,
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discourse new and contrastive focus phrases ddlifiet significantly with respect
to any of the measurement points in the pre-nucleaclear and post-nuclear
domains which is in clear contrast with English Kand Selkirk 2011) and
Hungarian (Genzel, Ishihara and Suranyi 2014),d{scourse new and contrastive
focus phrases do not differ significantly with respto any of the measurement
points in contrast to English (Katz and Selkirk 20 Xiii) we cannot safely conclude
that there is post-focal compression differencevben broad focus and narrow focus
conditions as the difference can also be suggested due to different information
structural status of the constituent in the finain@in. The next section discusses the

reflection of these findings for the syntax-prosaatgraction.

3.4.8 Discussion

In this section, we will investigate how focus isanked in the grammar; specifically
we will discuss the mechanism that maps syntax prasody. First we will go over
the theoretical discussion in section 3.4.8.10feéld by the discussion of Turkish

facts in 3.4.8.2.

3.4.8.1 How focus affects prosody

The ltalian data in section 3.1 has shown that sono@ological rules make
reference to syntactic constituency, which indisdbe presence of an intermediary
prosodic level. At this level the syntactic hietardrom head to clause level is
mapped onto a prosodic hierarchy (Pierrehumber® 1@&elas 1989, Truckenbrodt
1995, Kabagema-Bilan, Lopez-Jiménez, Truckenbrodip

The question raised at this point is how F marksnigeflected from syntax

to phonetics. There are two lines of analyses. Ating to the direct reference
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hypothesis F(ocus) and G(ivennes) features haweet @ffect on the phonetic
realization which is encoded in the grammar (Kak3g5, Odden 1995). According
to the indirect effect hypothesis (Inkelas 198%berated as extended indirect
reference hypothesis in Kabagema-Bilan et al. (R0A&and G features are syntactic
features and they cannot have direct phonetictstf@te phonetic effects of F and G

are mediated via the intermediary prosodic levéllastrated below?

(27)
Syntax | Prosodic structure Segmental structure | phonology
[F] “a

[ FO height, FO timing, duration F1/2/3 height... | phonetics

(Kabagema-Bilan et al., 2011

Kabagema-Bilan et al. (2011) provide empirical supfor the indirect reference
hypothesis based on double focus constructionsanddrin Chinese. We will

briefly go over their arguments. Based on an expenial study on prosodic
properties of single focus phrases in Mandarin €sen Xu (1999) suggests that
focus is realized as focal boost and post-focalpression. As illustrated in Fig. 28,
when the sentence initial subject is focused, tleeaebump with the focused subject

followed by compression.

[ subject I[ verb ][ object 1

Fig. 28. No narrow focus (thin sold line), narréweus on the subject (thick dotted
line), narrow focus on the verb (thick solid linehd narrow focus on the object (thin
dotted line). (Xu 1999, 64)

1231f we do not assume these features to be markegh#x, we cannot explain phonological and

phonetic rules. If languages had designated pasitior each information structural unit and there
were direct mappings between syntactic hierarciiesprosodic hierarchies, these features would be
redundant. However in most of the languages, instudurkish, the surface ordering of information
structural units shows variation and there is ndirect map between syntactic and prosodic domains.
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Kabagema-Bilan et al. (2011) on the other hand ssigipat F marking in syntax
cannot directly be connected to the phoneticseatst feature attracts stress and the
stress raises the tonal height. Truckenbrodt (R808gests that syntactic F and G
features have an effect on the grid-marks in tlsquly as grid mark attraction or
rejection which is reflected as tonal height in pf@netics. The following rules

illustrate the assumptions of the extended indirefgrence hypothesis:

(28) a. Focus: Each DF must carry stress at thed t#the intonation phrase on some
[F] - marked constituent
b. Stress-F: Each [F] - marked constitueast carry stress at the level of the
phonological phrase
(Kabagema-Bilan et al., 2012)

The rule in (28b) requires each focus phrase to $teess at the phonological phrase
level. (28a) refers to the domain of focus, whilusually the sentence, in which one
of the foci has the strongest stress, namely IBl lgvess?* The prediction of these
rules is that if there are multiple foci in theustiure, phonetic effects of F marking in
the grammar can be observed only on one of thesfphuases as intonational phrase
level prominence is assigned to only one constitirethe intonational phrase. The

direct reference hypothesis on the other hand gieeghonetic effects of F marking

124 jackendoff (1972) suggests that ‘if a phrase Rdsen as the focus of a sentence S, the highest
stress in S will be on the syllable of P that isigised highest stress by the regular stress rules’.
Truckenbrodt (1995) indicates that the domain etifois not necessarily the clause or the sentence.
This is indicated with the contrast in the follogiaxamples. In (2) the domain of focus maps orgo th
whole clause while in (1) it does not.
X

X X X

(1) [[John’s} sisterh and[ [Bill's]g sisterhr get along well

(2) Who gets along well?
[[John and Bill} get along well}e

Truckenbrodt (1995) further notes that scope dorafifocus in phonology is the same with the

domain of focus on semantics. In this study whatake a scope domain of focus as the domain at
which background is encoded in line with Rooth #,98995) which generally maps onto a sentence.
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in syntax to be realized on both focus phrasebeasonal height is not mediated via
prosody. Kabagema-Bilan et al. (2011) test thdipt®ns of the rules based on
multiple foci constructions in Mandarin Chinesethe following example, both the
subject and the modifier bear focus. If the assionptof extended indirect reference
hypothesis are on the right track, intonationabghkrlevel prominence will be
realized only on one of the focus phrases. If astndicated by direct reference

hypothesis, syntax has direct effect on phoneticskath of them will attract stress.

(29) intonation phrase level stress
X X phonological phrasedlestress
[Subjectierb [[modifierk nounkpject

Now let’s take a look at the plot below showing thsults for the sentence the order
of which is given above. In conditions of multifteeus on the subject and the
modifier indicated as (F-SU-M-q) and (F-SU-M-c)etfocused subject and the
modifier are triggered by wh-questions (q) and@sective statements (c)
respectively. In these conditions, only the righsirfocus phrase, the modifier,
shows focal raising and post-focal lowering but thet subject. This is similar to the

condition in which only the modifier is focused -

[H1H2] [H3] [[H4H5] He]

o [Subjectk verb [[modifierf noun]
. i
i ‘: e Br0ad
“ —e—F-SU-Mq
08 “ - & +F-SU-Mc
07 e —o6—F-SU
- & «FM

06
ini H1 H2 H3 H4 HS5 H6 end

Fig. 29. Rightmost focus attracts IP level stress.
(Kabagema-Bilan et al., 2011, 3)
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The findings of this study provide clear evidenaethe extended indirect reference
hypothesisk phrase attracts intonation phrase stress arel/#P $tress cannot be
carried by two focilt is the rightmost focus phrase that wins and fetevel
stress?®

Another study that provides experimental evidemcdlfe indirect reference
hypothesis with a different perspective is conddidtg Katz and Selkirk (2011) the
details of which we discussed in section 3.1. Rebeerthat Katz and Selkirk (2011)
find out that contrastive focus constituents areamwominent than discourse-new
constituents with respect to pitch range, duraéind intensity based on which they
suggest that contrastive focus and discourse-nastitoents are marked
distinctively in the grammar. In this section wdlwake a look at how they account
for these findings.

Katz and Selkirk (2011) suggest that discourse-oaustituents bear only
‘default’ prosodic prominence at phonological pleréssel as is the case in all-new
sentences. Only contrastive focus phrases beangimogrominence at intonation

phrase level as illustrated in (30-32).

1% Giing (2012) suggests a similar argument for Turkiste Styues that in Turkish double focus
constructions it is only the rightmost one thatwhohe properties of the nucleus and bears IP level
stress. GuUng(2012) bases her arguments on the following exampl
@
A: To whom did Emre give what?
"N _——

L-H- L- H- I- N L%
B: [ (Emre)s (elma-lar-i)s (vegen-ler-i-neyr., ver-mis)s),
E. apple-PL-ACC  COUSIN-PL-POSS-DAT giVe-EVD

‘Emre gave [the applesg] [to his cousinsg].’

(Gineg 2012, 19)
As discussed in the previous chapter, we takeribwers of pair list questions as partial answers.
Hence, in the answer above, the accusative mafigedtdas the contrastive topic phrase while the
dative marked constituent is the focus phrasehAsstructure is not a double focus construction we
will not take this data as an evidence for the mokéel indirect reference hypothesis for Turkish. One
can still argue in line with Wagner (2007, 2008ttbontrastive topic phrases are in fact focusggsa
and in the representation above it is the rightrfamzis phrase that receives IP stress. Howevell reca
that in Turkish while contrastive topic phrases oaaur in the postverbal domain focus phrases
cannot and this indicates that they are not theesam
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(30) Foc-new

( X ) Intonation Phrase

( X ) ( X ) Phonological Phrase
x )X (x ) ( x ) Prosodic Word

[He even took [Minnig}.to a [Mariners game ] ]
H* H* L- H* L-

(31) New-Foc

( X ) Intonation Phrase

( X ) ( X ) Phonological Phrase
x )X (x ) ( x ) Prosodic Word

[He even took [Minniefo a [Mariners gamgl]
H* H* L- H* L-

(32) New-New

( ) Intonation Phrase
( X ) ( X ) Phonological Phrase
() (x ) ( x ) Prosodic Word
[He took [Minnielo a [Mariners game]]
H* L- H* L-

Katz and Selkirk (2011:42) suggest that contradtieels is marked with F in the
grammar but discourse-new constituents are nohande “...the phonological
representation of discourse-new constituents isitemof default phonology...” as is
the case in broad focus constructioffsey argue that phonological phrase level
prominence is not because of the information stafdilse constituent as such but due
to phonological constraints that require a phonickgphrase to be prosodically
headedBased on the discussion on Mandarin Chinese (Kabadglan et.al. 2011)

and English (Katz and Selkirk 2011), we assumesitended indirect reference
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hypothesis according to which the phonetic effe€tf®cus phrases are mediated by

prosody'?® The next section is a discussion of the Turkisisfa

3.4.8.2 Focus marking and prosody interactionurkigh

The syntax-prosody interface model given in (28uases an indirect relation
between syntax and phonetics mediated via prodduyfocus prominence rule in
(28) requires each F marked constituent to bearl®®hprominence and in the
domain of focus it is the F marked constituent dtatacts IP level prominence.

When we put all these assumptions together wehgebotlowing order.

(33) Syntax  (F marking)

|

Prosody (IP level pinance)

\

Phonetics (IP stress)

Now let’s take a look at Turkish data within thessumptions. In the representation
in (34), the heads of the PPhs attract PPh lewshprence as indicated with the grid
marks. As there is no significant difference betvtee two focus types, as
explained in section 3.4.4, we assume the samerkingastrategy for contrastive
focus and discourse-new constituents. It is theaFked object phrase in the
rightmost phonological phrase that attracts thieVel prominence. This is reflected

in phonetics as IP stress.

126 A similar analysis is proposed for German all-resmtences. In their experimental study on
German given, new and focus phrases, Féry and K(&€8) find out downstep and upstep patterns
for the all-new sentences. There is either downatepeach tone is lower than a preceding one or
there is upstep on the preverbal argument or omdhe In narrow focus condition, on the other
hand, upstep is observed consistently. Truckenkit3) explains this data via optional i-stress
assignment in that when right-most strengtheningsdwt apply and the rightmost phonological
phrase does not project up to intonational phragel land downstep is observed; when right-most
strengthening applies upstep is observed. Whee fhex narrow focus phrase on the other hand the
right-most strengthening applies and the F markedtituent receives IP level stress.
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(34) ( X ) Intonation Phrase

( x ) ( x ) Phonological Rea
( x ) ( x) ( x ) Prosodic Word
[Alanyali-lar barbunyg yol-uyor-lar]

people of A.-PL  bean ull{PROG-3PL

‘The people of Alanya pull up the kidnesdns.’

Let’s assume that in broad focus condition defpatinology applies and only PPh

level prominence is assigned.

(35) ( ) Intonation Phrase
( x ) ( x ) Phonological Phrase
( x ) ( x) ( x ) Prosodic Word
[Alanyalilar barbunya yoluyorlar]

This line of analysis predicts a phonetic differena be found between broad focus
in (35) and narrow focus condition in (34). Howewbe experimental study has
shown that there is no significant difference wibard to pitch height and duration
between the focus conditions. In line with the ®puominence rules given in (28),
the Turkish data clearly show that when the olkigaotarked with F feature in

syntax, the focus phrase attracts IP level prondeevhich is reflected in the
phonetics as IP stress. As for broad focus condificst the leftmost constituents in
the PPhs attract PPh level prominence. Then the dfethe rightmost PPh attracts IP

level prominence which is realized as IP stresa §36).

(36) ( X ) Intonation Phrase
( x ) ( x ) Phonological Phrase
( x ) ( x) ( x ) Prosodic Word
[Alanyalilar barbunya yoluyorlar]
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The question raised at this point is what happdmswvihe focus is on the sentence

initial constituent, as illustrated with a diffetgmtch track in Fig. 30 below.
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Fig. 30. CGG condition, speaker ET.

According to the first hypothesis, the phonologigatasing pattern in (36) is

retained for this pattern as well in that the sabferms a separate PPh which carries
IP level prominence while the object and the veuronfanother PPh. As the F

marked constituent is expected to attract IP Ipveinence, the default phonology

is overridden by F rule and it is not the rightmB&th that bears IP stress but the PPh

that includes an F marked constituent as illustratg37) below.

B7)( x ) Intonation Phrase
( x ) ( x ) Phonological Phrase
( x ) ( x) ( x ) Prosodic Word

[Romanyali-lag,. uranyum-u onayliyorlar]

Truckenbrodt (2013) suggests height subordinatidethat also explains the
Japanese post-focal compression that we went pwagcition 3.1. According to this
rule (Truckenbrodt 2013: 9) “a grid mark on prosovel L lowers and compresses
the tonal space for following tones; the effectiesron until a tone associated to a

higher prosodic level then L is reached.” The gniark attracted by focused subject
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on prosodic IP level lowers and compresses thd smae for the following PPh
level tones.

According to the second hypothesis, the defawdtsstassignment rule on
the rightmost PPh is not overridden by focus assagrt rule. The boundary tones
following the initial domain are deleted at the R&el. Hence as there is only a

single PPh, in the end the F marked subject gelsvi#? prominence.

(38) ( x ) Intonation Phrase
( x X ) Phonological Pleras
( x ) ( x) ( x ) Prosodic Word

[Romanyali-lag,.  uranyum-u onayhyorlar]

The third option takes the directionality of headminence for PPh and IP levels
into account. One of the reasons for Kan (2009utgpgest IP level was the different
head prominence patterns for PPh and IP leveBPIm the leftmost constituent
attracts PPh level prominence. In IP, the rightn¥#2h attracts IP level prominence.
Note that this is violated in (37) in that IP lepebminence is on the leftmost PPh.
The third option makes use of this directionaliffedtence. According to the rules
given in (28), an F marked constituent bears P lrominence and attract IP
level prominence. Gugg2013:120) suggests that “All intonational phraises
Turkish display a nucleus” and “Nucleus must béd@she (rightmost) narrow
focus.” In line with Glng (2013), we suggest that F marked constituent®migt
attract PPh level prominence but require beingitifemost PPh. Hence, the subject,
the object and the verb form a single PPh which @it&racts IP level prominence as

the right most PPh as illustrated below.
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39)( x ) Intonation Phrase
( x ) Phonological &b
( x ) ( x) ( x ) Prosodic Word

[Romanyali-lag,c  uranyum-u onaylyorlar]

Out of the three options, we choose the third @wbse it takes head directionality
of Turkish into account and also does not credi@ol back’ problem to delete the
already existing phrase boundaries as in (38). e Imot measured the height of
the pitch accent or the duration of the F markdgjesit and compared it with the F
marked object in SOV order and hence we do not kaotlvis point whether they are
marked with different phonetic properties. Howethex representation in (39)
suggest that in Turkish focus is marked phonoldlyi@ad requires its right edge to
be aligned as the rightmost PPh even when it isefb@ost prosodic word in the
structure. As indicated in the semantics and syolapters, some speakers do not
accept in-situ focus phrases as in (39). The rebsbimd this variation can be due to
this exceptional phonological phrasing option. phasodic heaviness of the
phonological phrase with three prosodic words maidyunacceptability with these
speakers. These speakers prefer dislocation aftijeet phrase which naturally
allows the dislocated object phrase to form anpedeent PPh. The subject and the
verb forms another PPh. The subject will be thaelledhe rightmost PPh then.

Now we will take a look at the pitch tracks in wihilocus surfaces on the
verb as discussed in section 3.3.4 repeated beowake of exposition. Remember
that the non-final domains show the prosodic pridgeof the prenuclear domain in

that at the right edge of these domains H bounttamys surface.
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Fig. 31. Pitch track of an all-given structuregaker ST.

Now we will take a look at the syntax-phonologyerfiice for this structure.

(40) ( X ) Intonation Phrase
( x ) ( x ) ( x ) Phonological Phrase
( x ) ( x ) ( x ) Prosodic Word
Romanyali-lar uranyum-u [ongwtlar]zoc

In line with the assumptions of the focus promireende (28b), the verb which bears
F marking attracts PPh level prominence. We suggasit forms an independent
PPh as the rightmost PPh. Finally, in line witht(Rthe F marked verb bears IP level
prominence reflected as IP stress. The H boundawy &t the right edge of non-final
domains is also captured with this analysis. Bandgpendent PPhs, their right edge
is marked with H boundary tone.

Based on this data and the results, we suggesntiarkish sentential
stress and focus stress are not in fact distinetatjpns. Sentential stress refers to IP
level stress and focus prominence is realized #&svi® stress. That is why in
Turkish when focus is on the preverbal object there significant difference

between broad focus and narrow focus conditionl weijard to FO height and
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duration*?” Based on its position in the sentence, focusciti® level stress via

grid marks in the prosody?®

3.5 Phase driven sentential stress and focakstres

Untak-Tarhan (2006) explains sentential stresgassént in Turkish taking
complement domains @P and CP phases as stress domains. She incorpihates
discourse anaphora rule of Neeleman and Reinh@®8j1o the sentential stress rule
(SSR) of Kahnemuyipour (2004) and comes up withfdHewing rules regulating

sentential stress rules in Turkish.

(41) Sentential Stress Rule: Sentential stresssigiaed to the highest element in the

spell-out (or stress domain) (Kahnemuyipour 2004)

(42) Discourse Anaphora Generalization: a DP istdessed if and only if it is D-

linked to an accessible discourse entity. (Neeleman and Reinhart 1998)

Both of these rules operate in tandem at PF. B8t applies and the highest
constituent in the first stress domain is assiggerdential stress. If this constituent is
given, namely, if it bears D-linked feature thea #tress domain is narrowed down

and another constituent bears sentential stress.l&tais take a look at the stress

127 Kan (2009) shows that taking sentence stressasse’ stress is problematic as the domain that

assigned IP level stress does not always map ootawse’ as illustrated below. The first IP cannot

be taken as a clause but it receives IP levelsstres

() [[Alanyah-larepn[ki  genelde muz yetitir-ir-ler] ppd e [[ Margo-yu deni-yo-lar-rg]ppn ] ip
Alanyali-PL  COMP generally bananaowytAOR-3PL mango-ACC try-PROG-3PL-EVI
‘The people of Alanya, who generally growmaaas, are trying (growing) bananas now.’

With some embedded clauses on the other handpnthedded clause does not get IP level stress as in

Q).

(2) [[Lemankes [senpen [uyu-du-n san4jed e
Leman you fall asleep-PAST&R2Shink-EVI
‘Leman thought (that) you fell asleep.’ (Kan 2009, 19-20)

128\We assumed a bottom-up approach for IP stresslgathe prominent syllable of the leftmost
prosodic word receives PPh level stress and tiennigst PPh is marked with IP level stress. We
could also assume a top-to-bottom analysis, namelgan suggest that the F marked constituent
receives IP level prominence and forms the rightr®®%h putting a boundary to its left edge.
However this line of analysis cannot capture thsttBss assignment in broad focus sentences.
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assignment for the following sentence. The undediconstituent is the non-D-

linked one in the sentence.

(43) A: Neden yemek ye-mi-yor-uz?
why  food eat-NEG-PROG-1PL
‘Why aren’t we eating any food?’

B: Cunklu, Ay yemg-i yak-ms.
because Ag¢ food-ACC burn-EVI
‘Because Ay burnt the food.’

As illustrated in the tree structure bin (44), S§#Rlies to the stress domain which
maps onto the complement domain of ¥Rephase. The highest constituent in this
domain is the object phrase; however it is D-linkecourse anaphora rule makes
sentential stress assignment impossible and hbecgtress domain is narrowed
down and the next highest constituent in the stlegsain is assigned sentential
stress. Note that it is the verb in this example ianeceives sentential stress. The
subject moves to Spec TP which is part of the sttstress domain, it also receives
stress but the prominence on the higher stressidasaot as high as the

prominence in the lower stress domain.

(44)

D-linked Obj-acc After Application of SSR

/\AS o &
(Old Stress Domain)
/\'P Asp
\'a <«——— After Application of Anaphoric Destressing
/\ (New Stress Domain)
Tov; v
—

(Untak-Tarhan 2006, 56b and 80)
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Untak-Tarhan (2006) suggests the following rulesfemtential stress assignment in

the presence of a focus phrase.

(45) Focus Stress Rule: at the phase HP, markuséalcsubconstituent C to receive
focus stress. At PF, the constituent marked fougatress receives the highest

prominence of the sentence.

Now we will see the stress assignment within trseiagptions of FSR.

(46) A: Ali muslg-u  deistir-iyor mu?
Ali tap-ACC change-PROG QP
‘Is Ali changing the tap?’
B: Hayir, (Al)) (muslg-u) [vonar-1yor}ocus
No Ali  tap-ACC repair-PRO
‘Ali is repairing the tap.’ (Untak-Tarhan 2006, 12c)

In line with SSR, in the lower stress domain, thgeot is expected to bear sentential
stress. However as the verb is marked as focusestiteent, at PF the verb receives
the stress.

First of all, the rules given in (41), (42) and Y4%eld redundancy in the
system as already observed with the derivatiorfd3)fand (46). In (43), the verb
receives sentential stress due to discourse arageoeralization rule. In (46), SSR
Is predicted to assign stress to the object butdnle bears sentential stress due to
FSR.

We suggest that a single F marking can accouriidtr of the derivations
as discussed in the previous section. The pogditidne F marked constituent in the
complement domain of the phase does not deterrmiesssule assignment. The F
marked constituent, be it the object or the vegbeives IP level prominence and IP

stress. As the discussion in section 3.4.8.2 hastrihted there is no separate rule for
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default IP stress assignment, F marking and G m@rKihe IP level prominence is
always assigned to the rightmost phonological hras

The other question raised at this point is: Do wedphase domains to
account for stress assignment in Turkish? Withenghase-based analysis, it is
assumed that the subject moves to Spec TP andjbet avhich is the highest
constituent of th&P phase receives sentential stress. As illustiatdte previous
section, in an all-new sentence default phonoldgady assigns IP level stress to
the object. The subject forms an independent plogml phrase and as each
phonological phrase must be headed, it receivesgibgical phrase level stress. The
object and the verb form a single phonological parand the leftmost constituent
receives phonological phrase level stress. FinBlistress is assigned to the head of
the rightmost phonological phrase and hence #afized on the object. Our analysis
also reaches the same conclusion without appe@ipbgase domains.

Untak-Tarhan (2006) investigates stress pattetmatcusatives, passives
and unergatives. She does not take unaccusatidgsaasives as phases but only
unergatives in line with Chomsky (2000). Untak-Tarl{2006) goes over stress
patterns of these structures and argues that sesdures provide empirical
evidence for the phase based analysis of stregmasant. Untak-Tarhan (2006)
notes that with unaccusatives and passives ieigtity argument of the verb that

bears stress (47-48), with unergatives it is thb Weat bears stress (49).

(47) A: Cok mutlu gorin-tyor-sun.  Neol-du?
very happy look-PROG-2SG whaappen-PAST
‘You look very happy. What happened?’

B: Ali gel-di.
Ali  come-PAST
‘Ali came.’
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(48) A: Cok Uzgun goruan-tyor-sun.  Neol-du?
very sad |ook-PROG-2SG whappen-PAST
‘You look very sad. What happened?’
B:_ Cluzdan-im cal-in-du.
Wallet-1POSS steal-PASS-PAST
‘My walllet is stolen.’

(49) A: Sabah ne ol-du?
morning what happen-PAST
‘What happened in the morning?’

B: Ali kos-tu.
Ali run-PAST

‘Ali ran.’ (Untak-Tarhan 2006, 34-36)

The derivations of these two different stress paitee given in the following way.
In (50) with unaccusatives and passives the lox#es not a phase. Following the
movement of the single argument to Spec TP, sealatitess is assigned to this
constituent in the higher stress domain, nametfierhigher phase domain. In (51)
on the other hand, the lowdP is a phase. Following the movement of the sulbgect

Spec TP, sentential stress is assigned to theivenie lowervP phase via SSR.

(50) (51)

G
/\
o~ e
SD

a3

b
P C
Subject T
P T

/\
v
T
toub; v

SD AspP

T )

AL

vP Asp
T
v’
N
v
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However this analysis of stress assignment basguhases runs into problems when
the findings of further studies on the prosody ofKkish are taken into account. Kan
(2009) investigates the prosodic properties of onsatives and unergatives and
finds out that nearly in all of the cases with uneatives, single phrasing is induced
namely the argument and the verb forms a singleglogical phrase. The IP level
stress is realized on the argument. This is inwith the derivation in (50). This is
also in line with our analysis in that within agl@ phonological phrase the stress is
realized on the leftmost constituent which in talso bears IP level stress.

Kan (2009) further notes that with unergatives riydaalf of the data induce

multiple phrasing in which both the argument arel\tarb receives phonological
phrase level stress and the verb bears IP levesssheing the rightmost phonological
phrase. This is also within the predictions of deevation in (51). However, in the
other half of the data, single phrasing is obsearsd both the argument and verb
surface in the same phonological phrase. In canivabe derivation in (51), it is the
argument not the verb that bears stress in this. ddse derivation in (51) cannot
predict this stress pattern. The lower stress domanot defective and hence there
is no need to move up to the higher phase forsassignment as it is the case with
unaccusatives. Additionally, the structures triggein the study of Kan (2009) are
focus neutral and hence FSR cannot apply either.

Within our analysis on the other hand, althoughamat phrasing is not
captured, the IP level stress assignment is captuvden the argument and the verb
form independent phonological phrases, the rightpbsnological phrase is
expected to bear IP level stress. When thereiisgéesphrasing on the other hand, it

is the leftmost constituent in the rightmost phagotal phrase that attracts IP level
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stress. Hence a phase based account for sentrgisd assignment will not be

pursued in this study which falls short of captgrihe Turkish data.

3.6 One word level propositions

Goksel (2010) notes that utterances in Turkishstaface as one-word-level
propositional utterances (52) or sentence-leveratices (53). In one-word
propositions, when the suffix that immediately me@es the copula bears
prominence, the proposition is interpreted as priasi®nal or contrastive focus as in
(52a). When it is not the immediately pre-copultisuhat bears prominence, the
proposition is interpreted as contrastive focusksgd(2010) suggests that this is
also the case with sentence-level utterances trotitg when a constituent that is not

immediately preverbal bears prominence, it is prieted as contrastive focus as in

(53b)*?°
L- H*L L%
(52) a. gid- ecek- ler- @- . di
go fut 3PL COPAST

‘They were going to go.’
‘They WERE going to go.’
L-  H*L L%
b. gid- ecek- ler- @- di.

L- H*L L%
(53) a. Semra-lar din Ankara-ya gid-ecek-ler- @- di
Semra-family yesterday Ankara- DATgo-FUT-3PL-COP-PAST

‘Semras were going to Ankara yesterday.

129 Recall from the previous chapter that discoursg-oenstituents can also appear in the sentence
initial position followed by discourse anaphorimstituents as long as it is explicitly marked ia th
structure as additional information.
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L- H*L L%
b. Semra-lar din  Ankara-ya d-gcek-ler-di
(Goksel 2010, 36-37, with my modificats)

The other similarity is that focus can only appeahe pre-copula domain. In this
section, we will illustrate how one word utterancas be represented with the
model we have assumed.

In (54), at the prosodic word level, it is theegnent marker that bears
prominence. At the PPh level, the prominence ihared to the prominent syllable
of the leftmost constituent. As illustrated in (5#e proposition is a single word;

hence the same syllable bears PPh level promireamt& level prominence.

(54)( X ) Intonation Phrase
( X ) Phonological Phrase
( X ) Prosodic Word

gid- ecek- les - di

Now let’s take a look at the following represerdatiSimilar to (54), at the prosodic
word level, the F marked affix bears prominenceth&tPPh level, the prominence is
anchored to the prominent syllable of the leftnamststituent. The proposition is a

single word; and again the same syllable bearsl®Rhprominence and IP level

prominence.

(55)( X ) Intonation Phrase
( X ) Phonological Phrase
( X ) Prosodic Word

gid- eceks ler- - di
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The other option is to assume that one word lexagdgsitions compose a domain
including the stressed affix (underlined affixesyldahe remaining affixes form
another domain. This line of an analysis is purdndtiabak and Vogel (2001) and

they call the non-stress bearing affixes prosodiocvadjoiners (PWA).

(56) a. [sev-il-di-nizw
love-PASS-PAST-2PL
‘You were loved.’
b. [ [sev-ilpw -mgpwa)-di-niz]
love-PASS NEG-PAST-2PL
‘You were not loved.’ (Kabak and Vo@8l01, 20)

Based on the parallelism between one word propositand sentence level
utterances, we suggest that the non-stress beaffirgs belong to the same domain
with the F marked affix. Recall that the verb ihraad focus sentence does not bear
PPh level stress but it is still in the same domdth the object which bears PPh and
IP level prominence. In a sense the strayed affixeface in the same PPh with the F

marked affix and hence the F marked phrase isghémost PPh.

3.7 Conclusion
In this chapter we investigated the prosodic ra#ibn of (i) contrastive focus, (ii)
discourse-new and (iii) broad focus construction$urkish based on fO and
duration measurements. The main findings of theexental studies conducted in
this chapter are that:
» In contrast to previous analyses which suggesstandtive prosodic marking
for focus phrases in Turkish (Ozge and g&dEn 2010) or distinctive marking

strategies for discourse-new information and catitra focus phrases

163



(Issever 2003), the statistical analysis has showirthleae is no significant
difference between the three focus conditions vatfard to fO or duration at
any of the measurement points in the pre-nuclesiear and post-nuclear
domains. As indicated in section 3.2, the analgiissever (2003) is based
on observational facts. Ozge and Bairn (2010) suggest that focus phrases
surface with H*L contour but contrastive focus isne highlighted than
presentational focus. As is the case with the safdysever (2003), no
measurement is done with controlled stimuli. Tlieausion is based on the
assumption that presentational focus can projeet more than one
constituent but contrastive focus is realized o@a@ow constituent. However
as the discussion in Chapter 2 has shown, theetiigg context determines
the constituent(s) that can receive focal promieaemt the focus subtypes
themselves. Hence the findings of our study in Whie stimuli are strictly
controlled for each focus condition are more rééab

The lack of a distinction between the three condgiis explained based on
focus prominence rule which requires focus phré&sé&ear PPh level
prominence and attract IP level prominence withgirtdomain of focus. In
Turkish, in an all-new sentence the IP level pranuge is carried by the
immediately preverbal object being the head ofrifjlggmost PPh in the IP.
When contrastive focus or discourse new constitueatupy the
immediately preverbal position they attract IP lgy@minence being F
marked at syntax.

The focus phrases in initial and final domains hlavther shown that F
marked constituents attract IP level stress. Theesee initial focus phrase

forms a single phonological phrase and being tifigmost phonological
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phrase, it attracts IP level prominence. If théoveears focus then it forms an
independent phonological phrase and again beingghemost phonological
phrase attracts IP level prominence.

> Phase based stress assignment analysis of UnthkiT2006) falls short of
explaining the unergative structures when the figdiof Kan (2009) on
phrasing of unergatives are taken into accountak}arhan (2006) takes
unergatives as phases but single phrasing is adx$evith unergatives. Both
the argument and verb surface in the same phomallogihrase and it is the
argument that bears prominence not the verb.

» Assuming a prosodic level mediating between syatak phonetics explains
both the phrasing properties of unaccusatives gatiees and passives and
one word level utterances. The constituents treaFanarked at syntax,
require IP level prominence at prosody and IP staéphonetics whether the

utterance is word or sentence level.

The next section discusses the syntactic markingfofmation structural units in

Turkish.
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CHAPTER 4
SYNTACTIC MARKING OF INFORMATION STRUCTURAL UNITS N

TURKISH

For the representation of information structuratsim syntax, many different
analyses have been put forth which form a continasrto how discourse notions
are encoded in syntax. Within the strong moduldrmjtgothesis (Horvath 2005,
2010), information structural notions cannot becelet in syntax and what is taken
as focus movement is suggested to be exhaustinéfidational operator movement,
which is quantificational in nature. On the othiglesof the continuum, within the
cartographic approach (Rizzi 1997) information cliual categories are represented
as ordered functional projections in the left pleery.

In the Turkish linguistics literature, word ordesrmutations have been
observed to be related to discourse-pragmaticsugiargl 1984, Kural 1992, Goksel
1998, 2013, Goksel and Ozsoy 20B8ever 2003Sener 2010 to cite a fewdener
(2010) takes a further step and suggests thatrkiSfuword order permutations are
“fully” determined by discourse-pragmatic motiveslgroposes a phrase structure
for Turkish based on variable binding in SOV andMfsders. He proposes TopP,
DaP, FocP projections at the left periphery thatc&the features of information
structural categories. Topic and discourse anagplpbiases undergo movement
while focus phrases remain in-situ due to the atesehoperator feature which is
taken to be the trigger of movement with topic drstourse anaphoric constituents.
The syntactic analysis §ener (2010) can fully capture the binding data@Vsand

OSV orders.
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In this chapter we investigate how information stuwal categories interact with
variable binding data, negation and quantifier scde question addressed in this
part is how information structure and syntax atateel. We discuss whether
information structural categories are encoded imasyvia formal features or
whether we can derive the word order variationgusstificational operations taking
place at the LF domain (Bobaljik and Wurmbrand 20€eleman and Vermeulen
2012).

The discussion shows that IP internal FocP aralysi only captures the
tendency in Turkish that focus phrases surfacharirhmediately preverbal position
but also the interaction of focus with differenpastual markers. The semantic
compositionality of contrastive topic phrases fimdsyntactic account in this chapter.
We analyze the impossibility of contrastive topirgses to appear in the c-
command domain of focus phrases as a restrictidhereconstruction of
contrastive topics to the scope domain of focuagds. The scope domain of focus
does not map onto the complement domaivPophase but it maps onto the eventual
domain as defined by Ramchand and Svenonius (20h&) makes the status @
as a phase in Turkish questionable. The experirsiutdy on scope readings reveal
that in most of the cases scope can be read ofiutiace order. Inverse scope is
possible in a few information structural orderinggich are captured via
intermediary reconstruction sites within this stud@lige discussion on binding and
scope data can be captured via information stratcteatures to be checked, while

LF based analysis falls short of explaining the \etdata.
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4.1 Left peripheral or IP internal functional gofions

As pointed out earlier in the Introduction and elated in Chapter 2 with ordering
restrictions, in Turkish, movement operations aggered by interpretive purposes.
The cartographic approach (Rizzi 1997) is advarmtagén explaining the movement
operations triggered by information structuringsamantic/pragmatic notions are
directly mapped onto syntactic structure via da@ddunctional projections which

are rigidly ordered, as illustrated below.

(1)

Fofcep
For‘c';;'/ Topp*
T oP FOCP
Foc I°pP*
oP Fulp

Fin ~Ip™

Studies on different languages raise many ques#baat the functional projections
assumed at the left periphery. Frascarelli andetindtizl (2007), Neeleman and
Vermeulen (2012) argue against recursive Topicgatans in the cartographic
approach and decompose TopP projection at thpdeifthery as FamiliarTopP,
ContrastiveTopP and AboutnessTopP. The additioopPTprojections can capture
the data in a more satisfactory way than the melffppP versus a unique FocP
requirement of the cartographic approach.

Other researchers proposed these functional piajesco surface in the IP
internal structure. IP internal CP projections hbgen used in the literature for

different languages such as Malayalam and Engliajaseelan 2001), Italian
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(Belletti 2003), and Russian (Dyakonova 2009) twoaat for topic and focus
constructions. Jayaseelan (2001) suggests thaalayalam wh-phrases appear left
adjacent to the verb due to the FocP projectiovaltwe verbal domain and extends
this analysis to English gapping and cleft struesuin Russian, the verb moves to
Asp and focus phrases appear to the right of the Based on this property
Dyakonova (2009) proposes an IP internal focustapit phrase abow domain

for Russian. The verb moves to AspP and the fobusse moves to FocP aboxr
projection. In addition to this lower FocP projectithere is a higher FocP projection
in the left periphery. The higher FocP is occupgd-linked focus phrases. The
lower FocP is also motivated by scope propertieguahtifiers in Russian.

In Turkish there is tendency for the focus phrasesppear in the preverbal
position optionally followed by the movement of ttanstituents to the higher
projections. Remember that whether the targetipositf the dislocated non-focal
constituents is to an A or A’ position has not beesolved either and Oztirk (2005)
suggests that Turkish shows a mixed strategy @&@s 1.4.1). From a theoretical
perspective, assuming IP internal functional priges instead of extra-sentential,
left peripheral projections does not make a bitedénce for an analysis. However,
in addition to capturing the reason behind the ¢ewgt of the focus phrase to appear
in the preverbal position, IP internal focus angtdurse anaphoric projections can
better explain the Turkish data from an empiricghpof view as well. This point
will be elaborated in sections 4.4 and 4.5 withdiseussion of quantifier scope data
and different aspectual markers respectively. t€rimal focus projection can also
explain the semantic difference between topic aedd phrases in that topic phrases

are utterance level constituents while focus plsrase propositional level
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constituents. Hence within this study we suggestt FocP does not surface at the left

periphery but aboveP domain in Turkish.

4.2 The interaction of information structural @gnitith negation
In this section we focus on the interaction of mfiation structural categories with
negation to find out more about their phrase stmatiproperties of Turkish. First,
we will go over some data discussed in the Turkishature.

Kelepir (2001) suggests that accusative markedimtks can have wide
scope over negation as in (2) but in a denial cdrtes indefinite is under the scope

of negation as in (3).

(2) Hasan ki kapi-yi cilala-ma-di.
Hasan two door-ACC  polish-NEG-PAST

‘Hasan didn’t polish two doors.” (Hasan didpolish two of the doors)

(3) A: Hasan iki kapiyi cilalagyi sen hala oturuyorsun.
Hasan polished two of the doors, youstitesitting (here).
B: Hasan iki kapi-yi cilataa-d1, sadece bir kapiyi cilaladi.
Hasan two door-ACC polish-NEGST
‘Hasan didn’t polish two of the doorse)lonly polished one of the doors.’
(Kple2001, 132-133)

What is clear from the context given in (3) is thatus is on the verb which is
pointed out with the denial context explanation(dhon the other hand, focus is on

the object. This becomes clearer when we put gngesice in a context.

(4) A: Hasan-a cilala-ma-si inic 5 tane kap! birak-gati-m.
Hasan-DAT polish-NOML-POSS for five pge door leave-EVI-PAST-1SG
Sadece birini cilalamagni

‘I had left Hasan 5 doors to be polishidd.hasn’t polished only one of them.’
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B: Yo, hayir. Hasan iki kapryr cilala-ma-ms.
No Hasan two door-AC(olish-NEG-PAST
‘No, Hasan didn’t polish two of the a0

In (4) we get the interpretation that there are tlwors that Hasan did not polish. In a
sense, in both (3) and (4) there is a denial optegious context. In (3), we deny the
proposition that Hasan polished two of the doarg4) we deny the proposition that
Hasan didn’t polish one of the doors. Oztiirk (208I8p suggests that scope
possibilities may change in the presence of negatutthin the investigation of the

position of subjects.

(5) a. frp[NEc[agentPbUtin cocuklarfemer0  test-e  vpgir-me-di]]]
all  children that test-DAT  tak&EG-PAST

‘All children did not take that test.’ neg > all, *allreg
b. fpblttin gocuklar [nec [agentpti [Themer O tESt-€ v gir-me-di-ler]]]
all children that test-DAT take-NEG-PAST
‘All children did not take that test.’ all > neg, *ne@lk

ZiOrk 2005, 70)

Oztirk suggests that in (5a), the subject doesnove up to Spec TP and the
movement of V to T head checks the EPP featurkeoTthead. Negation is above
the subject. In (5b) on the other hand the subyemtes to Spec TP, which is also
indicated via overt agreement markers on the vEib.negation is below TP
projection and the subject quantifier takes widgpgcover negation.

As the contrast in (2-4) indicates the scope pdgsb depend on where we
put the focus. Now we will take a look at the staues in 5(a-b) by putting them
within a context that will force certain informatigtructural interpretations for the
constituents. Oztiirk (2005) already gives a corfmxthe structure in (5b) as in (7).

We provide a context for (5a) in (6) below.
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(6) A: Dershanede yapilan testegya bir ilgi vardi. Butlin ¢cocuklar girgier teste.
‘The test at the training center drew imge interest. All children took the test.’
B: Yanls duy-mu-sun, bitiin cocuk-lar o test-e r-igie-di-ler**°
wrong hear-PAST-2SG all  child-Ptat test-DAT take-NEG-PAST-3PL
‘You have misheard; all children did nake that test.’ not > all

(7) O test-e [buttin cocuklarpir-me-di, [bitiin biyukler] gir-dit3!
that test-DAT all children take-NHRAST all adults take-PAST
‘All the children did not take the test, all theuétd took it.’ all > not

(Ozturk 2005, 151 with my modifiicats)

As the structures in (6-7), illustrate the positadrihe focus has an effect on the
interpretation. When the verb bears focus, negd#ikes wide scope, when the non-
verbal constituents bear focus the focused comesiitilas wide scope. Note that the
structures in (6-7) gave the same result with (2at) hence negation can be a good
testing ground to find out the position of informeat structural units in the phrase
structure.

Now we will test how scope facts change when wethese sentences in a
more controlled way. We have four sets of datarfiyersal quantifier with the focus
phrase, (ii) universal quantifier with the contrasttopic, (iii) universal quantifier
with the aboutness topic and (iv) universal quantivith the discourse anaphoric
constituent. In all cases the verb bears perfeckenamls and negation. The tricky
issue with this test is that the scope interpretaitn the preceding context can be

easily transferred to the target sentence. In daderinimize this effect we prepared

130 &ztiirk (2005) takes overt agreement markers onehe as an indication of VV to T movement and
gets a different interpretation. We suggest thstieiad of the agreement markers it is the placeofent
focus, namely the information structural statushefconstituents that makes a difference in the
position of the subject.

131 \When this sentence is interpreted as “not....bugtead of a coordinated clause as in (7) in the
text, interpretation of scope changes and negé#dioes scope over the universal quantifier. Thaoks t
Meltem Kelepir and Balkiz Oztiirk for pointing thisit to me.
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short contexts to trigger the right informatiorusture in the target sentence and we

kept scope ambiguity in the preceding context ds we

l. Focus phrase with the universal quantifier

In the first set, we have argument focus phrasdasng with the universal
guantifier. Although in (9) and (10) the same ordkeinformation structural units is
used, in (9) the focus is on the restriction offtnaus phrase while in (10) it is on the

guantifier itself.

(8) A: Yetiskinlerin hepsi o sinava girmegigr. vV o> A&
‘All the adults did not take that exam.
B: Butun yetkinler degil,
[batlin cocuk-lag] [0 sinav-gja [gir-me-mg-ler]pa
all  child-PL that eweDAT take-NEG-PAST-3PL
‘It is not all the adults, all the childreid not take that exam.’

(9) A: Dershanede yapilan ygmalarin hepsini boykot eden ygdinler yarsmalara
girmemgler.
‘The adults who protested all the competitionshattraining center did not enter the
competitions.’
B: Valla, yetskinleri bilmiyorum ama,
[cocuk-lardy [bUtin sinav-lar-g]  [gir-me-mk-ler]pa vV > neg
child-PL all exam-PL-DAT takeEl$-PAST-3PL
‘Well, I do not know about the adults but theldren did not take all the exams.’

(10) A: Dershanede yapilan sinavlari boykot edeigkialer bazi sinavlara
girmemgler.
‘The adults who protested the exams at the traicigter did not take some of the

exams.’

132 1he judgments belong to me checked with two otla¢ive speakers of Turkish.
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B: Valla, yetkinleri bilmiyorum ama,

[cocuk-lagr [butin sinav-lar-g] [gir-me-mk-ler]pa vV > neg
child-PL all exanh-BPAT  take-NEG-PAST-3PL

‘Well, 1 don’'t know about the adults butetbhildren did not take all the exams.’

Il. Contrastive topic with the universal quantifier

In the second set, contrastive topic phrases sukiatt the universal quantifier.
Remember that contrastive topics can be given aslyartial answers and hence
they cannot be used with quantifiers resistingiglrterpretation (see section
2.3.2.2). That's why in (11-13) we put the contrast on the quantifier but on the
restriction. Hence, in these structures we shéttdpic under discussion and contrast

the group of ‘all the children’ with the group @l the adults’.

(11) A: Dershanede yapilan sinava buttinskatler girmemsgler galiba, dgil mi?
All the adults did not take the exam done at thaing center, did they?’
B: Valla, yegkinleri bilmiyorum ama,
[batin cocuk-lag} [sinav-apa  [gir-me-mg-ler]e neg Vv
all child-PL exam-DATtake-NEG-PAST-3PL
‘Well, 1 do not know about the adults but, aktbhildren did not tee the exam.”’

(12) A: Dershanede yapilan yanaya yegkinlerin hepsi girmemnsier.
‘All the adults did not enter the competitionsta training center’
B: Valla, yegkinleri bilmiyorum ama
[batin cocuk-lag} [sinav-ag [gir-me-mk-ler]pa vV > neg
all child-PL exam-DATtake-NEG-PAST-3PL
‘Well, 1 do not know about the adults but, aktbhldren did not take the exam.’

(13) A: Annen partiye Fatih’in gelmesini istemgidtin onu davet etmermi
‘Your mother has not invited Fatih to the partysi® does not want him to come to

the party.’
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B: Valla Fatih’i bilmiyorum ama,
[bir arkadgim-i]ct [kimsg] davet et-me-mi H> neg
a friend-POSS-ACC anybodjnvite-NEG-PAST
‘Well, I don't know about Fatih bufjo one has invited a friend of mine to the party.’

lll. Aboutness Topic Phrases with the Universal Qifigr
In the third set, we have aboutness topic phrasesrong in sentence initial position

as the object (14) or the subject of the sentebsel 6).

(14) A: Dershanedeki yalinler batin sinavlara girmegher. vV >neg
‘The adults at the training center diot take all the exams’
B: [bUtiin sinav-lar-g [cocuk-larg [gir-me-mE-ler]pa, Yetkkinler desil
all exam-PL-DAT child-PL take-NEG-PAST-3PL
‘The children did not take all the stats, not the adults.’

(15) A: Dershanedeki batin ygkinler yargmalara katilmanglar. neg V
All the adults at the training center did not entiee competitions.”’
B: [BUtln yegkin-ler]ar [sinav-lar-a [katil-ma-mg]pa, yarsmalara dgil.
all adult-PL  exam-PL-DAT parfiate-NEG-PAST
‘All the adults did not participatetime exams not in the competitions.’

(16) A: Dershanede yapilan sinava buttin cocuklanigfer. neg Vv
‘All the children took the exam done at the tragmuenter.’
B: Yoo, hayir, [batin cocuk-lag] [sinav-apa [gir-me-mg-ler]e
all chiRl- exam-DAT  take-NEG-PAST-3PL
‘No, all the children did not take theam.’
IV. Discourse anaphoric constituent with the unsatiquantifier

In the final set, we have discourse anaphoric doestts surfacing with the universal

guantifier.
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(17) A: Dershanede yapilan bitin sinavlarasietier girmisler, yosun bir katilim
olmus, dezil mi?
‘The adults took all the exams at the training cenlteere was a broad participation,
wasn’t there?’
B: Valla, yetskinleri bilmiyorum ama,

[cocuk-lardr [bUtlin sinav-lar-gh [gir-me-mk-ler]e neg Vv

child-PL all exam-PL-DAT take-NEG-PAST-3PL
‘Well, 1 don’t know about the adults but, the cinéd did not take all the exams.’

(18) A: Dershanedeki yatinler batin sinavlara girmegher. neg Vv
‘The adults at the training center diot take all the exams’
B: Yetskinler desil [cocuk-lar]r [bUtin  sinav-lar-gh [gir-me-mg-ler]pa
child-PL all  exah-DAT take-NEG-PAST-3PL
‘The children did not take all the examat the adults.’

(19) A: Cocuklar dershanede yapilan bittin sina\garaisler. neg v
‘The children took all the exams done at the tnagncenter.’
B: Yoo, hayir, [cocuk-lag} [bUtln sinav-lar-gla  [gir-me-mé-ler]r
child-PL Il a exam-PL-DAT take-NEG-PAST-3PL

‘No, the children did not take all theaexs.’

Table 4 below illustrates the results for the feets of data.

Table 4. The Interaction of Negation with Inforimat Structural Units

Focus Contrastive Aboutness Discourse
topic topic anaphoric

I Fs-DAo-DAy F>NEG
CTsFo-DAy F>NEG

Il CTs-DAG-F/ NEG>CT
CTS(universa\'FO'DAV CT>NEG
CToindefiniter Fs-DAv CT>NEG

ATo-Fs-DAy AT>NEG
I AT -Fo-DAy NEG>AT
ATs‘DAo'Fv NEG>AT

CTs-DAo-Fy NEG>DA
IV Fs-DAo-DAy NEG>DA
AT-DAo-F/ NEG>DA
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The data, although limited, indicate that focusagles take scope over negation in
the absence or presence of contrastive topic phirase

A second thing that the data shows is that comaspics, which cannot
surface in the absence of focus phrases, can take sibove and below negation
depending on the position of the focus phrase.i¢fthe verb that bears focus,
negation takes scope over the contrastive topfoclis is not on the verb,
contrastive topic takes scope over negation. Bhexpected in the sense that in the
absence of a contrastive topic phrase, focus phtake negation under their scope,
as contrastive topic constituents out-scope fotwmages, negation also surfaces
under the scope of contrastive topics. As for abesg topic phrases, when they are
subject phrases or when the focus is on the veptdke narrow scope with respect
to negation. Otherwise they take scope over negdiimally, with discourse
anaphoric constituents, when they follow focus pasaor when the focus is on the
verb they take narrow scope with respect to negathée can sum up the findings in

the following way:

(i) Focus takes scope over negation

(i) If it is the verb that bears focus, negatiakés scope over all constituents.
(iif) When focus is not on the verb, contrastivpitotakes scope over negation,
object aboutness topic takes scope over negation.

(iv) Discourse anaphoric constituents surface utitkescope of negation.

Based on these findings and the discussion inrieegding section, we propose the
structure in (20a) below. FocP is generated IRmalé above theP projection. We
tested only transitive sentences in which discoarsgphoric constituents always

surface under the scope of negation. As the digmugs section 4.3 on quantifier
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scope in OSV order shows, we need a DaP above BacHar to focus phrases,
discourse anaphoric constituents cannot surfacegieg the contrastive topic

phrases and hence DaP projects above FocP bus hajtaas the left periphery.

(20) a. b.
CP CP
. CT
C? Ceo
TP Co P
DaP T To Neg TP
T
Da’ DaP T
FocP Da°® Da’
P Foc? FocP Da°
: oc vP Foc®
V Neg vP
VP VW v
VP )
,?
! -
VA Ve

Contrastive topic phrases always take scope ovgatiom but when the verb bears
focus they surface under the scope of negation.edevy contrastive topics cannot
surface within the scope domain of focus. Henceasgime that at LF negation can
project above/P and TP (or even in the CP projection). This isna with the
analysis of Kelepir (2001), who suggests that riegatan project above the verbal
domain or the TP domain.

As pointed out above, if it is the verb that befarsis, negation takes scope
over all constituents. We suggest that this istdube presence of an assertion
operator higher in the structure. When the versfrus, the truth value of the
whole proposition is judged and the speaker empbhaghe truth value of the
proposition. However, in addition to the semantaotent of the verb, the whole

proposition is focused. Hence we suggest that vinefocused verb bears negation,
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the whole clause is asserted not to be true ancehtie whole clause is under the
scope of negation including the contrastive topic.

Finally, the subject aboutness topic phrases lamdiscourse anaphoric
constituents following the focus phrase always lieméthin the scope of negation
indicating that they remain in their base generatesitions™*

Now we will investigate the target position of tt@ntrastive topic and

object aboutness topic phrases which take scopenegation.

4.2.1 Position of contrastive topic and aboutrnepg

As the interaction of topic phrases with negatitrsirates, contrastive topics and
object aboutness topic phrases take scope ovetioregeor the target position of the
topic phrases there are two potential landing $ijebe left periphery§ener 2010)

or (ii) Spec TP. In both of these alternatives,taastive topic c-commands FocP and
DaP, which is also signaled with the ordering retms. Spec TP as the target
position is in line with some current analyseshia literature which assume

discourse features of C head to be inherited bgadi{Miyagawa 2010) and Spec

133 Based on the interaction of zero marked indefinitad negative polarity items with negation,
Kelepir (2001) argues that at LF the negation dperan Turkish can adjoin teP or TP. In the
constructions illustrated below in (1) adapted frielepir (2001), the indefinite without accusative
marking in (1a) remains in its base generated iposdnd it is under the scope of negation which
adjoins to the/P domain. In (1b), the indefinite subject is at Sp® and above the scope of negation
which licences the NPI object in te® domain. In (1c), the accusative marked indefiisiteound by
the existential quantifier over choice functions isuunder the scope of negation which is adjoiteed
the TP domain. In (1c), negation above the NPl extbat Spec TP satisfies the immediate scope
constraint and the indefinite cannot take wide scemce the existential quantifier over choice
functions is in the scope of the negative operator.

(1) a. [pHasan [Neg-Op iki kitap oku-ma-di]]] (sadebir kitap okudu)

Hasan two bookread-NEG-PAST
‘Hasan didn’t read two books. (Had@nly one book)
b. fr df [+ Bir arkadaim  [Neg-Op kimse-yi davet et-mis]]]]
a friend-1POSS anybody-ACC invite-NEG-EVI
‘A friend of mine didn’t invite anylaly’
c. [Neg-Op 1 df [1p Kimse [p bir arkada-im-1 davet et-mexifj

anybody friend-1SGPOSS-ACC invite-NEG-EVI
‘Nobody invited any friend of mine’
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TP can be filled for interpretational purposes (Dk2005, Jiménez-Fernandez and
Issever 2012).

Now let us assume that we have a CT subject, afimte object, and
focus is on the verb as illustrated below. The fmite can take scope over the

universal quantifier in these kinds of examplesksab 1998, 2013, Kelepir 2001).

(21) A: Ogretmenler ve grenciler okumak icin iki kitap alnglar. Ogretmenler
aldiklar kitaplari okumadan geri getirgiar.
The teachers and the students took two books th fidee teachers brought the
books they took without reading them.
B: Valla @retmenleri bilmiyorum ama
her grencicr ki kitab-ipa oku-musg.
every student two book-ACCread-PAST
‘Frankly, 1 don’t know about the teachers, buéry student read two books.’
vHd/ aVv

The surface order is reflected as the wide scopleeofiniversal quantifier over the
indefinite and the existential operator from itgy& position. As for the inverse
scope interpretation, in line with Kelepir (2001¢ wssume that existential operator
over choice functions can adjoin to*#¥ Let us assume that contrastive topic
constituents move to Spec TopP at the left peripHanding in a position c-
commanding the indefinite discourse anaphoric ¢uesit and the existential

operator over choice functions.

134 Kelepir (2001) suggests adjunction to a positiverd P for the existential operator, based on the
assumption that subjects in Turkish move up to Sp&c
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(22) TopP

hegrénci

iki kitabi okumgi

The wide scope interpretation of the indefiniteezbjquantifier is possible only
when we assume that contrastive topic moves batiletontermediary Spec TP. The
universal quantifier reconstructs back to Spec dPramains within the scope of the
existential quantifier over choice functions. Thves get the inverse scope
interpretation.

The second alternative is to assume that the exigteuantifier is in fact
an adjunction to the CP domain taking both contradbpic and discourse anaphoric
position under its scope domain. As negation takesrastive topic under its scope,

we assume that Neg can adjoin to the left peripaebyF as in (23).

(23)

iki kitabi okumy

Following the movement of the contrastive topicstdnent to the left periphery,
surface scope interpretation is read off as thstewiial operator over choice

functions can also surface aboxdomain. As for the inverse scope order, we will

135 For ease of exposition, nearly in all the représtions we will show the projections with their
specifiers but note that in Turkish the head prsjea the right.
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assume that the existential operator over choigetions above TopP and below
Neg allows the indefinite to take scope over thigensal quantifier:>®

The third option is to assume that contrastivedopoves to Spec TP.

(24)

okumy

The existential quantifier over choice functionattforms a chain with the indefinite
takes wide scope over the universal quantifierpacSIP from its position over TP.
The surface scope interpretation is also availaial@djunction of existential
operator above Spe® position which is under the c-command domairhef t
dislocated contrastive topic phrase. The thirdaypis also in line with the analysis
in the Turkish linguistics literature in that SpER is filled by constituents only for
scope and discourse interpretive purposes (Oz®8R,12005, Jiménez-Fernandez
andissever 2012). Hence we choose the third opition.

A further issue to be discussed in this sectidhestriggering feature of
contrastive topic phrases to Spec TP. There arertaia lines of analyses on
syntactic marking of contrastive topic phraseshaéiligh there are slight differences
within these studies, the first line of the studaseled as the configurational
analysis indicates that there is a single F markirgtegy for both focus and

contrastive topic marking (Wagner 2007, 2008, Tdaia010, Constant 2014). The

1% See section 4.3.2.2 for an elaborated discussidheposition of indefinites.
134ne will elaborate and revise this analysis in chapt
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second line of these studies assume CT featuiefarastive topic phrases and F
marking for focus phrases (Blring 2003, Dyakono®@9).

We will first go over the studies on a contrastiogic in which a single F
marking strategy is assumed for both focus andrastite topic phrases. Wagner
(2007, 2008) assumes a nested foci analysis argbstggthat a contrastive topic is in
fact a focus phrase bound by a higher focus oper@tmtrastive topic cannot
surface within the scope of the lower focus phtaszause this would yield the
incorrect interpretation. The ordering reflects seenantic compositionality of the
sentence. In English, contrastive topic can surfabewing the focus phrase while

this is not possible with Italian as it is the cas@urkish.**®

138 \Wagner (2008) further argues that the nestedafoalysis for contrastive topic-focus can also be
extended to overt focus operators. In languagds seibpe readings restricted to surface order, overt
focus operators would have only surface scope.asted this prediction with the overt focus partcle
‘sadecéand ‘bile’.
(1) Ahmet haric siniftaki cocuklarin kitap okuygluyok. Verdgimiz kitaplari okumadan geri
getiriyorlar.
Except for Ahmet the students in our class do @atl books. They return back the books we gave
to them without reading them.
a.en @enceli kitab-i bile sadece Ahmeku-yor.
most enjoyable book-ACC even onlhmet read-PROG
‘Only Ahmet reads even the most enjoyaloleky
b. ? Sadece Ahmet eglenceli kitab-1 bile oku-yor.
Alternatives for only:
(i) there were some candidates who could read db& b
Alternatives for only and even:
(i) least likely: The most enjoyable book is reanlydoy Ahmet
(i) more likely: Only Ahmet reads the book whichanjoyable to some extent
In (1) the implication is that it is not only Ahmetho read the most exciting book and hersaelece
cannot take wide scope.
(2) siniftaki ¢cocuklarin kitap okuma gtanligi yok. Hepsi glenceli ¢izgi romanlari okuyor ama daha
az aglenceli klasik kitaplari okumak istemiyorlar.
‘The students at the class do not have the haltibok-reading. They all read enjoyable cartoon
books but they do not want to read less enjoyahesic books.’
a. Sadece Ahmet en sikici kitab-1  bile oku-yor.
only Ahmet most boring book-ACE€ven read-PROG
‘Only Ahmet reads even the most boring book
b. ?en sikici kitab-1 bile sadece Ahmet oku-yo
Alternatives for even:
(i) least likely: Ahmet reads the least boring book
(i) more likely: Ahmet reads books which are bgrie some extent.
(iii) even more likely: Ahmet reads the most borlmpk.
In (2) the implication is that it is only Ahmet wheads even the most boring book. To sum up, in
Turkish also focus phrases with overt particlegtakly surface scope.
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Wagner (2007, 2008) suggests that different ordemstrictions are due to different
scope taking properties of these langualgethe presence of two quantifiers,
English allows inverse scope but this is not pdesibltalian. In English, contrastive
topic takes scope over the focus phrase at LF vihgehas to be overt in Italian
where inverse scope is not possible.

In a similar vein, for Japanese, Tomioka (201@)g&sts that the lower
focus phrase is bound by the lower exhaustive fopesator while the higher
operator binds both the contrastive topic and ¢leel focus phrase as illustrated in

(25) below.

(25) Who ate what?
ERIKA-wa  MAME-o0 tabe-ta  g#o)
Erika-TOP  beans-ACC  eat-PAST (but)
‘Erika ate beans (but....)’
[Op1 2[speech actPASSErt [ EXs [p ERIKa-wa [[MAME-0] ,] 3 tabeta]]]]
(Tomioka 2016, 22)

There is a single F marking strategy. The diffeesiscthat the focus value of the
lower focus phrase is used up higher in the stractu

Constant (2014) suggests that contrastive topicem@&nt can occur in
syntax or at LF. He assumes a contrastive topitradigon operator that combines
the focus value of the lower focus phrase withvillele of the higher focus phrase

and gets a nested focus value as illustrated in@ew.
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(26) [Fred}t brought [beang]

[Fred]F CT-A7 — \\'\\:\
tz T
brought ™
[the beans]F

(Constant 2014, 52)

The higher focus phrase moves to the specifiettiposof the topic abstraction
operator. Via the abstraction operator we getadtiere sets of ‘what x brought’
which then combines with the alternative sets oé@ll- and we get the nested focus
value.

Biring (2003) also suggests that the semantic cempo of contrastive
topic uses the semantic value of the lower focuagghbut he assumes a CT feature
independent of a focus feature. If, in line witnfigurational analysis, we assume a
single F feature for both contrastive topic anduophrases, syntax would be blind
to which focus phrase is attracted to the highsitjpm. Additionally, as discussed in
Chapter 2 on the semantic marking of topic andg$pthe distributional properties of
contrastive topic and focus phrases show variaiidmle contrastive topic phrases
can appear in the post-verbal domain devoid of theanational properties, this is
not possible for focus phrases. We take this ateexe that contrastive topic and
focus phrases are not nested foci even though sencampositionality of
contrastive topic is dependent on focus phfdSeence we suggest that what attracts
contrastive topic out of the domain of focus is @Efeature in line with Biring

(2003).

139 One can still argue for single F marking stratégyCT-F order. We can suggest that the ban on
the lower focus phrase to appear in the post-vettiadain is due to the fact that adjunction to post-
verbal domain is due to the fact that this positohigher than the preverbal adjunction sites. The
dislocated focus phrase would end up in a highsitipo than the contrastive topic phrase which
would yield unacceptability. However remember thtn in the absence of a contrastive topic phrase
focus phrases cannot appear in the post-verbalidoiance single F marking analysis cannot
account for Turkish data.
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To recap, based on the interaction of informatioacsural units with negation we
found out that (i) negation can surface at more thae position because contrastive
topics cannot surface in the scope of focus phiasethey surface under the scope
of negation when the verb bears focus (ii) subpbciutness topic phrases and
discourse anaphoric constituents following the fophrase always appear within the
scope of negation indicating that they remain &irtbase generated positions, (iii)
object aboutness topic phrases and contrastive ptpases undergo movement to
Spec TP triggered by topic feature. In SOV orden-movement analysis except for
contrastive topic phrases is expected becauserkishuword order restrictions
reflect a change in semantic interpretation. Ifrii@/ement operation is semantically
vacuous, there is no need for movement.

The next section discusses the experimental studieonducted to find
out how information structure shapes quantifiepgcd he findings of these studies
will further give us ideas about the phrase stmgtf information structural units in

Turkish.

4.3 The interaction of information structural gnitith quantifier scope and binding
In this section we will focus on the interactiongefantifier scope with information
structural units. The interaction of informationustural units with binding
possibilities has been investigatedYsner (2010), the information structural units
being triggered within a context. In this study, weestigate whether the match of
focus, topic or discourse anaphoric constituentl thie universal quantifier and the
indefinite yields a special interpretation or retope interactions of the universal

quantifier and the indefinite have been under dismn by various researchers
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(Kural 1992, Goksel 1998, 2013, Kelepir 2001, Keiyr2003, Oztiirk 2005, Ozge
2010, to cite a few).

We needed to conduct a further expenital study to check scope
interpretations because firstly, in these studiesstructures are not given in a
context. Although the place of focus is indicatedome of these studies, when
presented out of context, the judgments may departtbw information structural
units are encoded by the speaker who interpretsdbyge interaction in that
sentence. Secondly, a general conclusion with oe$pescope interpretation for
universal quantifier and indefinites cannot be drawt of these studies because
either the judgments vary or the tense marker ervénb or the case marker on the
guantifier varies.

For example, in the following pairs of exampleshbaf the researchers

suggest that both surface and inverse scope ifpmss

(27) Her hasta-ya bir doktobak-1yor. va/av

every patient-DAT a  doctorexamine-PROG

‘Every doctor is examining a patient.’ (Ozge 2010, 41)
(28) Her doktor-a bir hasta gid-iyor. va/av

every doctor-DAT a  patiengo-PROG
‘A patient goes to every doctor.’ (Goksel 1988,

Goksel (1998) suggests that the focus is on theepoal subject; however, Ozge
(2010) does not point out the placement of focusyeg)2010) further gives the
following example, which differs from the examplgean in (27) with respect to case
marker on the object and suggests that the susfam@e which indicates distributive

reading is not available in (29), but again he dussndicate the position of focus.
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(29) Her hasta-yr  bir doktor tedavi ed-iyor. va/av
every patient-ACC a  doctor treat-PROG
‘Every doctor is treating a patient.’ (Ozge 2010) 41

Finally, different inflectional markers on the veyield confounding results. Ozge
(2010) suggests that the past tense marker oretivenvakes wide scope for the
indefinite impossible as in (30a), while this ispible when the verb bears

progressive marker as in (30b).

(30) a. Her doktor bir hasta uayene et-ti. va/xav
every doctor a  patienexamine-PAST
‘Every doctor examined a patient.’
b. Her doktor bir  hasta-yi muayene ed-iyor. vasav
every doctor a  patient-ACGxamine-PROG
‘Every doctor is examining a patient.’ (Ozge 2010, 47)

However, Goksel (1998) suggest that inverse scoptlii possible when the verb

bears past marker as illustrated in (31).

(31) Her gocuk bir goetmen-e cicek  ver-di. varav
every child a teacher-DAT ovier give-PAST
‘Every child gave flowers to a teacher.’ (GoOksel 1998, 1)

Note that in these examples there is either aibdedinite object as in (30a) or the
object phrases bear a different case marker &9l) @nd (31) which may have an
effect on the judgments. Hence we conducted a sy@tematic study to find out the
scope pattern and its interaction with informatstructural notions in Turkish. The

next section takes a look at the details of theegrgental study.
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4.3.1 First study
With the aim of investigating how information sttui@l notions shape the scope
interactions of the universal quantifieer’ and the indefinitébir’ , we conducted a

study restricting the data to SOV and OSV orders.

4.3.1.1 Participants and the judgment procedure

Eight informants took part in this experimentaldstuFive of them were male and
three of them were female. All the informants weative speakers of Turkish living
in Istanbul for at least 3 years. All the informantseuweaive to the purpose of the
study and none of them was a linguist. The age &pahe speakers was between 22
and 60 at the time of the study.

In order to make sure that the participants undetstvhat they were
expected to do, at the beginning of the sessidrod practice session with 3
questions was done with each participant. The esession included examples
similar to the ones used in the experiment. Thégyaants first read the context.
Then they listened to the sound file for the taggattence, which was also given in
written form on the computer screen. The participaould listen to the sound file as
many times as they wanted. Finally, based on théegband the target sentence,
they chose one and/or two of the options preseagad in written form illustrated
with pictures. In the presence of the researcherparticipants answered 51
questions in total. They were presented the da@amputer and they marked the
option(s) they chose. The judgments were colletedsingle session in a quiet

place that the participants chose. The informardk breaks whenever they needed.

189



4.3.1.2 The stimuli

As illustrated with the examples in section 4.8 pinogressive marker can yield
inverse scope which is not possible with othereictibnal markers for some
speakers. Hence we used only the perfective markéron the verb. We did not
use the inflectional markeiDI with the aim of having a more natural dialoguehwit
hearsay functions which —giiimparts. The objects bear either dative or acoesat
case and hence we can check whether case markihg object affects scope
relations or not.

For the SOV and OSV orders, we listed the followpogsible orders. The
orders in Table 5 and 6 are based on the discussiChapter 2. The sentence initial
constituents, which tell us what the rest of th&tesece is about without marking
contrast, are aboutness topic phrases. Contrdsgwephrases cannot follow focus
phrases and focus phrases do not undergo movememieaget the list in Table 5
and 6. The only possible order which is not inctdethe list is the order of AT-
CT-F.

The constituents bear a different information dtread function in each
case. The subject is the indefinite determibigl and the object is the universal

quantifier‘'her’ in both SOV and OSV orders.
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Table 5. SOV withbir' —‘her’ Order

S ©) V
a [indefinite] AT FOC[universa] acc/da [mis] DA
b [indefinite] CT DA [universa] acc/da [mls] FOC
C [indefinite] AT DA [universa] acc/da [mis] FOC
d [indefinite] CT FOC[universa] acc/da [mls] DA
e [indefinite] CT FOC[universa] acc/cal [mis] FOC14C
f [indefinite] FOC DA [universa] acc/da [mls] DA
g [indefinite] FOC FOC[universa] acc/da [mis] FOC
Table 6. OSV withher’ —‘bir’ Order

O S \

a CT[universa] acc/da [indefinite] FOC [ml$] DA
b AT [ universa] acc/da [indefinite] FOC [mis] DA
C CT[universa] acc/da [indefinite] DA [ml$] FOC
d AT [ universa] acc/da [indefinite] DA [mis] FOC
e CT[universa] acc/da [indefinite] FOC [ml$] FOC

We used the subtype of contrastive focus as thesfpbrases in all sentences

because it is easier to trigger contrastive fonudifferent contexts. Additionally,

remember that in certain contexts, discourse-nawtidoents can be confused with

contrastive topic phrases if additional informatfanction of discourse-new

constituents is not explicitly specified. Note tihabur data non-verbal focus phrases

are not restricted to the immediately preverbaltfsin SOV order. None of the

participants in our study group found the structurewhich non-verbal focus

phrases appear in-situ to be unacceptable. Howeveur study, we included data in

which focus phrases also appear in the immediatelyerbal position. Hence the

results of the study can be generalized to the &/B@V and OSV data.

For each word order possibility we prepared tha@exts. Two of these contexts

were presented to the informants with two choioegcating surface and inverse

190 |nstead of assuming two independent focus prajestive assume that in this word order and the
order in (e) with OSV order the VP is marked witieds. The order in OSV (e) is an example of
discontinuous focus projection.



scope interpretations as in (32-33). Each contexst accompanied by pictures to
make comprehension easier for the informants. fifegrants could choose one or
both of the options. However, only surface scopddbe chosen, even when
inverse scope was possible, as surface scopeiés sasomprehend. Hence with the
third context, we forced the inverse scope intagtien and asked the informants
whether the final sentence including the indefimitel universal quantifier was
compatible with the context illustrated with thetpres as in (34).

In order to make sure that the informants got it information structural
units with the correct intonation, we recordedtdrget sentence. The informants
listened to the target sentence after readingaheest before making a choice. A

few examples are given in (32-34) for OSV and SQ@decs.

(32) A: Okulumuz égretmenlerinden bazilari 3 6grenciyle birlikte ders ¢ikigi piknige
gitmisler. Riizgar: firsat bilen égrenciler yanlarinda ugurmak igin ugurtma gétiirmiisler.

Bir de kumandayla ¢alisan oyuncak helikopter gétiirmiisler. Sen biliyor musun, piknikten
sonra ugurtmalari 6§retmenler mi yoksa 6grenciler mi ugurmus? ‘Some of the teachers

at our school went on a picnic with three studexftsr school. The students who
took advantage of the wind brought kites with therhy. Additionally they brought
helicopters that work with remote controllers. Dmuknow, which ones, the students

or the teachers flew the kites?’

2,
T.wav . . . . .
universal_objget  indefinite_subjegt veria
B: Valla, duydugum kadariyla  her ugurtma-yi bir égrenci ugur-mus.

every kite-ACC a  student fly-PAST

‘Well, from what | heard, a student flew evéite.’
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(a) Her ogrenci  bir ugurtma ugurmus.

‘Every student flew a kite.’

(b) Sadece bir ogrenci her  ugurtmay! ugurmus.

‘Only a student flew every kite.’

As illustrated in (32) above, the focus is on thevprbal subject and it is triggered
by an alternative question. Within the subject phri is the restriction not the
guantifier that bears contrast and the studentsargasted with the teachers
mentioned in the previous sentence. The optionef@esents the surface scope
interpretation, with the distributive reading. Toygtion (b) is the inverse scope
interpretation with non-distributive reading. Fnlling the introductory text, the
informants listened to the audio file. Then thegd-¢he target sentence and chose
one or both of the options for the given context.

The example in (33) is similar to (32) in that btk inverse and surface

scope readings are illustrated with pictures aard)(b) options.

(33) A: 10 kigilik Anamurlu ve Antalyali gruplar, yurt disina ¢alismaya gitmisti.
¢alisanlarin is performansina 6nem veren patron her is¢iyi denetlemesi i¢in amirler
géorevlendirmis. Amirler isgilerin ¢alismasini kontrol ediyor ve puan veriyormus.
Iscilerimiz ¢alistiklar: fabrikadaki Almanyali ve Hollandali amirlerden farkli tepkiler
almiglar. Kimi amir ¢alismalarini begenmis kimisi begenmemis. Sen biliyor musun,

Hollandali amirler Antalyali mi yoksa Anamurlu is¢ileri mi 6vmiis mesela?
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‘Groups of ten from Anamur and Antalya went abré@a@vork. The boss, who
considered the performance of the workers importgane responsibility to the
directors to supervise each of the workers. Theatars checked the workers and
gave them points. Our workers got different reactirom the directors from
Germany and Holland. Some of the directors apptedigheir work some did not.
Do you know, which ones, the Dutch directors prite workers from Antalya or

from Anamur for instance?’

WA

1.wav

B: Valla Hollandalilar: bilmem, ama

indefinite_subjegr universal_objegbc ver

bir Almanyali  amir her Anamurlu-yu ov-mus.

a German director every person.fromASC praise-PAST
‘Well, I do not know about the Dutch but, a Gerngrector praised every people of
Anamur.’
(a) Boylece her Almanyali amir farkli bir Anamurlu isgiyi 6vmiis oldu.

‘So in this way, every German director praisedifferent worker from Anamur’

~

‘Only one German director praised all the vesskfrom Anamur.’

(b) Tim Anamurlu isgileri tek bir Almanyali amir 6vmdis oldu.
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In (33), the focus phrase is triggered by an adtevie question while the subject
contrastive topic marks a topic shift. Within timeléfinite subject phrase and the
universal object phrase, it is again the restnictlwat bears contrast not the
quantifiers. The option in (a) gives us the invessepe interpretation making
distributive reading available. The option in (b}lhe representation of surface scope
for the indefinite determiner-universal quantifeeder. Again the informants could
choose one or both of the options.

Now let us take a look at last type of the contegtprepared for this study
illustrated in (34) below. The subject contrastiopic marks a shift in conversation,
the object is a discourse anaphoric constituentlaaderb is a corrective focus.
Following the introductory text and the target seige the surface scope
interpretation is easy to get. Hence we forcedrttierse scope with the pictures

following the target sentence.

(34) A: Izmir'de diizenlenecek konferans icin Ankara'dan 5 bakan gelmis. Istanbul ve
Ankara'dan getirilen 10 kisilik glivenlik ekibi yogun giivenlik énlemleri almis. Bakanlarin

her biri kendi 6zel arabasini kullanmis. Giivenlik i¢in saat tam 9'da her biri binaya farkli
kapilardan giris yapmiglar. Duydugum kadariyla, Istanbullu giivenlik gorevlileri bakanlara

hi¢ yardimci olmamslar.

‘For the conference to be held famir, 5 ministers came from Ankara. The security
guard crew who came frofstanbul and Ankara took security precautions. Eafch
the ministers used their own cars. For securitygmses, they entered the building at
9 o’clock sharp but from different doors. From whaeard, the security guards

from /stanbul did not help the ministers.’

-

1. wav
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B: Istanbullu giivenlik gorevlilerini bilmiyorum ama saat tam 9'da
indefinite_subje¢tr universal_objega verb-oc

bir Ankarali  giivenlik  gérevlisi her  bakan-a eskortluk et-mis.
a personfrom A. security guard eveamynister-DAT escort-PAST

1 do not know about the security guards fristanbul but at 9 o’clock sharp a

security guard from Ankara escorted every minister.

A kapisi B kapisi C kapisi

‘door A’ ‘door B’ ‘door C'

Savunma bakani Dis Isleri bakani Saglik bakan

'defense minister’ ‘foreign affairs minister’ health minister’
kA 4 '

s ‘mﬁa- wio‘
Giivenlik gorevlisi: Giivenlik gorevlisi: Giivenlik gorevlisi:
'security guard’ 'security guard’ 'security guard’
Sadik Sen Ibrahim Mutlu Senol Terzi

E kapisi
‘door D' ‘door E'
I¢ Isleri bakani:
‘informatics and technology minister’ 'minister of internal affairs’
" s ¥
Giivenlik Géorevlisi:
'security guard’ 'security guard’
Polat Uslu
duruma uygun [ ] duruma uygun degil [ ]
‘appropriate to the context’ 'not appropriate to the context’

The ministers enter the building at the same tioteflom different doors and a
single security guard cannot escort each minigtillustrated in the pictures, for
each minister a different security guard shouldwa&le asked the informants
whether the pictures were appropriate for the gn@ntext or not.

For each order indicated in Table 5 and 6, thesetbontexts were

prepared. We had 21 contexts for SOV order ancbbfexts for OSV order. The
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contexts were presented in random order with aafthti 15 filler contexts (see

Appendix C for further examples from the structuwsed in the first study).

4.3.1.3 Results

In SOV order, we had 168 contexts in total collddtem 8 informants. We found
that in SOV order, irrespective of the positiortlod focus phrase, even when the
inverse scope reading is forced as in (34), ontiase scope was preferred in 167
contexts out of 168 contexts. As inverse scopepndation is restricted to a single
instance and no other informant reported inverspeceading for any of the other
structures we do not count on this single instang¢® as inverse scope

interpretation.

Table 7. Judgments for SOV Order When the Conisast the Restriction

S @) V

a lindefinite] AT rocluniversal acc/da [mls] DA 24 surface scope
b lindefinite] cT DA [universs] acc/ds [mls] FOC 24 surface scope
C [indefinite] AT DA [universa] acc/da [ml$] FOC 24 surface scope
d lindefinite] cT rocluniversa) acc/ds [mls] DA 24 surface scope

e lindefinite] cT rocluniversal acc/da [mls] FOC 24 surface scope
f [indefinite] Foc DA Luniversal acc/da [mls] DA 23 surface scope
g [indefinite] Foc rocluniversal acc/da [mls] FOC 24 surface scope

In OSV order, scope can be read off the surfacerorg of the quantificational
elements and the universal quantifier can takeescopr the indefinite. In contrast to
SOV order, inverse scope is also possible with @8&¥ér. Even with the contexts in
which inverse scope is not forced, the indefinda take scope over the universal

quantifier. Out of 120 contexts, in 51 cases ineaope was reportéd: However,

1“1 \We observed that male speakers in our group teatlaw inverse scope more often than female
speakers. In the second and third studies howhigedistinction is not observed.
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there is no coherent relation between the posidfdocus and the cases in which
inverse scope is possible. Each order illustratebable 8 below has been

interpreted as allowing inverse scope without arepion.

Table 8. Judgments for OSV Order When the Conisast the Restriction

O S \Y
a cTluniveral ace/da [indefinite] Foc [mls] DA 11 inverse scope
b AT universal acc/da [indefinite] Foc [mls] DA 12 inverse scope
C cTluniversal ace/da [indefinite] DA [mls] FOC 8 inverse scope
d AT universal acc/da [indefinite] DA [mls] FOC 10 inverse scope
e ctluniversa) ace/da [indefinite] Foc [mls] FOC 10 inverse scope

As pointed out earlier, in all the contexts witkine focus phrase the contrast is on
the restriction not on the quantifier itself. Witle aim of making sure that the

position of ‘contrast’ within the focus phrase does$ have an effect on the results,
we conducted a follow up study with the same gnhjeh is elaborated in the next

section.

4.3.2 Second study

For this follow up study, we used only thée’ and‘worker’ context as the multiple
choice question type. Hence we had 14 SOV, 10 @8W 8 filler contexts for the
second step of the study. The participants andett@ding procedure were the same

as those in the first study.

4.3.2.1 The stimuli

As illustrated in (35-36), within the focus phrdke contrast is put on the quantifier
itself rather than on the restriction. The objemttcastive topic with the universal

guantifier marks a shift. The subject phrase bfsangs and the contrast is on the
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indefinite‘bir’ not on the restriction. The verb is discourse aoap, given in the

previous context.

(35) A: Okulumuz 6gretmenlerinden bazilari 3 égrenciyle birlikte ders ¢ikisi piknige
gitmisler. Riizgdr: firsat bilen 6grenciler yanlarinda ugurmak igin ugurtma gétiirmdsler.
Bazilari da kumandayla ¢alisan oyuncak helikopter gotiirmiisler. Piknikten sonra
ogretmenler de ¢ocuklarla birlikte eglenmisler. Helikopterleri biitiin 6grenciler sirayla
ugurmuslar. Boylece helikopterlerin her birini 3 6grenci de ugurmus.

‘Some of the teachers at our school went on a piaith three students after school.
Taking advantage of the wind, the students brotight kites with them. Some of
them brought helicopters that work with remote coligrs. After the picnic, the
teachers also had fun with the students. The staddiflew the helicopters one by

one. And hence all three students flew each di¢tieopters.’

o’

WA Y

6.wav

B: Valla helikopterleri bilmiyorum ama,

universal_objegt indefinite_subjegioc verlpa
her ugurtma-yi bir égrenci ugur-mus.
every kite-ACC a student fly-PAST

‘Well, I don’t know about the helicopters but,tadent flew every kite.’
(a) Her 6grenci bir ugurtma ugurmus.

‘Every student flew a kite.’

(b) Sadece bir dgrenci her ugurtmay ugurmus.

'Only a student flew every kite.’
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In the following example, in the target sentenbhe,gentence initial constituent tells
us what the rest of the sentence is about with@wkimg a shift and hence it is an
aboutness topic phrase which is discourse-givea.oliject focus phrase surfaces
with the universal quantifier which contrasts wiitie indefinite'bir’ in the previous

context.

(36) A: 10 kigilik Anamurlu grup Almanya'ya ¢alismaya gitmisti. Calisanlarin is
performansina 6nem veren patron her is¢iyi denetlemesi i¢in amirler gorevlendirmis.
Amirler isgilerin ¢alismasini kontrol ediyor ve puan veriyormus. Anamurlular gece giindiiz
¢ahsmiglar. Bir Anamurlu olarak Anamurlu isgilerin éviilmesini ¢ok isterdim ama
duydugum kadariyla bir Almanyali amir sadece bir Anamurlu is¢iyi vmis.

‘A group of ten people from Anamur had gone to Gamwrto work. The boss, who
considered the performance of the workers importgane responsibility to the
directors to supervise each of the workers. Theatars checked the workers and
gave them points. The people of Anamur worked ddyhaght. As | am from
Anamur, | would have liked the workers from Anatoune praised but as far as |

have heard a German director praised only one efWrkers from Anamur.’

=
13.wav
indefinite_Subjegt universal_Obje¢bc verboa
B: Yoo hayir, bir Almanyali amir her Anamurlu-yu ov-mis.
a German director every person.froArREC  praise-PAST

‘No, a German director praised every people of Amam

(a) Boylece her Almanyali amir farkli bir Anamurlu isgiyi 6vmiis oldu.

‘In this way, every German director praisedféecent worker from Anam
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(b) Tim Anamurlu isgileri tek bir Almanyali amir 6vmiis oldu.

‘Only one German director praised all the vesskfrom Anamur.’

The next section illustrates the results of thikf up study.

4.3.2.2 Results and discussion
The results of the study indicated the same resuiltsthe first study. In SOV order
out of 112 contexts, in none of the cases is irvecdpe realized and the indefinite
subject takes scope over the universal object witho exception.

In OSV order, the universal object takes scope thesindefinite subject
yielding surface scope. In contrast to SOV ordat,ad 80 contexts, in 47 cases

inverse scope is also realized in OSV order.

Table 9. Judgments for OSV Order When the Conisamt the Quantifier

@) S \%
a cTluniversal acc/dat [indefinite] Foc [mls] DA 12 inverse scope
b AT universal acc/dat [indefinite] Foc [mls] DA 10 inverse scope
c cTluniversal acc/dat [indefinite] DA [mls] FOC 8 inverse scope
d AT[universal acc/dat [indefinite] DA [mls] FOC 9 inverse scope
e cTluniversal acc/dat [indefinite] Foc [mis] Foc 8 inverse scope

However, as illustrated in the table above, theill no coherent mapping between
the position of information structural units aneé thverse scope interpretation. Each

case illustrated in Table 9 has been marked awialipinverse scop&'?

142 The two studies have shown that there is not alifigrence when we put the contrast on the
guantifier or on the restriction within a focus abe. We suggest that this can be due to focus
projection as proposed by Selkirk (1995).
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In the Turkish linguistics literature, restrictitige data to SOV and OSV orders, it
has been noted that scope can be read off thecewfder of the quantified
expressions (Kural 1992, Goksel 1998, Kelepir 2@4ge 2010) based on which we
can categorize Turkish as a scope rigid languagecai briefly summarize the

findings of our study in the following way:

(37) a.bir ‘@’ >her‘every : aV/*V4d

b. her‘every’ >bir ‘&’ :va/av

When the indefinitébir' precedes the universal quantifier as in (37a) sualyace
scope is possible. The universal quantifier takeps over the indefinitédir only
when it surfaces in a preceding position in theesgse. This behavior of Turkish is
in contrast to English type languages in whichlitear order of the quantified

expressions does not always mark the scope passgods in (38) below.

(38) Someone loved every girl. av/va

The wide scope of the indefinite over the univetgantifier is predicted based on
the linear ordering of the subject and object pégads for the inverse scope, where
the object universal quantifier takes wide scoper dlre subject indefinite, LF
raising analysis is suggested.

The difference between Turkish and English isne Mith the observation
of Wurmbrand (2008:5), who suggests that “free wandkr entails rigid scope, rigid
word order entails flexible scope.” The surfacepscm (37a-b) is expected but wide
scope interpretation of the indefinite over thevensal is not expected in (37b). The

guestion raised at this point is whether we camyaradhe wide scope interpretation

(1) a. F-marking of the head of a phrase licensesFking of the phrase (vertical focus projection)
b. F-marking of an internal argument of achkgenses the F-marking of the head (horizontal
focus projection)
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of the indefinite over the universal as an instasfoguantifier raising at LF in line
with English type languages or not. In the literatundefinites have been noted to
have the exceptional behavior of taking scope biglands such as complex noun
phrases (39) and conditional clauses (40), whictoigpossible with other quantifiers

(Fodor and Sag 1982).

(39) a. John overheard the rumor that each stuafenine had been called before

the dean.

b. John overheard the rumor that a student of imatebeen called before the dean.
(Fodor and Sag 198%,369)

In (39a) it is not possible for the universal quiztto take scope over the head
noun and hence we cannot interpret that ‘for eaathesit of mine John overheard the
rumor that s/he had been called before the deai39b) on the other hand, the
indefinite can take scope over the head noun amdtirpretation is that ‘there is a

student of mine and John overheard that s/he haxd ¢alled before the dean.’

(40) a. If each friend of mine from Texas diedhe fire, | would have inherited a
fortune.
b. If a friend of mine from Texas died in theefit would have inherited a fortune.
(Fodor and Sag 1982, pg. 369-370)

Only the indefinite in (40b) can take scope outhef antecedent of the conditional
and we get the interpretation that ‘there is anfitief mine from Texas and if he died
in the fire, | would have inherited a fortune.’

Reinhart (1997) suggests that this is not an exmegitscope data but

inverse scope interpretation is available due ¢cetkistential operator over choice
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functions, which is above the island domdiffdVhen the operator variable chain is
formed with the indefinite variable in the islandndain, the indefinite is interpreted
to have wide scope over the island domain. Thefimide does not move out of the
island domain, the choice-function existential @per can take scope in more than
one position and due to this operator indefinites), take scope even out of island
domains:**

Based on this analysis, Kelepir (2001) suggestsithiurkish accusative
marked indefinites can have wide scope over soimer gjuantifiers because the
existential operator over choice functions cangubpver the other operators. There
is not a movement operation; instead, the operateble chain allows the
indefinite to be interpreted higher in the struetuVith non-marked indefinites on
the other hand, the existential operator is pregtdwer in the structure and hence
non-marked indefinites cannot take scope over ther@uantificational elements.
For accusative marked indefinites, the existemjrator is proposed to be owéY
or TP, and for non-marked indefinites it is propbse be overvP domain.

The question is whether we have a similar case witéfinites in (34b) and
whether the indefinite subject is also interprdtetiave wide scope over the
dislocated universal object due to existential afmrover choice functions. Meltem

Kelepir (p.c) suggested that in order to make sumeinverse scope in (37b) is really

143 with indefinites there is a set over which a chéicenade and this creates a function. One of the
members in the set is chosen and hence the naneedhaction is given. There is special existential
operator over choice functions @f In the structure where you can inséfts flexible.
(1) a.df > conditional operator = wide scope for the ifiiiée

b. conditional operator & = narrow scope for indefinite
In (a), when the existential operator is abovecthrditional operator, the indefinite takes widepso
otherwise it takes narrow scope as in (b).

144 Kratzer (1998) and Matthewson (1999) on the otfagrd suggest that indefinites are ambiguous
between a choice function interpretation and a tfigational interpretation. Existential quantifier
over choice functionsf) is introduced into the structure at the top lem&d has wide scope over the
other quantificational elements. On the other hémel existential quantified] is introduced at lower
levels and hence it takes lower scope under ther ghantificational elements.

204



not due to operator generated high in the struanoeeshould check the scope
relations in OSV order when the dislocated objethée indefinite and the subject is
the universal quantifier. If the universal subjean take scope over the indefinite
object, we can talk about inverse scope for Turkiskvell. However, if the universal
scope cannot take wide scope we can safely conthadld urkish is a scope rigid

language. We conducted a third experimental stadnswer these questions.

4.3.3 Third study

4.3.3.1 The stimuli

For this last study, we used only thée’ context as the multiple choice question
type and thésecurity guard’context to force the inverse scope. Hence we Bad 1
OSV contexts for the last step of the study anidldy Lontexts. The participants and
the recording procedure were the same as those ifir$t two studies. The order of

the information structural units is given in Tatil@ below.

Table 10. OSV withbir’ —‘her’ Order

©) S \%
a CT[indefinite] acc/da [universa] FOC [mis] DA
b AT[indefinite] acc/da [universa] FOC [ml$] DA
C CT[ indefinite] acc/da [universa] DA [mis] FOC
d AT[indefinite] acc/da [universa] DA [ml$] FOC
e CT[ indefinite] acc/da [universa] FOC [mis] FOC

The following examples illustrate how the contextse presented to the informants.
In (41), the contrastive topic with the indefinibé’ marks a shift in conversation.
The universal quantifier that surfaces with theuk®d subject phrase contrasts with

the indefinite’bir’ given in the previous context.
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(41) A: Okulumuz é6gretmenlerinden bazilari 3 6grenciyle birlikte ders ¢ikigi piknige
gitmisler. Riizgdr: firsat bilen 6grenciler yanlarinda ugurmak igin ugurtma gétiirmdsler.

Bir de kumandayla ¢alisan oyuncak helikopter gétiirmiisler. Piknikten sonra sadece bir
ogrenci helikopter ugurmus.

‘Some of the teachers at our school went on a piaiith three students after school.
Taking advantage of the wind, the students brotlght kites with them. They also
brought helicopters that work with remote contridleAfter the picnic, only one of

the students flew the helicopter.’

JI
WAV

2.wav

B: Valla helikopterleri bilmiyorum ama,
indefinite_objeet  universal_subjeebc  verb pa

bir ugurtma-yi her  égrenci ugur-mus.
a kite-ACC every student fly-PAST
‘Well, I don’t know about the helicopters but evestydent flew a kite.’

(a) Her 6grenci farkh bir ugurtmayi ugurmus.

‘Every student flew a different kite.’

(b) Sadece bir ugurtmay! biitiin 6grenciler ugurmus.

‘All the students flew only one of the kites.’

In (42), the object contrastive topic marks a dioiftthe topic under discussion. The
universal quantifier surfaces with the focused safoind again contrasts with the
indefinite‘bir’ in the previous context. In this example, the \addo bears focus. In

order to force inverse scope, we pointed out ircthr@ext that a security guard was
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responsible for each minister who entered the mgldt the same time but from

different doors.

(42) A: Bagbakan konferansin yapilacagi binaya 3 bakanla birlikte gelmis. 2 tane
Istanbul'dan 2 tane de Ankara'dan ek giivenlik gérevlisi getirmisler giivenlik énlemi almak
i¢in. Basbakan makam araciyla gelmis ve D kapisindan giris yapmis. Bakanlarin her biri ise
kendi 6zel arabasini kullanmis. Bakanlarin her birinden bir giivenlik gorevlisi

sorumluymus. Bakanlarin hepsi binaya saat tam 09.00'da ve farkl farkli kapilardan giris
yapmislar. Basbakana bir tane bile giivenlik gorevlisi eskortluk etmemis.

‘The president came to the building in which thafecence was to be held with
three ministers. They had brought two additionalsy guards from Istanbul and
two security guards from Ankara for safety. Thesmtent came with his official car
and entered the building from the door D. As fa thinisters they used their private
cars. A security guard was responsible for eacthefministers. All the ministers
entered the building at 9 o’clock sharp and frorfiedent doors. Not even one of the

security guards escorted the president.’

2
Bwav indefinite_@}3 universal_subjeebc  verb-oc
B: Basbakani bilmem ama bir bakan-a her giivenlik gorevlisi  eskortluk et-mis.

a minister-DAT every security guard  escorkex®AST

‘I do not know about the president but every segguard escorted a minister.’

A kapisi B kapisi C kapisi
‘door A’ ‘door B’ ‘door C'
Savunma bakan Dis Isleri bakani Saglik bakan
'defense minister’ ‘foreign affairs minister’ ‘health minister’
4
® |
Giivenlik gorevlisi: Giivenlik gorevlisi: Giivenlik gorevlisi:
security guard’ security guard’ security guard’
Sadik Sen Ibrahim Mutlu Senol Terzi
duruma uygun [ ] duruma uygun degil [ ]
‘appropriate to the context’ 'not appropriate to the context’
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The next section illustrates the results of thelgtu

4.3.3.2 Results

There were 16 judgments per order and 80 orddrdah Only the orders in (b-c-d)
in Table 11 were found to allow inverse scope pretation. Inverse scope for the
order in (c) was reported in 3 contexts with actiueanarked objects and in 2
contexts with dative marked objects. The ordedinirf was reported as allowing
inverse scope in 2 contexts with accusative madigeicts and in 3 contexts with
dative marked context§’ The order in (b) was reported to allow inversepscaith
an accusative marked object only in 1 context. &lth only one of the informants
found this structure to be ambiguous between bigtiie and non-distributive
reading, we take this single instance as signifibacause there are some other

instances that are found to allow inverse scopepnétation.

Table 11. OSVbir' >‘her’ Order When the Contrast is on the Quantifier

O S V
a clindefinite] acc/da [universa] Foc [mls] DA 16 surface scope
b DAindefinite] acc/da [universal Foc [ml$] DA 1 inverse scope
C Tl indefinite] acerda [universa] DA [mis] Foc 5 inverse scope
d DAindefinite] acc/da [universal DA [ml$] FOC 5 inverse scope
e Tl indefinitel acc/da [universa] Foc [mis] Foc 16 surface scope

Note that there are not as many inverse scope jadtgnas in Table 8 and 9.
Additionally, inverse scope interpretation is rigséd to three of the orders only. In
the next section, we will try to find a syntactmraunt that will capture not only the
scope data in the current study but also the anaphding data irSener (2010).

Each experimental study will be discussed in detail

145 Based on these results we conclude that diffar@se markings on the object do not have an effect
on scope interpretation.
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4.4 The syntactic mechanism

4.4.1 Quantifier scope and binding in SOV withefidite-universal quantifier order
Taking the discussion on negation which led tostinecture given in (20) as the
background, we will try to explain the syntactipmesentation of information
structural units in Turkish. We will start with tiending data proposed $ener

(2010) as illustrated in 43(a-c) with our additimin(d).

(43)a*[[...vbl...Jsubj loa >>[ QPobjlroc >V
A: Dunku partide yalnizca Pelin’in annesi 6pgiRelin’i. Dogru mu?
‘I hear that at the party yesterday only Pelmather kissed Pelin. Is that
right?’
B: Valla bildgim kadariyla...
‘frankly, as far as | know......
*[proanne-si] herkes-i Op-tu
mother-3SGPOSS-NOM  everybACC  kiss-PAST
‘Literally: Everyone, his/her mothesg&ed.’

b. * [ [ ...vbl...Joupj JcT >5[ QPobjloa >> [V]Foc
A: Dunkl térendegbetmenler her grenciyi azarlamy. Dogru mu?

‘| hear that at the ceremony yesterday, the teacdmlded every student. Is
that right?’
B: Valla @retmenlerden haberim yok ama...
‘Frankly | do not know about the teachbuit....

*pro; dangman-i] herkes-i tebrik et-ti
mentor-3SGPOSS-NOM  everybody-ACEngratulate do-PAST
toren-de

ceremony-LOC
‘Literally: Everyonewas congratulated by his/her mepntdrthe ceremony.’
C.[[...vbl...Joubj Ioa >>[ QPobjloa >>[V]rFoc
A: DunkU térendegbetmenler her grenciyi azarlamy. Dogru mu?
‘| hear that at the ceremony yesterday, the teacbmlded every student. Is
that right?’
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B: Hayir azarlamadi. Tam tersine...

‘No they did not. On the contrary......

pro; 6gretmen-i her gk&nci-yi tebrik et-ti
teacher-3SGPOSS-NOM  every student-ACC @ntate  do-PAST
toren-de
ceremony-LOC

‘Literally: Every studepntvas congratulated by his/her teagla¢ithe ceremony.’

d.*[[...vbl...]subj lct >5[ QPobjlroc >V
A: Dunkui térendegetmenler sadece baziréncileri tebrik etmiler. Dogru mu?
‘I hear that at the ceremony yesterday, the teaotmmngratulated only some
of the students. Is that right?’
B: Valla @retmenlerden haberim yok ama...
‘Frankly |1 do not know about the teachbut....
*[pro; dansman-i] herkes-i tebrik et-ti.
mentor-3SGPOSS-NOM everybody-ACC gratulate do-PAST

‘Literally: Everyongwas congratulated by his/her mentor

Out of four possibilities only (43c) yields a gramtieal output and the object
antecedent can bind the subject variable.

Firstly, we suggest that in SOV order in Turkiskcept for the movement
of the contrastive topic phrases, the constitugatsot move up to higher projections
as these movements will be semantically vacuoug)gus the same word order
with no semantic import. We suggest that movemppli@s when it is not otherwise
possible to convey a semantic interpretation. mfaron structural units form an
Agree relation with the relevant heads via longatise Agree. The interaction of
information structural units with negation alsoagwsupport to this analysis in that
subject aboutness topic phrases and the discomagpdaric constituents following

the focus phrase always remain within the scopeegétion.
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(43a)* [[vbI] sub)pa >>[QPop]FocssV (43b)*[[vbl] sunlct >[QPobloa=>[V] Foc
TP TP

DaP DaP

FocP dangmany "\ FocP

/ vP
v

annesi

herkesi  Optu herkesi  tebrik etti

(430) [[Vbl] subi] DA >> [Q Pobj] DA >>[V] FOC (43d) * [[Vbl] subﬂ CT >> [Q Pobj] FOC >>V
TP

DaP

her @Grenciyi  tebrik etti herkesi  tebrik etti

In (43a) the discourse anaphoric constitiemntesi ‘mother.possemains in-situ.
The discourse anaphoric constituent and the fobusspherkesi ‘everybodyAgree
with the D& and Fo@respectively and check the uninterpretable featoféisese
heads. As the constituents remain in-situ, bingsngipossible. In (43b) and (43d),
the contrastive topic phras@ansmani ‘mentor.possAgrees with the Tand checks
its uninterpretable topic and contrast featuresrandes to Spec TP in one fell
swoop. The discourse anaphoric and focus constgwdreck the uninterpretable
features of the Daand Fo€ via Agree and they remain in-situ. Hence, thealisse
anaphoric constituent in (43b) and the focus carestt in (43d) cannot bind the
contrastive topic phrasganimani ‘mentor.possas they are under the c-command
domain of the contrastive topic.

The grammatical structure in (43c) then poses bleno for this analysis. If
both of the discourse anaphoric constituents chigekininterpretable features of the

higher projections via Agree and remain in-situyhs the subject anaphor
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Ogretmeni ‘teacher.pos$iound by the object antecedéwer Gzrenciyi ‘every
student?

Now we will try another alternative derivation. $tlly, within our analysis
the sentence initial discourse anaphoric constitue(®3c) is the aboutness topic,
which does not mark a shift for the discussion umestion. Let us assume that
except for focus phrases, all the information gtriad units, the contrastive topic,
aboutness topic phrases and discourse anaphogasgshmove to the related
functional projections. Although we propose adfidint internal structure, this line
of a movement analysis is similar to the analy$iSemer (2010) and it can capture
the data in (43c). The aboutness topic phégsetmeni ‘teacher.posshoves to Spec
TP from where it can reconstruct back to its baseegated position as the movement
is not a scope taking operation in contrast tantlb@ement of a contrastive topic
movement. The discourse anaphoric constithentzrenciyi ‘every studentalso
moves to Spec DA and from this position it can oiowand the lowest copy of the
subject.

(43c)[ [vbl] sun) at >> [ QPopj Joa>> [V]roc
TP

DaP
FocP

VP
Etraé
% I tebrik etti

The advantage of this analysis is that we can atdouthe whole variable binding

data. In (43b), both the contrastive topic anddiseourse anaphoric constituent
move to the relevant functional projections. Howewénding is not possible, which

indicates that contrastive topic cannot reconstpack to its base generated position
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as already noted I8ener (2010). Recall that the semantic composititynaf
contrastive topic is dependent on focus phrasescéleie suggest that the movement
of contrastive topic over focus phrase is a scagmg operation with a semantic
import and reconstruction is not expected. In (48a) (43d), the focus phrase which
does not move to FocP following the feature chegkirechanism cannot take the
dislocated discourse anaphaaicnesi ‘mother.possind contrastive topic phrase
danimani ‘mentor.possunder it is c-command domain.

However, this analysis runs into problems withpgcdata as illustrated in
(44c) below. As is the case in (43c), the abouttesis bir 6grenci ‘every student’
moves to Spec TP and it is also bound by the exiateoperator over choice
functions over TP projection as illustrated in seeond representation. The
discourse anaphoric constitudr@r ucurtmayi ‘every kitehoves to Spec DA as
illustrated in the first representation. As bothioé operations are not scope taking
operations, they can reconstruct back to their gaserated positions, as illustrated
in the second representation. The existential dépecser choice functions can
adjoin tovP projection. If the indefinite subject can reconst back to its base
generated position and it is c-commanded by theodise anaphoric constituent in

Spec DaP, why is inverse scope not possible in)44c
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(44c)bir 6grencixr  her ugurtma-y, ugur-mue
a student every kite-ACC  fleST
‘A student flew every kite.’

bir 6grenci
ucurngu her ugurtmay!

ugurnau

To solve this problem we turn to our first suggastiAs both the quantifier scope
and binding data reveal, there is no movement i 8er except for contrastive
topic movement, which cannot surface within thenimand domain of focus. As
for the contrast between (43c) binding data anad)(gdantifier scope data, note that
in both cases it is the verb that bears focus. \Wlintifier scope data in (44c) there
is an additional existential operator over choigections above TP projection. We
suggest that when the verb bears focus the whaleselis under the scope of an
assertion operator above the existential operatach emphasizes the truth value of
the whole proposition. In the binding data in (43bgre is no movement and via the
assertion operator there is a flattening effe¢h@vP domain which makes the
constituents in this domain have mutual c-commaret each othel?’ Hence

binding becomes possibt&®

14%|n order to show the ambiguity for LF represemtasi we do not draw the same tree structure
twice with the existential operator over choicediions adjoining either ovesP or TP projections.
Instead we indicate the existential operators oteice functions at possible adjunction sites with
parenthesis indicating that for one LF structuiie dvervP and in the other possible derivation it is
over TP.

147 The assertion operator surfaces when focus is®nerb and has a flattening effect onvRe
domain. Hence one can suggeRtnot TP as the attachment site for this operatus operator does
not have a direct effect on the TP domain but tiberpretation of the constituents is also basethen
situational TP domain and hence we propose TPeasttachment site of this operator.

148 Kiss (2008) makes a similar analysis for Hungagiast-verbal constituents. Although the word
order is fixed in the preverbal domain it is notiséhe post-verbal domain. Binding and scope
interpretations which are not possible in the prieabedomain are licit in the post-verbal domain in
Hungarian.
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(44c)bir 6grencixt her ugurtma-ya ugur-mye
a student every kite-ACC  flewST
‘A student flew every kite.’

VP
bir 6grenci
her ugurtmayi ucurngu

As illustrated in (44c) above, in quantifier scajza, the existential operator creates

an intervention effect for the assertion operatat the same flattening effect is not
observed and hence only surface scope is possible.

Now we will take a look at the remaining scope Amiling data to see
whether this account can capture these structunesto
(43a)* [[vbl] sup] At >>[QPoblFoc >V (44a)bir 6grencixr her ugurtmay ugurmigpa

a student  every kite-ACC flew-PAST
‘A student flew every kite.

bir 6grenci
her ugurtm

ugurngu

In both of the representations, the aboutness @wpdcthe focus phrases remain in-
situ. The aboutness topic phrases check the upnetable topic feature of®&nd

the contrastive focus phrase checks the contrastomus feature of FGwia Agree.

In (44a), the indefinite is also bound by the essial operator above TP projection.

Binding is not possible in (43a) even when we agssomvement and reconstruction
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to the base generated position for the aboutngss phrase as focus constituent
herkesi ‘everybody¢annot take the aboutness togimesi ‘mother.possinder its c-
command domain. In (44a), only the indefinite takede scope over the universal
quantifier because the universal focus quantiferucurtmay! ‘every kitecannot

take the indefinite subjebir 6grenci ‘a studentand the existential operator over TP
under its scope.

In derivations (43b) and (44b) below, the contkastopic moves out of the
scope domain of focus in one fell swoop to SpecNdte that there is an assertion
operator and hence within the scope domain of fe@ipredict flattening effect.
However, contrastive topic cannot move back tbdtse generated position and
hence binding is not possible in (43b). In (44bg éxistential operator creates an
intervention effect for the assertion operator tredflattening effect is not observed.
As contrastive topic cannot reconstruct back tése generated position, only

surface scope is available.

(43DY[ vblI] sub)ct >s[QPonilpa >5[V] Foc (44b)bir 6grencir her ugurtmay, ugurmue
astudent every kite-ACC  flew-PAST
‘A student flew every kite.

herkési  tebrik etti
her ugurtmay “ucurgu

The derivation of (43c) and (44c) was discussedalamd hence we move on to the
discussion of (43d) and (44d). In both of the reprgations, attracted by the edge

feature of T, the contrastive topic moves to Speddllowing the feature checking
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mechanism. The focus phrase agrees with the Fesiuimnd hence binding is not
possible in (43d). In (44d), contrastive topic muhd further by the existential
operator. As the lower focus phrase agrees witlrtdo® in-situ, there is no way for
it to take the existential operator under its c-omand domain and hence inverse

scope is not possible.

(43d}[vbI] sujcr >>[QPovlroc >V (44d)bir égrencier her ugurtmays ucurmigpa
a student every kite-ACC flew-PAST
‘A student flew every kite.’

TP

DaP

FocP

af
bir Ggrenci

herkesi  tebrik etti her ucurtmayi

ucurmu

Up to this point, we can account for the derivatdioth quantifier scope and
binding data, assuming no movement for the infoimnagtructural units in SOV
order except for contrastive topic phrases. Nowwilego on with the remaining
quantifier scope data.

(44e)bir 6grencicr her ucurtmayucurmige — (44f) bir 6grencicher ugurtmayaugurmigpa

a student every kite-ACC flew-PAST
‘A student flew every kite.

af

VP

bir 6grenci
her uguftmay! ugugmu

/ VP
I T {
her ugurtmay!r  ugugmu
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In (44e) the contrastive toplr 6grenci ‘a studentmoves out of the base generated
position to Spec TP. Although there is an assedjmerator that can yield flattening
effect in thevP domain, as contrastive topic cannot move badk toase generated
position only surface scope is possible. The dihetor that rules out flattening

effect of assertion operator is the presence oéMential operator that surfaces
over TP. In (44f), the focus phralse 6grenci ‘a studentagrees with FocP in-situ
and it is further bound by the existential operaldre discourse anaphoric
constituenher ucurtmay! ‘every kitealso agrees with DAin-situ and checks its
uninterpretable discourse anaphoric features. Henlyesurface scope is observed in
(44f1).

To recap, (i) in SOV order only contrastive undegmovement for scope
purposes, (ii) aboutness topic, discourse anaphaddocus phrases remain in-situ
and form long distance Agree with the relevant Beaklich is also in line with the
findings of the data on the interaction of negatiotih these constituents, (iii) when
the verb bears focus there is an assertion opdrabyields flattening effect in the
vP domain, (iv) existential operator over choicections creates an intervention
effect for the assertion operator. The next sedbonses on the derivation of

binding and scope data in OSV order.

4.4.2 Quantifier scope and binding in OSV withuansal-indefinite quantifier order
For SOV order we assumed that except for cont@stipic, all the constituents
remain in-situ. The binding and scope data illustthat in OSV order both the
object and the subject move to higher TP and Dafegions excluding the focus
phrase which checks the uninterpretable featufedfvia agree and remains in-

situ. First we will start with the OSV binding dai&Sener (2010).
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(45) a. *[ [ ...vbl...Jooj Jct >5[ QPsubjlrFoc >>V
A: Dunkl mezuniyet toreninden sonra lgaouklar 6nce babalarini 6ptu.
‘After the graduation ceremony yestgrdame kids kissed their fathers first.’
B: ?*[pre anne-si]-ni-yse herkes tpro anne--sij—ni-yse OP-tu.
mother-3SGPOSS-ACC everybody kiss-PAST
‘Literally: His/her mother everyone kisse
b.[[...vbl...Lyj loa >>[ QPsuwsjlroc >V
A: Mezuniyet téreninden sonra kim annegptu, haberin var mi1?
‘Do you know who kissed his mother after the graduaceremony? Do you
know anything about that?’
B: Duydgum kadaryla...
‘As far as | have heard...
[proanne-si]-ni herkes {proanne-sini]  OP-Mi.
mother-3SGPOSS-ACC  everybody Kiss-PAST
‘Literally: His/her mother everyone kesk’

C. [ [ ...Vb|...])bj ]CT >>[ QPsubj]DA >> [V] FOCUS
A: DUnkU térende heggetmen bir @rencisini tebrik etng. Dogru mu?

‘I hear that at the ceremony yesterday every taaobregratulated a student
of her. Is that right?’
B: Valla, @rencilerden haberim yok ama...
‘Frankly, 1 do not know about the statk but.....
pro; bir arkada-1]-ni her gretmen  t[pro bir arkadgr-n] ~ @zarla-di
a friend-3SGPOSS-ACC every teach scold-PAST
sert birsekilde.
in a harsh manner
‘Every teacher scolded a friend of meaiharsh way.’
d.[[...vbl...}koj Ioa >>[ QPsubjloa > [V]rocus

A: DUnku térende hegi@etmen bir rencisini tebrik etny. Dogru mu?
‘| hear that at the ceremony yesterday every taaatregratulated a student
of her. Is that right?’
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B: Valla, tebrikten haberim yok ama...
‘Frankly, 1 do not know about the goatulations but.....

pro; bir 6grenci-si]-ni her getmen  {typro bir grenci-si-n  azarla-d

a student-3SGPOSS-ACC  every t®ach cold-PAST

sert bigekilde.

in a harsh manner

‘Every teacher scolded a student of hex harsh way.’
We will discuss the derivation of the binding ald®e data with the same
information structural ordering.

In (45a), the object contrastive toginnesiniyse ‘mother.possioves from
its base generated position to the outmost 8Pdo Spec TP. The focus phrase
herkes ‘everybodyAgrees with the FocP and remains in-situ. Heneadrtksitu
subject antecedent cannot bind the dislocated bapeaphor. In (46a), again the
contrastive topic moves from its base generatedipo$o outmost SpeaP to Spec
TP. From this position, the universal quantifien ¢ake the existential quantifier
over choice functions, which surfaces at Sgeainder its scope and surface scope
interpretation becomes available. The in-situ fogluisase cannot take the universal
quantifier under its scope. However, the existéoferator over choice functions
can adjoin above the TP projection and bind thefinde variable. Hence the

indefinite is interpreted above the universal gifi@ntat Spec TP, which makes the

inverse scope interpretation possible without moxaim
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(45ay[[vbl] objct >>[QPsusjFoc >V (46a)her ugurtmayyr bir 6grenci ugurmigpa
every kite-ACC a student flew-PAST
‘A student flew every kite.’

af)

her ucurtma

a)

her ugurtma)r//
bir 6grenci

—herdedrtmayucurmy

In (45b) and (46b) the sentence initial constituahbutness topic checks the
uninterpretable topic feature of and it is attracted to Spec TP via edge feature. Th
subject focus phrases remain in-situ but both bigp@dind inverse scope interpretation
are possible. This indicates that the aboutness ptpases can move back to their
base generated positions as their movement to Bpéx not a scope taking
operation. As illustrated in (46b), the universaantifier takes scope over the
existential operator over choice functions at Sg&owhich yields surface scope
interpretation. The universal quantifier can re¢ard back to its base generated
position through which the existential operatorrost®ice functions can take scope
over the universal quantifier.

(45Db)[[ vbl] ol pa >>[QPsus]Foc >V (46b)her ucurtmayr bir égrenci ugurmupa

every kite-ACC a student flew-PAST
‘A student flew every kite.’

af?n/
her ucurtmayi FocP
her ugurtr{yg

annesini  Opgu bir 6grénci
her ucurtmayucurmy
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Note that even in the absence of reconstructidreetb the base generated position
or to the outmost Spe®, inverse scope interpretation is possible in Y4igie to the
existential operator that can adjoin above TP whltdws the indefinite object to be
interpreted above the universal quantifi&r.

As illustrated in (45c) and (46c) below, contrastiepic object phrases
move from outmost Spad to Spec TP. The discourse anaphoric constituexem
to Spec DaP. Note that in (45c), binding is possibet us compare the derivation in
(45c) with the one in (45a). The derivation in (#6as shown that binding is not
possible as contrastive topic cannot reconstruck baits base generated position.
The grammaticality of (45c) indicates that conikestopic can reconstruct back to
the intermediary position of outmost Spé&t We show the domain to which
reconstruction of the contrastive topic is illisiith an ellipse. Note that the outmost
specifier ofvP is out of this domain, as indicated in (45c).sTddmain does not map
onto the complement domainw® phase. We label it the scope domain of focus, as

contrastive topic phrases cannot surface in thpesdomain of focus phrases.

(45¢)[[vbl] op]ct >s[QPsubjoa> [VlFocus  (46C)her ugurtmayr bir dgrencha ugurmuge
every kite-ACC a student flew-PAST
‘A student flew every kite.’

yd asserfio TP
asserti DaP dr) DaP
annésini her ucurtmay!
bir égrenci

149 Note that focus phrases in Turkish can take soope other constituents only when they are
accompanied by another quantificational elementth&sdiscussion on semantic properties of
information structural units in Chapter 2 has shpfenus phrases have quantificational properties in
that they denote a relationship between two sdtsy have quantificational force when they surface
with another quantificational element showing thatkish focus phrases differ from focus phrases
with quantificational force in other languages sasHHungarian.
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In (46c¢), the universal quantifier takes scope dkierindefinite as following its
movement to Spec TP for discourse interpretatipngboses; the universal
quantifier surfaces above the existential operat@peo/P. For the same structure,
inverse scope interpretation is available due eocetkistential operator generated
above TP, taking the universal quantifier undesdspe. There is an assertion
operator above the existential operator. Howewer movements of the constituents
to higher projections in (45c) and the presendheexistential operator in (46c)
obviate flattening effects in the lower focus domai

Now we move onto the derivations of (45d) and (48the derivation of
(45d) and (46d) is similar to the derivation of ¢+and (46c). The sentence initial
aboutness topic moves from outmost Sget¢o Spec TP. The flattening effect of the
assertion operator is not possible as the constguaove out of the scope domain of
focus phrase.
(45d)[vbl] obj 1oa >> [QPsusjpa>s[VlFocus  (46d)her ugurtmayr bir 6grencba ugurmuge

every kite-ACC a student flew-PAST
‘A student flew every kite.’

her ugurtéyl

annesini

Additionally, in (46d) the existential operator ates an intervention effect. In (45d)
the lower copy of the aboutness topicdgrencisini ‘a student.pos€an be bound
by the discourse anaphoric constituent Hgetinen'every teacherat Spec Da. In

(46d), surface scope is possible, as the dislocataersal quantifier can take scope
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over the existential quantifier at Spde. As for inverse scope interpretation, the
existential quantifier above Spec TP can take thieeusal quantifier under its scope,
yielding inverse scope interpretation. Finally, wid look at the derivation of the

final OSV scope data.

(46e)her ugurtmayyr bir 6grencis ugurmus
every kite-ACC a student flew-PAST
‘A student flew every kite.’

asserfion”
af

her ucurtmayi
bir dgrénci

The contrastive topic object phraser ucurtmay! ‘every kitenoves out of the scope
domain of focus phrase to Spec TP attracted bgdige feature. The indefinite focus
phrasebir 6grenci ‘a studentagrees with the FocP checks its feature and remiain
situ. The indefinite focus phrase is interpretetidue wide scope over the dislocated
contrastive topic via the existential operator astewice functions above TP.
Additionally, via the existential operator at Sp; the universal quantifier can take
scope over the indefinite, yielding surface scayperpretation. The next section

focuses on OSV order with the indefinite-univeigahntifier order.

4.4.3 Quantifier scope in OSV with indefinite-uarsal quantifier order
In this section we focus on the derivation of OSWer when the object is indefinite
and the subject is the universal quantifier. Ingh&vious section, in some of the

examples inverse scope interpretation was possdilenly because of the
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intermediary copies available for scope but alse the existential operator. The
examples in this section will also show whetheense scope interpretation is
possible in Turkish, independent of the existerddrator over choice functions.
As illustrated in (47a), the contrastive topic abjeir ucurtmayi ‘a kite’'moves from
outmost SpegP to Spec TP. The universal focused suljjectdrenci ‘every
student’agrees with the FocP and checks its featuregun-Enere is no way for the
in-situ focus phrase to take the existential ogerand the indefinite contrastive

topic under its scope and hence inverse scopd isassible.

(47a)bir ugurtmaygr her @renci  uguUrMuipa
a kite-ACC every student flew®&RA
‘A student flew every kite.’

Now we move on to the derivation in (47b) belowisT$tructure is found to be

ambiguous by only one speaker in one example.

(47b)bir ugurtmayar her &renciucurmugpa
‘A student flew every kite.’

bir ucurtmayi

c

bir ugurtma /P
er @réenci
bir ugurtmayucurmy
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The aboutness tophdr ucurtmayi ‘a kite’'moves from outmost Spe® to Spec TP.
The focus phrasker @renci ‘every studenttemains in-situ and agrees with the
FocP and checks its features. The aboutness tapiswrface within the scope
domain of focus and hence, together with the exigtloperator, it reconstructs
back to its base generated position which makesrgevscope interpretation
possible™>°

In (47¢) below, the contrastive topic indefinitgeati bir ugurtmayi ‘a kite’
moves from outer Sped® to Spec TP. The discourse anaphoric universaitijiea
subjecther ¢renci ‘every studentnoves from its base generated position to Spec

DaP.

(47c)bir ugurtmaygr her @rencpa ugurmue
‘A student flew every kite.’

The flattening effect is not observed due to movetneg@erations and the

intervention effect of the existential operator.tAs contrastive topic phrase can

150 Another possible derivation for this structuredsassume that the indefinite is ambiguous between
a choice function interpretation and a quantifimaail interpretation in line with Kratzer (1998) and
Matthewson (1999). The advantage of the analysisatsumes different attachment sites for the
existential operator over choice functions thatpuesued in the text is that in Turkish the distimct
between accusative marked and non-marked indefiisteaptured. Kelepir (2001) suggests that in
Turkish, accusative marked indefinites can takesvadnarrow scope while non-marked indefinites
take only narrow scope. With accusative markedfindes, thedf can be higher than the other
quantifiers in which case the indefinite takes wsdepeAf can be lower than the other
quantificational elements in which case the ind&fitekes narrow scope. With non-marked
indefinites, the quantificational elements takepecover theél operator which is at a lower level. That
is why we explained the data in (47b) with the ®xsal operator over choice functions instead of
taking the indefinite as a quantifier.
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reconstruct back to outer Spée position the universal quantifier at Spec DaP can
take scope over the existential operator over S8peand the indefinite. The

indefinite takes scope over the universal quamtifia the existential operator at
Spec TP. As indicated in Table 11, this structar®und to be ambiguous in 5 of the
contexts out of 16 contexts. Now we will move orihe discussion with another
structure which is found to be ambiguous in 5 efgdtructures in the experiment as it

is the case with (47c).

(47d)bir ugurtmayar her &rencpa ugurmue
‘A student flew every kite.’

er @renci
bir ugurtmayugurmy

The indefinite aboutness todir ucurtmayi ‘a kite’'moves out of the base generated
position to outmost Sped® to Spec TP. The discourse anaphoric constituemt
Ogrenci ‘every studentnoves from its base generated position to Spec WiaRhe
intermediary position and the base generated positi where the aboutness topic
can reconstruct, the universal subject can takpesowger the existential operator
over SpewP and the indefinite object. The examples in 47 (bkebw that, in

Turkish, inverse scope is possible in OSV sentendtts'indefinite-universal
quantifier’ order which cannot be reduced to thespnce of the existential operator

over choice functions as in OSV sentences withversial-indefinite quantifier’
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order’®* However, the inverse scope interpretations in @8Mences with
‘indefinite-universal quantifier’ order are not gadily available as is the case in
OSV sentences with ‘universal-indefinite quantifender.

Finally, we will take a look at the derivation off &-F order for which
inverse scope judgment has not been reported.ndedimite contrastive topic object
phrase moves from outmost Spcto Spec TP. Additionally, the existential
operator below assertion operator creates an eméon effect and the flattening
effect is ruled out. Contrastive topic cannot restaurct back to the scope domain of
the focus phrase. The universal focused subjenghetsitu cannot take the
existential quantifier and the indefinite underst®pe and hence inverse scope is not

possible.

(47e)bir ugurtmaygrher @renciugurmue
‘A student flew every kite.’

As the discussion illustrates, with the IP interfuslctional projections, Spec TP as
the target position of topic phrases in generalsoape domain of focus, we can
account not only for the binding data but alsotfa quantifier scope data in SOV

and OSV orders.

31 There are three constructions that are foundiéevahverse scope, however the structure in (47b)
has been found to be ambiguous by only one offibalers. The difference can be due to the copy
that is taken under its scope by the universal tifiem In 47(c-d), the universal quantifier takesder
its scope the intermediary copy of the indefiniauatifier which is outside the scope of domain of
focus. In (47) on the other hand the universal tjfiantakes the lowest copy of the indefinite with
the existential operator under its scope and tlaig yeld a difference in judgments.
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To sum up, the interaction of the quantifier scapd binding data with information
structural units in OSV order shows that (i) exdeptfocus phrases all information
structural constituents undergo movement, (ii) @stive topic cannot reconstruct
back to the scope domain of focus which maps afftdomain excluding the
specifier ofvP which serves as the escape hatch for the oljeases, (iii) aboutness
topic phrases and discourse anaphoric constitwantseconstruct back to the scope
domain of focus, as these movements are not sepetoperations, (iv) although
restricted, inverse scope is possible in Turkistiependent of the exceptional scope
taking properties of the existential operator oxtewice functions, (v) focus does not
have a direct effect on scope interpretation amdrge scope cases can be explained
via restrictions on movement operatioft4. In the next section we discuss the scope

domain of focus.

4.5 Scope domain of focus

In this section, we take a closer look at the sapwain of focus, which is illicit for
the reconstruction of the contrastive topic phraseslustrated in the preceding
section. From a semantic point of view the altaueaset of the focus phrase is
determined based on the constituents in this doamaill the constituents are base

generated in this domain.

132 This analysis can also account for the data giivehe Chapter 1 which is repeated below for ease
of exposition.
(1) Bir kitab-1 her ¢cocuk dida oku-du

one book-ACC every child yesterdayadk®AST

i. ‘Every child read a specific book yestgyd

ii. ‘Every child read a different book outadefinite set yesterday.’
In the presence of a focus phrase, the dislocatestituents are either topic or discourse anaphoric
constituents. Even if we assume that the indefilifiect phrase is the contrastive topic, as
reconstruction to the outer specifienvdf is possible, the universal subject quantifier tedve scope
over the existential operator and the indefinitgeob
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(48) A: Balonu kim ugurng?
‘Who flew the balloon?’
B: Balon-u bil-mi-yor-um ama [ucurtma-ygr [Ayse]r ucur-my.
balloon-ACC know-NEG-PROG-1SG but KXEC Age fly-PAST

‘I don’t know about the balloon but ge/flew the kite.’

scope domain of focus

Contrastive topic phrases evoke alternatives a@altiernative propositions of the
focus phrase also form a part of this alternataete ldence for the contrastive topic to
evoke alternative sets in (48), it has to moveafilhe scope domain of the focus
phrase otherwise it will be like a discourse anajghmonstituent, which cannot
evoke alternatives. The alternative set of focusigds within the scope domain of
focus becomes a referential unit to be used astapthe alternative set of sets of
propositions evoked by contrastive topic. Hencerestive topic moves out of the
focus domain, from theP domain, for scope taking purposes. We labeled thi
domain the scope domain of focus phrase. The danvaf binding and scope data
has further shown that scope domain of focus iresutie whole/P domain

excluding the outer specifier position of ¥ which serves as the escape hatch for
the movement of the object phrase to the highgeptions. Now we will investigate

the exact function of this domain.
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The first hypothesis is that this is due to thesghianpenetrability condition, namely,
once the higher phase is introduced, the compledmnain of the lowevP phase is
not accessible for further operations. But thidysia leads to some other problems.
Firstly, discourse anaphoric and aboutness topiagas can reconstruct back to this
domain but contrastive topic phrases cannot. Adngrtb this hypothesis, the same
domain is accessible to one information structurat but not to the other one which
is contradictory. The other problem with this hyestis is that this scope domain of
focus does not directly map on to the complememalio of the lowewP phase in
that the base position of the external argumeailsis within this domain. However,
we expect this position to be accessible to furtdparations according to the phase
impenetrability condition. In Chapter 3, the dissios on IP level stress assignment
has further shown that takim® phase as a stress assignment domain for Turkish
also yields problems for the stress assignmenbatcusative and unergative
sentences. These facts make the statuB @k a phase in Turkish untenable.
Ozturk (2005) further notes the® and VP partitioning is not observed in
Turkish which is expected if VP is the complemenitnain of thevP phase. The
empirical evidence comes from restrictions on idfonmation. Idiom test is a
conclusive test because if an argument is closieetéexical verb in the syntactic
structure it is easier to find idioms containing therb and that argument (Marantz
1984). The object argument is merged immediategjlgcaaht to the verb while the
external argument is merged at the specifier msitf the phase edge. Hence idiom
formation is expected to be found with the verb tedinternal argument. Oztiirk
(2005) shows that in Turkish the verb not only feram idiom with the object to the
exclusion of the subject (49a) but also with thiejsct to the exclusion of the direct

object (49b).
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(49) a. Ali surat as-ti. (theme)
Ali face hang-PAST
‘Ali made a sour face.’
b. Ali-yi kurt kap-ti. (agent)
Ali-ACC wolf snatch-PAST
‘Ali got hurt’ (Ozturk 2005, 88)

If there were a partitioning betweeR and VP, VP being the complement domain of
VP phase, (49b) could not be possible. Based oe fireblems, we suggest that
does not show phasehood properties in Turkish.

Now we have to reveal the function of this doméalote that the scope
domain of focus includes not only the internal anguat but also the external
argument. We suggest that this is the event streickomain proposed by Ramchand
and Svenonius (2013), which is defined as the domaere all the arguments of the
verb are introduced.

Ramchand and Svenonius (2013) decompose the dausture into three
domains that have semantic grountfsThe first domain is the timeless, eventual
zone of VP in which the relation between individuahd events are formed. The TP
domain, the situational domain, is the time-ancti@@ne, which is taken as an
elaboration of the eventuality domain. Finally @@ domain, the propositional
domain anchored to a discourse context, is an gdéibo of the situational zone. The
empirical evidence comes from (i) the perfect araypessive participles and (ii)

adverb placement.

(50) a. There could have been a truck being loaded.

b. *There could have a truck been beingdéoad

133 For a similar analysis see Grohmann (2003) whdeéx® movement operations without appealing
to phases by dividing the structure into threeificalomains as VP, TP and CP.
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(51) a. If Mary says that the cakes will have bkeeimg eaten, then...
[being eaten], they will have been.

b. *.... bgen being eaten], they will have.

(52) a. John has left and Mary has done also.
b. *John is leaving and Mary is (*doing}@l
(Ramchand and Svenonius 201813)

The thematic subject of the clause can never seitfathe left of the perfect
participle but it can appear to the left of thegrassive participle (50). VP fronting
is possible only when the progressive is not ac@mga by the perfect participle
(51). Finally, do substitution is possible only wthe perfect participle but not with
the progressive patrticiple (52).

Based on the data given above, Ramchand and Susn@{i13) suggest
that the differences between the perfect and pssgre participle is due to different
attachment domains of these participles. The pesiyre participle attaches to the
timeless, eventual zone of VP as temporal inforomais irrelevant for the
progressive. The perfect participle, for which temgb information is relevant,
attaches to the temporally anchored situationatidmain.

If our analysis is on the right track and what \aéler] the scope domain of
focus is in fact the eventual zone of VP, we wangect to find differences with
respect to scope interactions of focus, based@prbgressive and perfective
marking on the verb. As the contrast below in (834Bdicates, scope interpretations

in Turkish differ depending on the aspectual madeethe verb.

(53) a. Bir @renci her ucurtma-yl ucur-gau vd/ av
a student every kite-ACGly-PERF

‘A student flew every kite.’
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(54) a. Bir doktor her hasta-ya k-pgor. vH/ av
a doctor every patient-DAT exaemPROG

‘A doctor is examining every patient’

b. Bir doktor her hasta-yi tedavi ed-iyor VA AV
a doctor every patient-ACQeat-PROG
‘A doctor is treating every patient’ (Ozge 2010, 41-42d)

The placement of focus is not indicated but thecstrres in (53) and (54b) differ
only with respect to the perfect or progressivekaes on the verb. Hence the inverse
scope in (54b) can only be due to interaction otifowith the progressive marker.
The progressive is in the VP domain while perfedtithe situational TP domain.
The perfective participle is in the TP domain aedde it does not interact with FP
abovevP, while the progressive is within the c-commanthdm of FocP and has an
effect on scope interpretatiot®.This difference also provides further empirical
evidence for the Focus projection abetfedomain in the IP internal structure.
Otherwise, FocP in the left periphery is predidizthke both progressive and
perfective projections under its c-command domain.

The other prediction of this line of an analysighiat event modifying
adverbs will be restricted to the eventuality damahile situation modifying
adverbs will be restricted to the situational daméfian adverb is licit in both
domains, either (i) additional interpretation ia#able or (ii) another extrinsic factor

is at play (Ramchand and Svenonius 2013).

154 Cinque (2001) notes the following order of Aspattieads for Turkish which is also in line with
our analysis.
Fut > Mod\lethic > ASFberfect > ASFbrogressiv? Neg > Mod\bility (> V)

Asp?esultative
Based on the following example noted by Kornfil@9Y), Cinque suggests that AsRiave iS lower
than Asmerfect and Asprogressive

(1) Hasan boylelikle yar kazan-;ni ol-uyor-du
Hasan thus competititon-ACGvin-PERF be-PROG-PAST
“Hasan was thus being the winner of the coitipat (Koiiftf1997, 363)
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The adverb placement has in fact been used inuhash linguistics literature to
mark the edge of VP via manner adverbs and the @dge via sentential adverbs.

Aygen (1999) investigates the subject and objesitipms with the following

examples.

(55) a. *Ben hizli  kitab-I oku-du-m
I fast book-ACC read-PASIG
‘| read the book fast’
b. Ben kitab-I hizlh  oku-du-
I book-ACC fast read-PR$SSG

‘I read the book fast’

(56) a. Colkgukur bu fareler bozuk peynir-i  yedi.
fortunately this mice spoiled cheese-AGiEe

‘Fortunately these mice ate the spoiled cheese’
b.Bu fareler cafikir  bozuk peynir-i yedi. (aiguous)
this mice fortunately spoiledcheese-ACC ate
Fortunately, these mice ate the spailezkse.
Fortunately, these mice ate the spailezkese not the nice cake, etc.

(Aygen 1999, 1-3)

Aygen (1999) suggests that in (55b) the object mdodhe case checking position
for the objects, while the lack of this movememigs ungrammaticality in (55a) as
the VP edge marking adverb indicates. The subjethe other hand can remain in-
situ or move to Spec TP as TP edge marking adwelibdtes in (56). In Aygen
(2002) on the other, in a footnote, she suggestsTirkish being a free word order
language, adverb placement is not a conclusivaatesthe unacceptability of (55a)
above can be due to ambiguity'lefzli’ as being interpreted as an adjective or an
adverb. In the immediately preverbal focus positr@duplication yields the adverb

interpretation.
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(57) Ben hizli hizli kitab-i oku-r-um
I fast book-ACC rea®R-1SG
‘| read the book fast’ (Aygen 2002, pg. 3)

Note that, even without reduplication, the struetimr (55a) becomes more

acceptable when we put focus on another constituent

(58) Ben hizli  bir tek kitab-I okwm, dergi-ler-i dlle
| fast only book-ACC AOR-1SG magazine-PL-ACC  not

‘l only read books in a fast way not the nages.’

Hence adverb placement in Turkish is closely rel&befocus. In the following
examples we useeyseki’and‘heniiz’ as situational domain adverbs agitlice’

and‘dogru dizgun’as eventual domain adverbs.

(59) Ne var ne yok?
How is it going?
A: Ali heniliz dogru dizgin  6dev-ler-in-i yap-ma-ny,
Ali  yet properly homewePL-POSS-ACC do-NEG-PAST
‘Ali hasn’t done his homework properly yet
biz de dari ¢ikmak icin onu bekliyoruz.
and we are waiting for him to go out.
B: Ali dogru diizguin hendi@devlerini yapmamngy biz de dgari ¢ikmak icin onu

bekliyoruz.

As illustrated in (59), the situational domain advé@eniz’and the eventual domain
adverb'dogru diizgtin’can occur in either order. Now we will test thiiational

domain adverineyseki’and the eventual domain advegizlice’.
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(60) Soygunla ilgili bir gelime var mi1?
Is there anything new about the robbery?
A: Neyseki Ali gizlige gir-mg iceri.
fortunately Ali secretly enf@AST inside
Herkes Hakan'datipheleniyor.
Everybody suspects Hakan
‘Fortunately, Ali sneaked (into the building). Eybody suspects Hakan of the
robbery’
B: Neyseki Ali gizlice girmis iceri. Herkes Hakan'daguipheleniyor.

(61) Soygunla ilgili bir gelime var mi?
Is there anything new with the robbery?
A:(?)Gizlicg Ali neyseki girmy iceri. Herkes Hakan'dagiipheleniyor.
B:(?)Gizlice Alineyseki  gir-my iceri. Ya biri gorseydi onu?
secretly Ali fortunately enter-PR&sideWhat if someone had seen him?

‘Fortunately, Ali sneaked (into the hlig). What if someone had seen him?’

Although not completely ungrammatical, the sentsrare judged to be better when
the eventual domain adverb follows the situatiawahain adver®

Based on these examples we conclude that the daméch contrastive
topic leaves is in fact the event structure domdiere all the arguments of the verb
are realized. We suggest that the movement ofdh&astive topic is a scope taking
operation as the semantic value of the focus phsassed up by the semantic

composition of the contrastive topic phrase.

1351n Turkish the placement of adverbs needs funtesearch which is beyond the scope of this study.
Ramchand and Svenonius (2013) give the followirggxde as an example of ordering restriction
which is out due to pragmatic anomaly.
(1) a. John was probably once married.

b. *John was once probably married.
However the equivalents of these sentences asptadaie in Turkish.
(2) a. John  belki bir zamanlar evliydi

John probably once ek
b. John bir zamanlar belki eviiyd
John  once probably  realr
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The final issue to be discussed in this sectidhagestriction on the reconstruction
of contrastive topics. As the discussion so farcaies, we have analyzed this
property as a restriction on reconstruction toahentual domain/scope domain of
focus phrases. In line with Wagner (2007, 2008) suggest that the movement of
the contrastive topic is a scope taking operafldre semantic composition of
contrastive topic is dependent on the lower foduage and hence they cannot
surface within the same domain. We leave aboutiogsss outside the discussion as
they can reconstruct back to the scope domainaisfesince this is not a scope
taking movement operatiofener (2010), on the other hand, suggests that this
restriction is due to the requirement that topicagks cannot reconstruct back to
their base generated positions, labeled no-reamigin-to-base-position. He gives
the following example with a focused time adverlaislan evidence for this
suggestionSener (2010) suggests that no-reconstruction-betmud analysis
cannot account for this example even if the adi®edroposed to be generated/Rat
or TP levels. The object with the variable is tbatcastive topic while the

antecedent subject is discourse anaphoric andyfitred adverbial bears focus.

(62) A: Herkes babasini mezuniyet téreninden sodyél.
‘Everyone kissed their father aftez graduation ceremony.’
B: [prd anne-si-ni-yse] herkes  toren-den Oorcedp-mi.
mother-3SGPOSS-CT everybody cergrABL before kiss-PAST
‘Literally: As for his/her mother, reportedly, eyene kissed her before the
ceremony.’ Séner 2010, 78)

Now we will take a look at the derivation of thisusture in (63) within the
assumptions of our analysis. The contrastive tomees to SpeeP and then moves

up to Spec TP. The discourse anaphoric constitunenes to Spec Da. Let us assume
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that the adverbial is adjoined to Spec FocRRorThen movement of the contrastive
topic to the specifier of theP is not a problem, as the eventual domain/scop®ito
of focus indicated with an ellipse is still lowéan the intermediary copy of the

contrastive topic phrase.

(63)

We can label this restriction no-reconstructiorstepe-domain-of-focus. The other
issue is that if we take this restriction on movaibes a general ban on movements
of topics to their base generated positions, thdibg data with sentence initial
discourse anaphoric constituents pose a prolemer (2010) analyzes these
phrases as discourse anaphoric constituents imat ihke them as aboutness topics
moving to the left periphery, to the same targedifpan as the contrastive topic
phrases, we do not expect them to reconstruct toeitieir base generated position.

This poses a problem as illustrated in (64) below.
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(64) proannesinia herkes Opmiba
mother-3SG.POSS-ACC  everybody kiss-PAST
‘Literally: His/her mother everyone kisk’

If we take the sentence initial discourse anaphmitstituent as aboutness topic
moving to a higher projection, with the no-recoustion-to-the-base restriction as

Sener (2010) suggests, the binding possibility #) (@mains unsolved.

4.6 Derivation of information structural unitsldt
Bobaljik and Wurmbrand (2012) and Neeleman and \éaiten (2012) suggest that
the distribution of contrastive topic and focus ta&ncaptured via restrictions at the
LF domain. Within this line of an analysis, thesend designated position at the left
periphery for the information structural units. Miowent operations of these units are
derived via other restrictions on movement suctusstifier movement.

Neeleman and Vermeulen (2012) suggest that coivieaspic and focus
are quantificational in nature in that they marktcast and they can be analyzed on a
par with quantifiers. Quantifiers give informatiabout the relationship between
two sets in the universe of discourse. Contrast giges information about the

relation between two sets as illustrated in (6%pWwevith our examples.
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Quantifier

(65) a. Most students read books.

ContrastivE&ocus
b. A: John read The Magus.

B: No, John read The Collector.

the books
John read gtdhe Magus

Blindn

Contrastive Topic
c. A: Did John read The Magus, The Colleetod Blindness?

B: He read The Collector.

the bookg
John read

the Magus
egtor Blindness

In (65a) the quantifier expresses the overlappang @f the two sets; in (65b) the
focused phrase is the overlapping part and theofdbe set of the books are
excluded. Finally in (65c), the speaker B mentionly the overlapping part of the
two sets; however, it is not exhaustively identifaes the correct answer. The speaker
does not make an assertion about the other merab#rs set of books.

Based on these similarities, Neeleman and Vermgalgt?) suggest that
the derivation of contrastive topic and focus isagmar with quantifier scope. They
further suggest that quantifier movement applidg aten a quantifier must take
scope over another quantifier c-commanding it. leatopic phrase can move over
a focus phrase that is in a c-commanding positidy when the topic phrase must
take scope over the focus phrase. Topics are ntetdavel constituents while focus

241



phrases are propositional level. Based on the gstsomthat this is a universal
restriction which requires topics to be interpretetiside the scope domain of focus
phrases, they try to capture the possible ordehtspic-focus constructions via
restrictions on movements. They do not appealedfihierarchical functional

projections. They suggest the following rules:

(66) Condition on Scope Shift (CSS): no node méagiit two indices

Scope Extension: If a Q percolates its index tomidating node, then its scope
coincides with that node minus the Q itself.

Economy: Scope extension must give rise to an wiBerunavailable interpretation.
Default Scope Rule: If a Q doesn’t percolate itseix it takes scope over its scope
domain (Neeleman and Vermeulen 2012, 5-6)

We can explain how these rules work based on tl@mmg representations.

(67) a. b.

* 02

e A
B /lw QP , |
QP QP o1

(Neeleman and Vermeulen 2012, 7)

If the QR percolates its index to a dominating nogle the rule CSS rules out the
indexation of the same node by £2B in (67a). The scope domain of QP2 can
extend over QP1lvia overt movement as in (6 Hpwever, in (67b), QPcannot
further extend its indexation to the nodg¢ s both {] and o] would bear two

indices which leads to the violation of CSS. Thisge representations indicate that if
there is no movement, surface scope is observethgbd) QR takes scope over

QP,without movement or scope extension.
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Out of four possible LF and PF matches, based jic tmd focus order variations in

Dutch, Neeleman and Vermeulen (2012) come up \wighfallowing orderings.

Table 12. Possible LF and PF Orderings

LF PF

A A[TOP]>B[FOC] A[TOP]>B[FOC] + LF represents surface scope, no index
percolation

B A[TOP]>B[FOC] B[FOCJ>A[TOP] * Violation of CSS, the index of topic cannot
be carried by the node which also bears the
index of focus which has undergone
movement

C B[TOP]J>A[FOC] A[FOC]>B[TOP] + Index percolation is possible

D B[TOP]>A[FOC] B[TOP]>A[FOC] + Via overt movement topic takes scope over

focus

Remember that topic phrases cannot surface witleirctcommand domain of focus
phrases. Only option B is out because topic phreaesot surface following the
focus phrase but CSS does not allow scope exten$itre topic phrase over the
dislocated focus phrase.

In a similar vein, Bobaljik and Wurmbrand (2012ygast that LF
determines PF, which is labeled scope transparg@uyl). ScoT is respected when
the LF and PF match, violation of ScoT is allowdtkw it is not otherwise possible
for word order to reflect the scope relation.

Bobaljik and Wurmbrand (2012) suggest that if thaeo of two elements at
LF is A>B the order at PF is A>B, if the order isBat LF, PF can be B>A or A>B.
Similar to Neeleman and Vermeulen (2012), they sagthat there is universal
restriction which requires topics to precede foghisases, because topics are
utterance level constituents while focus phrasegespositional level. Out of four
possible orders given in Table 13, the unacceptylbil (B) is predicted as LF and
PF do not match violating ScoT. Additionally, overbvement in syntax is a costly

operation and hence movement of the focus phratates Move.
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Table 13. Possible LF and PF Orderings

LF PF ScoT Move
A A[TOP]>B[FOC] A[TOP]>B[FOC] + + LF and PF match
B A[TOP]>B[FOC] BI[FOC]>A[TOP] * * Movement is costly, LF and PF
do not match
C B[TOPJ>A[FOC] A[FOC]>B[TOP] * + No overt movement but LF and
PF do not match
D B[TOP]>A[FOC] B[TOP]>A[FOC] + * LF and PF match but overt

movement is costly

As is the case in Table 12, except for the ordds,ithe other three orders are found
to be acceptable as they satisfy either ScoT oréMov

Now we will turn to Turkish data to find out howigHine of an analysis
captures the Turkish data. As the discussionagtige3 has shown, out of four
possible LF and PF orders only A and D are observa@dirkish while the orders in
(B-C) are not possible. We can conclude that Tarlssnuch more restrictive than
the sets given above. The unacceptability of Brisersal and it is predictable. The
unavailability of the order in C shows that Turkiska scope rigid language to a
great extent although exceptions can be foundwstriited in section 4.6 with OSV
indefinite-universal order.

When the order ibir>herin SOV order and as the topic precedes focus
phrases, only surface scope is possible. Withim#semptions of the analysis of
Neeleman and Vermeulen (2012), it is predicted tleaguantifier raising will apply
when surface scope is observed. If scope exteies not result in an otherwise
unavailable scope relation, quantifiers do not pkate their index or move at LF. In
our data, the indefinite quantifier takes scoper a@gescope domain as there is no
scope index percolation. For the same order, thé/sis of Bobaljik and
Wurmbrand (2012) predict that for the CT>CF LF ordlee only possible PF

realization is CT>CF because CF>CT order violath IScoT and Move. It violates
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ScoT because there is a mismatch between PF anebk€sentations. It violates
Move because overt movement is a costly operation.

Now let’s see the predictions of the two analyses<ISV order. Remember
that in Turkish OSV order two patterns are obser/ed the OSV order with
her>bir pattern both surface and inverse scope is possildd¢o the high attachment
site of the existential operator that binds theefirdte quantifier. We have to add an
additional rule that allows contrastive focus tarterpreted to take scope over the
contrastive topic in the presence of the existénparator.

Additionally, for the OSV order witbir>her order inverse scope is
restricted to a few cases in which it is the dissewanaphoric constituent and not the
contrastive focus, which takes scope over the astitte topic. Discourse anaphoric
constituents are not a part of either of the aralyslowever, based on the data
discussion in section 3, we can conclude that aimbd contrastive topic and
contrastive focus order only contrastive topic pegcede discourse anaphoric
constituents at PF. In contrast to contrastive $quiurases discourse anaphoric
constituents can take scope over contrastive faiases iir>her order via the

existential operator and ler>bir order due to intermediary reconstruction sites.

Table 14. Possible LF and PF Orderings for CTBAdConstituents

LF PF ScoT Move
A A[TOP]>B[DA] A[TOP]>B[DA] + + LF and PF match
B BI[DAJ>A[TOP] A[TOP]>B[DA] * + LF and PF do not mzh
C B[TOPJ>A[DA] B[TOP]>A[DA] + * overt movement butF and PF

match

This seems to work out the problem with discoursaporic constituents but some
of the binding data discussed in section 3 givdraglictory results for SOV and

OSV orders.
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(68) *[[...vbl...Jsupj Jet >5[ QPobjloa > [V]roc
A: Dunku torendegietmenler her grenciyi azarlamy. Dogru mu?
‘| hear that at the ceremony yesterday, the teacdmlded every student. Is
that right?’
B: Valla @gretmenlerden haberim yok ama...
‘Frankly |1 do not know about the teachbut....

*[pro; dansman-i] herkes-i tebrik et-ti
mentor-3SGPOSS-NOM  everybody-ACCongratulate  do-PAST
toren-de

ceremony-LOC
‘Literally: Everyonewas congratulated by his/her mentdrthe ceremony.’
Sener 2010, 68)

As illustrated in (68) when the order is SOV, L&+ do not match. The LF and
PF ordering is indicated in table 14 above as tlogtn. This ordering violates
ScoT, however Move is not violated as there isamobvert movement. We expect
this order to be acceptable but it is not. Thealisse anaphoric constituent can
extend its index without violating CSS; howeveg #tructure is out. Now let’s take

a look at the same information structural ordedBV.

(69) [[...vbl...Jonj JeT >5[ QPsubjloa >>[V]rFocus
A: DunkU térende heggetmen bir @rencisini tebrik etng. Dogru mu?
‘| hear that at the ceremony yesterday every taaatregratulated a student
of her. Is that right?’
B: Valla, @rencilerden haberim yok ama...
‘Frankly, 1 do not know about the statk but.....
[pro; bir arkada-i]-ni her gretmen  t[pro bir arkadan] ~ azarla-di
a friend-3SGPOSS-ACC every teacher scold-PAST
sert bigekilde.
in a harsh manner

‘Every teacher scolded a friend of her ireesh way.”  §ener 2010, 81)
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The LF representation of this acceptable struasiADA] > B[CT] and the PF
representation is B[T] > A[DA]. Within the assumptions of Bobaljik and
Wurmbrand (2012) both ScoT and Move are violatedraand PF do not match and
there is overt movement of the contrastive topierdtie discourse anaphoric
constituent. Within the assumptions of Neeleman\&ewineulen (2012), the scope
extension of the discourse anaphoric constituasiaigs CSS as the index of this
constituent moves to the node, which also carhiesridex of the dislocated
contrastive topic. However, the structure is falbceptable. If we propose that the
unacceptability of (68) is due to another well fedness condition which states that
discourse anaphoric constituents cannot take csiivestopics under their scope then
the structure in (69) still remains a puzzle. Thesetradictory results show that the
quantificational LF analysis falls short of explaig scope and binding data of

information structural units in Turkish.

4.7 Multiple focus projections
The syntactic analysis pursued in this study asswandP internal FocP. Quantifier
scope and binding data has shown that there i®ed for an additional FocP at the
left periphery. In the Turkish linguistics litera¢y an IP internal and a CP level FocP
have been proposed to account for the distribudfdhe question particle and the
negation marker (Kahnemuyipour and Kornfilt 201dr)the question particle and
multiple foci constructions (Su 2012). In this sectwe will take a look at these
analyses and see whether the data discussed engtuskes can be captured within
the syntactic mechanism used in this study.

Kahnemuyipour and Kornfilt (2011) suggest the parstsucture in (71) for

the structure given below.
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(70) kope-i gez-dir-me-di-niz-mi?
dog-ACC walk-CAUSE-NEG-PAST-2PL-QP
‘Didn’t you walk the dog?’

The stress domain maps onto the syntactic domaitaicong
Tense/Aspect/Modality projection and FocP is alibieprojection. Hence in (71)
there are two FocP projections, the head projestudnvhich are filled by negation

and the question patrticle.

(71)

v PAST-2.PL
/'/\
FOC_\'EGP \'4
N
FO(: f.\'Ec.
VoiceP “Focxee
VP voice NEG

2\ -dir
kopeg-i gez CAUSE
dog-aAcc walk

Kamali and Samuels (2008) and Kamali (2010) argaenst the analysis of taking
NegP as a FocP based on the distinctions betwegioe and the question particle
in that (i) only the question particle follows tbenstituent bearing focus while
negation always attracts stress to the verb,h@)position of focus is important for
the question particle but irrelevant for negation.

The data with yes/no questions in sections 2.atad2.3.2.2 have also
shown that although yes/no questions can triggtr tantrastive focus and topic

phrases, the question partielml always follows the focus phrase. The other
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distinction is that every constituent in a senteree bear focus and can be followed
by the—ml question particle. However, only verbal predicatas bear the negation
marker—mA The following examples also support the analifsa$ negation and the
question particle are not of the same nature.drptiesence of a contrastive topic
phrase the verb bears focus in (72) and note lieaterb is followed by the question

particle.

(72) A: Almanya ve Hollanda’'ya ¢amaya giden Alanyalilar biyuk peni

toplamslar. Hollandalilar da onlari 6ven bir kograa yapiyor.

One of the groups that went from Alanya to Dutct @@rmany won recognition

with their work. Now the Dutch people give a vdtéhanks.

B: [Almanyali-larkt  Alanyal-lar-i [6v-Uyer] mu?
German-PL people of Alanya-AC@raise-PROG QP

Do the German people praise the people froamyd?

It is not possible to add another focus constitterihis sentence as the following

example illustrates.

(73) A: Almanya ve Hollanda'ya ¢amaya giden Alanyalilar ve Anamurlular buyik

begeni toplamglar. Hollandalilar da onlari 6ven bir kagma yapiyor.

One of the groups that went from Alanya to Dutcti @ermany won recognition

with their work. Now the Dutch people give a vdtéhanks.

B: #[Almanyali-larkrt [sadece Alanyali-lard] [6v-Uyorg mu?
German-PL only peoplédtdnya-ACC praise-PROG QP

Intended reading: Do the German people praigetbe people from Alanya?

However, negation on the verb can surface in aairoontext.

(74) A: Alanyalilar ve Anamurlular Aimanya ve Hallda'ya ¢calmaya gitmgti.

Hollandalilar iki grubu da BgEnmems. Konusmalarinda iki grubu da évmediler.
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People from Alanya and Anamur went to Germany aoltbHd to work. The Dutch

did not like either of the two groups. They did pitise the two groups in their

speech.

B: [Almanyali-larkt ise [sadece Alanyali-lag-1] 6v-mu-yor
German-PL on the other hand onlyopbeof A.-ACC praise-NEG-PROG

‘The German people on the other hand do noseranly the people from Alanya.’

In the presence of a focus phrase in (73) an adaitifocus phrase with an overt
particle is not licit. However, this restrictionnst observed with negation as
illustrated in (74):>® Hence we also suggest that there is no cleaonetastake
negation as focus projection. Within our analysig,70) it is the verb that bears
focus and it agrees with the FocP in-situ.

Su (2012) also suggest an IP internal and a CP f®e®. However, based
on the arguments of Kamali and Samuels (2008) aardd{i (2010), Su (2012) also
suggests that negation does not project a FocR2(812) bases the arguments for an

inner and an outer FocP based on the following @kasn

(75) a. Kim ney-i gor-,e®
who what-ACC see-PAST

‘Who saw what?’

b. Okul-a ne zaman gid-ecelk-s
school-DAT when go-FUT-2SG
‘When will you go to school?’ (Su 2012, 27, 30)

1% Recall that with contrastive topic phrases, figssible to interpret the discourse-given verthas t
focus phrase although none of the inflectional raeglcontrast with another marker given in the
previous context. The relevant example is repelagdolv for ease of exposition.
(1) A: Parti-ye kac ski gel-ecek?
party-DAT  how many person coRi¢T
‘How many people will come to the party?’
B: Bildigim kadariyla, Ug¢ $icr  gel-ecek, ger-ler-in-den haber-im yok.
As far as | know three perseome-FUT  other-PL-GEN-LOC news-POSS eabs
‘As far as | know, three people will cent don’t know anything about the others.’
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Su (2012) suggests the following structure for ¢hesnstructions but notes that the
guestion particle can also attach to the outer Fmcf76) below, the F feature of
inner FocP is valued by the focused phrase inpec$osition. The outer FocP
Agrees with the inner FocP and the F feature igadl The interrogative feature is

valued with the C head via long distance Agree.

(76)
CP
/\\
C OFocP
’Q[] //\
4  Spec OFoc’
! N
OFoc 1P
IP[] /&
A r
; "
' vP I
E /‘/\
: \.V
: PN
v IFocP
' ,/\ ~
i Spec IFoc’
i PN

. ~ W
 AGREE ____ [Foc VP

................... »iF[ ]
AGREE { uQ[interrog] }

Now we will see whether our analysis can accountHis set of data without
appealing to an additional FocP projection at &fiederiphery. Remember that we
assume that negation can surface alMbvand TP domains and hence we do not
need an additional FocP for negation in contraghécanalysis of Kahnemuyipour
and Kornfilt (2011). As for the multiple focus pkes given in (75) above, remember
that we have already suggested that the initiastitient is not a focus phrase but a
contrastive topic phrase occupying Spec TP pos#lmwve FocP. Additionally, focus
phrases in Turkish do not undergo movement, aa@raoted in the literature

(Sener 2010). As for the position of the questiontipkrin the phrase structure we
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can assume that it is the Pposition as it always follows the focus phrase. The
other option is that the question particle heaslswn projection above FocP. We
will discuss these two alternative analyses inised&.4.2.1. However, based on the
discussion so far, we can safely conclude thaettseonly one FocP in the phrase

structure of Turkish.

4.8 Conclusion
In this chapter we investigated negation, quamtg@pe, and binding data in SOV
and OSV orders. The data show that;

» IP internal FocP, DaP and Spec TP as the targétqosef topic phrases
account for Turkish facts. The interaction of foguth different aspectual
markers also supports the analysis of IP internaPF

» An additional FocP at the left periphery (Kahnenpayir and Kornfilt 2011,
Su 2012) is not necessary; analyzing multiple fqusises as contrastive
topic-focus phrases makes the left peripheral FedBndant.

» In Turkish,vP does not show the phasehood properties in tiabater
specifier of vP serves as an escape Hateimd the complement domain\é?
does not allow reconstruction for contrastive tqgicases but reconstruction
is licit for the aboutness topics and the discoarsgphoric constituents.

» The scope domain of focus does not map gRtphase but it maps onto the
eventual domain (Ramchand and Svenonius 2013)sddy@e domain of
focus phrase is used as a referential unit asop#ne alternative set of the
contrastive topic and hence we concluded that agghdooth the aboutness

topic and the contrastive topic move to Spec T€ plovement of contrastive

5" The term escape hatch is used for edges of plmasaids but we have suggested tiais not a
phase in Turkish. We will use the term ‘escapeHhiatcidentify the position to which reconstruction
for contrastive topic is possible.
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topic is a scope taking movement operation. Hepograstive topic cannot
reconstruct back to this domain.

» In SOV order, only the contrastive topic moves @iuhe eventual domain
but in OSV order, except for the focus phrase stitgect and the object
move out of their base generated positions.

» In both SOV and OSV orders, the information struatstatus of the
constituents does not directly shape scope int&jiwas. We can account for
the inverse scope interpretations in Turkish veadRkceptional scope taking
properties of the existential operator over chéicetions and different

restrictions on reconstructions sites for the imfation structural units.

The next chapter discusses the implications oktlfieslings for the phrase structure

of Turkish.
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CHAPTER 5

REVISITING THE PHRASE STRUCTURE OF TURKISH

In this chapter, based on the findings in the mesichapter, | will entertain a few
possibilities regarding the phrase structure okiBlr. The quantifier scope and
binding data indicated thaP in Turkish does not show the properties of a @las
that, (i) in line with phase impenetrability condit, we expect the complement
domain ofvP not to be a site for reconstruction but it is@oaboutness topic and
discourse anaphoric constituents, (ii) the positibthe external argument is out of
the complement domain @P phase but the Turkish data has shown that no
reconstruction is allowed to this position for aastive topic phrases and only the
outer specifier position ofP is a possible reconstruction site for contragiiyecs.

We defined this domain as the scope domain of fottise sense that it is
composed of the constituents based on which semaaitie of the focus is derived
as alternative propositions. Interaction of thisnéin with im/perfective morphology
and adverbs has shown that this domain is the eterdture domain as defined by
Ramchand and Svenonius (2013). In this domairithalerguments of the verb are
introduced. Imperfective morphology attached todgtient domain has an effect on
scope relations but perfective morphology doeshawt such an effect by virtue of
being attached to a higher domain.

As for the representation of information structuraits, IP internal
functional projections can capture the Turkish datee elimination of/P as a phase
and taking TP as the highest position for informastructural units in Turkish
raised the question whether CP exists in the irorgrdf functional projections of

Turkish. Turkish is interesting in that the existerof DP has also been questioned.
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Based on the assumption that there is CP/DP plsall¢Abney 1987, Svenonius
2004, Hiraiwa 2005) the first question that is unidgestigation in this chapter is
whether we have conclusive evidence for the phiasessor presence of a CP level
in Turkish.

Turkish does not have overt definite articles aoghglementizers, with the
exception of-ki borrowed from Persian and the subordinatiye’, and there are
two possible alternatives: (i) DP and CP projectiare part of the functional
inventory of Turkish but they are not realized pblogically or (ii) the absence of
overt determiners and complementizers indicatebsence of these projections for
Turkish!®® It has been observed that there are structuralesities between CP/DP
and TP/PossP (Hiraiwa 2005), and Dég@i011) shows that in the absence of PossP,
DP loses its phasehood properties. Bosk@®012) and Kang (2014) also argue that
the absence of DP in a language signals the abséi¢e With these studies we
shift our focus on TP/DP parallelism. Hence theoeddssue investigated in this
chapter is the presence or absence of TP in Tunkigte absence of DP, which is
expected to have an effect on the phasehood prepeftCP. The discussion of the
data on (i) subject reflexives, (ii) ECM clauses) bounding nodes, (iii) subject-
object extraction, (iv) the absence of expletifessequence of tense, (vi) suspended
affixation (Zanon 2014) show that, in additiorv#®, CP also lacks phasehood
properties which can be taken as an indicatioh®fabsence of TP. The discussion
on the T(ense)/A(spect)/M(ood) markers of Turkisheal that temporal
interpretation in Turkish is dependent on Mood reaskand we do not need a Tense
projection. In the next section we begin with thguaents raised for and against the

presence of DP in Turkish in the literature.

1%8 Goksel and Kerslake (2005:462) list the functiohs&liye’ as expressing “...reason, purpose,
precaution or understanding...”
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5.1 Determiner phrase in Turkish

D head assigns referentiality to an NP and typissiiinto an argument
(Longobardi 1994). In English, NPs are predicativeature and when they are
merged under DP projection they are type shiftéol anguments. The fact that
Turkish lacks overt definite determiners puts thaure of referentiality assignment

for Turkish NPs to question.

5.1.1 Arguments against DP
Ozturk (2005) suggests that there is strict cotimisbetween referentiality and case
assignment in that the same functional head iresple for these functions.
Subject is merged at spec AgentP and gets itsargfality and case feature checked
in the same position, making movement to Spec @Brm#ant. ThemeP checks
referentiality and case feature of the object phras

Nominals surfacing without overt case morphologyess as the testing
ground for this analysis. Oztiirk (2005) investigatare nominals in Turkish and

shows that these non-case marked nominals aregafierential.

(1) a. *Ali kitap oku-du. Reng-i kirmizi-ydi.
Ali book read-PAST color-POSSd-fRAST
‘Ali did book reading. It was red.
b. Ali kitab-i oku-du. Reng kirmizi-ydi.
Ali book-ACC read-PAST color-POS®d-PAST

‘Ali read the book. It was red.

(2) a. Kbpek bahce-de havliyor. Reng-i  siyah.
dog garden-LOC barking cd&6  black
‘The dog is barking in the garden. Iblack.’
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b. *Bahce-de kopek havhyor. Reng-  siyah.
garden-LOC dog barking aceBSG  black
‘There is dog barking in the gardensiblack.’
(Oztiirk 2005,11002)

In (1a) and (2b), the immediately preverbal obgad the subject are non-case
marked and hence referentiality is not possiblaiifdz2005) suggests that bare
nominals are pseudo-incorporated to the verb anthey are part of the verbal
complex, they are predicative in nature. Henceetmegninals do not show
properties of syntactic arguments. For examplegupdssivization, in contrast to a
case marked nominal (3a), only an impersonal passiading is possible with bare

nominals (3b)>°

(3) a. Kitap oda-da oku-n-du
book room-LOC read-PASS-PAST
‘The book was read in the room.’
b. Oda-da kitap  oku-n-du.
room-LOC book read-PASS-PAST
‘Book-reading was done in the room.” (Oztiirk 2005, 72-73)

Case assignment at AgentP and ThemeP type shefiscptive NPs into arguments

and leads to kinds, generic or definite readingestrated below.

159 Bare nominals also surface with idioms (1a) andhwhe light verb-et(1b) and in all these cases
they form [NP+V] complex predicate structure witke tverb. The NP forms are not head incorporated
into the verb as some particles can surface betieeNP and the verb (Oztiirk 2005). This is
indicated in the following examples with the ingamtof question particle.
(1) a. Ali bu problem-e _ kafa mpatlat-ti?

Ali this problem-DAT head QP rbuPAST

‘Did Ali spend mental energy on this prah® Literally: to burst the head

b. Meclis yasa-yl npfedd] mi et-ti?
assembly law-ACC reject QR-RAST
‘Did the assembly reject the law?’ (Oktanos, 89, 94)
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(4) a. Ali kitab-1 oku-du. (definite)
Ali book-ACC read-PAST
‘Ali read the book.
b. Edison ampul-u icat et-ti (kind)
Edison light bulb-ACC invent-PAST
‘Edison invented the light bulb.’

c. Ali  kopek-ler-i/dondurma-yi sev-er. (generic)
Ali dog-PL-ACClice-cream-ACC like-AOR
‘Ali likes dogs/ice-cream’ (Oztiirk 20a53)

Oztirk (2005) concludes that there is not an odefinite determiner that is the
equivalent of ‘the’ in English. It is case assigmiihat type shifts predicative NPs
into arguments.

BosSkovi andSener (2014) also suggest that Turkish is simildraditional
NP languages not DP languages based on a settatggrand semantic
diagnostics®® We will briefly go over these tests with their exales.
(a) Negative raising is disallowed: the negativiapty item in the embedded clause

cannot be licensed by negation in the matrix clause

(5) Mete  [Pelin-g/-i (*en dd yildir) Timbuktu-ya git-ti |
Mete Pelin-NOM/ACC at least two yeéos- T.-DAT go-PAST
san-mi-yor.

think-NEG-PRES

‘Mete doesn’t think Pelin went to Timbuktu ihleast two years.’

(b) Transitive nominals with two lexical genitivage disallowed: the external and

the internal argument cannot bear genitive caieeagdame time.

%0 The observation that a language does not haverofgically realized definite determiner may
not necessarily indicate the absence of the DRegtion. These tests have been found to be closely
related with the presence of an article. For insan literary Finnish there is no phonologically
realized definite determiner and left branch exteoaxcis disallowed. In colloquial Finnish, in whieh
definite article has developed, left branch exteoarcis possible. | refer readers to BoSkof@008,
2010) for further arguments.
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(6) *Osmanlilar-in  Istanbul-un feth-i
Ottomans-GEN Istanbul-GEN conquest-3SGPOSS

‘Ottoman’s conquest of Istanbul.’

(c) Article-less languages allow scrambling: assiltated in detail in Chapter 4
scrambling for discourse-interpretational purpasesbserved in Turkish.

(d) Radical pro-drop is possible in article-lessgaages: Turkish allows both subject
and object drop.

(e) Double negation reading may be absent in aerteds languages:

(7) Hicbir cocuk hicbir kitab-I oku-ma-di
no child no book-ACC adeNEG-PAST
‘No child read any book.’ (negative concord/*double negation)

(f) Possessors may induce an exhaustivity presugggposnly in article languages:

In the following sentence we do not get the readivag John has only three bicycles.

(8) Can-in uc bisiklet-i
John-GEN three bicycle-3SGPOSS

‘John’s three bicycles.’

(9) Only article-less languages allow left brangtraction: This property is checked

with postposing of non-contrastive constituentsg®).

(9) Pelin [tkitap  oku-du] kalin
Pelin book read-PAST thick

‘Pelin read a thick book.’

(h) only article languages allow majority supexiatreading: In the following

example the event of beer drinking outnumbers tivkithg of any other beverages,
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giving plurality reading only. The majority readin§‘more than half the people

drank beer’ is not possible.

(10)insanlar encok bira Ic-ti

people  most beer drink-PAST

‘People drank beer the most.’
() Inverse scope is unavailable in article-lesgylaages: the discussion in section
4.3.3 has shown that although inverse scope isadl@iin a few cases, in the
majority of the data scope can be read off theaserbrder.
() Number morphology may not be obligatory onlyairiicle-less languages. The NP

in the following example can be interpreted aslizngor plural.

(11) Can (kalin) kitap oku-mu
John thick book read-PAST
‘John read a (long) book/ (long) books.’

BosSkovi andSener (2014) propose the following representatiomfokish NPs.
The possessor and the demonstrative are adjoirtee tdP while the adjective and
the numerical occupy specifier positioh¥.

(12)

NP
/\
PossIDem NP -7

DemlPoss .--_ NP
’/’ /\

-~7 NumlAdj N -

(BosSkoviandSener 2014, 28)
They further propose the following example to irdécthat in Turkish DP level is

missing.

181 Boskovi: andSener (2014) then modify this phrase structure agldifurther possessor projection
below NumP.
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(13) a.*[su  Ozpetekin film-i] o-nli hayal kirikigina urat-t.
that Ozpetek-GEN fiim-ACC -AE€C disappoint-PAST
‘That movie of Ozpetek’s disappointech.’
b*[Su  o-nuh film-i] Ozpetek hayal kiriklgina usrat-ti.
that he-GEN fiim-ACC  Otple-ACC disappoint-PAST
‘That movie of him disappointed Ozpete
(BosSkovt andSener 2014, 29)

Both the demonstrative and the possessor are djnrio the NP projection and
they can c-command out of the subject NP. In tiseiabe of a DP projection to close
off the binding domain, co-indexation is possihlkeging condition B and C
violations in (13a-b}%?

While discussing the presence of DP projectionlemguage, Boskogi
(2008, 2010) bases his arguments on the presesea@dof definite determiners. In
the following section we will briefly go over whist suggested for indefinite noun

phrases in Turkish.

5.1.1.1 Indefinite noun phrases

Indefinite noun phrases in Turkish can surfacecassative marked or without a
case marker. Accusative case marked forms araedfey as ‘specific’ indefinites,
while the zero marked ones are referred to as spmeific’ indefinites. Specificity
has been used to denote patrtitivity, referentigbtesuppositionality. Kelepir (2001)
suggests that in the contexts where accusativeadankiefinites appear, the

semantic property that captures all the data igaditivity or referentiality but

182 Ellipsis and stranding are possible with phrasgsbt with segments and bar level constituents.
Boskovic andSener (2014) further show that (i) possessor stranii not possible, (i) ellipsis inside
bare nominals with adjectives and numerals is nssible; (iii) numerals inside bare numerals can be
stranded only in the presence of classifier-lileants. This indicates that numerals, possessuis, a
adjectives are not phrases.
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presuppositionality. General presuppositionalityangethat the set denoted by the
restrictor is not empty. The following examplessiirate the difference between
accusative and zero marked indefinites. In an Biteral context, only accusative
marked indefinite has ‘de re’ reading, while treading with the zero marked

indefinite is illicit in the same context as in J4°

(14) Hasan buginlerde ne yapiyor?
What is Hasan doing these days?
a. Hasan Cambridge-de bir geka  ariyor
Hasan Cambridge-LOC a street-AC&dking.for
‘Hasan is looking for a street in Camped
b.#*Hasan Cambridge-de  bir sokalariyor
Hasan Cambridge-LOC a streeliboking.for
‘Hasan is looking for a street in Caidge.’
(Kelepir 20Q.20)

183 \ve suggest that in some cases, zero marked in@sficéin also be interpreted as having wide
scope over intensional verbs or partitive interqtiien. In (1-2) the set is mentioned earlier in the
context and the speaker refers to a member ofetheviich is not definite. However, partitive
interpretation is possible.
(1) ...Kutuda bir surrii kitap ve defter vardi. Hasan litap alip cantasi-na koydu
Hasan a book todk bag-DAT  put
‘...There were lots of books and notebooks intibe. Hasan took one of them and put it in his
bag.’ (see the example (23) in the text)
(2) A: Some of the teachers at our school went on a pigiticthree students after school. The
students who took advantage of the wind brougbskitith them to fly. Additionally they brought
helicopters that work with remote controller. Dhittstudents fly the kites after the picnic?
B: Valla, duydgum kadariyla her  gtenci bir ucurtma ucur-rau
every student one Kkite RpST
‘Frankly, from what | heard, everydéent flew a kite.’
In the following contexts with intensional verlise zero marked indefinite can have a referential
reading.

(3) Bir sokak ari-yor-um. Adrkaitta yazili. Yardimci olur musunuz?
A street look for-PROG-1SG
‘I am looking for a street. Thddress is written on the paper. Can you help me?’
(4) Bir cocuk ari-yor-um. Sslarinda. Kirmizi mont giyinngi Gordiinliz mi?
A child look for-PROG-1SG
‘I am looking for a child. He around 5. He had a red coat. Did you see him?’

In these contexts zero-marked indefinites haveséime interpretation with the accusative marked
indefinites making the distinction between the gyvoups blurred. Thus, it is not always accusative
marking that makes a constituent have existentedypposition reading. This issue needs further
research.
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In (15), the context does not trigger existentraspipposition; hence only the zero

marked indefinite is possible within this context.

(15) Bu yazi kontrol edildi mi bilmiyorum.
| don’t know whether this text has been exlit
a.#Bir hata-yI bul-ur-sa-n bana haber ver.
a mistake-ACC  find-AOR-CONI3@ let me know
‘If you find one of the mistakes, let meokv.’

b. Bir hata bul-ur-sa-n bana haber ver.
a mistake find-AOR-COND-2SG let me know
‘If you find a mistake, let me know.’ (Kelepir 2001, 101)

Finally, in (16), only the accusative marked ind&é can take scope over the

negation operator.

(16) a. Hasan Ali-ye bir hediye al-ma-d
Hasan Ali-DAT a present uybiNEG-PAST
‘Hasan did not buy Ali a present.’
b. Hasan bir odev-i apyma-di
Hasan a homework-ACC  do-NEGSHA
‘Hasan didn’'t do a homework.’ (‘Hasan didio one of the homeworks.)
(Kelepir 2001, 131-132)

Now we will see how ‘case’ as referentiality assiganalysis works for Turkish
indefinites. Ozturk (2005) takes zero marked iirdefs in line with pseudo
incorporated bare nominals. She bases her argumersisope data and suggests that

zero marked constructions always take narrow sapes the case with bare

nominals.

(17) a. Her cocuk bir kitab-1  oku-du VA AV
every child one book-ACC rd2a8ST

‘Every child read a book.’
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b. Her cocuk bir kitap oku-du vd/l *3Vv
every child one book read-PAST
‘Every child read a book.’

c. Her cocuk  kitap oku-du v/ *gvie
every child book read-PAST
‘Every child did book-reading.’ (Ozturk 2005, 19-20)

Ozturk (2005) makes a further distinction for zevarked indefinites as stressed
‘bir and stress-lesbir’ . Stressetir’ is an adverbial modifying the whole event.

Similar to an adverbialbir’ measures out the event.

(18) a. Ali [BIR [CompPred [kirmizi kitap ald]]
Ali one red book bought
‘Ali bought one red book.’
b. Ali [bir tane [CompPred [kirmizi kita okudu]}®®
Ali one CL red book read
‘Ali did book reading for one unit of rédok.’ (Ozturk 2005, 19-20)

Stress-les®ir’ is a predicate modifier and similar to an adjextwodifies the

pseudo incorporated NP.

(19) Ali [CompPred bir kitap okudu]
Ali one book read

‘Ali read a book.’

164 Although wide scope is not possible with zero rearkndefinites, | think scope interpretation with
bare nominals is not possible either. Hence theypatbe compared in terms of scope interpretation.
185 Boskovi: andSener (2014) propose a classifier-like projectiol(E) for ‘tane’ constructions
based on ellipsis constructions.

(1) Pelin  her gun [be elma] vye-r, Can-sa iki elma] vye-r.
Pelin every day five apple eatRRQohn-however two eat-AOR
‘Pelin eats five apples every day, whilerdehts two.’

(2) Pelin her gun [U¢ tane elmaye-r, Can-sa [ ki tadma] vye-r.
Pelin every day three CL applat-@OR John-however two CL t-A®OR
‘Pelin eats three apples every day, whilenJeats two.’ (BoSkoviandSener 2014, 41, 46)

NP internal ellipsis is not possible with bare noaté indicating that numerical does not occupy a
phrasal position but a specifier position as illatgd in (1). In (2) on the other hand, the nunagric
expression moves from its base generated posai@iLLP, hence ellipsis is possible.
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Furthermore, indefinite is not a functional projentin that it cannot close a
projection (20) and it does not obey the head fjimaperties of other functional

projections in Turkish (21).

(20) a. kirmiz1 bir  kitap b. bir kirenkitap
red one book

‘a/one red book.’

(21) a. bu  kitap b. *lptabu
this book book this (Ozturk 2005,10)

Recall that Oztirk (2005) suggests that ‘case’sipiéts predicative NPs into
arguments and leads to generic, kind or definieliregs. As for case marked
indefinites, the analysis of Oztiirk (2005) preditism to be referential as they are
marked for case. Specific indefinites have neiktied nor definite reading.
Additionally, as pointed out by Kelepir (2001), asative marked
indefinites are not always referential as they dbtake the widest scope in all cases.
Ozturk (2005) adapts the analysis of Schwarzs¢a@2) according to whom
indefinites encode existential quantification budl@vscope reading is available when
its domain is singleton, as indicated with the egknin (22) from Schwarzschild

(2002).

(22) a. Everyone at the party voted to watch a entvat Phil liked.
b. A movie that Phil liked was such tha¢gwne at the party voted to watch it.

The specific indefinite is interpreted to be refgi@ because it has a singleton
domain and the indefinite has an ‘almost definiggiding. However, the following

example cannot be analyzed within a singleton domai
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(23) Kitap-lar-in iki-si-ni al geri-si-ni
book-PL-GEN two-3SGPOSS-ACC takemamder-3SGPOSS-ACC
kutu-da  birak.
box-LOC leave

‘Take (any) two of the books and leave theaigaer (of the books) in the box.’
(Kornfilt 2000, cited in KelepifRl, 126)

In this context, partitive reading or presupposidlity is easier to get than
referentiality reading. ‘Almost definite’ reading not possible as we are talking
about ‘any two of the books’. Hence we suggestithais ‘case’ that type shifts
predicative NPs into arguments leading to defirkiied or generic reading as
indicated by Oztiirk (2005), then the existenti@sppposition reading should also
be included in this list. With the addition of pugpositionality, all the semantic
instances of accusative marked indefinites camapéuced. However, as exemplified
in footnote 163, zero marked indefinites can algmer existential
presuppositionality in certain contexts. If casekimay is suggested to be the sole
type shifter in Turkish leading to kind, generiefidite, and existential
presuppositionality readings, existential presugmoslity interpretation with zero
marked indefinites yields a problem. As this issueeyond the scope of this study,

we leave it for further research.

5.1.2 Arguments for DP

Arslan-Kechriotis (2006) argues for the presenca DP projection, which
establishes the referentiality of the NP complem@ontra Oztiirk (2005), Arslan-
Kechriotis (2006) suggests that zero marked indefrin Turkish are referential,
similar to the referentiality interpretation of Fiydand Sag (1982) in that there is a

referent in mind that exists in the real or imagynaorld. She suggests that zero
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marked indefinites are different from bare nominaighe following example, the
zero marked indefinite object can take wide scapklee interpreted as being

referential.

(24) a. U¢ c¢ocuk bir araba akmi
three child one car buy-EVI
‘a car is such that three children baugh
*each of the three children bought a reaw.’
b.U¢c cocuk araba alsmi
three child car buy-EVI
‘a car is such that three children bauggh
‘each of the three children bought a maw’
(Arslan-Keidtis 2006, 6-7, adapted from Kennelly 1996)

However, as Arslan-Kechriotis (2006:26) herselbalsints out in a footnote, the
group denoting subject can also be the sourcéieistope interpretation. Note that
the same reading is not possible in (17b).

Aydemir (2004) and Arslan-Kechriotis (2006) furttsgue against
analyzing zero marked indefinites on a par witrebaminals based on the

following tests.

(25) a. *Ali kitap oku-du. Reng-i kirmizi-ydi
Ali book read-PAST color-POSSred-PAST
‘Ali did book reading. It was red.’ (Ozturk 2005, 68)
b. Ali bir kitap oku-du. Rg-i kirmizi-ydi.
Ali one book read-PAST color$® red-PAST
‘Ali read the book. It was red. (Arslan-Kechriotis 2006, 13b)
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(26) a. Butun gun  kitap oku-du-m,  *san-a da
all day book read-PASTELS you-DAT too
oku-ma-n-i tavsiye ed-er-im
read-NOML-2SGPOSS-ACC recommendrATSG

Intended reading: ‘I did book reading the whole.dagcommend you to read (it)

too.’
b. Dln bir  kitap oku-dy san-a da
yesterday one book read-PAST1SG you-DAoo
oku-ma-n-I avsiye ed-er-im

read-NOML-2SGPOSS-ACC  recommend-AOR-1SG
‘| read a book yesterday. | recommend you to réxdoQ.’
(Aydemir 2004, 7a-c)
In (25a), the bare nominal cannot be referentiahdicated with the following
sentence but referential interpretation is possib(@5b). As illustrated in (26),
elliptical constructions are possible with zero kearindefinites (26b) but not with
bare nominals (26a).

Oztirk (2005) suggests that an elliptical clagseadt possible with bare
nominals becausao in the second clause needs a referential antecedtén
number specification but this is not possible viigiie nominals. The grammaticality
of (26b) is not due to referential status of theozmarked indefinite. It is the number
interpretation ofbir’ that makes ellipsis possible. This analysis caextended to
(25a) in that pro in the second clause needs atedént with number specification
and this is not possible with pseudo incorporata Imominals.

Arslan-Kechriotis (2006) suggests that zero maikdéfinites and bare
nominals do not behave the same with respect terb@t modification and

relativization.
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(27) a. Mehmet kotu araba  kullan-1yor
Mehmet bad car use-IMPRF
‘Mehmet drives badly.’
b. Mehmet koti bir araba kullayer
Mehmet bad one car use-IMPRF
‘Mehmet drives a bad car.’ (Aydemir 2004, 5)

Oztiirk (2005), on the other hand, suggests thagraidl modification is possible

with (27b) when the zero marked indefinite is castively focused.

(28) Mehmet hizli kirmizi bir araba kullarery (yesil bir motosiklet  dgil)
Mehmet fast red one car W4BRF green one motorcycle not
‘Mehmet drives a red car fast, (not a gnextorcycle).’ (Ozturk 2005, 27)

Aydemir (2004) notes another difference between rearked indefinites and bare

nominals as illustrated below with different tedixpressions.

(29) a. Ali bir saat boyunca/*bir saattezay ic-ti
Ali one hour long/one hour-LOGea drink-PAST

‘Ali drank tea for an hour/*in an hour’

b. Ali bir saatte bir (bardalgyc ic-ti
Ali one hour-LOC one (glass) temink-PAST
‘Ali drank (a glass of) tea in an hour’ (Aydemir 2004, 9)

With the following example, Oztiirk (2005) suggesiat telicity cannot be due only
to the presence of an event measuring object. @ar&ed indefinites can also be

used with atelic expressions.

(30) Ali (bir saat boyunca) bir (bardak) cayigt-ti.
Ali one hour long one (glass ofat drink-PAST

‘Ali drank a (glass of) tea in an hour’
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Arslan-Kechriotis (2006) further notes that zeraked indefinites and bare
nominals also differ with respect to passivizatida.illustrated in (31), only
impersonal passivization is possible with bare maisi but this is not the case with

zero marked indefinites.

(31) a. Hasan tarafindan bir pasta e-nydi.
Hasan by one cakat-PASS-PAST
‘A cake was eaten by Hasan.’
b. *Hasan tarafindan pasta ye-n-di.
Hasan by cake eat-BABAST
Intended reading: ‘cake was eaten ayan.’ (Kornfilt 1984, fn27, 63)

The shortcoming of this test is that in (31a), warwt make sure whether it is the
passive form of a zero marked indefinite or acdausaharked indefinite. Based on
this set of data in line with Oztlrk (2005) and Bo&¢ andSener (2014), we

suggest that Turkish does not have a DP projeciiba.next section discusses the

complementizer phrase in Turkish.

5.2 Complementizer phrase in Turkish

The overt complementizers in Turkish-is which is borrowed from Persian
(Kornfilt 1997, Goksel and Kerslake 2005) ddiye’ (Goksel and Kerslake 2005).
The clause following the complementizéd shows the syntactic properties of a root

clause.

(32) a. Saniyorum  [ki s-in-i birak-mak DI ]
| think that job-3SGPOSS-ACleave-NOML  want-IMPRF
‘I think [s/he wants to leave his/heb].’
(Goksel and Kerslake 2005, 21, pg. 409)

270



b. Sen g-in-i birak-mak gtor-sun  diye bil-iyor-um.
you job-3SGPOSS-ACC leave-NOML want-lRF°P C  know-PROG-1SG

‘I know that you want to leave your job.’

In contrast to other functional projections in Tistknote that the verb head is not
final. Kural (1993) suggests thakin nominalize—DIK and—EcEKis also of €
category-DI and—EcEKDbeing past and future tense morphology, respdgtive
Kural (1993) takes the following binding data agdence for—k being the
complementizer. In (33a), the CP creates the bghdomain for pronouns, while the

lack of a CP level in (33b) yields binding violat&

(33) a. [Ahmet [pro Ankara-ya git-tg-in-i ] san-1yor]
Ahmet 3SG A.-DAT go-PAST-COMRGR-ACC think-PROG-AGR
‘Ahmet thinks he went to Ankara.’
b. *[Ahmet [prq Ankara-ya git-ti ] san-1yor]
Ahmet 3SG A.-DAT -BAST think-PROG-AGR
‘Ahmet thinks he went to Ankara.’ (Kural 1993, 46)

The following data indicates thak-being the complementizer, does not always

create an opaque domain.

(34) a. [Ahmet [kimse-nin  Ankara-ya gi-tn-i san-mi-yor]
Ahmet no one-GEN A.-DAT go-NOMIOBS-ACC think-NEG-PROG
‘Ahmet does not think that anyone wenAtikara.’
b. *[Ahmet [kimse Ankara-ya  git-ti] san-mi-yor]
Ahmet noone A.-DAT go-PAST  think-NEG-PROG

‘Ahmet does not think that anyone wenAtikara.’

In (34a), matrix negation can license negative fitglgem in the embedded clause

but it cannot license negative polarity item inl{R4f it is the presence ek that
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creates an opaque domain, we would expect the dpppadtern. The other
alternative is that the CP domain headed-kis not opaque but defective. Actually,
there are some studies within this line of an asialy

Kelepir (2006) classifies the studies on Turkismimalized clauses into
three categories: (i) VP selected by a nominaligernfilt 1984), (i) nominalizers
as tense markers an#t as the complementizer (Kural 1994, Goksel 19979, (&i)
nominalizers as aspectual markers with no TP ante@#s (Aygen 2002). Kelepir
(2006) also takesk of —-DIK and—EcEKas complementizer suggesting that tense is
defective in nominalized clauses. The next sedisousses CP/DP parallelism,

which sheds further light on the nature of CP imKigh.

5.3 CP/DP parallelism
CP and DP projections bear similar properties mbt with respect to their external
syntax but also regarding their internal struc{dtieney 1987, Svenonius 2004,

Hiraiwa 2005, Desgi2011). This is illustrated below for English.

(35) a. John destroyed the spaceship
b. John’s destruction of the spaceship Ab1087, 3)

In Turkish, nominalized complement clauses andty@apossessive constructions

surface with the same morphology.

(36) a. [Sen-in Ankara-ya gi-in]-i bil-iyor-um.
you-GEN  Ankara-DAT go-DIK-2SGBS-ACC  know-PROG-1SG
‘I know that you went to Ankara.’
b. [Sen-in ev-in]-i bil-iyor-um.
you-GEN house-2SGPOSS-ACC know-PROG-1SG

‘I know your house.’

272



The embedded subject in (36a) and the posses£dBlin bear genitive case. The
embedded verb in (36a) and the head noun in (3&d) flossessive agreement
marker that agrees in person and number with thiige case marked constituent.
Recall that bare nominals in Turkish surface inithmediately preverbal position,
pseudo incorporated to the verb, but they presieie syntactic argument status, as
passivization is still possible. Aygen (2002) shdiet similar restrictions hold for
complement clauses without a case maker. Embedué&zldomplement clauses (37)
and factive nominalized clauses (38) cannot surdadhe subject of the matrix

clause, but these clauses can be passivized.

(37) a. *[Kurat gel-di] biz-i sasirt-ti
Kigat come-PAST we-ACC surprise-PAST
‘Intended reading: That Kgat came surprised us.’
b. [Kigat gel-di] san-il-yor
Kigat come-PAST think-PASS-PROG
‘It is thought that Kigat came.’

(38) a.*[Kurat-1n gel-di-i] biz-i sasirt-t1
Kisat-GEN come-NOML-AGR we-ACC surprise-FRA

‘Intended reading: That Kgat came surprised us.’

b. [Kigat-1n gel-di-i san-il-1yor
Kusat-GEN come-NOML-AGR think-PASS-PROG
‘It is thought that Kigat came.’ (Aygen 20021, 103)

The data indicates that in Turkish bare nominatstzare complement clauses have
similar internal and external syntactic properties.

Hiraiwa (2005) takes a further step and suggestsGP and DP are surface
variations of the same underlying structure, asitated in (39) below, and argues

that both CP and DP are phases.
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(39)

CsP D3P
Cs (FocP) Ds (FocP)
(Foc) CoP (Foc) DyP
Cs /TP\ Do PossP
- ~ / “\
T : FOF_?) Poss (FocP)
(Foc) \/P (Foc) nP
= A/\]f n NumP
< = N
Asp V1 Num /r

C; is the ForceP while s the demonstrative phrase.ddrresponds to Finiteness,
D, is the definite determiner. TP in the CP projetitorresponds to PossP in the DP
projection.

Having concluded in section 5.2 that DP is misgmgurkish, in the next
section we will discuss how the parallelism in (B9)eflected in Turkish. The
discussion will also give us more ideas with regarthe structure of nominalized

embedded clauses in Turkish.

5.3.1 Binding data and CP domain

Within another line of an analysis DP/TP parallalis suggested. BoSka@§2012)
argues that in languages without DP, there is nd=bP Serbo-Croatian (SC), Deépi
(2011) suggests that DP is missing, based on #yndstics proposed by Boskévi
(2008, 2010). He further argues that in SC, Chvtsarphase due to the absence of a
TP projection. Within the minimalist program C letlocus of all (agreement, case)
features and with the percolation of these feattodshead, C-T amalgamate agrees
with a goal in the search domain of T. D€9@011) suggests that CP can be a phase

if there is a T head for the features to percadaie argues that in DP-less languages
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there is also no TP projection. Desf011) bases his arguments on CP-DP and TP-
PossP parallelism. When PossP is missing in thetstie DP is defective, then the
prediction is that when CP is defective in natitris due to the absence of TP
projection in the structure. Now we will take akoat empirical evidence for these
suggestions. In the absence of an overt possessue structure, binding relations

change'®®

(40) a. Johpsaw pe[possBillj's picture of himsek;]]
b. Johinsaw pp the picture of himself (Despé 2011, 89)

Principle A requires anaphors to be bound in themain. In the presence of a
PossP, DP is not defective and serves as the ginidimain. The matrix subject
cannot bind an anaphor in the DP domain. In (4idkthe absence of PossP, DP is
defective and hence the binding domain moves afgtédper and the matrix subject
binds the anaphor.

Despt (2011) illustrates the absence of DP projectio8@with the

following example.

(41)*[npOvaj [vp Kusturicin [ypnajnoviji [wefilm] ]]] ga; je zaista  razocarao.
this Kusturica’'s  latest film him is really disappted

‘This latest film of Kustirigareally disappointed him (Despi 2011, 16)

If the subject NP were a real DP projection, coekation with the pronoun would
not be possible. However, in SC there is not a Beption and the demonstrative

and the possessor are NP adjunctions which enadate to bind the anaphor and

186 Despi (2011) takes DP as a phase and defines the ajimticiomain of binding requirements as
the phase domain.
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yield Principle B violation. Recall that the sameding violation has been
exemplified for Turkish in (13) by BoSkavandSener (2014).

Despt (2011) argues that if DP without PossP becomesparent for
binding, then the prediction is that CP withouti$Rlso transparent for binding.
Note that the prediction is also in line with theygested parallelism in (39) between
TP and PossP by Hiraiwa (2005).

Despi (2011) cites the following example from Aikawa ¢49 for
Japanese. The reflexivabun-zisin’, which is a local subject oriented anaphor, can

occur in subject position and can be co-indexed tié matrix subject.

(42) Johrwa [cp [ zibun-zisirrga Mary-o korosita] to] omatte
TOP self NOM ACC killed that think
‘Johnthinks that zibun-zisirkilled Mary.’ (Despk011, 91)

In the absence of a TP projection, CP is not agohay longer. There is no local
subject in the embedded clause and, in the presdracdefective CP, the matrix
subject becomes a potential antecedent. D€80iL1) notes that this is only relevant
for a single CP projection and binding is not pblesacross two CP projections as

cited from Progovac (1998).

(43) Johprga Petgrga kargj-zisin-ga Bill-o hihansita-to
J-NOM  P-NOM self-NOM B-ACC criticized-COMP
ommotteiru koto-o sitteiru

think comp-ACC knows
‘John knows that Petgthinks that self; criticized Bill. (Desmi 2011, 91)

The reflexive'karezisin’, which is not a strictly subject oriented reflexiean be

bound only by the embedded subject one clausehgCP phase of the most
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embedded clause is defective due to absence ohd®e move up to the higher
clause. The external argument of the néxphase, which is not defective, binds the
anaphor. Hence the matrix subject cannot bind tia@lzor.

Now we will test Turkish data. In Turkish there an® reflexive forms
‘kendi’ and its inflected form with possessive markendisi’.*®’ The Turkish

reflexive is not strictly subject oriented.

(44) Ahmet Ayse-yg kendj ile ilgili ~ soru-lar saolu.
Ahmet Aye-DAT  self COM about question-Plask-PAST

‘Ahmet asked Age questions about himself/herself.’

Goksel and Kerslake (2005) note that of the twoniskendi’ is more local than
‘kendisi’ in that the antecedent ddendi’ is more likely to be in the same clausal
domain with the reflexive. Hence for the tests urkish we will usekendi’ but the
inflected form is also possible with the same ipitetation As is the case in (45),
Turkish reflexives can occur in subject positiond aan be bound by the matrix
subject when the embedded clause is a finite clgls® or a nominalized clause

with the nominalize+DIK (45b) or-mA(45c).

(45) a. Age [kendi  Ahmet+ vur-du] san-lyor.
Age self Ahmet-ACC  shoot-PAST #IPROG
‘Ayse thinks that self; shoot Ahmet’

167 Goksel and Kerslake (2005) suggest thandi’ can be used as an adjectival modifier, while
‘kendisi’ can be a marker for (i) emphatic, (ii) reflexig@) pronominal, (iv) resumptive usages.
Meral (2010) lists the following usage domainstfee two forms:

Anaphor Pronominal Resumptive  Emphatic Logophori@djectival
Kendi Yes Yes No Yes No Yes
Kendisi Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
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b. Age Ahmet-¢ [kendi--nin  yars-I kazan-ghin] -I
A. A-DAT self-GEN competitiohCC win-NOML-3SGPOSS-ACC
soyle-di
tell-PAST
‘Ayse told Ahmet that self,;; won the competition.”’

c. Aye [Ahmet-in  kendji-ni mutlu et-me-sin]-i istdr
Age Ahmet-GEN self-ACC happy make-NOML-3SGPO8&nt-PROG
‘Ayse wants Ahmet to make sglfhappy.’

This property of reflexives has already been nbteieral (2010) for nominalized

clauses, ECM clauses and adjunct clauses.

(46) a. Ali [kendj-ni Istanbul-a gid-iyor]  san-1yor
Ali  self-ACC Istanbul-DAT go-PROG think-PROG
‘Ali considers himself going istanbul.’
b. Ali [kendj-ni ayna-da gor-unce] sasir-di
Ali  self-ACC  mirror-LOC see-when surprise-PAST

‘Ali was surprised when he saw hirhgethe mirror.’

(Meral 2010, 35, 36)

This test shows that, in Turkish, not only DP bgba P can be missing, which
makes CP defective. Defective CP makes exceptlmnelng possible. Note that in
(45c) the matrix subject can bind the reflexivehia presence of a potential
antecedent in the embedded clause. Hence binditinge o&flexive with the matrix
antecedent is not due to absence of another lotetedent.

Now we will test whether binding is possible acrtvgs CP boundaries,
which is not possible in Japanese. Recall thateérprevious chapter, the scope data
indicated thatP in Turkish does not show the properties of a @t respect to
reconstruction sites. If our analysis is on thétrigack, then we expect binding to be

possible across two CP boundaries because for dsgavhat blocks co-indexation
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in the intermediate CP is suggested to be the pcesef avP phase. IfP is not a

phase as we suggested, then binding should bebpossth the matrix subject as

well.
(47) [Ahmet [Ayse-nin [ba yere keng -nin Mete-yi
Ahmet Aye-GEN without a reason self-GEN Mete-ACC
elatir-dig-in-i | gun-dig-un-0] bil-iyor]
criticize-NOML-3SGPOSS think-NOML-3SGPS3ACC know-PROG

‘Ahmet knows that Aye thinks that selfi« criticized Metg without a reason.’

In line with our predictions, in contrast to Japseebinding across two CP
boundaries is possible in Turkish. The CP in thstheonbedded clause is defective
and the binding domain moves a step further tortteemediary embedded clause. If
thevP in the intermediate embedded clause were a Ineakyp it would have blocked
binding of the reflexive by the matrix clause. Budoes not. This gives further
support to the claim that bo#? and CP are not phases in Turkish.

The question raised at this point is whether wetaka these exceptional
anaphor binding data as pronominals. One of thgeudamains of reflexives has
already been suggested to be pronominalizationg@@nd Kerslake 2005, Meral

2010). However, the following example of Meral (Btules out this possibilit}®

168 Meral (2010) explains the exceptional behavioredfeives via operator-variable chains in line
with Boeckx (2003). The reflexive is merged in gtucture with the operator. The operator moves to
CP domain successive cyclically and relates tHexiek to a lexical antecedent as illustrated below
(1) Ali  [kendin-e  bir takim elbise al-ma-m] -I isti-yor

Ali  self-DAT a suit buy-NOML-1SGPOSS-ACC want-PROG

‘Ali wants me to buy himself a suit.’

[¢ Domsin1 OP;: [TDomain1 Ahmet:. .. [c Domsin2ti [TDomain2 [ti+ kendin-e;]]]
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(48) [Ali; [ Ahmet-in kendjc-ne gul-dg-tn-u ] san-di]
Ali  Ahmet-GEN self-DAT laugh@®ML-3SGPOSS-ACC think-PAST
‘Ali thought that Ali laughed at himself.’ (Meral 2010, 30)

If we take'kendi’ as an anaphor, binding with the matrix subjeetxislained via the
defective CP projection. The embedded subjectréadl a potential binder for the
reflexive. However, if we take the reflexive asrarpminal, then binding with the
embedded subject is problematic. CP as a defeghimee hypothesis can account the
anaphor binding in Turkish.

As the principles for the anaphors and the proe@ie in complementary
distribution, we expect the acceptable structubesa to be unacceptable with
pronouns. Let us check this prediction. As illusdain (49), defective CP am®
violate the binding requirement of pronouns tottee in their domain. In

complement and adjunct clauses, binding of thegmronal yields unacceptability.

(49) a. Age [0-ym Ahmet- vur-du] san-lyor.
Age s/he Ahmet-ACC  shoot-PAST thRROG
‘Ayse thinks that s/hem shot Ahmet’

b. Age [0s/m -Nun yag| kazan-ghin]-1 soyle-di
Age s/he-GEN competition-ACC win-NOML-3SGPOSS@Qell-PAST
‘Ayse told Ahmet that s/heym won the competition.’

c. Ali [0ym-nu Istanbul-a gid-iyor]  san-1yor
Ali  s/he-ACC istanbul-DAT  go-PROG think-PROG
‘Ali considers him/her going fstanbul.’

d. Ali [0Oym-nu ayna-da gor-unce]sasir-di
Ali self-ACC  mirror-LOC seehen surprise-PAST

‘Ali was surprised when he saw him/hethia mirror.’

This is in line with the prediction in the sensattthe embedded clauses lack a T

projection which takes away the phasehood of thigegitied CP and the matrix
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clause becomes the binding domain of the pronoindiy with a local antecedent
in this domain yields violation of Principle B.

There is another set of data that is suggestbd tcceptable with reflexive
‘kendi’. In (50a) there is a comparative constructionian&O0b) there is a post-
positional phrase and they form their own projewidOur analysis predicts these

structures to be unacceptable but they are not.

(50) a. Al  [Velig-yi [kendi-den daha hkarih]] san-lyor.
Ali  Veli-ACC self-ABL more successful think-PROG

‘Ali considers Veli more successful tHam.’

b. Ali[prox [kendi-ne  bgl] ol-ma-miz]- 1 isyor
Ali self-DAT loyal be-NOML-1PLPOSS-ACC want-PROG
‘Ali wants us to be loyal to him.’ (Meral 2010, 29, 47)

These forms are also acceptable with pronounsussrdted below, which, in a

sense, sheds light on the acceptability of the @kasrin (50).

(51) a. Al [Velig-yi [a-ndan daha karih]] san-lyor.
Ali  Veli-ACC s/he-ABL moresuccessful think-PROG
‘Ali considers Veli more successful tHam.’
b. Ali [prox [0i-na bal)] ol-ma-miz]- sti-yor
Ali s/he-DAT loyal be-NOML-1PLPOSS-ACC want-PROG

‘Ali wants us to be loyal to him.’

Remember that one of the usage domains of reflexs/pronominals (see footnote
77). We suggest in (50), that the reflexives aetluss pronominals. If we assume an
independent projection for comparative and posttiposl phrases, the acceptability
of (50-51) becomes apparent. The pronouns are bloyiadtecedents that do not

surface in their local domain.
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However, there is another problem noted by Meral (@ for which CP as a
defective phase analysis has to find an answeheifiollowing examples the
pronominal elements are in the same domain witin #mtecedents but the structures

are fully acceptable.

(52) a. Ben  ben-i sev-er-im
I [-ACC  love-AOR-1SG
‘I love me.’
b. Sen-i san-a patad-iyor-um.
you-ACC  you-DAT entrust-PRAGG
‘[ entrust you to you.’ (Meral 2010, 66, fn. 134)

Meral (2010) suggests that Turkish pronouns caooatr in the subject position of
the embedded clauses if they are co-indexed withrtatrix subject as in (49),
leaving the above mentioned structures for furteeearch. Examples similar to the

ones above are judged to be degraded or unacceptabh used with third person

singular.
(53) a.-O; @-nu sev-er KO-nu @na emanet ed-iyor-um.
s/he s/he-ACC love-AOR eACC s/he-DAT entrust-PROG-1SG
‘S/he loves him/her.’ ‘I entrust her/him to herself/himself.’
(54) a. Biz  biz-i sev-er-iz. b. Biz-i biz-e emanet et-ti.
we we-ACC love-AOR-1PL we-B8Cwe-DAT entrust-PAST
‘We love ourselves.’ ‘S/he entrusted us to ourselves.’

The structures in (53-54) differ from the ones giue (49) in which the antecedent is
a referential expression in that the antecedempionominal expression. Note that
this usage of the pronominals is similar to reflesi as the translation of the

structures in (53-54) indicates. We suggest tlail)a to reflexives with pronominal
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usages, pronominals may have reflexive usages.eHtecgrammatical binding data
in (52) and (54) are just reflexive usage of thenpminals in Turkish. The
unacceptability of (53) with the third person prane can be due to the fact that the
referents of the third person pronouns are nokpko#t as the first and second
person pronouns, the degradation being indeperadeiné reflexive usage of the
pronominals.

The binding data in this section has further shtvat nominalized clauses
are CP level constituents. However, we suggesthieatefective projection is CP
not TP (Kelepir 2006). Recall that the defectiveuna of CP is suggested to be due
to absence of TP in the structure (BoSKA®2008, 2010, Despi2011, Kang 2014).
Remember that the binding data is based on thergegn that TP in the CP domain
and PossP in the DP domain are parallel in nafure.absence of PossP in the DP
domain makes DP defective and the prediction isiththe absence of TP, CP
becomes a defective phase. The Turkish data iredi¢htt CP is defective with
respect to binding data which signals the abseh@® oHowever, based on this
parallelism, we do not extend this analysis to Po¥¢e assume that PossP can
surface as a functional projection or as adjuncfigwskovt andSener 2014), the
discussion of which we leave for further research.

To recap, the discussion in this section has shbatin addition tavP, CP
is not a phase in Turkish as binding data indicatbe next section presents further

arguments for this proposal.

5.3.2 ECM clauses and the CP domain
In addition to the binding data, ECM clauses algtidate the status of TP and CP in

the structure. If CP is defective in nature we mtithe embedded subject to receive
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its theta role from the embedded verb but surfate accusative case, which is the

case in Turkish.

(55) Ben  sen-i okul-a git-ti-(n) san-di-m
I you-ACC  school-DAT go-PASZSG) think-PAST-1SG
‘| thought you went to school.’

The appearance of the agreement marker on thasssubject to variation in that for
some speakers it is optional, for others its apgear is obligatory and for others its
appearance yields unacceptability.

The position of the accusative marked embeddedstbgas been analyzed
to be (i) the embedded clause (Aygen 2002, Ozt08620ded 2006 ener 2008,
Meral 2010), (ii) the matrix clause (Zidani-Bta 1997, Ozsoy 2001, Arslan-
Kechriotis 2006), (iii) base generation in the rixattause {nce 2005). Whether the
embedded subject moves to the matrix clause orimsmasitu, accusative marking
on the subject indicates the defective nature ®ktnbedded CP projection.

Based on adverb modification, NPI licensing anddvander restrictions
Zidani-Erazlu (1997) suggests that the accusative marked dukje the matrix

clause.

(56) a. (Siz) Ali-yi  sabah-tan ribe  Op-Ul-di san-lyor-sunuz
you Ali-ACC morning-ABL sincekiss-PASS-PAST think-PROG-2PL
‘You believe Ali to have been kissedcgithis morning.’
b. *Siz  kimse-yi bu kitab-1  oku-ma-di san-lyor-sunuz
you anybody-ACC this book-ACC rédHG-PAST believe-PROG-2PL
‘You believe nobody to have read thiskb
c. *Ali  bu  kitab-i Banu-yu oku-du san-iyor
Ali this book-ACC Banu-ACC re&@d\ST believe-PROG
‘Ali believes Banu to have read this koo
(Zidani-Bgtw 1997, 11, 29, 37)
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In (56a), the adverb which is compatible with infpetive interpretation is
compatible with the matrix predicate. In (56b), aggn in the embedded clause
cannot license the accusative marked NPI. Finadl{56c), scrambling of the
embedded object to a position preceding the adgesaiarked subject is out.
Zidani-Erazlu (1997) argues that these tests indicate thaa¢hasative marked
subject is in the matrix claus® Ozsoy (2001) also suggests that T is defective in
ECM clauses and hence the case of the embeddestsisoghecked in the matrix
clause’’®

Aygen (2002), on the other hand, suggests thaisative marked subject is
in fact at the edge of the CP domain but not inntlagrix clause based on the

following adverbial test.

(57) Ben Kugat-I her zaman gec¢ kal-iyor  an-syor-du-m
I Kigat-ACC  always be late-PROG  think-RRBAST-1SG
‘| thought Kugat was always being late.’

Aygen (2002) and Oztiirk (2005) suggest that theddal modifies only the
embedded verb not the matrix verb indicating thataccusative marked subject is in
the embedded clause. Aygen (2002) also assumethéhambedded clause is
defective in that it is an AspP.

In a similar veinSener (2008) suggests that movement of the accesativ
case marked subject is to the Spec TopP at thpdefthery of the embedded clause,
which is for discourse interpretational purposes la@nce optional. The derivation of

an ECM clause (58) with overt agreement markertherverb is illustrated in (59).

189 SeeSener (2008) for an alternative analysis for theesast of data.

170 Hzsoy (2001) makes a further distinction for EQlses as (i) VP/AP and (ii) DP/PP. When the
phrase following the accusative case marked sulgad®/AP, the ECM clause is like a small clause.
When the phrase following the accusative case rdasubject is DP/PP, the ECM clause is like a
complex predicate construction.
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(58) Pelin  sen-i Timbuktu-ya  git-ti-n diye bil-iyor-mg
Pelin you-ACC Timbuktu-DAT go-PASISG C know-PROG-EVI
‘Pelin thought that you went to Timbuktu.’

(59)
o[p Tace [ SU v v° [ve ... V211111
[ug] [ig]-NOM
> AGREE «
v MOVE |
[ ¥ [ve... [topp SU Top°® ... [rpTacr [be tsu [y v® [ve ... Vo 1111 1]
[ug] [ig]-ACC

L AGREE +

(Sener 2008, 70b, 71)

T° forms an Agree relation with the subject in itsdgenerated position and checks
nominative case on the subject. The subject thelengoes movement to Spec TopP
for discourse interpretational purposes. Case tigrapplies and another Agree
relation is formed with the dislocated constituant! the matrix” through which
accusative case is checked on this constituent.

As for ECM clauses with no overt agreement markerghe embedded
predicateSener (2008) proposes thdt i a non-agreeing head and cannot assign

nominative case to the embedded subject.

(60) Pelin  sen-i Timbuktu-ya  git-ti-@ diye bil-iyor-mgl
Pelin you-ACC Timbuktu-DAT go-PAST C know-PROG-EVI
‘Pelin thought that you went to Timbuktu.’

v MOVE |
. ¥ [ve... [Topp SU Top® ... [1p T=acr [we tsu v v° [ve ... V° ]111 1]
[ug] [ig]-ACC

> AGREE +

(Sener 2008, 70a, 72)

286



The embedded subject again moves to the left penydior discourse interpretational
purposes and gets its case checked via ma&tHi%
Arslan-Kechriotis (2006) argues against the anslifsat accusative case

marked subject is in the embedded clause basduednltowing test.

(61) Ben sen-i hep  Ankara-da dg-du san-1yor-du-m
|  you-ACC always Ankara-DAT getrhePAST think-PROG-PAST-1SG
‘| always thought you were born in Ankara.’

“*| thought you were always born in Ankdra. (Arslan-Kechriotis 2006, 56)

The adverbhep’ cannot modify the embedded verb, which indicates the
accusative case marked subject is in the matrixselaThe third line of analysis,

namely base generation in the matrix claliseg 2005), is based on the tests on

"sener (2008) further suggests that for accusatige tmbe assigned to the dislocated topic
constituent, it must surface in the highest specifiosition of the embedded CP based on the
following example.
(2) *Pelin Mert-i kim-e urdu  diye sor-du/merak et-ti.

Pelin Mert-ACC who-DAT hit-PAST C ask-PAST/wonder do-PAST.

Intended reading: ‘Pelin asked/wondered Weot hit.’
WhP, being a phase head at the highest posititreiembedded CP, makes the accusative case
marked topic phrase at Spec TopP inaccessibldiéomiatrixv®. The dislocated topic phrase surfacing
at Spec TopP lower than the WhP is sent spell-tvetnwthe matrix® is merged into the structure.
Note that this restriction itself also indicateattphase impenetrability condition given in Chater
repeated below for ease of exposition should urtesfinement.

()

c

cp

Within this representation, not only the head posg but also the specifier positions of the lower
phase are a search space for the higher phase.nit@mnehat in contrast to this representation,
Turkish data show that for the contrastive topicagks only the highest specifier positiorvefserves

as an escape hatch. It is interesting that a siméktriction holds for ECM clauses. BoSkoy2015)
suggests that in contrast to Phase Impenetrakifitydition (Chomsky 2000, 2001) what counts as a
phase edge is in fact only the outmost specifighefphase. At this point one may question whether
we can account for the Turkish data preservingotieesehood status wP and CP by taking only the
outmost specifier of these phases as an escageihdine with Boskow (2015). We will not pursue
this line of an analysis in this study becauselesady pointed out (i) vP/VP partitioning is alsotn
observed in Turkish as the idiom formation test Cdtiirk (2005) indicates, (ii) the so-called
complement domain of the vP phase allows recor#truof the aboutness topic and discourse
anaphoric constituents but not the contrastivectghirases, and (iii) binding is possible even acros
two CP boundaries.
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idiom interpretationince (2005) suggests that under passivization thenatic
reading is preserved but in ECM clauses idioms capreserve their idiomatic

interpretation.

(62) a.proy[[Hasan-In defter-i]-@ diir-0l-du-g]
HGEN notebook-3SGPOSS prepare-PASS-PAST

san-1yor-du-m.

assume-PROG-PAST-1SG

‘intended reading = | thought thatddn’s number’s up.’
b.pro; [Hasan-in defter-in]-i [dir-al-du-g]

HGEN notebook-3SB0OSS prepare-PASS-PAST
san-1yor-du-m.

assume-PROG-PAST-1SG

‘intended reading = | thoughttthi@san’s notebook was closed.’

Ince (2005) suggests that the accusative case meokstituent is base generated in
the matrix clause otherwise, the movement would{meovement and under A-
movement idiomatic interpretation is preserved. Eoev, in (62) theta role
assignment remains unsolved. Addition&ner (2008) suggests that the base
generation analysis cannot capture the fact thatsative case marking is optional in
the sense that the constituent can also appeanimative case.

Based on this discussion, we propose that, whethenovement to the
matrix clause or movement to the matrix clauseyeeasl is pursued, defective CP
analysis would account for the data. In the no-muoseat to the matrix clause
analysis, CP is a transparent domain in that ativesease on the subject via Agree
relation formed with the matrix clause. Defectivié Goes not block this case
checking relation. In the movement to the matrauske analysis, embedded CP is

transparent domain in that movement to the mataise is not blocked.
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5.3.3 Bounding nodes and CP domain
In the literature, relative clauses and complexmplirases are analyzed as islands
(Ross 1967) out of which movement yields unaccelgtald-or Turkish, Kornfilt
(1984) argues that NP, S and PP are bounding rawdasng islands. However, in
Turkish, constraints on movement are observed wiiemovement is to the right
direction in which focus phrases cannot appear agyws the discussion in the
Chapters 2 and 4 have shown and as notegebgr (2010) and BoSkavandSener
(2014), leftward movement in Turkish can be the ement of contrastive topics,
aboutness topics or discourse anaphoric constguBmhtward movement is
restricted to discourse anaphoric constituentstamdntrastive topics in certain
instances.

Now let’s take a look at the following structufes the movement of the
focus phrase is out, in (63b) the rightward movenoéthe wh-phrase yields
unacceptability. However, the leftward movementhef genitive phrase is totally

acceptable as in (64).

(63) a. [[[[kim-e [ver-egeim-i [tahmin eptin-i
who-DAT  give-NOML-1SGPOSS-ACC ea33-NOML-2SGPOSS-ACC
[bil-di-im ] bu  yiziklgok  dgerli
know-NOML-1SGPOSS this gin very precious

‘This ring which | know that you guesswwhom | will give is very precious.’
b. *[[[[---- [ver-ec&-im-i [tahmin et-tg-in-i kim-e [bil-dig-im] bu ylzik] cok
degerli

(64) [[[[Ahmet-in [gizlice  fot@raf-im-i cek-en] gazethkie]
Ahmet-GEN secretly photo-1SGPOSS-A@Ke-REL journalist-PL-DAT
----- bgir-dig-1] kultp]
shout-NOML-3SGPOSS  club
‘The club at which Ahmet shouted at the jourstalthat took my photos secretly.’
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Balkiz Ozturk (p.c) suggests that relative clausegurkish can still be analyzed as

island domains based on the following example.

(65) (?)Fotgraf-1 ben [ [Ali-nin -------- koy-dg-u] album-0] gor-di-m
photo-ACC | A.-GEN put-NOML-3SGPO&album-ACC see-PAST-1SG
‘| saw the album in which Ali put theqdb.’

Adapting the analysis of Karimi (1999), Aygen (2Dp@@counts for extraction out of
embedded clauses via the restriction that a coestitbearing the same case marking
with the highest head cannot move out of that damEis can explain the
degradation for the construction in (65) but tesue needs further research. In
(66), the topicalized dative marked constituent esoout of its base generated

position to the left of the matrix subject but #tructure is grammaticaf?

(66) a. Bep[ [Ahmet-in  Age-ye  evlenme teklif-i efi]
I Ahmet-GEN Ae-DAT marriage proposal make-NOML-3SGPOSS
soylenti-si-ne] inan-ma-di-m]

rumor-3SGPOSS-DAT believe-NEGHIALSG
‘I didn’t believe in the rumor that Ahtraade proposal of marriage to ey’
b. (?)[Aye-ye ben [[Ahmet-in --- evlenme teklif-i et-§-i] sdylenti-si-ne]

inan-ma-di-m]

Based on this set of data we suggest that relakateses and complex noun phrase
constructions are not strong island domains in iBarknd CP as a defective
projection can account for this property.

The data on (i) binding, (i) ECM clauses, (iipunding nodes have shown

that CP in Turkish does not show phasehood praseiriithat C does not create an

172 This sentence is totally ungrammatical for somthefspeakers which indicates that for these
speakers CP is an opaque domain out of which gite# cannot move, especially if it is not the
highest constituent in the CP domain.
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opague domain with respect to binding or movemestations. An objection to this
proposal would be the nature of the empirical evogewe have used. The data
discussed in section 5.3 is based on complememsetaof various types and hence
one can suggest that defective nature of CP migih¢$tricted to embedded clauses
and not generalizable to root clauses. Embeddege&tamay have some missing
projections and hence CP is defective. Aygen (20i@2)nstance, suggests that in
contrast to root clauses, in finite complement s¢euindicative, subjunctive mood,
epistemic modality, deontic modality is allowed bbbtigation is not licit. With the
aim of finding out the status of CP in Turkish]ime with the discussions in sections
5.3 and 5.3.1 we will investigate the TP in TurkiRe@member that the defective
nature of CP is based on the absence of TP proje(iespt 2011, BoSkowd 2012,
Kang 2014). The next section investigates whethehawve TP in Turkish which will

shed light on the status of CP in matrix clauses.

5.4 Tense phrase in Turkish

The absence of PossP has been suggested to tak¢hawdnasehood properties of
DP. In line with the CP-DP parallelism, the firgpothesis is that the non-phasehood
status of CP can be due to lack of TP projectiaiménstructure. In this section we

will investigate the validity of this hypothesigdlugh discussion on previous studies
on Turkish. We question the presence of TP for taalpgnterpretation. The role of
TP for case checking has already been questionte ifurkish linguistics literature
(George and Kornfilt 1981, Aygen 2002, Oztiirk 2008)e next section is a brief
summary of alternative projections for case cheglkind temporal interpretation

suggested in the literature for Turkish.
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5.4.1 Alternative heads for case checking and teaipnterpretation
The presence of T head as a case checking heddagiuestioned in the Turkish
linguistics literature. George and Kornfilt (198i)serve that in Turkish, tense does

not create an opaque domain for moventéht.

(67) Biz san-a [it icki-yi ic-ti-(k) pibi  gorin-du-k
we Yyou-DAT alcoholic drink dkHPERF-1PL like appear-PERF-1PL
‘We appeared to you to have drunk alcohol.’

George and Kornfilt (1981) suggest that in Turktsk not T head that defines
finiteness and assigns case but Agreement. AsqEbonit in section 5.4.2, the
presence of agreement markers on the verb is gubjeariation. George and
Kornfilt (1981) suggest obligatory absence of agreet markers on the verb with
accusative case marked subjects of ECM clausexeHe@M clauses serve as their
empirical evidence for positing not T but Agr headscase licenser. Aygen (2002)
shows that, contrary to George and Kornfilt (19&igreement is not the case
assigner in Turkish. She bases her arguments on &@structions with overt

agreement marker on the verb with accusative caskeosubject.

(68) Ben  sen-i gel-di-n san-di-m
I you-ACC  come-PERF-2SG nHiPERF-1SG
‘| thought you came/have come.’

13 Tense is ‘grammaticalized expression of locatiotime’ (Comrie 1985, pg.9). Aspects are
‘different ways of viewing the internal temporalnstituency of a situation’ (Comrie 1976, pg. 3).
Mood/modality expresses the speakers’ attitude itdsvan utterance or event. Moods ‘are expressed
inflectionally, generally in distinct sets of vettparadigms, e.g. indicative, subjunctive, optative
imperative, conditional etc., which vary from oaaduage to another with respect to number as well
as to semantics distinctions they mark. Modalityttee other hand, is the semantic domain pertaining
to elements of meaning that languages expressvérs a broad range of semantic nuances —jussive,
desiderative, intentive, hypothetical, potentidligative, dubitative, hortatory, exclamative etc.
(Bybee and Fleischman 1995, pg. 2).
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Aygen (2002) further notes that it is neither tenseagreement that licenses
nominative case. It is a combination of epistemadality from the inflectional
domain and mood from the complementizer domaindhatks nominative casé&'
She takes tense as a kind of epistemic modaliipénwith Lyons (1977). As for
agreement, which is suggested to be case licegg8ebrge and Kornfilt (1981),
Aygen (2002) suggests that agreement is the méaatifes of Mood on C. She bases
her arguments on ECM constructions, in which m@ogresent indicated with the
presence of agreement markers but not the episteodality. The structure in (69b)
is out, as epistemic modality is illicit with ECMestructions but it is acceptable

with a deontic modality markef>

(69) a. Ben Kiyat-I gel-di/iyor/mi/ir/meli/ebilir (D) san-di-m
| Kigat-ACC come-ASP/DEON HIRAST/PERF-1SG
‘| thought Kiisat to have come/to be coming/to have (to be redquitecome/to be
able to come.’
b. *Ben Kugat-1 gel-ebil-ir-di san-di-m
|  Kigat-ACC come-able-AOR-PAST think-PAST/PERR3LS

The agreement marker on the verb is optional batishnot a problem because
agreement by itself cannot check nominative casledrabsence of epistemic
modality. The following is a representation of musture that can check nominative

case on the subjet®

174 Halliday (1970:349) defines epistemic modality.as..the speaker’s assessment of probability

and predictability. It is external to the contdrjng a part of the attitude taken up by the spe#ie
attitude in this case, towards his own speechasl&eclarer’.

7> Deontic modality expresses the speaker’s willesigk according to some normative background.
Simpson (1993) relates deontic modality with oliiga, duty, and commitment.

178 Recall from the introduction chapter that Ozt(2R(5) also assumes different case checking heads
for the subject and the object but T projectiostil preserved as the landing site of the verlhimit

her analysis.
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(70)

CP =Mood
[+t Nmood] FinP = (TP/ModepistenicP)
[u®] [(Nmodal] AspP

VP
-

If we take the defective nature of CP as an indhoadf absence of TP, how is
temporal interpretation realized in Turkish? Intfdor nominalized embedded
clauses, it has already been suggested that thmalmrers, which share the same
morphology with Bl past marker andEcEKfuture marker, are modality markers.
Taylan (1988) points out thaDIK/-(y)AcAKexpress modality based on adverbial
tests.-DIK can co-occur with past, present and future adaksiais the following

examples indicate.

(71) Sen-in dun ge--i bil-iyor-um.
you-GEN yesterday come-DIK-3SGPOSS:A  know-PROG-1SG
‘I know that you came yesterday.’

(72) Hasan  sen-insimdi uyu-dg-un-u glin-ecek.
Hasan you-GEN now sleep-DIK-2SGBOECC think.will

‘Hasan will think that you are sleeping now.

(73) Sen-in yarin gigtin-e inan-a-mi-yor-um.
you-GEN tomorrow go-DIK-2SGPOSS-DAT bekeABIL-NEG-PROG-1SG

‘| can’t believe you are going tomorrow.’

—(y)AcAKalso expresses modality as it is possible totuséh a past adverbial.
(74) Hasan-In dun gel-goei bil-iyor-dnn.

Hasan-GEN yesterday come-AcAK-3SGPOSS-ACOBW-PROG-PAST-1SG
‘You knew Hasan was going to come yesterday.’
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(75) Engin-in dan televizyon-da kong-acag-in-i ban-a
E.-GEN yesterday  TV-LOC alktAcCAK-3SGPOSS-ACC  |-DAT
soyle-me-di-ler.
tel-NEG-PAST-3PL
‘They didn’t tell me that Engin was speaking®V yesterday.’

If they were real tense markers, they would notdrapatible with these adverbials.
Recall that Kelepir (2006) also suggests thatamimalized clauses, T is defective
with no tense interpretation. The question raigetiia point is whether we can
suggest the same thing for matrix clauses. Do wed i€ to encode temporal

information in Turkish? The next section deals iitis question.

5.4.2 Verbal inflectional morphology and the ssabfi TP
Verbal inflectional morphology of Turkish has beewestigated in great detail
(Lewis 1967, Underhill 1976, Yayd 982, Slobin and Aksu 1982, Erguvanli-Taylan
1988, 1996, Aksu-Kog 1988, Kornfilt 1997, Kelepb(®, Sezer 2001, Cinque 2001,
Aygen 2002, Goksel and Kerslake 2005g 3813, among many others). A detailed
discussion of tense, aspect and modality markiniguikish is beyond the scope of
this study; hence we will take a cursory look & Turkish facts in this section.
Tense, aspect and modality express “the temptaakment of the event
relative to the speech act, the temporal contotih@kvent, and the attitude of the
speaker towards the event” respectively (SlobinAk&l 1982:186)While modality
IS a semantic notion, mood is taken as its moricdb realization on the verbor
Turkish, Kornfilt (1997) makes a three way distinntfor tense interpretation as
past, present and future. Goksel and Kerslake (20@%e a primary tense

categorization as past and non-past and add thaefis a relative tense. Kornfilt
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(1997) analyzes aspect as perfective, imperfedtabitual, continuous, progressive,
ingressive, terminative, iterative, semelfactivengtual and simultaneous aspect.
Goksel and Kerslake (2005) classify aspect as gigréeand imperfective and
imperfective is further divided as habitual andgressive. Kornfilt (1997) lists
indicative, conditional, imperative, optative, int®nal, debitive, potential (ability),
degree of certainty, authority for assertion, horig monitory, consecutive,
narrative as mood types in Turkish. Goksel and ldkes(2005) list the modalized
utterances in the following way: (i) a generaliaatigeneral rule, or statement of
principle, (ii) an assumption or hypothesis, @iytatement concerning the possibility
or necessity of the occurrence of an event or,sfiadea statement based upon
knowledge acquired indirectly, (v) an expressiod@dire or willingness for an event
or state to occur: imperative, optative, conditipaad aorist forms-’’

Cinque (1999, 2001) argues for a universal ordetife functional structure
of the clause as Mood >Tense >Aspect. Not only mtetse and aspect but also
subtypes of these categories are also suggeshkedrigidly ordered. Based on the
Mirror Principle of Baker (1985), the other assuimptof this cartographic approach
is that an outer suffix surfaces in the structughér than the suffixes that are near
the root. However, in Turkish a verbal inflectiomabrphology can be used to
encode mood, tense or aspect and this makes #ngocaation of the affixes

challenging. As indicated above, a three-way d@asgion is suggested for tense in

Y The following illustrates the modal system propobgdPalmer (2001).

Propositional Modality Event Modality
Epistemic Evidential Deontic Dynamic
Speculative Reported Permissive Abilitive
Deductive Sensory Obligative Volitive
Assumptive Commissive

Corcu (2003) indicates that in studies on Turkigidality, epistemic modality is used as indicative
mood making a judgment or statement about the trafilie of the proposition. Deontic modality on
the other hand reflects the speaker’s attitude tdsvthe proposition of the utterance.
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Turkish: (i) past, (ii) non-past, (iii) futuré® First we will see whether the
morphological markers used for these functions faaidtional aspectual or modal
functions.

Sezer (2001) suggests thBl serves as past tense (73a), perfective (76b)
and present (76c¢) marker in the following exampies.the same inflectional suffix
Kornfilt (1997) suggests that in addition to pastde marking, it functions as a mood
marker expressing authority for assertion in (Gksel and Kerslake (2005)

suggest that it is ambiguous between past tenspeanfeLtive interpretation in (78).

(76) a. DUn saat  ske gel-di-m.

yesterday clock five-LOC coAST-1SG
‘| arrived at home at five o’clock yestay.’

b. Yeni gel-di-m.
just arrive-PAST-1SG
‘I have just arrived.’

c.Simdi ¢ok Uzul-di-m.
now very sadden-PAST-1SG

‘I am very saddened now.’ (Sezer 2001, 15)

(77) Hasan din @  sinema-ya git-ti.
Hasan yesterday night cinema-DAGo-PAST
‘Hasan went to the cinema yesterday night.’ (Kornfilt 1997, 1310)

178 Sezer (2001) categorizes the inflectional morptseiméhe following way:

Tense 1: -DI definite witnessed past; sE subjueationditional; -my inferential past/present perfect;
-lyor continuous; -EcEG future; -Ir/-Er aorisgE opt/subj; -mEIll necessitative; -mEKtE
continuous

Tense 2: i-DI/(y)DI definite witnessed past; i-giJsE indicative conditional; -ngl-(y)mls

inferential.

Tense 3: i-sE/-(y)sE indicative conditional; igh(y)mls inferential.

Enc¢ (2004) divides the inflectional morphemes ihi@e zones.

V < Zone 1 < Zone 2 < Zone3
-A (perm./abil.) -Ir/-Er (aorist) -DI (past)
-mA (negation) -AcAk (future) -m$ (evidential)
-Abll (possib.) -lyor (progréess)
[+verbal] -mAll (necesssi
sperfect)
[-velpa
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(78) Ev-i sat-ti-niz mi1?
house-ACC  sell-PERF-2PL QP
‘Did/have you sold the house?’ (Goksel and Kerslake 2005, pg. 327)

The same ambiguity holds femls, to which past tense, inference, hearsay, perfect,
narrative and evidential mood functions have begibated (Johanson 1971,
Banguglu 1974, Underhill 1976, Yagal982, Slobin and Aksu 1982, Aksu-Kog¢
1988, Taylan 1996, Kornfilt 1997, Kelepir 2000, dokon 2000, Taylan 2001,
Goksel and Kerslake 2005, Arslan-Kechriotis 2006pag many others). Note that
this suffix is compatible with adverbials with difent temporal anchoring

properties.

(79) Al dursl anda/yarin ev-de-ymi
Ali  yesterday/this moment/tomorrow home-LOC-INF.PAST
‘It turns out that Ali was/is/will be at hee yesterday/now/tomorrow.’
(Sezer 2001, 19 with my modifions)

The data indicates thaDl and—mls are ambiguous between aspect, mood and tense
interpretation. As for the future tense markBicEk Yava (1982) suggests that this
marker in fact expresses presumptive modality. tmtd€1976) argues that when
—EcEkis attached to the copulal’ following —mls, it has future perfect

interpretation’® Yavas (1982) argues against this view with the followm@mples.

179 Kelepir (2006) classifies the copula markers imkigh in the following way:

‘Be’ Properties
i- With past tense marker & evidentiality markeotie 3) “High copula”
/] In present tense (zone 3?) “High copula”
Ol- All tense, aspect, modality markers (zone 1)& 2 “Low copula”
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(80) a. John-a telefon et-me simdi uyu-yor ol-acak
John-DAT telephone make-NEG nogleep-PROG be

‘Don’t call John, he will be sleeping now

b. John dun-ka nastI gec-ni ol-acak Ki
John yesterday-REL exam-AC(pass-PERF be COMPL
yuz-u gul-Gyor

face-3SGPOSS smile-PROG
‘John must have passed yesterday’s exzahjg why he looks happy.’

(Yavia982, 1, 4)
In these examples, instead of a future temporatpnétation;ECEK marks a
presumption that the situation expressed in thexarte holds. This function of
—EcEK:is similar to epistemic modality in that the speralnakes a judgment on the
truth value of the proposition. The same markerlm&ansed to give orders or

commands (Yawal982) expressing volitional modality (Goksel aner#lake 2005).

(81)simdi  dagru yatg-a gid-ecek-sin
now  straight bed-DAT -B8G
‘Now you will go straight to bed.’ (Yagal982, 37)

Yavas (1982) suggests thaEcEkis a marker of epistemic modality and encodes
presumptive mood. By using the mark&cEkthe speaker makes a presumption that
the situation holds true which is uncertain. Ga@68) (cited in Yav§1982:139)
suggests that ‘since past events have become prdsgnhave already won their
ontological diplomas, unlike future events whiciti skist in a limbo of mere
possibility.” The utterances witREcEkare interpreted as future tense because
presumptive judgments are, in general, made alburtef events which have not
taken place.

Now we turn to present and past tense markersfltq1997) suggest the

aorist markerIr/Er as the present tense marker. Goksel and Kerslé@kb)3uggest
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that present tense is indicated-K{)yor, less commonly bymAktAor by absence of
the copula-(y)DI. As is the case with past and future tense markepectual
functions have been suggested for these markevelasThe markers—(I)yor and
—mAktAexpress progressive (82a) and habitual aspec) (&iksel and Kerslake

2005). The markerlr/Er expresses habitual aspect (Kornfilt 1997) as &).(8

(82) a.Su siralarda konferansimi hazirla-makta-yim
‘At the moment | am preparing my lecture
b. Cumartesileri Ahmet futbol oynu-yor-(du).
‘On Saturdays, Ahmet plays (used to ptagtball.

(Goksel and Kerslake 2005, pg. 542)
(83) Hasan piyano calar

Hasan piano play-AOR
‘Hasan plays the piano.’ (Kornfilt 1997, 1232)

The discussion so far indicates that the markerada-past and future tense can
easily be analyzed as aspect and mood markers.

Now we will focus on the copula forms ofy3DI, —(y)mk and—(y)sE. Of
these three forms(y)mk and—(y)sEare suggested to express evidential mood and

conditional mood respectively.

(84) Her yaz Amerika-ya ayar-lar-mis.
every summer America-DAT go-PROG-3PU
‘It seems they go/went to America every swen’

(Goksel and Kerslake 208 545)
(85) kitab-1 oku-yor-sa-m

book-ACC read-PROG-COND-1SG
‘if I am reading the book’ (Kornfilt 1997, 126
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The translation of the sentence in (84) clearlydatks that-(y)mk does not
necessarily indicate past interpretation. A judgn&made on the truth value of a
proposition based on sensory or reported informatio

As for the marker ¢y)DI, Goksel and Kerslake (2005) suggest that it marks
past tense. Zanon (2014) suggest indicative mooctifun for the same marker in

that the listener is making a statement referrinthé real world.

(86) Hasan bdylelikle Y&l kazan-rgtl.
Hasan thus competition-ACQvin-PERF
‘Hasan had thus won the competition.’ (Kornfilt 1997, 1257)

Zanon (2014) suggests in a footnote (fn. 3) thatplast’ temporal interpretation

with the markers ¢y)DI and—(y)mls can be due to parasitic tense on mood markers
or the marker itself is specified as [past]. Wegasg] that this analysis is problematic
in that ‘tense’ is still preserved as a parasgigtfire on mood.

For the past temporal interpretation of fgy}Pl and—(y)mk, we extend the
analysis of Yava(1982) for the markerEcEkto these markers. We suggest that
—(y)DI marks indicative modality and the speakers mgkelgment about the truth
value of a proposal as authority for assertion (Kitirl997). The speaker makes a
presumption that the situation holds true basedikatt experience. The marker
—(y)mk on the other hand marks evidential mood and tealsgrs make a judgment
about the truth value of a proposition based oonted data or sensory information.
As direct experience or reported, sensory inforamais generally on ‘events that
have become present’, and with these markers @ase interpretation becomes

readily available. Within this analysis, past antlife tense interpretations are only
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secondary effects of the nature of the proposititfihat is why it is possible to
find these markers with non-past interpretationth \wome time adverbials as in (76)
for —DI and (79) and (84) fermls.

To conclude, MoodP and AspP are sufficient to deogerbal inflectional
morphology for Turkish and tense interpretationn$y a secondary effect of Mood
and Aspect. In section 5.4.2.1 we will go over sugfed affixation data that will

provide further evidence for this line of analysis.

5.4.2.1 Suspended affixation

In this section, we will briefly go over a studyattcaptures suspended affixation in
Turkish in the absence of TP. Suspended affixas@widely discussed issue in the
Turkish linguistics literature (Lewis 1967, Kornfil996, Good and Yu 2000, Kelepir
2001, Kabak 2007). Zanon (2014) investigates swigzeaffixation in Turkish to
reveal whether T head exists in Turkish or not.afa(2014) analyzes the verbal
inflectional suffixes as (i) mood/modaliyDIl and -@ (indicative);mls (inferential),
-sA (conditional), (ii) aspectuallyor (progressive);AcAk(inceptive),-mlys
(perfective)-Ir (habitual). The first group surfaces at MoodP a&bAspP and does
not allow suspended affixation (87b), while thea®tgroup occupies AspP and

allows suspended affixation (87a).

(87) a. gel-iyor ve gid-iyor-um
come-PROG and go-PROG-1SG

‘I am coming and going.’

180 This analysis is further supported by the fact #i2l cannot be followed by —DIR which turns
factual statements into non-factual statements.
(1) a. Ali coktan geldi bile. b. *iidoktan geldidR bile.

‘Ali has already come.’ (Sansa 1986, 9)
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b. *(kitab-1) oku-du ve anla-di-n
book-ACC read-PAST and enstand-PAST-2SG
‘You read and understood the book.’ (Kornfilt 1996, 47, 51)

The markers oflyor (progressive);AcAk(inceptive),-mls (perfective);Ir

(habitual) can precede any-eDI (+indicative, -inferential);SA (conditional),-mls
(inferential) suffixes but not vice versa. Basedlw® universal order of Mood
>Tense >Aspect (Cinque 1999) and these orderirigatasns, Zanon (2014)
analyzes-DlI, -mls, and—sAas mood/modality markers from whiek agreement
suffixes cannot separat®. This is in line with the analysis of Aygen (20620
takes agreement markers as realization of Moodffeaf domainThe markers of
-lyor (progressive);AcAk(inceptive}®? -mls (perfective)-Ir (habitual) are taken as

aspectual markers. Now we will take a look at tatadvithin these assumptions.

(88) *calis-ti ve ar-di-k
work-PAST and  succeed-PAST-1PL
Intended reading: ‘we worked and succeeded

&P

MoodP &0 MoodP
Mood" Mood"

/<V<>\_D]+k[1p1] I 7+ k[1pl]
_) basar-
calis -

181 Agreement markers in Turkish can be divided imto &is —k and —z paradigms based on the first
person plural agreement marker.

1SG 25G 3SG 1PL 2PL 3PL
-k -m -n - -k niz -lEr
-Z -(y)ilm  -sln - -z -sinlz -IEr

182 |nceptive aspectual markers are used to expredsatjinning of an action.
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In (88) above, two Mood phrases are coordinated.mbod marker -DI heads a
MoodP with agreement markers attached to it. T reves to MoodP. However,
as the agreement markers are not separable froMdbd head, suspended

affixation is out.

(89) cals-acak  ve bar-acak-g-ti-k lg-acak i-di-k
work-FUT  and succeed-FUT-@-PAST-1Ri¢eed-FUT COP-PAST-1PL

‘We were going to work and succeed.’

MoodP
Mood"®
&P COUDI+ k[1pl]
O\ y
AspP
AspP &9 p
As éSpO

As illustrated in (89) above, the aspectual markerface at Asp The verb moves
to Asp and as this composite head is [-verbal] in natilvere is no need for further
movement. There is a copula between the MoodP ap Ahat carries the
remaining inflectional morphology. In (89) aboviee ttopula moves to MoodP and
at the phonology component it is realized overtlgavertly.

Zanon (2014) suggests that this analysis eastiglads for the observation
that when the question particle is attached toetli@sns, the two groups behave
differently with regard to the placement of agreatmaarkers. The question particle
surfaces between the AspP and the MoodP in (90} fmitows the MoodP, as

agreement is inseparable from the mood markerlih (9
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(90) a. gid-ecek-mi-siniz? Y@l git-ti-niz-mi?

go-FUT-QP-2PL go-PAST-2PL-QP
‘Will you go?’ ‘Did you go?’
b. */?7?gid-ecek-siniz-mi? b. *git-ti-mi-niz?

(Korfll996, 25-28)

The question particle cannot intervene betweemgineement marker and the mood
marker in (91b). Now it is time to investigate asue the discussion which we left
for this section, namely, the attachment site efghestion particle. Remember that
yes/no questions with the question particle trigmeth contrastive focus and
contrastive topic phrases. However, the questiotiggmalways follows the focus
phrase. Kamali (2010:153) also notes that ‘the tijpreparticle attaches to the
constituent that would carry the main sentencesstirea declarativé® While
discussing the affixes allowing suspended affixadod the ones that do not,
Kornfilt (1996) notes that the affixes that allouspended affixation do not comply
with the regular stress rule. The affixes that dballow suspended affixation, on the
other hand, abide by the regular stress rule asatet! with the underlines syllables
in (90-91). We suggest that as the question paréiblays attaches directly to the
affix that bears main sentence stress, the quegéidicle cannot be the focus phrase
itself. We propose that the question particle hesdswn projection above FocP. In
line with Zanon (2014), we suggest thatl heads MoodP in Turkish but the
placement of the question particle is due to tloetfzat the question particle follows
the main stress-bearing constituent in Turkish.dAfenot suggest that the attachment
site of the question particle is due to insepaiigiolf the agreement markers from

MoodP.

183 Kamali (2010:162) then revises this generalizatind concludes that ‘the question particle is a
second position clitic in theP domain.’
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To recap, the discussion so far has shown thaeimibsence of TP, temporal
information can be encoded by MoodP, AspP and &ibler The next section goes
over the diagnostics proposed by Boskq®2012) as syntactic properties of

languages without DP and TP projections.

5.4.3 NoDP no TP

Boskovi (2012) argues that in languages without a defoéterminer, TP

projection is also missing. He lists the followiggneralizations for languages
without a TP projection: (a) in article-less langasa there seem to be no subject
expletives, (b) article-less languages do not akhilbject-object asymmetries in
extraction, (c) nominative case is either defaattecor some contextual case, (d)
article-less languages do not exhibit sequencerdfg, (e) only article-less languages
may have subject reflexive constructions (Dégfi11). We have discussed the
subject reflexive constructions in section 5.3.&nkee we will elaborate on the

remaining diagnostics for Turkish in this section.

5.4.3.1 Subject expletives
Expletives are semantically vacuous constituergsdahcupy the subject position.
This property is closely related with TP projectimecause in some languages the

subject position is filled with expletives to séfithe EPP requirement as in (92).

(92) a. It seems that the fly is in my soup.

b. There seems to be a fly in my soup.
If there is no TP projection then there is no needhe subjects to move to satisfy
EPP. In Turkish, there is no expletive and the irequent of EPP has been under
discussion. Oztiirk (2005)ssever (2008)Sener (2010), Kamali (2011) argue against
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EPP requirement for Turkish. Oztiirk (2005) suggtsis Spec TP is not always
projected and V to T movement satisfies the EPRBireapent of TP. Spec TP is
filled only for discourse-interpretational purpos€direr (2010), on the other hand,
suggests that EPP requirement exists in Turkisepgaddent of case and agreement.
The following examples are given to support thiggastion. The ungrammaticality
of (93a) is suggested to be due to restrictionemomstruction in that the target
position of the dislocated constituent is to ano&ipon from which reconstruction is

not possible in (93a).

(93) a. *Kimsg  ban-a t{ kitab-I oku-ma-rgi ] gibi  gorun-uyor
nobody I-DAT book-ACC abNEG-PAST like appear-PROG
‘Nobody seems to me to have readtok.’

b. Age bana t[ kitab-I oku-ma-mi1] gibi  gorun-uyor
Age |-DAT book-ACC read-NEG-PAST kdi appear-PROG

‘It seems to me that #g/has not read the book.’

As the discussion in Chapter 4 has shown, all meveroperations are for discourse
interpretational purposes and hence we have toaddek at the information
structural status of the dislocated constituent® Jentence initial dislocated
constituent can be a contrastive topic, as in S@M aboutness topics do not
move. The ungrammaticality of (93a) can be duéédfact that the negative polarity
item cannot be a contrastive topic in that it resslthe issue fully. Note that the

structure is fully acceptable in the following cexit

(94) A: Sanirim Ahmet dergiyi okumami
I think Ahmet has read the magazine.
B:Valla Ahmet'’i bilmiyorum ama Ag bana kitabi okumamgibi gérindyor.
Well, | don’t know about Ahmet but it seems to rmattAye has not read the
book.’
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The referential expression is a contrastive topatiamarks a shift for the question
under discussion. The comparison of the two constmus in (93a-b) is not
conclusive, as they do not have the same informatiictural statuses, and hence
they do not undergo the same restrictions on moweriée data show that it is not
possible to generalize a property of a construdiboanother construction if they do
not have the same information structural constis&f

In addition, the controversial status of EPP imKigh might be due to the
discussion of different sets of data. There isapactmovement in all sentences,
hence subjects in Turkish do not move to a posttdilfill the EPP requirement. In
some other constructions, contrastive topic obdigigtmoves out of its base
generated position for scope taking purposes. Asyanovement is for discourse-
interpretational purposes, we can account for tbeement operations without
appealing to EPP.

The question raised at this point is this: If Td&sl not exist and EPP
requirement can be reduced to restrictions on mewsrof information structural
constituents, what is the target position of tq@icases? Recall that in Chapter 4, we
proposed that the target position of the abouttigss and contrastive topic phrases
is Spec TP. In the absence of a TP projectionethrrst be another target position
for the dislocated topic phrases. In line with thieer information structural units, we
propose TopP position in the structure to hostapé phrases. As already indicated
in the previous chapter, the advantage of thisyamais that we can easily account

for the distinction between topic and focus phrasdbat topic phrases are utterance

184 Kelepir (2001) also gives a similar example withugestion mark. If the focus is on the object, the
subject is either the aboutness topic or the cetineatopic.
(1) ?Kimse bir arkagam-I davet et-me-+ni

Anybody a friend-1SGPOSS-ACC  imNEG-EVI

Only reading: ‘Nobody invited any friend mine.’

*A friend of mine is s.t nobody invitedriher.’ (Kelepir 2001, 158)
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level constituents while focus phrases are not.itadhlly, with this adjustment the
semantic composition of the information structunaits is reflected more fully in the

syntactic structure.

5.4.3.2 Subject-object extraction
In English, extraction out of subject and objectipons shows asymmetry in that

only object extraction is possible as in (95).

(95) a. Whedo you think that John say®t
b.*Wha do you think that;saw John? (BosSko¥i2012, 95)

Boskovi (2012) suggests that in languages without TP ptioje, subject-object
extraction asymmetry that is observed in Englisesdaot occur. In Turkish wh-
focus phrases do not move for interpretational pseg, only discourse-linked wh-
phrases can optionally movgeher 2010). Hence it is not easy to test subjeeedb
extraction with wh-phrases. For Turkish, Aygen (@Pibivestigates subject and
object extraction out of (i) nominalized complemelatuses, (ii) finite complement

clauses and (iii) ECM clauses and comes up witldhawing results.

(96) (i) Nominalized Complement Claus&#ssbj Vv obj; sbj+gen; obj+acc.
(i) Finite Complement Clauses: * sy obj; sbj+nom; obj+acc.

(i) ECM Clauses: v sbhj * obj; sbj+acc; objt+acc.

In nominalized complement clauses both the sulajedtthe object can be
extracted out of the complement domain. In findenplement clauses the subject
cannot be extracted and in ECM clauses the obgutat be extracted. Aygen

(2000) suggests that this is related to the caskanaf the constituent over
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which the dislocated constituent moves. Finite cemgent clauses do not bear a
case marker and hence nominative subjects canng o of this domain
having the same morphology. In ECM clauses thesatote case marked
constituents cannot move over the accusative caskeh subject. As the
extraction constraints are not the same with (85hdicated in (96), we suggest

that in Turkish, subject-object extraction diffeceris not observed.

5.4.3.3 Nominative case
BosSkovi (2010) argues that in the absence of TP projectiominative case is
licensed by another projection or it licensed aefault case. In line with George
and Kornfilt (1981), he suggests that Agr can be ¢hse licenser in Turkish.
However, as illustrated in section 5.4.1, with EClMuses Agr cannot be the case
licensing head in Turkish, so this is not an option

The other possibility is that nominative case & diefault case licensed
in the absence of a probe. Nominative case haalieeen suggested to be the
default case (Kornfilt 2003). However, this lineasf analysis runs into problems
with Turkish for which we have also suggestedio have non-phasehood
properties. Although a phase property with respette reconstruction site is not
observed, accusative case is checked on the @yentwith ECM clauses.
Additionally, both accusative and nominative casenot be default case
markings in Turkish.

The other alternative is to assume different fuoral projections for the
nominative and accusative case. Let us start Welatcusative case. In line with
Oztirk (2005), we can assume that object phrasesame generated in ThemeP

and get accusative case checked at this position.
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(97) (98) FocP
AgentP N

MERGE NP -> subject Ag’
child-nom
ThemeP  Ag [+Case, +Ref]
15
MERGE NP-> object Theme’
book-acc
VP Theme [+Case, +Ref]
1

4

As the discussion in the previous chapter has shthverspecifier position ofP
above the external argument is used as a recotistrigite by contrastive topics but
this is not the case for the specifier positiothef subject. However, contrastive
topic cannot reconstruct back to the event streaimmain indicated with the ellipse
in (98) above. In (97) with an AgentP above Thertte®position is missing which
makes reconstruction of the contrastive topic uterpd. Hence we will keegP as
the case checking site of object phrases.

As for nominative case checking, within the assuomgst of the minimalist
program, C is the locus of all features which pkisodown to T head. In the
absence of T head, FinP/MoodP can be analyzed noméative case checking
heads for the external argumetitsHowever, as CP does not have the general
properties of a phase instead of feature percolati® can suggest that the heads
enter the derivation with the relevant featuresthsdiscussion in this section has

shown we do not need TP for case checking purpsidesy.

18 As the discussion so far indicates, in the absend@® we have proposed MoodP to be the case
checking head for nominative case marked subjecigte source of temporary information as a
secondary effect. However we do not propose Mo@&naalternative to TP in the sense that in the
presence of TP we woud expect to find MoodP as iwéhe structure. Hence in the absence of TP,
we cannot suggest that MoodP makes CP phase defecti
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5.4.3.4 Sequence of tense

Sequence of Tense (SOT) refers to the ambiguitlyeninterpretation of tenses in
embedded clauses with attitude verbs. The possitdepretation shows variation
from language to language. In English, the exarmp(89) is ambiguous in that the
temporal interpretation of the embedded clausebeatiependent on the matrix verb,
yielding simultaneous reading or the past tenspnétation of the embedded clause

precedes the matrix verb, yielding anteriority iagd

(99) John believed that Mary was ill.

Non-past/simultaneous reading: John’s belief: Maiill (time of the alleged illness
overlaps John’s now)

Anteriority reading: John’s belief: May was ill @iime of the alleged illness
precedes John’s now) (BoSka¥2012, 113)

In Japanese on the other hand the temporal intatjme of the embedded verb is
dependent on the matrix speech act. Hence in Japamdy the simultaneous reading

is possible.

(100) Taroo-wa Hanako-ga byooki-da to iu-ta
TOP NOM belsPRES that say-PAST
‘Taroo said that Mary was sick’ (simultanegaading only)
(Ogihara 1994, 2)
As illustrated in (101a) below, in Turkish alsojysimultaneous reading is possible.

Anteriority reading is available only whemls is attached to the embedded verb.

This is predictable asmly can be interpreted as a perfective marker.

(101) a. Ahmet Age-nin  hasta ol-gtun-u soyle-di.
Ahmet Aye-GEN ill be-NOML-3SGPOSS say-PAST
‘Ahmet said that Ag was ill.’
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b. Ahmet Aye git-mj de-di.
Ahmet Aye go-PAST say-PAST
‘Ahmet said that Ag was ill.’

The discussion in these subsections has showithiaaroperties of no DP and hence
no TP proposed by Bosk@v§2012) holds in Turkish. Based on the discussmfas
we come up with the following phrase structureli@?) for Turkish.

In the previous chapter we suggested Spec TP darthet position of
contrastive and aboutness topic phrases. Now withfin the structure, we suggest
that it is the TopP projection at the left peripheirat hosts topic phrases in Turkish.
One might alternatively suggest that it is the nuative case checking head,
FinP/MoodP, that hosts the topic phrases. But tiremould have the problem of
assuming edge feature to trigger, for instancecanisative or dative case marked
topic constituent to this position. However, if agsume a TopP projection, the
relevant feature would be [top] feature and thisildstrengthen the argument that in
Turkish all the movements are triggered by disoeumgerpretational purposes.

It is MoodP and not TP projection that checks Natiue case for the
subjects. Accusative case is checked®yrojection. As case checking is done in-
situ, if there is a movement operation it is trigggeby interpretational purposes and

it cannot be semantically vacuous.
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(102)
TopP

Top’

MoodP  T4p
PN utppic]
DaP Modd

N

subj
[ilopic]
[icontrast] VP

event structure domain

Object :
lifocus] iHal '
icontrast] —. - —- |

Finally, the TP domain of Ramchand and Svenoni043}, defined as the time
anchored situational domain would correspond toPAapd MoodP projections, as
temporal interpretation is made possible with ttegkars that surface with these
projections. We have not proposed specifier passtior AspP and MoodP as these
projections are in fact a reflection of morpholagyyntax, and in morphological
representations the structure is reduced in ttia¢recomplement or adjunct positions
are allowed but not both (Di Sciullo 2002). In aduh, in the absence of TP
projection, we cannot also talk about IP internadf* and DaP in that there is not an

intermediary TP projection betwegR and CP domain.
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As the interaction of focus with progressive as@axt perfective aspect has shown
in section 4.1.2, the aspectual projections havefi@aet on focus. While the
progressive aspect marker changes scope readiegsetfective aspect marker does
not. We reflected this difference in the repres@meabove by positing the Ass
above FocP and the Agg below FocP.

However, in Turkish the verb is more dependentspeat, indicating that
aspect can in fact be even closer to the verblldéstriated below, we can elide (i) the
verb with aspectual marker (103a), (ii) the verd #re object (103b), but we cannot
negate the verb in the second conjunct and eliel@¢rb (103c). The equivalent of
this sentence with the intended reading in Engligktrates that this is possible in

English.

(103) a. Age piyano cal-lyor Mete de flut algyor)
Age piano play-AOR Mete as for flute (pla@R)
‘Ayse plays the piano and Mete does the flute.’
b. Age piyano cal-lyor Mete de (piyano cal-1yoy)e
Ayge piano play-AOR Mete too (piano play-AOR)éash
‘Ayse plays the piano and Mete (plays the piano) taesdo’
c. *Aye piyano c¢al-1yor ama Metegde
Aye piano play-PROG but Mete not
Intended reading: ‘Ag plays the piano but Mete does not.’

This can be suggested to be due to the fact thbatasl markers and negation are
bound morphemes in Turkish and they cannot surfatiee absence of verb.
However, the following example is not acceptabl&umkish, which is fully

grammatical in English.
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(104) a. John wants to eat ice-cream and eat &athe will.
b.*Mete dondurma ye-mek istryo ve dondurma ye yap-acak.
Mete ice cream eat-NOML want-PR@@d ice cream eat make-FUT

Intended reading: ‘Mete wants to eatéream and eat ice-cream he will.’

In English it is possible to use the bare formhaf Yerb as in (104a) but this is not
possible in Turkish (104b). The verb in Turkish maihbe used in its bare form
without an overt or zero aspectual or a modal nraféete that the verb following
the bare verb in (104b) bears an aspectual maskeeven this does not save the
structure. The representation of aspect with wthehverb is closely related needs

detailed investigation, which we leave for furthesearch.

5.5 Conclusion
In this chapter, relying on the previous studieshenfunctional structure of Turkish,
we investigated the inventory of Turkish functiopabjections. We can list the
findings in the following way:
> Turkish is an NP language and DP does not exidiiff02005, Bosko
andSener 2014).
> Based on CP/DP parallelism (Hiraiwa 2005) we qoesti the status of CP
in Turkish. The observations that (i) TP in thebatrdomain corresponds to
PossP in the nominal domain (Hiraiwa 2005), (ii3extce of PossP makes
DP defective as a phase (D&sp011), and (iii) languages without DP
projection have similar properties indicating thsence of TP (BoSka¥i
2012, Kang 2014) put the presence of TP in Turldisther question.
» (i) binding, (ii) subject reflexives, (iii) ECM cleses, (iv) bounding nodes,

(v) subject-object extraction, (vi) the absencexjbletives, (vii) sequence of

316



tense, (viii) the data on suspended affixation (4aR014) indicate that TP is
missing in Turkish and in the absence of TP, CF aad show the

phasehood properties. Binding data across two @Rdavies further gives
support to our claim thaf? does not show phasehood properties in Turkish.

» AlthoughvP does not show phasehood properties, it is praséme
inventory of functional projections in Turkish ascasative case checking
site. The subject checks its case with MoodP.

> In the absence of TP, EPP becomes redundant atiek atlovement
operations are triggered by discourse-interprgiivgoses.

» The verbal inflectional morphology of Turkish illwated that TP is not
required to encode temporal interpretation andribekers that are proposed
to indicate tense in Turkish can be analyzed asétspnd Mood markers.
Yava (1982) suggests thaEcEkexpresses presumptive modality and that
future tense interpretation is a secondary efféttie function. We suggest
that {y)DI marks indicative modality anely)mk marks evidential mood
and past tense interpretation are only second&ygtefof these functions.
Finally, the present tense marke(gyor and—mAktAexpress progressive
and habitual aspect (Goksel and Kerslake 2005 )@ dharkerIr/Er

expresses habitual aspect (Kornfilt 1997).
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

This study investigated the interaction of inforroatstructure in Turkish within

semantics, prosody and syntax interface. Hencebtiee contributions of this study

is not restricting the discussion to a single donaa information packaging has

reflections at all domains of the grammar. The oitmportant point is that the

prosodic and syntactic marking of information staual units are checked via

systematic experimental studies based on whichraggoged a theoretical analysis.
The semantic investigation revealed that:

> the name ‘contrast’ for contrastive focus is midiag in that with both

contrastive focus and discourse new constituergsobthe alternatives is chosen

from the set in ‘contrast’ to other alternatives.

> contrastive focus is semantically distinguisheahrfrdiscourse new focus with

respect to exhaustive identification.

> both discourse new and contrastive focus phraseswdéace in the preverbal

domain not being restricted to the immediately ygehal position in line with

Goksel and Ozsoy (2000), Kilicaslan (2004).

> sentence initial aboutness topic phrases mark thieatest of the sentence is

about without marking a shift in the conversation ghey are not necessarily

discourse-given.

> contrastive topic phrases mark a shift in conveysair narrow down the

question under discussion and give only a partiaher.

Within the literature, nested foci analyses hasseggested for contrastive topic

phrases (Wagner 2007, 2008), however in Turkishlevdontrastive topic phrases
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can appear in the post-verbal domain, focus phres®sot, which indicates that they
are not the same. Additionally, contrastive togicgses have been suggested to
surface in the absence of a focus phrase (Cor2@d4{). However, the Turkish data
clearly indicates that in all these structureseghsran accompanying focus phrase as
evidenced by pitch tracks of the relevant examglbas. semantic composition of
contrastive topic is dependent on focus phrase$iande contrastive topic phrases
cannot surface in the absence of a focus phras#tun the scope domain of a focus
phrase. Finally, in this chapter multiple focus stoactions in Turkish (Goksel and
Ozsoy 2000, Kilicaslan 2004, Kesen 2010, GBG4.2, Su 2012) are re-analyzed as
structures with contrastive topic-focus order. Tdmsilysis also sheds light on the
exceptional behavior of focus phrases with resgeritervention effects (Kesen
2010) in that the exceptional focus phrases afadincontrastive topic phrases.

The discussion in Chapter 3 indicates that:
> not every semantic categorization is reflected ehioally. In SOV order
discourse new and contrastive focus phrases imtimediately preverbal position do
not differ from broad focus sentences with respe® and duration measurements.
Moreover discourse new and contrastive focus plrasenot marked distinctively
in the prosodic domain either.
> focus in sentence initial, medial or final domamslways marked as the
rightmost phonological phrase with IP level stregsich marks the beginning of the
nuclear fall.
> focus phrases require being the rightmost phonctdgihrase (Giine2012)
and this requirement makes the in-situ subjectdquhrase to form a single
phonological phrase with the following constituerf@sme speakers do not to find in-

situ focus phrases as acceptable and the heawhtss phonological phrase may be
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reason for the split between the Turkish speakétsnaspect to the position of

focus.

Taking phases as IP stress assignment domain (Juatdlan 2006) yields
confounding results for the stress pattern in T&irkinergative constructions.

The investigation of the data in Chapter 4 showvnedt t
> all movement operations in Turkish are triggerediisgourse interpretational
purposes and information structural notions ar@éed via discourse features at
syntax.
> semantic compositionality and ordering restricsioh information structural
notions are reflected in the syntactic domain \@aige internal and external
projections.
> the negation data further indicates that the pwsibf focus in the sentence
has a direct effect on the interpretation. Focw@sihg constituents and contrastive
topics always take scope over negation. Howevenwths the verb that bears focus,
the whole is negated and all the constituents nenvéhin the scope of negation.
This indicates that negation can project at moaa ttne position in the structure as
proposed by Kelepir (2001).
> the position of focus does not directly influenceqtifier scope

interpretation.

The experimental studies reveal that in SOV withitidefinite'bir and the
universalher’ order, the indefinite always takes scope oveuttieersal'her’
irrespective of the position of focus. In OSV wikie universalher’ and the
indefinite‘bir’ order, the indefinite can easily be interpreteovatthe universal
quantifier via existential operator over choicedtions. In OSV with the indefinite

‘bir and the universaher’ order, inverse scope is possible in a few constms.
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The Turkish binding, negation and quantifier scdpta can be captured via
eventual, situational, and propositional domainsnmt via phase domains. The
syntactic mechanism reveals thtdoes not show phasehood properties in that (i)
the complement domain @P domain is not accessible for dislocated contrasti
topic phrases but not so for aboutness topic aswbdirse anaphoric constituents, (ii)
only the outer specifier is an escape hatch ammhsgruction site for contrastive
topic phrases. The idiom formation diagnostic ofiltk (2005) further indicates that
in TurkishvP/VP partitioning is not observed which is expedfedP was a phase.
Hence we concluded the® exists in Turkish but it is not a phase. The sad@main
of focus is the eventual domain. The interactiofootis with perfect and progressive
aspects and adverbial tests indicated that thisadoms in fact eventual domain as
defined by Ramchand and Svenonius (2013). Theatatpantifier scope and
negation can be captured via locality restrictiongnovement by appealing to the
eventual domain. As for the derivation of inforneatistructural units at LF, in line
with the assumptions of Bobaljik and Wurmbrand @04nd Neeleman and
Vermeulen (2012), yields confounding results wherkish data with discourse
anaphoric constituents are taken into accountlligjrthere is no need for a higher
focus projection for the so-called ‘multiple’ focasnstructions in Turkish
(Kahnemuyipour and Kornfilt 2011, Su 2012, G§i2612), the discussion clearly
indicates that a single focus projection and catitra topic position is sufficient to
capture the data. Negation does not project a ottt (i) the position of focus is
not important for negation (Kamali and Samuels 20G8nali 2011), (ii) any
constituent in the preverbal domain can bear fiisiegation can only attach to
verbal predicates (iii) in yes/no questions wittoatrastive topic-focus pair, it is not

possible to add a focus phrase with an overt patbiat this is possible with negation
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in the same context. As for multiple focus struesijwe take the data as contrastive
topic-focus pair and hence there is no need faglaen focus projection.

The conclusion thatP does not show phasehood properties led us to
question the status of CP as a phase in Turki€hhapter 5. DP, which is parallel
with respect to its internal structure to CP (Hirai2005), has already been
suggested to be missing in Turkish (Ozturk 200%K8eic andSener 2014). In the
absence of PossP, DP becomes a defective phagaqR@%1) and another line of
an analysis suggests that languages without a §2Fladk TP (BoSkovi2012). For
Turkish the prediction was that the absence of iDRass the absence of TP and in
the absence of TP, CP is a defective phase. Theodat) binding, (i) ECM clauses,
(iif) bounding nodes indicate that CP does notterea opague domain and
extraction is possible out of the complement donadi@P which is not expected if
CP was a phase. The diagnostics of (i) the absarsughject expletives, (ii) lack of
asymmetry in subject-object extraction, (iii) altative nominative case checking
heads, (iv) sequence of tense data suggested lxpB6%2012) as generalizations
of languages with no TP capture the Turkish dataedk In the absence of TP,
temporal information is encoded via Aspect and Mpuagjections. The present tense
marker is an aspectual marker expressing habityalogressive aspect while the
future tense marker encodes presumptive modalitg. past tense interpretation is
the secondary effects of indicative and evidemiabd. With DI and—(y)DI, the
speaker makes a judgment about the truth valugad@osition as authority of
assertion. With-mly and—(y)mk the speaker again makes a judgment about the truth
value of a proposition based on reported or serdaty. Speakers can make these

judgments for events that are realized and henogetvpast tense interpretation.
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Further research on phrase structure of Turkishsiwéd more light on the validity of
the suggestions in this chapter.

In the remaining part of the chapter we will taboat the implications of this
study and suggestions for further research. Fjratéyrestricted the data to SOV and
OSV patterns and hence the investigation of otbesiple four orders within this
syntactic mechanism was not included in the disonssKeeping the left periphery
constant, we need right peripheral DaP and Topkh&post-verbally dislocated
discourse anaphoric and contrastive topic phrasesever what triggers the
movement of the constituents to the right projextioeeds further research.

Actually, there are a few more issues that needstigation with respect to
the post-verbal domain. Firstly, this domain is restricted to non-contrastive,
given, salient constituents as post-verbal conasbpic phrases indicate. Only
aboutness topic phrases, and focus phrases cgypesran this domain. We suggest
that the restriction on aboutness topic phrasesrtigoon semantic incompatibility in
that as pointed out earlier, aboutness topic perasgk what the rest of the sentence
is about. Hence sentence final position is notveaiéfor this function. As for focus
phrases, the discussion on the prosody of focusspkrindicates that focus phrases
attract IP level stress. IP stress is not possgibiee post-verbal domain and we do
not expect focus phrases to appear in this domaimlready pointed out by Goksel
(2013), the restriction on the appearance of f@tuases in the post-verbal domain
can be due to the copula which seems to be likeat gividing the sentence into
two parts. Focus phrases attract IP level stredsppear in the rightmost
phonological phrase. However the post-verbal dordags not pose a difficulty for

these properties. In fact there are languages whantk focus in the post-verbal
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domain so what hinders post-verbal focus in Turkisbads further investigation. The
pivot-like behavior of the copula and post-verbairéin needs further research.

In Chapter 3, we focused on the prosodic markirfgaus phrases but there
are some other interesting issues that will furtexd light on the prosodic
properties of Turkish. The prosodic propertiesanitcastive topic phrases was not a
part of our experimental study, but with the ainsbbwing that even with the so
called ‘lone’ contrastive topic phrases therefsas phrase in the same
construction we went over the pitch track of thieteeces with contrastive topic
phrases. Additionally, while discussing multipledis phrases in Turkish, which we
analyzed as contrastive topic-focus pair, Gi(@612) provides a pitch track.
Interestingly, all these pitch tracks indicate thham a phonological point of view
contrastive topic subject phrases show exactlygémee properties expected in the
prenuclear domain in that there is H boundary &trtee right edge of the domain.
However more systematic measurements must be ddmaltout whether
contrastive topic phrases are phonetically markealdistinct way or not.

The lack of distinction between given and discouree constituents in sentence
initial and final position is also another interegtproperty that we have noted in the
experimental study. In broad focus sentences alttimstituents are discourse-new.
With narrow focus constructions on the other hdmedsentence initial and final
constituents were given constituents. We expedtsghgonstituents to be
prosodically non-prominent (Féry and Samek-Lodo2@06) but no significant
distinction has been found between discourse-gavehdiscourse-new constituents.
The lack of a distinction in the initial domain cla@ due to the subject’s being a
topic phrase with narrow focus structures; howevsignificant distinction is also

not observed in the final domain. We suggest thdturkish given constituents are
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not phonetically distinguished from discourse-n@nstituents. Whether givenness
has an effect on phonological phrasing would beretting to investigate with
ditransitive constructions with given and discounsg constituents. Within this
condition given constituents may form a single piogical phrase.

In Chapter 5, regarding the indefinites we sugggethiat presuppositionality
property of accusative marked indefinites holdrfon-marked indefinites in certain
instances and this indicates that ‘case’ may nahbesole assigner of referentiality.
Additionally if presuppositionality does not difeertiate accusative case marked and
non-marked indefinites, we need to find out whicbgerty distinguishes between
the two groups. We leave this interesting issuduther research.

In the absence of TP, the status of EPP in Tutkéstomes untenable.
Actually, EPP requirement which was stated aseheirement that all clauses
should have a subject (Chomsky 1981, 1982) has fesesed in different ways.
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998) suggest th&riguages such as Spanish
and Greek, EPP is satisfied through the move/mefrgfee V. The agreement
markers on the predicate have a pronominal statdisheey satisfy EPP requirement
of T head. Miyagawa (2005) suggests that in dismprominent languages’ C
percolates discourse features to tAgwhile in agreement prominent languages such
as English, €percolates agreement features to thdthis study, we suggested
that all movement operations are driven by diseumterpretive purposes in
Turkish and in the absence of TP, functional heddp, Foc and Da trigger
movement operations. It would be interesting tovgkether this analysis can capture
other discourse prominent languages.

The other interesting issue that we pointed o@hapter 5 is the

representation of Aspect and Mood in the phrasetire and the discussion on
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suspended affixation. The phrase structure we pey@osed in the last chapter
indicates that Aspect and Mood have morphologisalell as syntactic reflexes.
Within the terms of Ackema and Neeleman (2004),phological representation is
inserted in syntactic representation. Additionatlhg interaction of different
aspectual markers with focus yield different intetptions which indicate an
interface with semantics as well. The attachmenhefuestion particle also
indicates interface of morphology with phonologyl@ayntax. The question particle
always follows the IP level stress. If it is a amerd level utterance then the question
particle attaches to the affix bearing IP levetss: if it is a sentence then the
question particle attaches to the constituent bgdR level stress. The data indicates
that the modules of Syntax, Semantics and Phondiagg a clear interface with
morphology. It is an interesting issue to invedeghe representation of morphology

within these modules which we leave for furtheesesh.
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APPENDIX A

SAMPLES FROM THE FIRST STUDY

ON THE PROSODY OF FOCUS PHRASES

I. Given-Contrastive Focus-Given Order with Lexigé@tressed Words

(1) A: Alanya ve Anamur’dan Almanya’ya giden gurgikdrden bir grup
Almanya’da ¢cajmalariyla buyuik bgeni toplamg. Her iki grup da elinden geleni
yapmaya catyor, simdi de Almanyalilar onlari éven bir kogma yapiyor.

One of the guest worker groups who went fréemy® and Anamur to Germany
won recognition with their work. Both of the groupsto do their best and now the
German people make a speech that praises them.

B: Peki Almanyalilar Alanyalilari mi yoksa Anamudu mi évuyorlar?
Do the German people praise the people from Anamédanya?

A: AlmanyalilarAnamurlulariéviyorlar.
The German people praise the people from Anamu

Il. Given-Discourse New-Given Order with Finally&sed Words

(2) A: Eskiden elemanlar mglar1 yuksekken ne bulurlarsa alir ve yerlerdi ¢iinkt
alacak paralari vardi. Sence bu kadar azsrmaammindan sonra elemanlar neye
yumulurlar?

In the past when the wages of the personnel wgtethey would buy and eat
whatever they find because they had enough mon#ystMittle increase in salary
what do you think they will eat?

B: Elemanlarmenemengumulurlar. Domates en ucuz sebze.

The personnel will eat menemen. Tomato is the @staegetable.

[ll. Contrastive Focus-Given-Given Order with Fiyebtressed Words

(3) A: Bu bina artik kullanilamaz hale geldi. Baggisiklikler yapmaksart oldu ben
de mimarlari cairdim. ise aviudan bgarlar ve mermerleri yenilerler.

This building became unusable. It became iabigtto make some changes and |
called the architects. They will start from the gand change the marbles.
B: Iyi de bu mimarlarinsi degil ki. Ameleler mermerleri yenilerler.

But that is not the job of architects. Workelnange the marbles.

IV. All-Given
(4) A: Sinav 6ncesju notlarin tzerinden gecelim. Ticaret yaptiklam idiger
medeniyetlerle etkikém icinde bulunariyonyalilar Menemen’e yayiliyorlar.

Let’'s go over the notes before the exam. The Isnaho kept in touch with other
civilizations as they traded, moved towards Menemen
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B: Bu notlari okudumiyonyalilar Menemen’e yayiliyorlar. Bu bolimii hagidrum
baska bolime gecelim.

| read those noted. The lonians move towards Menehtemember that part. Let's
move onto another part.

V. All-New

(5) A: Ne izliyorsun, ne var televizyonda?
What are you watching, what is on TV?’
B: Almanyalilar Anamurlulari évuyorlar. Beki Anamurlular iyi ¢algiyorlar.
‘The German people praise people from Anamur. Appigrepeople from Anamur
work hard.’

VI. Filler with Finally Stressed Words

(6) A: Uzun zamandir haberleri izleyemiyorum. Nedaryor diinyada anlatsana?
| haven’t been watching the news forrggltime What is going on in the
world?
B: Son haberler Almanya’dan. Amiraller mayrmbgolluyorlar.
The latest news is from Germany. The edsnsend the mines.
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APPENDIX B

SAMPLES FROM THE SECOND STUDY

ON THE PROSODY OF FOCUS PHRASES

|. Given-Contrastive Focus-Given Order

(1) A: Bazi sebzelerde GDO’lu tohum kullangdortaya cikmy. Saslik bakanlgi
duruma el koymgive sebzelerin yatiirenler tarafindan imha edilmesine karar
vermis. Alanyalilar borilce yoluyorlar.
It was found out that genetically modified seedsevused in some vegetables. The
ministry of health took the issue in hand and dedithat the growers would
annihilate the vegetables. The people of Alanyayppeas.
B:Alanyalilar barbunya yoluyorlar.

The people of Alanya pull up kidney beans.

Il. Given-Discourse New-Given Order

(2) A: Umraniyeliler cevre diizenlemesi yapiyorlidgeyi ciceklerle donattilar.
Solmu; gicekleri ¢ikarip yeni gigcek dikiyorlar. Papatyalgenilediler.

The people of Umraniye make environment plannihgyTecorate the town with
flowers. They take out the wilted flowers and plaaw flowers. They renewed the
daisies.

B: Umraniyeliler baka neyi yeniliyorlar?

What else do the people of Umraniye renew?

A: Umraniyeliler manolyalari yeniliyorlar.

The people of Umraniye renew the magnolias.

. All-New

(3) A: Haberlerde ne var?
What is on the news?
B: Memurlara zam geliyor.
There is an increase for the wages ofofffieers.
A: Bgka?
What else?
B: Romanyalilar uranyuma yoneliyorlar
Romanians turn towards uranium.
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IV. Fillers

(4) A: Dun maymunlarla ilgili bir filme bgadim ama filmin sonunu géremeden
uyuyakaldim. Sen izledin mi o filmi, nasil bitiybim?
Yesterday | watched a film on monkeys but | félegsbefore watching the end of
the film. Did you watch that film, how does it end?
B: Maymunlar ormani buluyorlar.
The monkeys find the forest.
(5) A: Kasabamizda yapilacaytare belediye yeiemeyince gorev payani yaptik.
As the municipality couldn’t do the ténto be done for our town on its own

we did task sharing.

B: Peki bu elemanlar neden burada bekliyor?

Well, why do the personnel wait in here?
A: Elemanlar yollari yenileyecekler.

The personnel will renew the roads

(6) A: Korsanlar tarafindan kacirilan gemi muregiyda birlikte tlkemize déndu.
The ship which was abducted by the pir&ies returned to our country with
its crew.
B: Bundan sonra ne gibi gegtieler olur?
What kind of developments will happen fraow on?
A: Amiraller anilarini yayinlarlar.
The admirals will publish their memories.
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APPENDIX C

SAMPLES FROM THE STUDY ON THE INTERACTION

OF INFORMATION STRUCTURAL UNITS WITH QUANTIFIER SCBE

l. First Study

(1) A: Istanbul'da diizenlenecek konferans icin Ankara'dan 5 tane bakan gelmis.
Ankara'dan getirilen 2 kisilik giivenlik ekibi yogun giivenlik 6nlemleri almis. Bakanlarin her
biri kendi 6zel arabasini kullanmis. Hepsi binaya ayni anda ve B kapisindan giris yapmis
ama bakanlara Ankarali giivenlik gérevlileri hi¢ yardimci olmamislar.

For the conference to be held in Istanbul 5 mimgstame from Ankara. Two
security guards who came from Ankara took safetggmtions. Each of the
ministers used their own cars. They all enteredbiniéding at the same time and

from the door B. But the security guards from Aakdid not help the ministers.

Universal_Objegia Indefinite_Subjegia verh:
B: Yo, hayir. Her bakan-a bir Ankarali  giivenlik gorevlisi eskortluk et-mis.
No. each minister-DAT a prsn.from.A. séyuguard escort make-PAST
‘No, a security guard from Ankara escorted eadafister.’

B kapisi
Savunma bakani

Salik bakani ,
Dis Isleri bakani ﬁ
i¢ Isleri bakani

Bilisim ve teknoloji bakani S E -

Gl
duruma uygun [ ] durumauygungie [ ]
‘appropriate to the context’ 'not appropriate to the context’
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(2) A: 10 kisilik Anamur ve Antalyali grup Almanya'ya ¢alismaya gitmigti. Calisanlarin ig
performansina 6nem veren patron her is¢iyi denetlemesi i¢in bir amir gérevlendirmis.

Her amir sorumlu oldugu is¢inin ¢alismasini kontrol ediyor ve ona puan veriyormus. Bir
Antalyali olarak Antalyali isgilerin éviilmesini ¢ok isterim. Sen biliyor musun, Almanyal
amirler Anamurlu isgileri mi yoksa Antalyali isgileri mi ovmiisler?

Groups of ten people from Anamur and Antalya wei@érmany to work. The boss,
who considered the performance of the workers itapbr gave responsibilities to
the directors to supervise each of the workers. dirextors checked the workers
and gave them points. As | am from Antalya, | seathnt workers from Antalya to
be praised. Do you know, which ones, the Germaactiirs praised, the workers

from Anamur or Antalya?

Indefinite_subject DA  universal_object FOC verb_DA
B: Uzgiiniim ama, bir Almanyali amir her  Anamurlu-yu ov-mus.
a German director everg.fjpom.Anamur-ACC  praise-PAST
‘I am sorry but, a German director praised everykeofrom Anamur.’

(a) Boylece her Almanyali amir farkli bir Anamurlu isgiyi 6vmiis oldu.
‘In this way, every German director praisedféedent worker from Anamur’

. Maas zammini
Tebrikler Hasan L hak ettiniz Adil

Bey!

calislyorsunuz Bey!
Yasar Bey!

(b) Tim Anamurlu isgileri tek bir Almanyali amir 6vmiis oldu.
‘Only one German director praised all the vesskfrom Anamur.’

Tebrik ederim, hepiniz iyi
calistiniz ve magzammini
hak ettiniz!
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(8) At Okulumuz ogretmenlerinden bazilari 3 6grenciyle birlikte ders ¢ikisi piknige

gitmisler. Riizgdr: firsat bilen 6grenciler yanlarinda ugurmak igin ugurtma gétiirmdsler.

Bir de kumandayla ¢alisan oyuncak helikopter gotiirmiisler. Piknikten sonra 6gretmenler

de ¢ocuklarla birlikte eglenmisler. Sen bilirsin, helikopterleri 6gretmenler mi yoksa
ogrenciler mi ugurmuslar?

Some of the teachers from our school went on agueith three of the students after
school. The students who took advantage of the tomldkites with them.
Additionally, they brought helicopters that workeith remote controllers. After the
picnic, the teachers also had fun with the studdbtsyou know, which ones, the

teachers or the students flew the helicopters?

B: Valla helikopterleri bilmiyorum ama,
universal_objeeT indefinite_subject FOC verb_DA
her ugurtma-yi bir 6grenci ugur-mus.
‘Well, I do not know about the helicopters but ad&int flew every kite.’

(a) Her 6grenci bir ugurtma ugurmus.
Every student flew a kite.

(b) Sadece bir 6grenci her ugurtmay ugurmus.
Only one of the students flew every kite.
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Il. Second Study

(1) A: Okulumuz ogretmenlerinden bazilari 3 6grenciyle birlikte ders ¢ikisi piknige

gitmigler. Riizgdr: firsat bilen 6grenciler yanlarinda ugurmak igin ugurtma gétiirmdsler.
Duydugum kadariyla bir 6grenci sadece bir ugurtmay: ugurtmus.

Some of the teachers from our school went on agueith three of the students after
school. The students who took advantage of the wkdkites with them. As far as |
have heard, a student flew only one of the kites.

indefinite_subjegtr  universal_objegt verb pa
B: Yoo hayir, bir ogrenci her ugurtma-yi ug¢-ur-mus.
a student every kite-ACC fly-AOR-PAST

No, a student flew every kite.

(a) Her 6grenci bir ugurtma ugurmus.
Every student flew a kite.

(b) Sadece bir 6grenci her ugurtmay ugurmus.
Only one of the students flew every Kkite.

¥
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(2) A: Antalya ve Anamur'dan bir grup is¢i Tirkiye'den yurt digina ¢alismaya gitmis.
Patron isgileri denetlemesi i¢in amirler gorevlendirmis. Almanyali amirler isgilerimizin
¢aligmasini ay sonunda degerlendirecekmis. Oviilen her is¢i ek maas alacakmis. Sen
bilirsin, Antalyali is¢gilerimizi Almanyali amirler 6vmis mii yoksa elestirmis mi?

A group of workers from Anamur and Antalya wentoalorto work. The boss gave
responsibilities to the directors to check the vewsk At the end of the month, the
directors were going to evaluate the workers ar@ldhes who were praised would
get extra salary. Do you know, did the German doescpraise or criticize the

workers from Antalya?

B: Antalyal isgileri bilmem ama
Universal_object CT indefinitebfact DA verb_FOC
her  Anamurluyu isgi-yi bir Almanyali amir ov-mus.
every prs.from.A. worker-ACC a German director praise-PAST
‘I do not know about the workers from Antalya, lauGerman director praised every
worker from Anamur.’

(a) Boylece her Almanyali amir farkli bir Anamurlu isgiyi 6vmiis oldu.
‘In this way, every German director praisedféecent worker from Anamur’

. Maas zammini
Tebrikler Hasan In hak ettiniz Adil

Bey!

calisiyorsunuz Bey!
Yasar Bey!

(b) Tim Anamurlu isgileri tek bir Almanyali amir 6vmdis oldu.
‘Only one German director praised all the vesskirom Anamur.’

Tebrik ederim, hepiniz iyi
calistiniz ve magzammini
hak ettiniz!
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[ll. Third Study
(1) A: Basbakan konferansin yapilacagi binaya 3 bakanla birlikte gelmis. 2 tane

Istanbul'dan 2 tane de Ankara'dan ek giivenlik gorevlisi getirmisler giivenlik 6nlemi almak
i¢in. Bagsbakan makam araciyla gelmis ve A kapisindan giris yapmis. Bakanlarin her biri
kendi 6zel arabasini kullanmis. Bakanlarin her birinden bir giivenlik gorevlisi
sorumluymus. Bakanlarin hepsi binaya saat tam 09.00'da ve farkl farkli kapilardan giris
yapmiglar. Duydugum kadariyla giivenlik gérevlilerinin hepsi baska islerle ugrasmis
basbakana da eskortluk etmemisler.

The prime minister came with three ministers tolthikding where the conference
was to be held. Additionally, two security guanasf /stanbul and two security
guards from Ankara came for safety precautions. gritae minister came with his
official car and entered the building from doorPie ministers used their own cars.
A different security guard was responsible for eatthe ministers. The ministers
entered the building from different doors at 9:00l@ck sharp. As far as | have
heard, the security guards did other things andrebtiescort the prime minister.

B: Basbakani bilmem ama
| do not about the prime minister but

indefinite_objectr  universal_subjegh verb:
bir bakan-a her giivenlik gorevlisi eskortluk et-mis.
a minister-DAT every security guard escort  make-PAST

‘Every security guascorted a minister.’

A kapisi B kapisi C kapisi
‘door A’ ‘door B’ ‘door C'
Savunma bakani Dis Isleri bakani Saglik bakani
'defense minister’ ‘foreign affairs minister’ ‘health minister’
4
@ |
Giivenlik gorevlisi: Giivenlik gorevlisi: Giivenlik gorevlisi:
security guard’ ‘security guard’ ‘security guard’
Sadik Sen Ibrahim Mutlu Senol Terzi
duruma uygun [ ] duruma uygun degil [ ]
‘appropriate to the context’ 'not appropriate to the context’
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(2) A: Okulumuz 6gretmenlerinden bazilari 3 6grenciyle birlikte ders ¢ikisi piknige
gitmisler. Rizgdr: firsat bilen 6grenciler yanlarinda ugurmak igin ugurtma gétiirmdsler.
Piknikten sonra sadece bir 6grenci ugurtma ugurmus.

Some of the teachers from our school went on aqwith three of the students after
school. The students who took advantage of the widkites with them. After the
picnic, only one of the students flew kites.

Indefinite_Object_ DA niuversal_Subject FOC verb_DA
B: Yoo hayir, bir ugurtma-yi her ogrenci ugur-mus.
a kite-ACC every student y-RAST

‘No, every student flew a kite.’

(a) Her 6grenci farkl bir ugurtmay ugurmus.
‘Each student flew a different kite.’

(b) Sadece bir ugurtmay! biitiin 6grenciler ugurmus.
‘Each of the students flew only one of thesit
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IV. Fillers
(1) A: Okul gikisi 6gretmenler 4 6grenciyle birlikte piknik yapacakti. Hava gok sicak

oldugu igin 6gretmenler gocuklardan giines garpmasin diye sapka takmalarini istemisti.
After school, the teachers were going on a picnib four students. As it was very

hot, he teachers told the students to wear hatasigainstroke.

B: Anlasilan bazi gocuklar bu uyariyi g6z ardi etmisler. Hepsi sapka takmamis.
Apparently, some of the kids did not take hedtisfwarning. Not all the kids
wore hats.

duruma uygun [ ] duruma uygun degil [ ]
‘appropriate to the context’ otappropriate to the context’

(2) A: Tatile gikmadan 6nce gigeklerimi sulamasi igin komsuma emanet etmistim.
Gitmeden once sulamay! unutmayacagini séylemisti ama maalesef soziinde durmamis.
Before going on holiday, I left my flowers to mygheor. She told me that she would
water them but unfortunately she did not keep hemjse.
B: Abartma ya, gigeklerin hepsi solmamis.
Do not exaggerate, all the flowers did not wilt

a) Biitiin gigekler saglam, solan gigek yok.
‘None of the flowers wilted’

.

b) Bazi gigekler solmus, bazilar solmamis.
‘Some of the flowers wilted, some did not.’
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