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Abstract

In this work we analyze objects with non-canonical case evari Turk-
ish. We show that semantic factors give rise to non-canboase marking
and try to determine criteria to decide on the grammaticatfion status of
non-canonical objects. We conclude that ablative pagitand dative objects
participating in an affectedness alternation should béyaed as straightfor-
ward objects (OBJ), but that lexically specified non-canalty case marked
objects should be treated as @BBased on our analysis, we provide an LFG
implementation as part of the Turkish ParGram grammar aad stow this
analysis provides just the right results for the data olestwith respect to
causativization, passivization and raising.

1 Introduction

Turkish is a free word order language in which case playsgelpart in identify-
ing participants of a clause. Subjects are generally naigeand agreement is
with the subject. Turkish also has a well-known case alt@naon objects that
correlates with the semantics of specificity (En¢c 1991). olspecific direct ob-
ject generally bears nominative case and a specific dirgetbis marked with the
accusative. (1) and (2) exemplify this well-known contrast

(1) a. Alibir piyano kiralamakistiyor
Ali onepiano.Nomto.rent  want.Prog.3sg
‘Ali wants to rent one (some) piano.’ (Eng 1991)
b. Ali bir piyano-yu kiralamakistiyor
Ali onepiano-Accto.rent  want.Prog.3sg
‘Ali wants to rent a certain piano.” (En¢ 1991)

(2) a. su ictim
water.Nomdrink.Past.1sg
‘| drank water.’
b. su-yu ictim
water-Accdrink.Past.1sg
‘| drank the water.’

A less well-known fact is that Turkish contains further saetically condi-
tioned case markings as well. In this paper, we survey thgeraf non-canonical
case marking on objects in Turkish and show that there asast two identifiable
groups (section 2): one which involves Differential-Oljstarking (Aissen 2003)

fWe thank the audience at the LFG08 conference, especiadiy Alsina, for interesting com-
ments and discussion. This work is supported EWAK (The Scientific and Technical Research
Council of Turkey) grant 105E021.

"Note that Turkish is a pro-drop language and that it is natordrop the subject, as in (2).



encoding semantic differences at a clausal level, and omeexthe non-canonical
object marking seems to be conditioned exclusively by tRied semantics of the
verb. Since both are semantically conditioned in some wawwauld expect that
both types should be analyzed as semantically restricted) @nd be realized as
OBJY, with respect to LFG’s standard linking theory (Bresnan aaénen 1990).
In section 3, we run through a number of tests involving péeation, causativiza-
tion and raising in order to get a handle on the distributiod behavior of the
non-canonical objects. We conclude that ablative pagttiand dative objects par-
ticipating in a case alternation should be analyzed agsiifarward objects (OBJ),
but that lexically specified non-canonically case markej@ab should be treated
as OBJ. We provide a detailed analysis in section 4 in form of a cetecimple-
mentation as part of the Turkish ParGram grammar (Cetinagd Oflazer 2006).

2 Non-Canonical Object Marking in Turkish

In addition to the well-known specificity alternation in (&phd (2), an ablative
object indicates partitivity as in (3) with verbs of consuiop (Dede 1981, Kornfilt
1990). Asillustrated by (4), the relation only holds whee ¢ibject is consumabfe.

(3) su-dan ictim
water-Abldrink.Past.1sg
‘| drank some of the water.’

(4) sise-den igtim
bottle-Abl drink.Past.1sg
‘| drank (something) from the bottle.’

In addition to signaling partitivity, case in Turkish alsppeears to make dis-
tinctions between the degree afectednessf an object. The examples in (5) and
(6) illustrate this type of case alternation, which occurthwa group of verbs that
also includes ‘look’ and ‘blow on’. Here the dative encodess| affected objects
and alternates with the accusative. For example, in (5) ¢lieraand, indeed, the
verb is the same. However, if an accusative is used, thepieation is that the
child was shot; when a dative is used, the object ‘child’ sslaffected and the
interpretation is that the child was merely hit.

(5) a. Al cocwy-u vur-du
Ali.Nom child-Acc hit-Past.3sg
‘Ali shot the child.” (Dede 1981:41)
b. Ali cocwj-a vur-du
Ali.Nom child-Dathit-Past.3sg
‘Ali hit the child.” (Dede 1981:41)

Note that the surface form of the case markers differs froamete to example. This is due to
the well-known effects of vowel harmony in Turkish.



(6) a. fare peynir-i  ye-di
mouse.Nontheese-Aceat-Past.3sg
‘The mouse ate the cheese. (Dede 1981:41)

b. fare peynir-e  dokun-du
mouse.Nontheese-Datouch-Past.3sg

‘The mouse touched the cheese.’ (Dede 1981:41)

In (6) the verbs differ, but the effect of the case altermai®the same: actions
affecting an object to differing degrees are encoded viamihtial case marking.

Alternating case markers due to the affectedness of thetohje also found
in many other languages (e.g., Scottish Gaelic, FinnishftfSAsian languages in
general, cf. Butt 2006). For example, Kiparsky (1998) amedya Finnish alterna-
tion that is very similar to the one in (5) as involving bouddess.

(7) a. Ammu-i-n  karhu-n
shoot-Past-1shear-Acc

‘| shot the/a bear.” (Kiparsky 1998:267)

b. Ammu-i-n karhu-a
shoot-Past-1shear-Part

‘| shot at the/a bear (bear is not dead).” (Kiparsky 1998)267

We leave aside the question of the exact semantics undgtlyaobserved al-
ternations in (5) and (6) and move on to another type of nowoaigal case marking
on objects found with a large subset of pysch verbs. Althalgihe verbs given in
(8) are similar in meaning, only (8a) bears the canonicalisative case. (8b) and
a group of verbs such dmte, fear, suspect, be disgusted, get fethane ablative
objects and (8c), and another subset of pysch verbs sumgabe crazy about, be
angry, believehave dative objects.

(8) a. Al Ayse’-yi seviyor
Ali.Nom Ayse-Acclove.Prog.3sg
‘Ali loves Ayse.
b. Al Ayse’-denhoslaniyor
Ali.Nom Ayse-Abl like.Prog.3sg
‘Ali likes Ayse.’
c. Al Ayse’-ye tapiyor

Ali.Nom Ayse-Datadore.Prog.3sg
‘Ali adores Ayse.

There is also another set of verbs which simply take non+tianb objects.
These verbs do not have a common semantic property and careltlgr ablative
or dative objectsride in (9) andhelpare from this class.



(9) Hasamat-a bindi
Hasanhorse-Datide.Past.3sg

‘Hasan rode the horse.’

It would be interesting to conduct an in-depth study of theafssemantic case
alternations in Turkish. However, from our initial invegtions it seems that the
Turkish case alternations are not quite as productive aexmple, those found in
South Asian languages (cf. Butt and King 2005, Butt et al432@hd rather seem
to encode the vestiges of a productive system. Similarky,nibn-canonical case
marking found with psych verbs and verbs likde andhelpseem to be lexically-
conditioned vestiges of a more systematic lexical sematdagsificatior?

In this paper, we focus on how these non-canonical objeaisidhbe ana-
lyzed. Given that they are clearly semantically restriqfed]), we would expect
them to function as OBJor even OBL in terms of LFG’s linking theory (Bres-
nan and Zaenen 1990). A related question is whether thesearmmical objects,
when passivized, should be analyzed as subjects. In theseetidon, we therefore
examine data with respect to passivization, causatigradind raising.

3 Object Tests

As to be expected in Turkish, both causativization and pasgion are morpho-
logical. Both affect argument structure and thus are pitiyngood tests to distin-
guish between types of objects. Indeed, as the next foubasathow, these tests
as well as data from raising show that there are two classegjefts.

3.1 Passivization

The standard analysis of passives across theoretical darke is that the direct
object of an active clause is realized as a subject in thaveads standard LFG
analyses (e.g., Bresnan 1982, Sells 1985, Butt et al. 1889Rssumption is that
the OBJ, but not OB)] is realized as the SUBJ of the passive clause (also see
the discussion of the status of OBJ in Borjars and Vince820This section thus
investigates the behavior of the non-canonical objects segpect to passivization.

In canonically marked clauses, the nominative/accusatject is realized as
a standard nominative subject which agrees with the vererypassivization.

(10) a. ben-ikovaladi
I-Acc chase.Past.3sg

‘S/he chased me.’

b. ben kovalandim
I.Nom chase.Pass.Past.1sg

‘I was chased.’

3For example, Joan Maling (p.c.) pointed out that Slavic lmugs use a special case for verbs
of transport, such asde.



In contrast, the ablative partitive object preserves iteeaander passivization.
As Dede (1981) points out, if the ablative were absorbed updssivization with
ablative partitives, then the partitive reading would b&.Id here is thus alausal
semantiaeason for the ablative to be preserved.

(11) a. su icildi
water.Nomdrink.Pass.Past.3sg
‘Water was drunk.’
b. su-dan icildi
water-Abldrink.Pass.Past.3sg
‘Some of the water was drunk.’

Given that observation, the next question is the functiothefablative parti-
tives in the passivized sentence. Subjecthood rules giv&einfilt (1997) are the
nominative case and the agreement with the verb in persomamdber (cf. also
Goksel and Kerslake 2005), and (11b) fails with respectath of them. This is
more clearly illustrated by the (semantically somewhadrgje) examples in (12)
where the verb agreement is 3sg in (12.b).

(12) a. ben ig-il-di-m
I.Nom drink.Pass-Past.1sg
‘| was drunk.
b. ben-denic-il-di
I-Abl  drink.Pass-Past.3sg
‘Some of me was drunk.’

However, there are indications, as in (13), that theseigblpartitives function
as subjects. Kornfilt (1990) points out that these exampieslve unaccusative
verbs where the ablative is the sole core argument and isafigtanalyzed as a
subject (despite the absence of verb agreement). Korn@iiQilargues that the
ablative objects have the same distribution as canonigattsband proposespmo
which receives a phonologically unrealized StructuraleZdBus bringing abla-
tives in line with canonical nominative/accusative olge@ornfilt abandons the
subjecthood criterion of verb agreement with respect tedlexamples).

(13) a. biz-de bu kitap-tan kal-ma-di
we-Locthis book-Abl remain-Neg-Past
‘We don't have any (copies) of this book left.” (Kornfilt 19287)
b. dolap-ta bu sucuk-lar-dan var/yok
cupboard-Lodhis sausage-Pl-Abéxist/Neg.exist

‘There are/aren’t (some/any) of these sausages in the auphbo
(Kornfilt 1990:287)

Non-canonical case encoding degree of affectedness/bduaeds is also pre-
served under passivization. When (14a) is passivised tiheddject is still dative



in (14b) instead of nominative. Again, case absorption warhse the semantic
contrast; the sentence would mean ‘shot the child’ rathem thit the child’.

(14) a. Ali cocug-a vur-du
Ali.Nom child-Dathit-Past
‘Ali hit the child.’
b. cocug-a vur-ul-du
child-Dathit-Pass-Past
‘The child was hit.’ (Dede 1981:45)

If we apply atest on both alternatives\wafr, we can observe that the passivized
accusative and dative behave exactly alike with respectaplzora resolution. This
indicates that the passivized dative argument may be fumaot as a subject.

(15) a. cocuk kendisi tarafindarnvuruldu
child.Nomself.P3sdgoy shoot.Pass.Past.3sg
‘The child was shot by itself.

b. cocuj-a kendisi tarafindanvuruldu
child-Datself.P3sdgoy shoot.Pass.Past.3sg
‘The child was hit by itself.

In psych verbs, the object also preserves its case unddvigatien as exem-
plified in (16b). A small group of native speakers also acteptpassivization as
grammatical when the object becomes nominative as in (16c).

(16) a. san-a tap-ti
you-Datworship.Past.3sg
‘S/he worshipped you.’

b. san-a tapildi
you-Datworship.Pass.Past.3sg

‘You were worshipped.

c. %sen tapildin
you.Nomworship.Pass.Past.2sg

‘You were worshipped.

Although (16c¢) is ungrammatical for some speakers, the siatee providers
find (17) grammatical. In this examplapilarak ((while) being worshipped) is the
sentential complement which behaves as an adverb and iswctes by append-
ing an-arak suffix to the verb. The subject of thehile-clause always matches
the subject of the main sentence (presumably via obligadogphoric control,
cf. Dalrymple 2001). So, it seems that, to be able to consth&cmatrix sentence,
the inner sentence should have a subject, and thetaprlfworship) is forced to
be passivized and have a nominative case marker, ratheafttiative one.



(17) ©Okuaz tap-il-arak kilise-ye getir-il-di
ox.Nomworship-Pass-ByDoingSchurch-Datbring-Pass-Past.3sg

‘The ox, while being worshipped, was brought to the church!
(Knecht (1986) taken frordzkaragoz (1979))

When the matrix verb is impersonally passivized,can keep its dative case
marker in the embedded clause. On the whole, the evidenoe fgiessivization
with respect to the psych verbs again seems to indicate lieah®n-canonical
object is indeed functioning as a direct object that is realias a subject under
passivization.

(18) 0kuz-etap-il-arak dans ed-il-di
ox-Datworship-Pass-ByDoingSdancemake-Pass-Past.3sg
‘It was danced while the ox was worshipped.’

Lastly, we turn to the class of verbs likigle, which have dative objects. As
shown in (19), case is again preserved under passivization.

(19) a. Hasan at-a bindi
Hasan.Nonhorse-Datide.Past.3sg
‘Hasan rode the horse.
b. at-a bin-il-di
horse-Datide-Pass-Past.3sg
‘The horse was ridden.

However, this data by itself again is not sufficient to esthibthe potential
subjecthood (and hence the precise object status of thearmonical object) as it
is also possible to passivize clauses with an intransitire and constituents other
than the direct object, as in (20). In these cases passonzes impersonal, that
is, the constituent preserves its function (and also ite caarking) and there is no
subject in the passivized sentence ((20a) and (20b)).

(20) a. Al okul-a git-ti
Ali.Nom school-Datgo-Past.3sg
‘Ali went to the school.
b. okul-a  gid-il-di
school-Datgo-Pass-Past.3sg
‘The school was gone to. (Somebody went to the school)’

But all is not lost as Turkish distinguishes between subget non-subject
gaps in the participles by marking them with the derivatiangfixes-enand-digi,
respectively. Thus, if we convert the passivized sentented participle and ex-
tract the constituent we are interested in, we can determvimether or not it is
functioning as a subject. Consider the data in (21). (2J@ements the base pred-
ication. In (21b) and (21c) participles corresponding ® ltlase predication have



been formed. In (21b) the suffbenindicates that there is a subject gap, idag
is the missing subject of the participle. In (21c), on theeothand, the objeatat
has been extracted and the non-subject stdfii marks this.

(21) a. kopek kedi-yi kovaladi
dog.Nomcat-Accchase.Past.3sg

‘The dog chased the cat.
b. []; kedi-yi kovalayan kopek
cat-Accchase.PresPaibg.Nom
‘The dog that chased the cat.
c. kodpeg-in[]; kovaladigi kedi;
dog-Gen chase-PastPart.3sgt.Nom

‘The cat that the dog chaset.’

So now let us try the participle extraction test with tiige class. When we
make a participle out of the passive version in (19) and ekifae constituent
horse the morphological marking on the participle indicated thea former non-
canonical object is now patterning with subjects. We takedh an indication that
these non-canonical objects behave like subjects wheretteeyassivized.

(22) a. bin-il-en/*digi at
ride-Pass-PresPart/PastPart.Begse.Nom
‘The horse that was ridden.’

The data in this section has demonstrated that in all inessgaatnon-canonical
object marking the case was preserved under passivizatidespite this case
preservation and the lack of agreement with the verb, a rafdests indicate
that these non-canonical objects function as subjects \phssivized. Thus, the
passivization data so far also suggest that all of the abjeatild be analyzed as
OBJ. In the next section we turn to data from causativizatibeee whether this
analysis can be confirmed or whether our analysis needs tmle differentiated.

3.2 Causativization

Turkish exhibits quite complex patterns with respect tosadivization, including
double causatives. Here we focus only on single causdiiwiza As shown in
(23b), if the verb is intransitive, the subject becomes anusative object.

(23) a. kedi uyu-du
cat.Nomsleep-Past.3sg
‘The cat slept.

“Literally, since these are participles: ‘The cat is one ellasy a dog.’ The genitive case dng
is because it is functioning as the agent/Spec of the paleici



b. cocuk kedi-yi uyu-t-tu
child.Nomcat-Accsleep-Caus-Past.3sg
‘The child made the cat sleep.’

In transitive clauses, the canonical hominative/accusaibject preserves its
case and function when the verb is causativized. The cafrseref nominative
subject) is marked with the dative.

(24) a. kopek kedi-yi kovala-di
dog.Nomcat-Accchase-Past.3sg

‘The dog chased the cat.

b. cocuk  kopeg-ekedi-yi kovala-t-ti
child.Nomdog-Datcat-Accchase-Caus-Past.3sg
‘The child made the dog chase the cat’

The ablative on partitive objects is similarly preservediemcausativization.
The causee is again dative. This is in parallel to the caabii@usative in (24),
indicating that the ablative object patterns with candridgects.

(25) a. su-dan ictim
water-Abldrink.Past.1sg
‘| drank some of the water.’

b. annem ban-asu-dan icirdi
mother.P1sd-Dat water-Abldrink.Caus.Past.3sg

‘My mother made me drink some of the water.’

Where a dative object signals low affectedness, we encoandéficulty be-
cause Turkish has a general constraint which dispreferslatioe-marked objects
in a clause. However, if one of the datives is an indirect abjien two datives in
a clause are allowed, as in (26).

(26) Babam-a cocuklar-a masal  anlat-tir-di-m
father.P1sg-Dathild.PIl-Datstory.Nomtell-Caus-Past-1sg

‘| had my father tell stories to the children.” (Goksel 192916)

The pattern with causatives of dative less affected objeatemplex in that it
allows for an alternative realization of both the causeethrdbject. Each can be
realized with a dative or an accusative, depending on wiiartie compatible with
an affectedness/boundedness reading. Conkidkiin (27), which takes a dative
object in the base predication. In (27a), the causee is iddkiee, but in (27b), the
causee is accusative and the door (which is not affecte@dtiged

(27) a. hizmetci-yecocug-u bak-tir-di-k
maid-Dat child-Acclook-Caus-Past-1pl
‘We made the maid look after the child.” (Dede 1981:43)



b. herkes-i kapi-ya bak-tir-di-m
everybody-Acadoor-Datlook-Caus-Past-1sg
‘I made everybody look at the door.” (Dede 1981:43)

A similar pattern can be observed in (28) with the shoot/Méraation®> When
the child is less affected (hit rather than shot), it appéatse dative.

(28) a. Ahmet Ali" ye cocugu vur-dur-du
Ahmet.NomAli-Dat child-Acc shoot-Caus-Past.3sg

‘Ahmet made Ali shoot the child.’

b. Ahmet Ali'yi  cocuga vur-dur-du
Ahmet.NomAli-Acc child-Dathit-Caus-Past.3sg

‘Ahmet made Ali hit the child.’

Knecht (1986) gives another interesting example whichwaldltwo causativiza-
tion patterns for a verb with a non-canonical object. Theéo\fhla ‘blow on’
subcategorizes for a dative object. Most of the native sgrsgirefer to keepyna
‘mirror’ in the dative case, and convedfuk into accusative when causativized
(29c¢). But it is also acceptable to transform the non-cazarobject of the main
verb into the accusative object of the causative verb, dsirating the alternative
possibilities in verbs with no clearly affected object (29b

(29) a. Ufuk aynaya hohladi
Ufuk.Nom mirror-Datblow.on.Past.3sg

‘Ufuk blew on the mirror.

b. Ufuk'a aynayi hohlattim
Ufuk-Dat mirror-Acc blow.on.Caus.Past.1sg

‘I made Ufuk blow on the mirror.’

c. Ufuk'u aynaya hohlattim
Ufuk-Acc mirror-Datblow.on.Caus.Past.1sg

‘I made Ufuk blow on the mirror.’

The fact that causatives of non-canonical dative objectsad@llow two da-
tives in the clause indicates that both the causee and thearmmnical object
should be analyzed as objects — the causee cannot be anayzaal indirect
object, otherwise two datives in a clause should be liciing26). Furthermore,
modulo the double-dative constraint, the non-canonicgai pattern like canon-
ical transitives in terms of causativization.

We now turn to the pattern with psych verbs and verbs ofiffetype. Both
with ablative and dative objects of psych verbs, the casesisgoved under causa-
tivization. However, the causee (former nominative supjecaccusative rather
than dative, as shown in (30) and (31).

SNote that an “affectedness” alternation in causatives tes lzeen documented in Romance,
Bantu and South Asian languages (Alsina and Joshi 1991n#AKE97, Butt 1998).



(30) a. kedi  kopek-tenkorktu
cat.Nomdog-Abl fear.Past.3sg

‘The cat feared the dog.’

b. cocuk kedi-yi kopek-tenkorkuttu
child.Nomcat-Accdog-Abl fear.Caus.Past.3sg

‘The child made the cat fear the dog.’

(31) a. Ali ates-e tapti
Ali.Nom fire-Datworship.Past.3sg
‘Ali worshipped the fire.

b. babasi  Ali'-yi ates-e taptird
father.P3sAli-Acc fire-Datworship.Caus.Past.3sg

‘His father made Ali worship the fire.!’

The same pattern holds for thmiele type. As shown in (32), the case of the
object is preserved under causativization, and againahgee must be accusative.

(32) a. Hasan at-a bindi
Hasan.Nonhorse-Datide.Past.3sg

‘Hasan rode the horse.’

b. babasi Hasan’-1 at-a bindirdi
father.P3sdHasan-Accorse-Datide.Caus.Past.3sg

‘His father made Hasan ride the horse.’

The evidence from causativization thus partitions the datatwo sets: those
which allow for a dative causee in parallel to canonicalditive clauses and those
which require an accusative causee, deviating from thergealopattern. Under
the assumption that causatives always need to include anirOfBé subcatego-
rization frame, we suggest that the data from causatigimatan be understood as
follows: ablative partitives and affectedness altermativolve “real” objects, i.e.,
OBJ. However, the psych verbs and the other non-canonisal werking verbs
subcategorize for OBJ That is, when a clause with a partitive or less affected ob-
ject is causativized, then the causee is realized as a d@Jg(or the causee as an
OBJ and the affected object as an QBiJthe case of the alternative possibilities
in examples as in (27) or (29)) because there is already aniiOté clause. On
the other hand, when a psych verbrigle type verb is causativized, there is only a
lexically determined OBWin the clause and so the causee is linked to an OBJ.

3.3 Passives of Causatives

In order to test this hypothesis, we can examine the behafitive causativized
clauses with non-canonical objects when these in turn aseipzed. As a bench
mark, the passivization of a causativized canonical vedivisn in (33). Note that
the translation in (33b) might be misleading. In the Turldésintencekedi‘cat’ is
the subject whereas in the English sentethogis the subject.



(33) a. cocuk  kdpeg-ekedi-yi kovala-t-ti
child.Nomdog-Datcat-Accchase-Caus-Past.3sg
‘The child made the dog chase the cat.’

b. kedi (cocuk tarafindankodpeg-ekovala-t-il-di
cat.Nomchild.Nomby dog-Datchase-Caus-Pass-Past.3sg

‘The dog was made to chase the cat (by the child).’

The ablative partitives again pattern canonically in thet tausee remains
in the dative. However, the ablative case is preserved aadstibject is non-
nominative. That is, the ablative object of the main verbnseé¢o be the one
linked to the OBJ in the causative version and it is this argouimvhich is subject
to passivization in (34b). That is, the ablative object press its case as well as its
function as OBJ in the causative construction and then bes@n ablative subject
under passivization in (34b). Again, the English translatinight be misleading.

(34) a. annem ban-asu-dan icirdi
mother.P1sd-Dat water-Abldrink.Caus.Past.3sg
‘My mother made me drink some of the water.’
b. ban-asu-dan icirildi
I-Dat water-Abldrink.Caus.Pass.Past.3sg
‘| was made to drink some of the water.’

The dative less affected objects (not shown here for lackhates) pattern like
the ablatives; however, the psych verbs ddd type verbs again exhibit a different
pattern. Examples of a psych verb with an ablative objeck, @psych verb with a
dative object (36), andde with the dative object (37) are provided below. In all the
examples the accusative causee in the causativized sestbecomes nominative
under passivization. This is consistent with our analy$ithe accusative causee
having been linked to OBJ in the causative and then beindadaifor standard
passivization whereby a canonical OBJ is realized as a raiivnSUBJ.

(35) a. cocuk kedi-yi kopek-tenkork-ut-tu
child.Nomcat-Accdog-Abl fear-Caus-Past.3sg
‘The child made the cat fear the dog.’

b. kedi kopek-tenkork-ut-ul-du
cat.Nomdog-Abl fear-Caus-Pass-Past.3sg

‘The cat was made to fear the dog.’

(36) a. babasi Ali'yi ates-e taptird
father.P3scAli-Acc fire-Datworship.Caus.Past.3sg

‘His father made Ali worship the fire.’

b. Al ates-e taptinldi
Ali.Nom fire-Datworship.Caus.Pass.Past.3sg

‘Ali was made to worship the fire.’



(37) a. babasi Hasan-I at-a bindirdi
father.P3sdHasan-Acdorse-Datide.Caus.Past.3sg

‘His father made Hasan ride the horse.’

b. Hasan at-a bindirildi
Hasan.Nonhorse-Datide.Caus.Pass.Past.3sg

‘Hasan was made to ride the horse.’

In sum, the data from passivized causatives are consistiéimtowr analysis
made on the basis of the data with respect to simple causana: passives. Abla-
tive partitive and dative less affected objects behaveiialfghto canonical objects,
strengthening our claim that they are OBJ. For the sentand@5)—(37), the re-
sult of the passivization is as expected: causativizatimroduces OBJs with an
accusative case to these sentences, and passivizatios thake OBJs nominative
SUBJs. Hence the psych verbs and the other subset of vertysaritcanonical
objects can be analyzed as subcategorizing forg®Butheir basic form.

3.4 Raising

Raising is another possible test for subject status. Thatnis could take a pas-
sivized version of the clauses with non-canonical objestssee if the passivized
object is able to raise out of the clause, as a normal subjeatdy However, it
turns out that verbs likeeemandbelieve which are equivalent to raising verbs in
other languages, display quite a complex set of syntactipegties (a.o., Mulder
1976, Kornfilt 1977, Moore 1998) in Turkish.

When the lexical itengibi ‘like’ is used, agreement markers can appear on both
the matrix and the embedded verb. Since this provides irdtiam about subject
status and is thus potentially interesting for our invesdtan, we here only provide
examples wittgibi, as in (38).

(38) biz san-a slt ic-ti-k gibi gorun-di-k
we.Nomyou-Datmilk drink-Past.1plike seem-Past-1pl
‘We seemed to you to have drunk milk.” (Mulder 1976:(26b))

The we here is nominative and is clearly the subject of the matrtb\aeem as
evidenced by verb agreement, it is also the subject of theedddd verb.

In (39), we have taken our bench mark transitive clause j\pasd it and then
embedded it in a raising construction. As can be seen, theedédel subject is
raised to be the matrix nominative subject, which agreek thie raising verb.
Interestingly, this subjecir€) may or may not agree with the embedded verb.

(39) a. hiz sana kovala-n-di-k gibi gorun-di-k
we.Nomyou.Datchase-Pass-Past-1ie seem-Past-1pl
‘We seemed to you to have been chased.



b. biz sana kovala-n-di gibi gorun-du-k
we.Nomyou.Datchase-Pass-Past.38ge seem-Past-1pl
‘We seemed to you to have been chased.’

Now let us examine what happens with respect to clauses witkcanonical
objects. First, we take the examples of semantic case atienn As can be seen
from the alternation in (40), the case is again preservedrdieroto be able to
preserve the semantic distinction of partitivity.

(40) a. su ic-il-di gibi gorun-du
water.Nomdrink-Pass-Past.3dike seem-Past.3sg
‘It seemed that water was drunk.’
b. su-dan ic-il-di gibi gorun-du
water-Abldrink-Pass-Past.3didke seem-Past.3sg
‘It seemed that some of the water was drunk.

The same is true for the affectedness alternation, whereinasive onchild in
(41a) would result in the reading that the child was shohemathan hit (cf. Kornfilt
1977). This can be seen in (41b), which is ambiguous. In therskreading, the
subject has been pro-dropped and is interpreted as a thisdrppronoun.

(41) a. cocug-avur-ul-du gibi gorun-du
child-Dathit-Pass-Past.3dike seem-Past.3sg
‘It seemed that the child was hit.’
b. ban-avur-ul-du gibi gorun-du
I-Dat hit-Pass-Past.3dike seem-Past.3sg
‘It seemed that | was hit.’
‘It seemed to me that s/he was shot.’

So, again it seems that in these cases the non-canonicak abjgcting as a
direct object which can be raised out of a clause after passion, though pre-
serving its case marking for reasons of semantic contrast.

The pattern with respect to the psych verbs anditetype again differs. We
illustrate this here only with respect to the véear (all the other verbs behave the
same way as this one). As can be seen from (42a) vs. (42bj)egban marginally
be raised; however it is not the subject of the embedded &siibcannot agree with
that. Furthermore, as illustrated by (42c), one cannoertiswewhile preserving
its non-canonical case marking. The can appear with the non-canonical case
marking, but then only as part of the embedded clause (cinfdbd977) on a
discussion of the significance of word order in such examaead the vertseem
must be interpreted as having an impersonal subject.

(42) a. *biz sana kork-ul-duk gibi gorun-duk
we.Nomyou.Datfear-Pass-Past.1jike seem-Past.1pl
‘We seemed to you to have been feared.’



b. ?biz sana kork-ul-du gibi gorun-duk
we.Nomyou.Datfear-Pass-Past.34ige seem-Past.1pl
‘We seemed to you to have been feared.’

C. *biz-densana  kork-ul-du gibi gorun-du
we-Abl you.Datfear-Pass-Past.3$ije seem-Past.3sg
‘It seemed to you that we were feared.’

d. sana [biz-denkork-ul-du] gibi gorun-du
you.Datwe-Abl fear-Pass-Past.3$ige seem-Past.3sg
‘It seemed to you that we were feared.’

To summarize, the raising data confirms the patterns obdexith respect
to causativization and passivization: the non-canonib@ats in Turkish can be
grouped into two types. In one, the non-canonical markingsisd to express a
semantic case alternation at a clausal level and here teetatgn be analyzed as
an OBJ. In the other, the non-canonical case marking is ¢i¢ket inherent lexical
semantics of particular verbs, such as psych verbs and sedisagide, and in
this case, the object can be analyzed as anyOBUthe next section, we present
our analysis as we have implemented it within the TurkistGlPam grammar.

4 Analysis and Implementation

Given these empirical considerations, we conclude thatrtances of Differen-
tial Object Marking (DOM), namely the ablative partitivesdathe affectedness
alternation should be analyzed as involving OBJ. On therdihed, the cases of
lexically specified non-canonical case marking involvirafiee and ablative ar-
guments should be analyzed as inherently semanticallsiatesl objects, i.e., as
OBJ,. We show how this analysis plays out in the actual implentemtavith re-
spect to passivization and causation thereby further coinfg the formal validity
of our analysis.

4.1 Passivization

The passivization rule for Turkish has two parts. One pattiésstandard lexical
rule that takes an OBJ and makes it a SUBJ under passivizalioits canoni-
cal form, a transitive verb has the subcategorization fraereb <SUBJ, OBJ>.
When passivized, SUBJ becomes NULL unless an oblique agentroduced in
the passive sentence. This is illustrated in (43) and (44ichvprovide simplified
f-structures of the sentences in (10a) and (10b) respéctive



(43)  F-structure fokopek beni kovaladi (44)  F-structure foen kovalandim

[PRED ‘kovala(kopek, bei'] PRED ‘kovala(NULL, ben)’
PRED ‘kdpek’ PRED ‘ben’
SUBJ SUBJ
CASE nom CASE nom
PRED ‘ben’ TENSE PAST PASSIVE+
0BJ
CASE acc
TENSE PAST

Another subpart of the passive lexical rule deals with thechsverbs and
ride type verbs. For these, we posit the subcategorization fraemdo <SUBJ,
OBJ- TH> and we add a disjunction to the standard passive lexicdl talencode
that an OBJ-TH (OBy) becomes SUBJ {(OBJ-TH) — (T SUBJ)) when there is
no OBJ available in the clause. The result is illustrateds) @nd (46), which give
the simplified f-structures of the sentences in (19a) antd)(I@spectively.

(45) F-structure foHasan ata bindi  (46)  F-structure fomta binildi

PRED  ‘bin(Hasan, gt PRED ‘bin(NULL, at)’
PRED ‘Hasan’ ‘at’
SUBJ SUBY PRED ‘af
CASE nom CASE dat
PRED ‘at’ TENSE PASTPASSIVE+
OBJTH
CASE dat
TENSE PAST

Finally, the partitivity and affectedness relations aretoalled via CHECK fea-
tures, which are used generally within ParGram to enforcéfarenedness con-
straints. Thus, for example, if a verb of consumption hasrsemable object, it is
allowed to have an ablative object in the basic sentenceraalllative subject in its
passive form. (47) shows the f-structure analysis of (3). The passivizzdence
(11b) has the f-structure in (48).

(47) F-structure foben sudan igtim (48)  F-structure fosudan igildi
[PRED ‘ig(ben, siy 1 PRED ‘i¢ (NULL, su)’
su PRED ‘ben’ PRED  ‘sU’
CASE nom SUBJ |CAsSE abl
o CHECK consumabl
PRED ‘su
OBJ CASE abl TENSE PAST PASSIVE+

CHECK consumabl

TENSE PAST

4.2 Causativization

For the implementation of causatives, we follow the appnassed for Urdu com-
plex predicates (Butt and King 2006), which allows the memgfetwo separate

SAvailable at http://www2.parc.com/isl/groups/nitt/idec/notations.html
"Ideally, this kind of information should be encoded and &kelcat the level of representation of
world knowledge.



argument structures to form a new complex predicate via tretriRtion Operator
(Kaplan and Wedekind 1993). The causative itself is analyzea two place pred-
icate where the first argument is the causer and the secontharng is the event
that is caused. The base verb preserves the number of artitteas although the
arguments themselves are altered (see also Butt et al. 8088rhe discussion).

There are two types of behavior for the causativizationafditives. If the core
predication already contains an OBJ, then the causee (f@BJ) is realized as
a dative OBJ. This rule applies to canonical transitives, ablative ipees and
the affectedness alternation. A canonical transitive \arth its causative form as
exemplified in (24) have the f-structures (49) and (50), eetipely.

(49)  F-structure fokopek kediyi kovaladi  (50)  F-structure fogocuk kipege kediyi kovalatti

[PRED ‘kovala(kbpek,kedj’ ] PRED  ‘causgcocuk, kovalgkdpek,kedj)’
PRED ‘kdpek’ PRED ‘cocuk’
SUBJ SUBJ
CASE nom CASE nom
PRED ‘kedi’ [PRED ‘kedi’
OB OBJ
CASE acc CASE acc
TENSE PAST [PrRED ‘kbpek']
- - OBJTH
CASE dat

TENSE PAST

Both the base and causativized versions of the partitivenplain (25) are
represented by the f-structures (51) and (52), respegtivel

(51) F-structure foben sudan igtim (52) F-structure fomnnem bana sudan igirdi
[PRED ‘ig(ben, siy i PRED  ‘cauganne, igben,sl)’
PRED ‘ben’ PRED ‘anne’
SUBJ SUBJ

CASE nom CASE nom

PRED 'sU’ PRED  ‘sU’
OBJ CASE  abl OBJ CASE  abl

CHECK consumabl CHECK consumabl
TENSE PAST [PrRED ‘ben’
- - OBJTH

CASE dat
TENSE PAST

If the core predication does not contain an OBJ, then theesabss to be
realized as an accusative OBJ. Psych verbsratedtype verbs subcategorize for
an OBJ-TH instead of an OBJ, therefore the SUBJ of the basebeomes the
OBJ after causativization. (53) and (54) depict f-struesuof (30). (55) and (56)
are the implementation for (32).

Our partitioning of non-canonical objects in Turkish inteotdistinct sets, one
which subcategorize for OBJ but with special case markimg ith motivated by
clausal semantic factors, and one which subcategorizenf@®}, due to inherent
lexical semantic factors, thus allows for a straightfovemplementation.



(53) F-structure fokedi kopekten korktu (54) F-structure foicocuk kediyi kopekten korkuttu

[PRED  ‘kork(kedi, kbpek’'] PRED  ‘caus(cocuk, korkkedi, kopek)

PRED ‘kedi’ PRED ‘cocuk’
SUBJ SUBJ

CASE nom CASE nom

PRED ‘kopek’ PRED ‘kedi’
OBJTH 0BJ

CASE abl CASE acc
TENSE PAST 'PRED ‘képek’
- - OBJTH

CASE abl
TENSE PAST

(55) F-structure foHasan ata bindi  (56)  F-structure fobabasi Hasan'l ata bindirdi

[PRED  ‘bin(Hasan, gt | PRED  ‘caugbaba, bifHasan, at)’

PRED ‘Hasan’ [PRED ‘baba’
SUBJ SUBJ

CASE nom CASE nom

PRED ‘at’ PRED ‘Hasan’
OBJTH 0oBJ

CASE dat CASE acc
TENSE PAST [prRED ‘at’
- - OBJTH

CASE dat
TENSE PAST

5 Conclusion

In this paper we analyzed objects that bear cases otherlibarahonical nomina-
tive/accusative case in Turkish. With a set of examples, bgewed the possible
alternation scenarios and divided the non-canonical ébjeto subsets. Verbs of
consumption have ablative objects when only part of thealigeaffected from the
action. Degree of affectedness or boundedness causawadtiarin object cases
for another set of verbs as well. Most of the psych verbs debosaize for either
dative or ablative objects, as do a small subset of verbsneittommon semantics.

When the sentences including non-canonical objects asavipged, all of the
objects preserve their case. Although Turkish has normvmatilbjects in general,
there are indications that non-canonical objects might o subjects. On the
other hand, data from causativization points to two distgroups. Objects with
partitivity or affectedness/boundedness alternatiomsabe the same as canonical
objects, with the difference that they preserve their namenical case so as not to
erase the semantic information coded by them. Objects ahpagrbs and thede
type behave as if they do not already contain an OBJ, as thusaitwe causee fills
that role. We thus analyze these non-canonical objects ds.OB
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