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2. Two relativization strategies

Turkish has two ways of forming a relative clause. In both cases, the head nominal is preceded by
a clause in which some noun phrase, which we shall call the relative clause gap, is missing. In
addition, the highest verb in the relative clause takes a suffix, which we will call a “complemen-
tizer”, chosen from one of two sets of suffixes, the choice depending (in ways to be elaborated on
below) on the position of the gap. The complementizer suffix renders the verb nonfinite, and the
resulting form is traditionally called a participle. For one set of participles, nothing elss happens.
For the other set, the subject of the relative clause appears in the genitive case, and the participle
itself acquires a possessive suffix agreeing in person and number with the subject.

The following examples illustrate the simplest cases.

1. ¥ilan kabad-a1 ye~di.
snake squash-ACC eat-FAST
‘The snake ate the squash.’

If we attempt to make a relative clause based on the sentence given in (1), the form of the relative
clause will depend on which noun phrase we target as the relativization gap. If the gap occurs in
subject position, we get (2).

2. __ kabad-1 vi-yen yilan (wa strategy)
sguash-ACC eat-wa snake
‘the snake that ate the squash’

We use an underbar to indicate the (anmarked word order} position of the gap. Here the relative
clause verb takes the suffix -An (in the surface form -yen), and nothing else happens. ‘We will call
this relativization strategy the wa strategy.

If we target the direct object, on the other hand, we get (3).

3. yilan-in __ ye—-dig-i kabak {ga strategy)
snake—-GEN sat~ga-P0OSS5 sguash
‘the squash that the snake ate’

Here the relative clause verb takes the -DJk suffix (in the surface form -dig), the relative clause
subject appears in the genitive case, the verb also takes a possessive suffix, and there is agreement
in person and number between the relative clause subject and the possessive suffix on the verb.
‘We will call this relativization strategy the ga strategy.

All of our examples will involve either -An (representing the wa strategy) or -Dik
(representing the ga strategy); there are other suffixes of both types. Although we will not in gen-
eral give explicit examples, attempts t© use the other relativization sirategy usually result in
ungrammaticality. For instance, it is ungrammatical to form the refative clause in (2) using the ga
strategy, and it is similarly ungrammatical to form the relative clause in (3) using the wa strategy.
Later we will discuss cases where the two strategies aze in free variation for one dialect, but other-
wise our examples should be interpreted ag claiming that the relativization strategy shown is the
only possibility for the situation in question.

‘Wa and Ga in Turkish / 2

The distrbution of strategies in what appears from our studies to be the majority dialect i
characterized by Hankamer and Knecht (1976) as follows:

4,  Hankamer and Knecht (1976):

i ‘When the gap is the relative clause subject, or a subconstituent of the relative clause subject
usc the wa strategy.

ii.  When there is no relative clause subject, use the wa strategy.
iii. Otherwise, use the ga strategy.

Clearly the relative clauses in {2) and (3) conform to (4). The gap in (2) is the relative clause sub
ject, and the wa strategy is indeed grammatical (and the ga strategy is ungrammatical). As for (3]
the gap is not the subject of the relative clause, nor is it a subconstituent of the relative clawse sub
ject, and the clanse has a subject, so the ga strategy is correctly predicted to be the only choice.

Temporarily ignoring clause {4ii), the rule in (4) claims that the choice of relativization sirz
tegy is determined entirely by the position of the gap in relation to the subject of the relativ
clause. In cases where the gap is more deeply embedded, the grammatical role of the gap itself ]
irrelevant. One consequence of this is that possessor NP relativize with the strategy determine
by the grammatical relation of their hosts:*

5. _ kaz-a kitab-1 getir-en adam
girl-P088.3s book-ACC bring-wa man
‘the man whose daughter brought the book’
Gap: genitive of the RC subject

6. _ kiz-i-ma sev-dig-im adam
girl-P08S.35-ACC love-ga-POSS5.1s man
‘The man whose daughter I love.
Gap: genitive of the RC direct object

In (5) the gap is within the relative clause subject, and the wa strategy is the only possible choic
for forming a relative clause. In (6) the gap is within the relative clause direct object, and the ¢
strategy must be used. The grammatical relation of the gap with respect to its host noun phra
remains constant, and it is the grammatical relation of the host with respect to the top level of
relative clause which determines the choice of strategy, in accord with (4). Henceforth, we w
use the term gap host to tefer 1o the highest nominal in the relative clanse dominating the gap.
the simplest cases, the gap host and the gap will coincide.”

Now consider a relative clause whose subject is itself a clause. If the gap is anywhe

within the embedded clause, (4) predicts that only the wa strategy will be grammatical, regardle
of the local grammatical relation of the gap, and this is correct.

4 Possessor NPs in Turkish are marked with the Genitive case, and the possessed NP is marked with 2 Possessi
case suffix agreeing in person and number with the possessor NP:

i. adam-in kiz-1
man—GEN daughter-POSS.3s
‘the man’s daughter’

Qne might be tempted, looking st examples (5)-(6) alone, to hypathesize that possessor ascension is at work; there is, ho
ever, no evidence from agreement, control, or raisability to support the exisience of possessor ascension in Turkish. Far
ermore, examples (7)-(10) below would remain to be accounted for,

5 We agsume that the relation “dominates” is reflexive: every node in a tree dominates itself as well as all the no«
its daughters dominate.
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7. ___biz-e given-eced-i " gupheli ol-an adam
1p-DAT trust-COMP-POSS.3s deubtful be-wa man
‘the man that it is doubtful will trust us'

Gap: the subject of the relative clause subject

8. (biz-im) __ given-eced-imiz su“pheii ol-an adam
{we~GEN) trust-COMP-P0OS5.1lp doubtful be-wa man
‘the man that it is doubtful we will trust’
Gap: the dative cbject of the relative clause subject

In (7) and (8), it does not matter whether the gap is a subject or a direct object; all that matters is
that the clause which contains it functions as the subject of the relative clavse, and therefore the
wa strategy is the only grammatical choice for relativization.

Similarly, if the relative clanse contains a direct object which is itself a clause, only the ga
strategy will be appropriate, regardicss of the grammatical relation of the gap in its minimal
claunse.

a, ___ kitab-1 getir-eceg-i-ni san-dig-im gocuk
book-ACC bring-COMP-PCSS.3s believe-ga-P0SS.ls child
‘the child that I thought would bring the book’
Gap: the subject of the relative clause direct object

10. gocud-un __ getir-eced-i-ni san-dig-im kitap
child-GEN  bring-COMP-POSS.3s5-ACC believe-ga-P0OSS5.1s bock
‘the bock that I thought the child would bring’

Gap: the direct object of the relative clause dir. object

Tn (9) the gap is the subject of its host clause, and in (10} the gap is the direct object of its host
clause; but since the host is itself the direct object of the relative clause, the ga strategy is the only
choice for relativization.

We do not include the relevant examples here for lack of space, but the generalization holds
for further levels of embedding. In each case, it is the grammatical relation of the gap host at the
top level of the refative clause which is important, and not that of the gap itself.

We now tum 1o clause (dii). Accepting the analysis of Hankamer and Knecht, we assume
for now that impersonal passives and sentences in which the subject has been incorporated into
the verb form relative clauses which have no subject for the purposes of (4). 1t is possible that in
such cases there is a silent pleonastic, or even that some other nominal advances to cccupy subject
position; a trivial reformulation of (4ii) will accommaodate such assumpiions.

2.1. Impersonal Passives
Turkish allows passives for any verbal predicate, as fong as the agent can be interpreted as
human.? In particular, intransitives such as (11) may passivize.

11. gocuk=-lar park-in orta-sain-da oyna-—di.
children-FL park—-GEN middle-P0S5S.3s5-LOC play-PST
‘The children played in the middle of the park’
No relativization, nc impersonal passive

& Knecht (1985, pp. 55-65) presents evidence that Impersenal Passive depends an the haman-ness of the agent. She
arghies against the position, argued in Perimutier (1978), that unaccusalives may not form impersonal passives.
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12. Park-in orta-sin-da oyna-n-ixr.
park-GEN middle-P0SS.35-LOC play-PASS-ACR
‘It was played in the middle of the park’
Impersonal passive, no relatiwization

The sentence in (12 shows an impersonal passive corresponding to (11). As predicied by (4), if
{12) serves as a relative clause, the wa strategy must be nsed.

Hu.EE,OHﬁmlwpblgm onmlulms ﬁmnw
middle-P0OSS,3s-LOC play-PASS-wa park
‘the park that it was played in the middle of”

Gap: into a locative after impersonal passive

A mmownm set of examples parallel to (I11) through (13) appears in (14) through (16). The verb
basia “begin’ idiosyncratically requires an object in the dative case:

14, &Sgretmen derswe bagla-dai.
teacher lesson-DAT begin-PST
*The teacher began the lesson.’
¥o relativization, no ilmpersonal passive

15. Ders-e basla-n-di.
lesson-DAT begin-PASS-PST
‘It was begun the lesson.’
Impersonal passive, no relativization

16. _ basla-n-an ders

Um@wnlmwmmlsm lesson
‘the lesson to which it was begun’
- P
Gap: complement of the RC verb affer impersonal passive

As Hankamer and Knecht showed, any nominal element in such an impersonal passive clause may
be relativized with the wa strategy (and the ga strategy is impossible).

2.2. Subject Incorporation

Another situation in which a relative clause has 1io-subject (for the purposes of (4)) is when the
.m:EoQ has been incorporated into the verb. Hankamer and Knecht noted that when a subject is
GS%SSQ as nonspecific or generic it appears without any article or case marker and is located
immediately to the left of the verb. Nonincorporated subjects without an indefinite article are
interpreted as definite and non-generic:

17. Ari kiz-in bacag~in-~a1 mo#lwﬁ..
bee girl-GEN leg-POSS5-ACC mﬂMbW%mwwe
‘The bee stung the giri’s leg.’
No incorporation; no relativization

18. © ari~nin __ bacad-in-i sok-tug-u kiz
bee-GEN leg-POS5SS-ACC sting-ga-POSS girl
‘the girl whose leg the bee stung’
Gap: into RC direct object, no incorporation
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19. * ari __ bacag-in-1 sok-an kiz
bee leg-P0OSS~ACC sting-wa girl
‘the girl whose leg the bee stung’
Gap: into RC direct cbject, no incorporation

Examples (18) and (19) show that relativizing into the relative clause direct object requires the ga
strategy, since the gap is not dominated by the relative clause subject,

However, if the relative clanse subject has been incorporated, the wa strategy becomes pos-
sible (and the ga strategy is impossible’}.

20. "Kiz-in bacaf-in-1 ari sck-tu.
girl-GEN leg-POSS-ACC bee sting-PAST
‘A bee/socme bees stung the girl’s leg.’
Incorporation; no relativization

21. __ bacag-in-1 ari sck-an kiz
1eg-POSS-ACC bee sting-wa girl
‘the girl whose leg a bee/some bees stung’
Gap: into RC direct object, after incorperation

In (20), ar: “bee’ appears in immediate preverbal position, and the interpretation is nonspecific,
Therefore we assume that subject incorporation has taken place. See Knecht (1985) for a discus-
sion motivating and describing an incorporation analysis for examples such as (20) and (21). In
this case, in contrast with (19}, relativizing into the direct object permits only the wa strategy. As
in the case of impersonal passives, once the relative clause subject is incorporated the wa strategy
becomes possible for any nominat in the clause, and the ga sirategy is impossible.

2.3. Deeper gaps

‘When the gap is contained within a larger constituent in one of these subject-absent constructions,
the only possible relativization strategy for either dialect is the wa strategy, as predicted by the
Hankamer and Knecht characterization summarized in (4). Example (22) illustrates a seniential
dative:

22. kasab-1n et-i kes-tig-i-ni séyle-dif-iniz-e
butcher—GEN meat-ACC cut-ga-POSS-ACC say-ga-POSS2PL-DAT
inan-dai-m. :
believe-PAST-AGR1SG
‘I believe that you said that the butcher cut the meat.’

7'The ga strategy is possible with this word order:

i. __ bacag-in-3  ari-nin sek-tugd-u kiz
leg-PO$S-ACC bee-GEN sting-ga-POSS girl
‘the girl whose leg the bes stung’
Gap: into RC direct object, no incorporation

But the definite interpretation of art ‘bee’ indicates that incorporation has not taken place. The indefinite/non-specific in-
terpretation is not available in this structure. The syntactic re-positioning of the subject has 1o be due o some other pro-
cess, as was recognized by Underhill (1972).
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The impersonal passive of (22} is (23):

23. kasab-in et-i kes-tig-i-ni séyle-dig-iniz-e

butcher-GEN meat-ACC cut-ga-P0OSS-ACC say-ga-POSS2PL-DAT

inan-1i-da.

believe-PASS-PAST

‘It is believed that wyou said that the butcher cut the meat.’
‘When the gap is contained within the oblique clause, relativization of such structures invariably
requires the wa strategy:

24, eti kestigini séyledifinize inanilan kasap
__ et-i kes-tig-i-ni séyle~dig-iniz-e
__ meat-ACC cut-ga-POS5-ACC say-ga-POSSZPL-DAT
inan-il-an kasap

believe-PASS-wa butcher

25. * eti kestidini sévledidinize inanildiGa: kasap

_ et-i ‘kes-tig-i-ni séyle—-dig-iniz-e
___ meat-ACC cut-ga-POSS-ACC say-ga-POSSZ2PL-DAT
inan-11-dig-2 kasap

believe-PASS—-ga-POSS butcher
‘The butcher whom it is beliewved that wyou sald cut the meat’

(gap is embedded clause mEummo%\. wa good, ga bad)
i

26, kasabin kestigini sdylediginize inanilan et
kasab-in __ kes-tig-i-ni s8yle-dig-iniz-e
butcher-GEN __ ocut-ga-POS5-ACC say-ga-POSS2PL~DAT
inan-il-an et )

believe-PASS-wa meat

27. * kasaban kestidini sdyledidinize inanildaiga et
kasab-ain __ kes-tig-i-ni = séyvle-dig-iniz-e
butcher—-GEN _  cut-ga-PCSS8-ACC say-ga-PQSS2PL-DAT
inan-11-dig-1 at
believe-PASS-ga-P0OSS meat
‘The meat that it is believed that you said the butcher cut’

{gap is embedded clause cbject; wg good, ga bad)

m..mos like these can be produced to show that the' same holds of subject-incorporation construc-
tions. In short, when the relative clause lacks a subject, the wa strategy is allowed and the ga stra-
tegy is impossible, no matter where the gap is located.

2.4. Two dialects

nmﬂw (1985) cites (28) as a counterexample to the Hankamer and Knecht characterization given
in (4).

28. biz-im _  given-ecef§-imiz-in giphell ol-dug-u adam

1p-GEN trust-COMP-POSS.1p~-GEN doubtful be-ga-P0S5.3s man
‘the man that it is doubtful we will trust’
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According to the generalization in (4), relativizing a proper subconstituent of the relative clanse
subject should require the wa strategy (cf. (7)-(8)); but in (28) the ga strategy has been applied
when the gap is a dative object within the sentential subject of the relative clause.

Our investigation led to the discovery that there are two quite consistent dialects, differing
on the grammaticality of (28) and other examples like it. 'We found that all speakers consulted
accept the wa strategy for gaps properly contained within the relative clause subject (exampies
like (7)-(8)); speakers divide on whether in addition the ga strategy is available for those cases.
The majority appear to exhibit the pattern described in (4), where the wo strategies are in comple-
mentary distribution; but 2 significant minority accept both strategies when the gap is a proper
subconstituent of the relative clause subject.

The following examples will serve to illustrate the difference.

29, __ kaz-a kitab-1 getir-en adam
girl-p0S8.3s boeok-ACC bring-wa man
‘the man whose daughter brought the book’
Gap: genitive of the RC subject

30. __ biz-e glven-eceg-i sipheli ol-an adam
1p-DAT trust-COMP-PCSS.3s doubtful be-wa man
‘the man that it is doubtful will trust us’
Gap: the subject of the relative clause subject

31. __ kiz-i-man kitab-1 getir-dig-i adam
girl-POSS.3s-GEN book-ACC bring-ga-P0OSS5.3s man
‘the man whose daughter brought the book’
Gap: genitive of the RC subject

32. _ piz~e glven-eced-i-nin supheli ol-dug-u adam
1p=DAT trust-COMP-P0SS.3s-GEN doubtful be-ga-PC5S5.3s man
‘the man that it is doubtful will trust us’
Gap: subject of the RC subject

BExamples (29) and (30), with the gap intemal to the relative clause subject and the wa strategy
employed, are grammatical for all speakers. Examples (31) and (32), with subject-internal gap
and the ga strategy emploved, are ungrammatical for the majority dialect (dialect A) but grammat-
ical for the minority dialect {dialect B). The two dialects agree completely, then, on the distribu-
tion of the wa strategy, For the-minority dialect, the ga strategy has a slightly less restrictive dis-
gribution,

33, Dialect A Dialect B
As described by differs from Diafect A in that
Hankamer and Knecht (1976). subconstituents of the RC subject
can be relativized with ga
strategy.
{8) {29) (30) grammatical (8) (29) (30) grammatical
{28) (31) (32) ungrammatical (283 (31) (32) grammatical

We will give an analysis which characterizes the dialect split, but first we discuss the proposal in
Csatd (1985).
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3. Csatd’s Proposal

Csatd {1985) proposes a Binding Theory account of Turkish relativization strategies. In this sec-
tion we will review her account, and show that it does not cover the full range of facts. We pro-
pose that the fundamental flaw in such a Binding Theory approach is the assumption that the
choice of relativization strategy depends on the local grammatical relation {or syntactic position)
of the relative clauss gap, and not the relation bome by the “top-level” constituent which hosts the
gap. As demonstrated above, the choice of relativization strategies depends crucially on this
latter, top-level relation.

Csaté proposes that wa versus ga complementation results in different governing categories
for embedded constients. Her proposal involves the following assumptions:
34. Csaté (1985, pp46-47):
i A relative clanse in Turkish is a projection of AGR.
ii.  AGR may be -POSS (wa) or +POSS (ga).
iii. AGR, when -POSS, is analyzed as a SUBJECT w.r.t. the Binding Theory.
iv.  Relativization gaps are variables and must be free in their governing category.
To see how this works, consider a simple case. Recall that wa relativization is allowed when the
gap is the matrix subject (35); in such a case ga relativization is disallowed (36):

3i5. kabad -1 yi-yen yilan
squash-ACC eat-wa snake
*the snake that ate the squash’

36. * kabag§ -1 ye-dig-i yilan
.squash—ACC eat-ga-P0OSS snake
*the snake that ate the squash’” *

Under Csatd’s accouat, (35) and (36) would differin whether the AGR element is [-POSS] (37) or
[+POSS) (38):*

. # Omwﬁ did not assume the Barriers (Chomsky 1986) projection of INFL as the semtential category. Nevertheless,
treating relative clauses as “projections of AGR” would be consistent with this spproach, where the relative clause is a pro-
Jjection of an AGR-containing INFL.
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37. NP 38. \ZHu/
1 NP, P NP,
yilan ,uamh: ,
> “snake’ snake
NP, I NP, T
. e \/
VP INFL VP INFL
> wa [-POSS] > ga +POSS)
NP v NP v
kabag ye kabag: . ye .
‘squash’ ‘eat” ‘squash’ eat

In (37), the [[POSS} AGR under INFL counts as a SUBTECT for purposes of the wi&nm. Theory.
Therefore, the gap’s governing categery is the relative clause (IP). mgﬁm the nearest binder .moH
this gap is the head NP, which is outside of the relative clause, the gap is free in jis goveming
category in accord with (34). In (38), the AGR is [+POSS], and does not count as a mgw.umoﬂ
Since there is no other subject that is accessible to the relative gap (since the relative mmw.ﬁoﬁ is
in subject position), the relevant governing category is the lowest matrix clause that contains _umn_
the head NP and the relative ¢lzuse. Hence, the gap is bound by the head NP in its governing
category, and the structure is correctly riled ont.®

However, one does not have to look far to find cases that are problematic for this account.
Consider a simple case of object relativization. As the contrast between (39) E&.ﬁ@ mwoém, Ew
ga sirategy is required when there is a non-incorporated subject, and the relativization gap is

inside the VP:
snake-GEN eat~ga-POSS sguash

‘The squash that the snake ate.’

40, * yilan ¥l -yen kabak
snake eat-wa sqguash

As the representation of these relative clanses in (41) shows, there is always a subject Qc:anﬁ_. the
relative clause subject or the SUBJECT provided by the wa suffix) separating the binding head NP

from the relative gap. Thus, this gap is always free in its governing category, Csaté’s account .

39. vilan-in ye —-dig-i kabak
|
7 seems to predict that both (39) and (40} should be grammatical:

® We assume that Csaté assumes a definition of accessibility akin to the one in Chomsky (1981); his definition
differs from the one presented in the next section in ways that are not relevent to the issues at hand.

Wa and Ga in Turkish / 31

. \Z.w/
P NP,
kabak
) ‘squash’

NP 1
yilaniin)
cnake” \/
VP . INFL
ga [+POSS]
> wa [-POSS]

NP, v

e ye
‘eat’

Csatd notes this problem, but points out that the wa strategy is possible when relativizing out of
VP constituents if the subject is incorporated or the relative clause undergoes impersonal passive
(cf. (13) and (21) above). It is not clear, however, how she would disallow such wa relativization
when the relative clause subject is unincorporated, and where there is no impersonal passive (as in
(40)). Surely nothing in the Binding Theory account would prevent such relativization. In fact,
this account seems to predict that wa relativization is always possible, since the [-POSS] AGR will
always provide a SUBJECT 1o protect any relative gap from being illegally bound in its governing
category by the head NP. As we have seen above, wa relativization is not always possible. In
particular, it is prohibited when there is a subject of the relative clause and the gap is not dom-
inated by that subject. 5

Csatd points to one area where her analysis seems empirically superior to the Hankamer and
Knecht account, She notes that when the relative gap is embedded within a subject (2.g., 35 an
element of a sentential subject) either the wa or ga strategy is possible:

ﬁN.UHNJ..S mﬁdmﬁlmomnlm.Bu..Nlmb umﬁwﬁm“_..w owlmn,m.ﬂma
1p-GEN trust-COMP-POSS.1p-GEN doubtful be-wa man
*The man that it is doubtful we will trust.r

Object gap embedded in a sentential subject - wa strategy

43. biz-im gliven-eced-imiz-in
1p-GEN trust-COMP-POSS.1p—GEN doubtfu
sipheli ol-dud-u adam - -

be-ga-P055.35 man Lo
*The man that it is doubtful we will trust.’
Object gap embedded in a sentential subject - ga strategy

The Hankamer and Knecht analysis predicts that the two relativization strategies should be in
complementary distribation; in particular, (43) would be ruled out. Under Csatd’s analysis, (43) is
allowed becanse the relative gap is inside 2 sentential subject which itself has a subject. Thus, in
{44), IP, is the gap’s governing category:
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44, NP

P2 I
NP P INFL
biz-im wa [-POSS]
e’ > ga [+POSS]
1 AP v
siipheli ol
‘doubtful’ ‘be’
VP INFL
NP, v
3 gilvenecegimizin
‘will trast’

Naotice that either strategy is allowed in (44) because the relative gap is VP-internal; in this way
the subject of the sentential subject provides an accessible subject, making the momﬁuma. subject
the governing category. However, if the relative gap were the subject of a sentential subject, the
governing category would not be the sentential subject. The governing category might be the rela-
tive clanse itself, but only if the [-POSS] wa swrategy is used to provide an accessible SUBJECT.*
This makes the prediction that only the wa strategy should be possible when relativizing the sub-
ject of an embedded sentential subject. Csaté does not provide any examples of this, but speakers
of dialect B, who allow the ga relativization in (43), also allow it when the gap is the embedded
subject:

45. biz-e gliven-eced-i-nin stipheli ol-dug-u adam
T 1p-DAT trust-COMP-POSS.3s5-GEN doubtful be-ga-PCS5.3s man
‘the man that it is doubtful will trust us’
Gap: subject of the RC subject - ga strategy
Hence, the Csaté approach fails to account for the full range of data. The reason her account fails
is that it relies on the position of the relative gap with respect to other argumenis in its immediate
clause; it is not able W capture the generalization that the matrix clause relations of the host of the
gap are what determines the relativization strategy.

4. An Accessibility Analysis )

We propose 10 describe the distribution of the wa and ga strategies {in both dialects) in terms ofa
notion of “accessibility” as adapted from Chomsky (1981, p. 212). Our definition is somewhat

1 Notice that normal subordination involves a possessive construction; thus, the sentential subject may nothave a
[-POSS] AGR to provide it with a SUBJECT.
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simplified for the sake of clarity, but it coincides with the definition in Chomsky (1981) for the set
of cases we are interested in,

46.  Accessibility

For two nodes x, y:

i x commands y iff x’s mother dominates y.!!
ii.  xisaccessible to y iff x commands y and x does not dominate y.

Chomsky introduced the notion of accessibility in connection with the determination of the
governing category of a nominal — a nominal must have an accessible SUBJECT within its
governing category (p. 211). The governing category of a nominal, however, is a function of the
environment local to the nominal in question. We have shown that the context local to the gap is
irrelevant to the choice of relativization strategy in Turkish. What we propose here is that the dis-
tribution of relativization strategies in dialect A can be straightforwardly stated in terms of acces-
sibility relations between the relative clause gap and the relative clause subject,

47, Dialect A

WA RC subject not accessible
Lo gap

GA  RC subject
accessible to gap

For dialect A, the wa strategy is possible just in case the relative clause subject is not accessible w
the gap, and the ga strategy is possible just in case the relative clause subject is accessible to the
gap. 1f the relative clause has a subject, that subject will be accessible to gaps located within the
VP, but not to gaps contained within or coinciding with the subject. If the relative clause subject
has been suppressed by incorporation or impersonal passive, then there is no relative clause sub-
ject accessible to a gap in any location,'2

Recall now that dialect B differs from dialect A in that ga relativization is permitted when

the gap is properly contained within the relative clause subject. A straightforward characteriza-
tion of diatect B, then, is as follows:

48. Dialect B

WA RC subject not accessible
to gap

GA  RChas a subject
distinct from gap

" This is the IDC-command of Puilurn (1986), Barker & Pullum (1990). Note, however, thar since we will only be
interested in what the relative clause subject commands, and the relative clause subject is always immediately dominated
by 2 branching maximal projection (namely, an S node}, we would amive at the same predictions i we had used
Langacker's (1969) command, c-command, or m-command, It is crcial, however, that we regard “dominales™ as a
reflexive relation. See Barker and Pullurn (1990) for discussion and references.

' In any framework which requires every clanse to have a subject at every stage of derivation, the subject of the rela-
tive clause in these cases would presumably be & silent pleonastic. It would be necessary 1o stpulate thar such silent pleo-
nasties are inherently inaccessible, or that the distribution of wa and ga strategies depends on the accessibility of a non-
pleonastic subject at the top Ievel of the relative clause. We know of no empirical rezsons to believe thet there are picenas-
tic subjects in Turkish, silent or otherwise. In the following section, however, we consider an altemative which would be
consistent with the assumption that all clauses always have subjects.
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Dialect B has the same distribution for the we strategy as dialect A. For the ga strategy, Hmmrnn
than requiring that the relative clause subject be accesgible o ?n gap, dialect B merely requires
that there be a relative clause subject distinct from the gap. Dialect B, then, has gencralized the
distribution of the ga sirategy.

49, Dialect A Dialect B
WA , RC subject not accessible
to gap (both dialects)
GA  RC subject RC subject
accessible to gap distinct from gap

A few examples should suffice to show that these characterizations are correct. m.wmn consider a
case in which the subject of the relative clavse coincides with the relativization gap.!

50. kabag-1 yi-yen yilan
squash-ACC eat-wa snake
‘the snake that ate the squash’
Gap: RC subject
NP
cP vﬁﬂ

yilan
‘snake’
P c
W
VP

> ’
NP,
e

NP v

kabagt ye

‘squash’ ‘eat’

Is the RC subject accessible to the gap? The RC subject commands the gap, so @m.w is mmn.ama@“
but the RC subject also dominates the gap, so {46ii) is not satsfied, and the EE.«Q is not accessi-
ble to the gap. The wa strategy is correctly permitted, for both dialects. ¥or this axmﬂunnq the ga
strategy will not be allowed in either dialect: in dialect A, because the pga strategy requires the RC
subjeci to be accessible to the gap; and in dialect B, because the ga strategy requires there to be an
RC subject distinct from the gap.

Now consider a case where the gap is properly contained in the RC subject:

51. kiz-a kitab-1 getir-en adam
girl-POSS.3s book-ACC bring-wa man
‘the man whose daughter brought the book’
Gap: genitive of the RC subject

13 Unilike Csaté, we teat the we and ga suffixes as complementizers.
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NP
Ccp NP,
adam
“man’
jig C
\/ v
NP1 VP
NP2, NP NP v
3 kize kitab: getir
‘girl’  “book’ “brought’

Here NP1 is the RC subject and NP2 is the gap. Although NP1 does command NP2, NP1 also
dominates NPZ2; therefore NP1 is not accessible to NP2 and the wa strategy is correctly permitted
in both dialects. For this exampie, the ga strategy will also be permitted in dialect B, since the RC
subject is distinct from the gap.

When the gap is within the VP of the relative clause, the two dialects do not differ. ¥ there
is a relative clause subject, it will be accessible to the gap (since it will command but not dominate
the gap) and thus the wa strategy will be ruled out for both dialects. The ga strategy will be per-
mitted for both dialects, in dialect A because the RC subject is accessible to the gap and in dialect
B because the RC subject is distinct from the gap. If, on the other hand, the relative clause subject
has been suppressed, there will be no RC subject mnnmmmmga to or distinct from the gap, and only
the wa strategy will be permitted, in either dialect.

“

5. An Obligue Subject Analysis

The analysis presented in the previous section provides a tidy characterization of the distribution
of the two relativization strategies in the two dialects. It does not, however, provide an intuitively
satisfying answer to the question of why the wa strategy is distributed as itis, Why should relativ-
ization involving a gap contained in the VP adopt the same strategy as subject-gap relativization,
as soon as the subject is missing?

In this section we contemplate an analysis according to which the suppression of 2 subject
allows the movement of VP constituents 1o subject position. From this subject position, former
VP constituents may host wa relativization. Although this approach allows a VP constituent to
move 1o subject position, the moved constitwent retains ifs case marking, Hence, this approach
entails what is essentially an oblique subject analysis for Turkish (cf. discussions of cblique sub-
Jects in Icelandic in Thréinsson 1980, Andrews 1982, and Zaenan, Mating, and Thrdinsson 1983).
In fact, Knecht (1985} proposes that Turkish has oblique subjects in a small number of cases. Qur
analysis extends this to a wider range of constructions. We will make use of the fact that oblique
subjects retain their oblique case marking to explain the lack of ga relativization from suppressed
subject constructions.

5.1. The Analysis

Keenan (1976) snggested that universally in impersonal passive constructions some NP takes on
the role of subject. We consider in this section the hypothesis that in both impersonal passive
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constructions and subject incorporation constructions the vacated subject position (or role) is
taken over by some other nominal, which then hosts wa velativization. We will refer to this
hypothesis as the oblique subject hypothesis, since in most cases the nominal taking over the sub-
ject role will be an oblique (but cf, examples (20-21)).

The oblique subject hypothesis has been argued against, specifically for Turkish impersonal
passives, by Breckenridge (1975). Breckenridge argues that oblique nominals in impersonal pas-
sives in Turkish do not exhibit any behavior indicative of subjecthood, citing constituent order,
case marking, agrecment, control, and reflexivization properties. Knecht (1985) recapitulates
most of these arguments with more thorough exemplification.

We will not analyze all of Breckenridge’s arguments here. Several of them are irrelevant to
the hypothesis we are considering, since they assume that for a nominal to advance to subject-
hood, that nominal would have to have some special status before advancement. We do not
assume that. Other arguments involve the assumption that overt case marking must coincide with
grammatical tole at certain stages. We do not assume that either. When the arguments irrelevant
-to our hypothesis are set aside, there remain three which must be dealt with.

The first of these is the observation that in simple cases oblique nominals de not control
agreement, even in impersonal passives:

52. ben-den keork-ul-ur
me-ABL fear-PASS-AOR
‘I am feared’

53. * ben-den kork-ul-ur-um
me—-ABL fear-PASS-ACR-1.sg

The second is that subjects in Turkish can be Equi victims, but oblique nominals in impersonal
passives cannot:

54 Ali Ayse tarafindan sev-il-mek isti-vor
ali Avse by love-PASS-TNF want-PROG
‘Ali wants to be loved by AySe’

55. * All kork-ul-mak isti-yor
Ali fear-PASS-INF want-FROG
‘Ali wants tc be feared’

And the third is that oblique nominals in Turkish cannot undergo subject-to-object raising. The
evidence is that in an SOR stmucture where the embedded clause is an impersonal passive, an
oblique nominal in that clause cannot undergo first-person reflexivization, which was shown in
Adssen (1974) to be clause-bounded:

56, ben kendi-m-i aldat-ta san-iyor-um
I self-P0S5.1sg-ACC deceive-PAST think-PROG-lsg
‘T believe myself to have been deceived’

57. * ben kendi-m-den kork—ul-ur san-iyor-um
I self-P0OSS.1lsg-ABL deceive~ACR think-PROG-lsg
‘I helieve myself to be feared’
We do not contest any of these arguments, Nevertheless, we have discovered some evidence that

indicates, despite the evidence to the contrary, that oblique nominals in subject-absent construc-
tions can take on at least some properties typically reserved for subjects.
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.Hn the analysis to be considered we assume that both impersonal passive and subject incor-
poration leave an “empty” subject position, atlowing a VP-constituent to move into subject posi-
tion. Although any VP constituent may move to the external subject position, this movement is
:oﬁ.moﬁnoa for any particular constituent; we assume that each VP constituent receives its Eqﬂ:?
logical case in the usual way. Thus, the constituent that ends up in subject position will receive its
case based on its position/role within the VP,

Consider how this movement can help explain the choice of relativization strategies. We
saw above that both dialects disallowed ga relativization in suppressed subject constructions; in
both dialects the VP constituents could only relativize with the wa strategy. This fact has gen-
erally required some sort of disjunction in the statement of wa relativization. Under the oblique

m_._S.omn analysis proposed here, the disjunction disappears, Consider the following subject incor-
poration example:

58. kapi-nin alt-in-dan yer—in izer-in-e su ak-iyor
door-GEN under-POSS-ABL floor-GEN over-POSS-DAT water flow-
PROG

‘water is flowing inder the door onto the floor'

Assuming that incorporation leaves an underlying empty. subject position, (58) might be
represented as follows:

55. P
|l||||.|l|l|.|.|.,.,.,,I
NP YP

NP NP
kapiun altimdan yerin iizerine
‘under the door’ - ‘onto the ficor’

NP v

] ) akryor
‘water' flows'
Either of the VP-internal NPs may move to become oblique subjects:
50. P K
\ll\.|1l|l|.|l|.|'."."
NP, VP
kaptnn altindan
‘under the door’
NP, NP
=] yerin lizerine

‘onto the floor’

‘water’ ‘flows’
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61. 13

]\"l‘“‘l}"’[
NP, VP
3
yerin dizerineg
‘onto the floor’

NP NP, v

1
kapyun altimdan €
‘under the door’

NP v
su akwor
‘water' ‘fows’

“goor” i i ject; the RC subject is inaccessible to
Tn (60), kap: “door” is a subconstituent of the RC subject; hence t C. ]
it, ME% it Nﬁmu. relativize with the wa strategy (62a). .H= (61), yer floor’ is a subconstituent of .Sn
RC subject; hence the RC subject is inaccessible to it, and thus it may undergo wa relativization

(62b): -

62. a.wa relativization example with ‘door’ as gap
alt-in-dan yer—in {izer-in-e su ak-an kapi
under-POSS-ABL floor-GEN over—P0OSS-DAT water flow-wa

dooxr - )
‘the door under which water is flowing onto the fleoor’

b.wa relativization example with ‘floor’ as gap
kapi-nin alt-ip-dan __ tzer—-in-e su ak-an  yer

door-GEN under-POSS5-ABL over-POSS~DAT water Zflow-wa

floox .
‘the floor onto which water is flowing under the door’
Notice that under this approach, either VP-constituent may undergo wa mﬁmn&ubmou because
gither VP-constituent may move to subject position. There is no Em:p:oncn in the statement of wa
relativization because wa telativization is only possible out of arelative clanse subject.

The oblique subject approach neatly explains the vommquQ‘ o.m wa _.,%..mﬁnbn.o: E
suppressed subject clauses. Now we need an account of why ga relativization I impossible in
these constructions. If an obliqus nominal advances 1o subject in suppressed subject .oﬁumnm, the
account based on subject accessibility presented in section 4 makes the wrong ?._&Eronm. .HuoH
dialect A, for example, the analysis presented in section 4 says Emﬁ. ga Hnﬁnﬁwmcon. is possible
when the RC subject is accessible to the gap. Given the oblique subject analysis oosmaa.nna here,
there would be a relative clause subject accessible to any gap not dominated by the oblique sub-
ject. ) .

i j ition; however, yer-in

For example, in (60), kapt-nin alt-in-dan has Bc<nn.8 m:E.non position; ;
iizer-in-e SBE%W VP-internal, and the RC subject is accessible to it. yer mwo_.ka then be able to
undergo ga relativization, but it cannot. Clearly the accessibility &. 9.0 RC subject to Em.wmv can-
not be the determining factor in the acceptability of ga relativization if we adopt the oblique sub-
ject analysis. o .

An alternative account of ga relativization is that gz relativization is possible M._E when
there is a relative clause subject capable of bearing the overt Genitive case suffix. Thus, a

* For dialect B, this is the only requirement for ga relativization; for dialect A, it is also required that the RC subject
be accessible to the gap.
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possible rule of ga relativization could be as follows:

63. The ga relativization strategy is possible if the relative clanse subject is accessible to the gap
(Dialect A) or is distinct from the gap (dialzct B) and does not bear an overt morphological
case.

In a clause with no oblique subject, the subject receives nominative case. This case is not mor-
phologically overt, hence, ga relativization is free to apply, attaching a genitive morpheme to the
subject in the process. However, when the subject is already marked with an oblique, morpholog-
ically overt case, the ga relativization of a VP-internal constituent would entail that the subject
receive two overt morphological cases: the case of the oblique subject, and the genitive case asso-
ciated with ga relativization. We assume that such multiple case marking is universally disal-
lowed; it is certainly disallowed in Turkish. Therefore, neither of the VP-internal NPs in (60} and
(61) may host ga relativization, Thus, the fact that any VP constituent may potentially become an
oblique subject accounts for the fact that wa relativization is possible for all constituents in
suppressed subject constructions. The fact that the moved constituent keeps its overt morphologi-
cal case explains why ga relativization is impossibie for any of the constituents.

The obligue subject account explains the lack of ga relativization in suppressed subject con-
structions by assuming that oblique subjects may not bear an additional genitive case marker.
‘What about cases where the subject is nominative? ga relativization should be possible out of VP
constituents in simple sentences (with nominative subjects) as well as out of VP constituents when
the subject is the derived nominative subject of personal passives. This is in fact true:

64. a. yilan-in __ ye -dig-i kabak
snake-GEN __ eat-ga-POSS squash
‘the squash that the snake ate’
b. kitabh-In _  cku -n ~dug-u Cocuk-lar
book -GEN ____ read-PASS-ga-POSS child-PL

‘the children to whom a book was read’

However, if ga relativization only cares about the case morphology of the subject, then we should
expect ga relativization from subconstituents of a subject, as long as the whole subject is nomina-
tive. This Is exactly the area where there is a dialect split. The account of this split developed in
section 4 can be carried over to the present account. In section 4 it was hypothesized that the
dialect split represents the choice of accessibility or distinctness as the determining factor in ga
relativization. For Dialect B an RC subject distinct from the gap and capable of bearing the Geni-
tive suffix is sufficient for g relativization; for Dialect A the RC subject must be accessible 1o the
gap, and in addition be capable of bearing the Genitive suffix.

5.2, Independent Motivation for Oblique Subjects in Turkish

While the oblique subject analysis provides a neat account:of Turkish relativization, it does so by
positing the movement of a case-marked VP constituent to subject position. This section will
present some independent motivation for oblique subjects'in Turkish.

Many treatments of impersonal passive assume that the subject position is filled with a pleo-
nastic element - this element is silent in pro-drop languages and overt in non pro-drop languages.
This approach is supported, in part, by the fact that the same pleonastic element is used in imper-
sonal passives as in other “subjectless” constructions, e.g., extraposition and weather verb sen-
tences. In the case of pro-drop languages, this pleonastic element is silent. Since Turkish is a
pro-drop language, we would expect silent pleonastics. Thus, impersonal passives like (65) might
be analyzed as in (66):
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65, ders -e basla-n -dy
: lesson-DAT begin-PASS-PST
“whe lesson was begun.’

- 66. P
NP VP
pro >
NP v
derse bagland:
‘Tesson’ ‘was begun’

However, it is not clear that Turkish has any Eamuo.uaonmu. Eo%mﬂn.h pleonastic &.nmnm:ﬁm.. silent
or otherwise. The SOV word order makes it impossible 10 say there is any extraposition @Moa mvb
S-initial sifent pleonastic would result in a sentence annﬁnﬂ, w0a =o=.9mwmu0m.ma.mo% _MM:.
Weather predicates require a nonpleonastic mnﬁaor. Hence, _m silent Emo:mmnnmn exist in nqn.m m
they occur only in impersonal passives and subject incorporation clauses. In addition, it turns oul

i ; 15
that impersonal passives are marginal without some oblique element:

87, a. ? oku -n -du.
read-pass-pst
‘It was read.’
b. o oda —-da oku -n wdu.
that room-loc read-pass-pst
‘Tt was read in that reoom.’
We can account for the marginality of (67a) if we assume that ali HE.E% sentences require ”Mwﬂ
the subject be filled with some nonpleonastic element. This would QEE that the oz_.nm.wm._ in {65)
and (67b) are oblique subjects. Thus, the lack of Ean.vwnnma plecnastic sentences wb e an?a
ginality of obliqueless impersonal passives in Turkish lends support to the oblique subj
analysis. .
Further evidence for the oblique subject analysis comes from the fact .Bmﬁ these oEEMmm
may undergo subject raising. Turkish has a raising subject construction (Aissen 1974, Mulder

1976, Moore 1988), as illustrated in (68):¢

68. Dben, [e, vur —ul -du ] san -11 -iyor-um

I le, shot-PASS-PST] believe-PASS-PROG-1.5G

‘I am believed tc have been shot.’
The first person agreement on the matrix verb indicates that m:n a...:ca.mmna subject has raised HM the
matrix clanse. It tums out that obliques may similarly raise just in case the embedded clause
involves an impersonal passive or subject incorporation:

i An exception is the rather anificial language used on signs - 2.g., exil signs gkehir ‘it is exited; here's the way cut’,
i it di ising if the raisee is third person (since it
16 The SOV word oxder of Turkish makes it difficult to see the effects of raising if isee ]
is unclear iﬂn&ﬂ. the third person agreement is with the raisee or with a sentential subject. This is forther nuamrcmﬁn_%_v.
the fact that third person plural agreement is optional, and permitted only for human subjects in any case. Hence, the
clearest raising examples involve first or second person raisees. -
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6%. a. Ban-a dans ed -il -di.

I -DAT dance make~PASS-PAST
‘I was danced for.’
TImpersonal passive

b. Ban-a, fe, dans ed -il -di ] san -1l -—iyor-um.
I -Dat mmH dance make-PASS-PAST] believe-PASS-PROG-1s
‘T am believed to have been danced for.’
Impersonal passive with raised oblique.

70. a. Ban-a képek atla-da.
me ~DAT dog jump-PAST
‘A dog/dogs Jjumped at me.’
Subject incorporation

b. Ban-a, le, kdpek atla-di ] san -11 -iyor-um.
me -DAT, [e, dog jump~PAST] believe-PASS-PROG-1s
‘I am believed tc have had dogs jump at me.’
Subject incorporation with raised oblique

c. Ban-a; [e, kdpek atla-dr ] gibi gémndri-m.
me ~DAT, [e, dog jump-PAST] like appear-PAST-1s
‘I azppear like I have had dogs jump at me.’
Subject incorporation with raised oblique

The first person agreement on the matrix verbs in (69b) and (70b-¢) indicate that the oblique sub-
jects have raised. Note also that although the raisee still retains its oblique case, it nevertheless is
able 1o control agreement. Since misability and control of agreemeént are features of subjects in
Turkish, these data provide independent support for the oblique subject analysis in Turkish.!?

We have seen that the oblique subject analysis provides for a non-disjunctive treatment of
wa relativization. Furthermore, the analysis is independently supported by the general lack of
pleonastic elements and the raisability of obliques.

However, these putative oblique subjects do not seem to display other subject piroperties.
They control agreement only when raised, not in simple clause structares (as noted in foomote
17), and they do not generally participate in EQUI-type control structures (Breckenridge 1975, p.
12; Knecht 1985, pp. 45-46). The obliques in question seem to fall in the rather grey area of
“subject-like” in some Tespects, but not in other respects. :

6. Conclusion

The problem of the distribution of relative clause strategies in Turkish reduces to the probiem of
specifying the set of relations between gap and relative clause subject correlating with each of the
two sets of participle suffixes serving as complementizers for relative clauses.

‘We have shown that, even though there are dialectal differences in the distribution of the ga
strategy, the choice of strategy does not depend on the gramrnatical structure local to the gap
except in the simplest cases; it always depends on the grammatical structure at the top level of the
relative clause, and can be characterized in terms of the relation between the gap host and the rela-
tive clause subject. We have shown that this relation can be expressed explicitly in terms of the

7 We have no explanation for the fact that raised abliques control agreement, while obliques which simply advance
1o subject position in subject-absent clauses do not. One should also bear in mind that examples with raised obliques are
sometimes margiral.
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notion of “accessibility”, and that the dialect variation can be viewed as a parameterization of the
required relation for one sirategy.

The characterization of the distribution of the two strategies in terms of accessibility seems
well established, and consequently our contention that that relation is properly appealed to in the
analysis of these constructions is a firm result; but the ahove analysis leaves unanswered the same
quession as the Hankamer and Knecht analysis: why should obliques in subject-absent clauses
behave like subjects? Our investigation reveals that there is some evidence that obliques acquire

some other subject-like propezties in these constructions, but that their accession to subjecthood is
cather hatf-hearted.’® This raises questions about the categoriality of the notion “subject” {cf.
papers in Li 1976).

‘While the grammatical conditions determining the choice of relative clause strategy are not
local to the gap, they are local in the relative clause iself, given that the gap host is identifiad.
The consiraints on the distribution of the two classes of complementizers can be regarded as a2
kind of agreement-between the gap host and the participial suffix {the complementizer). This
leads us to the saggestion that the phenomenon is an instance of “WH-agreement”, as described in
Chung & Georgopoulos (1988). Chung & Georgopoulos (1988) describe a phenomenon of
“WH-agreement” in Chamorro and Palauan, where a verb in a relative claase is morphologically
marked in a way that depends in part on the grammatical role or position of the relative clause
gap. Chung & Georgopoulos note in passing that in general it is not the grammatical role of the
gap itself that figures in the agreement, but the role of the major constituent in the relative clause
that contains the gap; thus, just as in Turkish, the verb is agreeing with something in its own
clanse. This leads us to suggest that other cases of WH-agreement should be examined 1o see
whather such agreement is always local in the relative clause. ' If so, this would bring WH-
agreement in line with other agreement phenomena, which are typically local in nature; it would
also further demonstrate the need for some version of a relation like accessibility to allow refer-
ence to the gap host in the statement of the agreement rule.

If our contention is correct, the comrnon conception (since Xeenan & Comrie 1977) of rela-
tive clause strategy choice will have to be modified. Keenan and Comrie assumed that when they
found a relativization strategy choice sensitive to grammatical relations, it was the relation of the
gap itself that mattered. We expect that it will turn out to be the grammatical role of the gap host
that matters, and never the role of the gap itself {except in the simple case where the gap host is
the gap).
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