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0 Introduction  

In this paper, I will attempt to raise certain questions regarding the split character of the 

scrambling operation as movement to an A- and/or an A’-position that has been discussed 

in the literature.  The language that I will l ook at is Turkish, which has no restrictions on 

the order of arguments in root contexts as long as the constituents are not referentially 

dependant, and the sentence does not contain a non-specific DP or a Wh-phrase:  

(1) a. Ahmet  [bu   
���������
	��

    Berna’ya 
����������         S DO IO V  
      A.NOM   this  book-ACC  B.-DAT   give-PAST-3SG 
  ‘Ahmet gave this book to Berna’  

 b. ���������! ���"�#�$�%'&($�)+*�,.-�/���$0*�13254
�6"���/�7               S IO DO V  

 c. )+ 8,.-�/���$�*(1329�����:�0�5 ;�6"�#�$�%'&($ 4��6"��</�7               DO S IO V  

 d.  ;�6"�#($�%=&($>���?�:���@)+*�,.-�/���$0*�13254
�6"���/�7               IO S DO V  

 e. )+ 8,.-�/���$�*(1325 ;�6"�#�$?%=&($>���������!4��6"��</�7               DO IO S V  

                                                

*  There were a number of people who helped shape this paper through discussions during 
the last few months.  I would like to thank Julia Horvath, Hilda Koopman, Tim Stowell, 
and Anna Szabolcsi, among others, for their insight, suggestions, and patience.  Needless 
to say, they did not always agree with my analysis.  I take full responsibili ty for what the 
reader does not like.  

 I also need to caution the reader about the subtle nature of the judgements with 
respect to scrambling.  I mostly used my own judgements here, although it was soon 
obvious that there is a great deal of variation among native speakers.  Intonation seems to 
be a major factor in the judgements.  Also, some sentences improve by context and 
repeated exposure.  In those cases, I tried to stick with my original intuitions, unless the 
shift in acceptabili ty was very stark.    
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 f. A;B6C�D(E�F=G(E�H+I?J.K�L�M�E�I�N=O9P�Q�R:B�M!S
B6C�R�L�T               IO DO S V  

(2) a. P�Q�R�B�M@H+I�J.K�L�M�E�I(N3O5S�B�C�R�L�T9A;B6C�D�E�F ya              S DO V IO  

 b. H+A8J.K�L�M�E�I(N3O9P�Q�R:B0M5S
B6C�R�LUT9A;B6C�D�E?F=G(E               DO S V IO  

 c. P�Q�R�B�M!A�B�C�D�E�F'G(EVS�B6C�R�L�T8H+I?J.K�L�M�E�I�N=O               S IO V DO  

 d. A;B6C�D(E�F=G(E>P�Q?R:B�M!S�B6C�R�L�T8H+I?J.K�L�M�E�I�N=O               IO S V DO  

 e. H+A8J.K�L�M�E�I(N3O5A;B6C�D�E?F=G(EVS�B�C�R�L�TWP�Q?R:B�M               DO IO V S  

 f. A;B6C�D(E�F=G(E�H+I?J.K�L�M�E�I�N=O5S�B6C�R<L�TWP�Q�R�B�M                IO DO V S  

(3) a. P�Q�R�B�M!S�B6C�R<L�T8H+I?JXK�LYM�E�I�N3O5A;B6C�D�E�F'G(E               S V DO IO  

 b. P�Q�R�B�M!S�B6C�R<L�T9A;B6C�D(E�F=G(E�H+I?J.K�L�M�E�I�N=O               S V IO DO  

 c. H+A8J.K�L�M�E�I(N3O5S�B6C�R�L�TWP�Q?R:B�M!A;B6C�D�E?F=G(E               DO V S IO  

 d. H+A8J.K�L�M�E�I(N3O5S�B6C�R�L�T9A;B6C�D(E�F'G�E>P�Q?R:B�M               DO V IO S  

 e. A;B6C�D(E�F=G(EVS
B6C�R�L�TZP�Q�R:B�M@H+I?J.K�L�M�E�I�N=O               IO V S DO  

 f. A;B6C�D(E�F=G(EVS
B6C�R�L�T[H+I�J.K�L�M�E�I(N3O9P�Q�R�B�M                IO V DO S  

(4) a. \<]6^�_�`�aZb�c�_:]�d@e+f?g.h�`�d�i�f�j=k5l�]�^�m�i�n'o(i               V S DO IO  

 b. \<]6^�_�`�aZb�c�_:]�d!l;]6^�m(i�n'o�i�e3f�g.h�`�d�i�f(j3k               V S IO DO  

 c. \<]6^�_�`�a[e+f�g.h�`�d�i�f(j3k9b�c�_�]�d!l�]�^�m�i�n'o(i               V DO S IO  

 d. \<]6^�_�`�a[e+f�g.h�`�d�i�f(j3k5l;]6^�m(i�n=o(i>b�c?_:]�d               V DO IO S  

 e. \<]6^�_�`�apl�]�^�m�i�n'o(i>b�c�_:]0dqe3f�g.h�`�d�i�f(j3k               V IO S DO  

 f. \<]6^�_�`�apl�]�^�m�i�n'o(i�e+f�g.h�`�d�i0f�j3k9b�c?_:]�d               V IO DO S  

The following are some background information on word order in Turkish:  

 First, in neutral intonation, the immediately preverbal position is the default focus 

position associated with emphasis or contrast.  For example, in (1b), (1d), (2a), (2f), (3c), 

and (3d), the direct object (DO) is focused, and the speaker emphasizes that it  was this 

book that Ahmet gave to Berna.  Sentences (1a), (1c), (2c), (2e), (3e), and (3f), on the 

                                                                                                                                            

 Parts of this paper (sections 2 and 4) were presented at NELS 22 at the University of 
Delaware, Newark as ‘Scrambling and Mixed Positions in Turkish’ .   
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other hand, focus on the indirect object (IO):  it was to Berna that Ahmet gave the book.  

Likewise in (1e), (1f), (2b), (2d), (3a), and (3b), the subject (S) is focused: It was Ahmet 

that gave the book to Berna.  Finally, the sentences in (4) all focus on the verb, which has 

the emphatic reading Ahmet did give the book to Berna.   

 In non-default cases, any preverbal constituent that is not adjacent to the verb can 

be focused by emphatic stress.  Other than the V-initial pattern in (4), verbs can also be 

focused by a preverbal pause.1  Crucially though, postverbal constituents cannot be 

focused in Turkish.  The cases that I will l ook at in this paper involve default focus unless 

indicated otherwise.   

 Second, note that despite their acceptabili ty, the sentences above are not equally 

natural.  Having more postverbal constituents requires a more specialized context and 

intonation.  The sentences in (1) and (2) are the most natural.  Those in (3) are less natural 

than (1) and (2).  Sentences in (4) are the least natural, although with the right context and 

intonation (postverbal elements unstressed), they are all acceptable.  Having the right 

context means that whatever appears in the postverbal position refers to a part of the 

background information.  Speakers often use this position for the ‘afterthought material’ .  

For a detailed discussion on the pragmatics of word order in Turkish, the reader is referred 

r�s�t@u�v�w�x�y6z?{'|�}6~�••€ƒ‚�„0…

 

 Third, the presence of a non-specific DP or a Wh-phrase restricts the range of 

word order possibili ties.  Non-specific DPs are not allowed in the sentence initial or final 

position; they must be immediately preverbal.  In neutral intonation, argumental Wh-
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phrases (S, DO, IO or Obl) also must be immediately preverbal; otherwise, they may 

remain in situ if emphatically stressed.2  Non-argumental Wh-phrases with the exception of 

‘why’ , can only appear in the immediately preverbal position.  Niye, niçin and neden, all 

meaning ‘why’ ,3 can be separated from the verb by a single constituent.  The distribution 

of non-specifics and Wh-phrases will be discussed later on.  

 This paper is organized as follows:  In section 1, I discuss the status of postverbal 

arguments, and provide evidence that they are not in situ, but rather, CP-adjoined.  This 

establishes Turkish as an OV language.  I turn to the paradigm of preposed objects in 

section 2, where I show that objects in the presubject position display the same A/A’ 

mixed behavior observed in Webelhuth (1989), and Mahajan (1990).  However, I 

conclude there that the IP-adjoined preposed objects are uniformly in an A’-position, and 

that the relevant observation emerging from the data is that a focused constituent blocks 

reconstruction at LF in Turkish.  In section 3, I look at the properties of focus at 

S-structure and LF, and argue that focus is not assigned to a structurally defined unique 

position at S-structure, and that a focused constituent does not behave as though it moves 

anywhere at LF.  In section 4, I propose an alternative representation of focus at S-

structure and LF, based on the same relational definition at both levels, which naturally 

interacts with the process of reconstruction.   

                                                                                                                                            

1 I will use the term ‘comma intonation’ to indicate preverbal pause.   
2 This seems to be subject to variation among speakers.  
3 Niye looks more like a generic ‘why’ ; whereas niçin questions the purpose, and neden 
questions the reason.  
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1 Postverbal Arguments in Turkish 

 Turkish is commonly cited as a standard example of SOV languages in 

introductory linguistic texts.  However, recent developments in the literature on head-

movement (eg. Baker, 1988; Koopman and Sportiche, 1990) raise interesting possibili ties 

in deriving the SOV, SVO, and VSO orders that cannot be dismissed a priori.  In this 

section, I will consider a head-movement analysis of word order variations in Turkish, and 

show that this approach cannot adequately handle the facts.  This will confirm the view 

that Turkish is indeed a straightforward head-final, SOV language.   

 The main question here is the status of the postverbal arguments in (2) through (4) 

above, as to whether they are derived by the X0-movement of V0 to various heads, which 

leaves the arguments in their base positions; or by the XP-movement of the arguments to 

some derived position.  I will refer to the first approach as the X0-derivation hypothesis, 

and the second, as the XP-derivation hypothesis.  Notice that according to the 

X0-derivation hypothesis, the fact that (1) is verb-final means that Turkish does not have a 

uniform value for the head-parameter for all projections:  Some phrases are head-initial 

and others are head-final.   

 To determine whether the D-structure position of arguments is pre- or postverbal, 

we need to find aymmetries between the two positions.  The following are some facts that 

support the XP-derivation:  Arguments are base-generated in the preverbal position, and 

they are moved to some postverbal position at S-structure via XP-movement.  
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1.1 External distribution of postverbal arguments 

 In the terminology of Emonds (1976), argument postposing is a root-type 

operation.  With neutral intonation, it is unacceptable in Turkish to have  postverbal 

arguments in embedded contexts:4 

(5) a. Ahmet [[Berna'n †'‡   bana  ˆ�‰�ŠŒ‹�•'Ž�•3•           •�•�‘�’�“(”3•     bili yor5 
  A.NOM    B.-GEN   I-DAT  give-PAST-COMP-3SG book-ACC  know-PRES-3SG  
   `Ahmet knows the book that Berna gave to me'  

 b. *Ahmet  •�•+–;‰6Š�—�’�˜3—�”'—   ˆ�‰�ŠŒ‹�•'Ž�•   bana]  •�•�‘�’�“(”3•  bili yor 
        A.-NOM    B.-GEN       gave   to-me  book  knows 

 c. *Ahmet  [[bana  ˆ�‰�ŠŒ‹�•'Ž�•   –;‰6Š�—(’�˜+—?”'—�•  •�•�‘�’�“(”3•  bili yor 
    A.-NOM   to-me  gave   B.-GEN    book  knows 

(6) a. pro [Ahmet'in  Berna'ya [bu  •�•�‘�’�“(”3•     vermesini]       istiyorum 
  1SG  A.-GEN   B.-DAT    this  book-ACC  give-INF-3SG-ACC  want-PRES-1SG  
  `I want Ahmet to give this book to Berna'  

 b. *pro [Ahmet'in Berna'ya vermesini [bu  •�•�‘�’�“(”3•�•  istiyorum  
    I    A.-GEN  to-B.    to.give    this  book   want  

 c. *pro [[bu  •�•�‘�’�“(”3•  Berna'ya vermesini Ahmet'in]   istiyorum  
    I     this book  to-B.      to.give   A.-GEN    want  

 d. *pro [Ahmet'in [bu  •�•�‘�’�“(”3•  vermesini Berna'ya]   istiyorum  
    I    A.-GEN   this  book  to.give   to-B.     want  

The following contrast shows that there is a movement relationship between the 

postverbal arguments and their D-structure position.  Compare the island violations in (7) 

with (5) above, and (8) with (6) above:  

                                                

4 Turkish tolerates (6b-d) as marginal (`?') if the verb is stressed, which is not the neutral 
intonation.  This is not problematic though, because iste `want' is a bridge verb.   
5 For simplicity's sake, I will i gnore here the empty operator movement in relative clauses.  
Also, I will not comment on (a) the possibili ty that the morpheme { k} is the COMP in 

™Zš�›�œ�•Už�Ÿ: �•¢¡¤£�¥6›�¦
§•¨ª©6«'•3¨V¬­œ�¬¯®�¥°¨ª§
±:¥ƒž²©V¦�¥6«=©6›W³�«'•3´�¥°µ�´�¥6¡(§(£�¥°´¶®?·¶£¸Ÿ(¥�¨6Ÿ�©6›¹©°¨�£�¥6›8º3»!¼••'¡½£¸Ÿ�¥

orthography); and the distribution of genitive vs. nominative Cases in the non-root 
contexts in Turkish.  Nothing I have to say below hinges on these issues.     
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(7) a. *Ahmet ¾�¾+¿;À6Á�Â�Ã�Ä3Â�Å'Â   Æ�Ç�ÈŒÉ�Ê'Ë�Ê3Ì           Í�Î�Ï�Ð�Ñ(Ò3Ó    bili yor        bana 
    A.-NOM  B.-GEN   give-PAST-COMP-3SG book-ACC know-PRES-3SG  I-DAT  
  `Ahmet knows the book that Berna gave to me'  

 b. *Ahmet [[bana  Ô�Õ�ÖŒ×�Î'Ø�Î3Ó  Í�Î�Ï�Ð�Ñ(Ò3Ó  bili yor Ù;Õ6Ö�Ú(Ð�Û+Ú?Ò'Ú  
   A.-NOM    to-me gave   book  knows B.-GEN  

(8) a. pro [Ahmet'in  Berna'ya vermesini]       istiyorum     [bu  Í�Î�Ï�Ð�Ñ(Ò3Ó  
  1SG  A.-GEN   B.-DAT   give-INF-3SG-ACC  want-PRES-1SG   this  book  
  `I want Ahmet to give this book to Berna'  

 b. pro [[bu  Í�Î�Ï�Ð�Ñ(Ò3Ó  Berna'ya vermesini]  istiyorum Ahmet'in 
  I      this book  to-B.    to.give    want    A.-GEN  

 c. pro [Ahmet'in  [bu  Í�Î�Ï�Ð�Ñ(Ò3Ó  vermesini]  istiyorum Berna'ya 
  I    A.GEN     this  book  to.give    want    to-B.    

 The conclusion here seems quite clear: Postverbal arguments are not acceptable in 

embedded contexts, as in (5b-c) and (6b-d).  This is not surprising for the XP-derivation 

hypothesis since it assumes that the postverbal position is a derived position.  In fact, their 

external distribution would suggest that postposed arguments are high enough to interact 

with the main verb, which in turn, would be explained if they are CP-adjoined.  The 

ungrammaticality of (5b-c) would also be expected under the CP-adjunction of postverbal 

arguments, as they would interfere with the predication relationship between the head-

noun and the relative clause.    

 The data above would indicate within the X0-derivation hypothesis that a V0 must 

move to the highest X0 in embedded clauses, as in (6), perhaps for some Case or Theta 

theoretic reasons.  This implies that the head-final projection responsible for the order in 

(1) above is the highest one in the structure.  However, this would not solve the problem 

with the relative clauses in (5b-c).  The V0-movement cannot be enforced here by some 

Case or Theta-theoretic reason, since Case and theta-role assignment holds between the 

higher verb and the head noun, instead of the lower V0.    



8 

1.2 Word order restrictions on anaphor binding   

 Anaphor binding by an antecedent is sensitive to word order when the constituents 

are preverbal, but not when they are postverbal.  If word order is a reliable diagnostics for 

c-command, and mutual c-command is excluded on theoretical grounds, as in Kayne 

(1984), then this relationship must be relevant only when they appear preverbally, and 

irrelevant postverbally:  

(9) a. Ahmet  Ü°Ý�Ü6Þ<ß3Ü6à�á i    birbirlerinei       gösterdi  
  A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC  eachother-AGR-DAT show-PAST-AGR  

   S        DO          IO            V  
  `Ahmet showed the men to each other'  

    b. *Ahmet  birbirlerinei   Ü°Ý�Ü6Þ<ß3Ü6à�á i gösterdi  
   A.-NOM eachother-DAT men-ACC showed 

    c. Ahmet  gösterdi adamlaà�á i  birbirlerinei  
        A.-NOM showed men-ACC eachother-DAT 

    d. Ahmet  gösterdi birbirlerinei    Ü°Ý�Ü6Þ<ß3Ü6à�á i  
        A.-NOM showed eachother-DAT  men-ACC 

(10) a. Ahmet  Ü°Ý�Ü6Þ<ß3Ü6à�á i    birbirleriylei        â�ã6ä?å�æ�â¸å'ç¹è�å  
      A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eachother-AGR-WITH  introduce-PAST-AGR  

   S        DO        Obl              V  
  `Ahmet introduced the men to each other'  

 b. *Ahmet  birbirleriylei     ã°è�ã6é<ê3ã6ç�å i â�ã6ä?å�æ�â¸å'ç¹è�å  
        A.-NOM eachother-WITH  men-ACC introduced 

 c. Ahmet  â�ã6ä?å�æ�â¸å'ç¹è�å adamlarii birbirleriylei  
  A.-NOM introduced men-ACC eachother-with 

 d. Ahmet  ë�ì6í?î�ï�ë¸î'ð¹ñ î birbirleriylei    ì°ñ�ì6ò<ó3ì6ð�î i  
  A.-NOM introduced  eachother-WITH men-ACC 
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An accusative (DO) antecedent must precede the dative (IO) anaphor in (9b), or the 

oblique (Obl)6 anaphor in (10b) in the preverbal position.  Examples (1b) above and (11) 

below show that Turkish actually allows the orders S-IO-DO-V in (9b) and S-Obl-DO-V 

in (10b):  

(11) Ahmet  Berna'yla ô8õ6ö�õ�ö¯÷3ø  ù�õ6ö?ø�ú�ù¸ø'û¹ü�ø  
 A.-NOM B.-WITH  C.-ACC  introduce-PAST-AGR  
  S      Obl    DO      V  
 `Ahmet introduced Canan to Berna'  

Sentences (1b) and (11) show that the ungrammaticality of (9b) and (10b) must be due to 

the lack of anaphor binding.    

 This paradigm has a straightforward account in the XP-derivation hypothesis:  

Sentences (9a) and (10a) are the base forms, and for reasons to be discussed in section 2, 

the movement of the IO or Obl anaphors over their antecedents is not allowed in (9b) and 

(10b) respectively.  Sentences (9c-d) and (10c-d) involve the movement of internal 

arguments to a higher A' -position, from where they can freely reconstruct at LF to satisfy 

the Condition A of the Binding Theory.   

 In the X0-derivation analysis, the base form is either the (c) or the (d) sentences of 

(9) and (10), while the (a) sentences are derived by head-movement.  This leads to an 

interesting complication that does not arise in the XP-derivation analysis: Movement of IO 

or Obl anaphors to the pre-DO position appears to be contingent upon whether or not the 

V0 has moved to a higher X0; cf. (9b) and (10b).  Specifically, if VP is the head-final 

projection responsible for the order in (1), then the XP-movement of the IO or Obl is 

                                                

6 ile is actually the instrumental postposition ̀ with', which is usually incorporated to the 
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barred when V0 remains in situ.  Alternatively, if VP is a head-initial projection, then the 

relevant XP-movement is barred when V0 moves to a higher head-final projection.  In 

both cases, the restriction applies only if the IO and the Obl are anaphors; cf. (1b) and 

(11).   

 What is difficult here is that the two components of this problem do not naturally 

interact.  The X0-derivation hypothesis needs to somehow block the relevant movement 

only when it involves an anaphor, and only when V0 is in some head-final projection.  The 

core of the problem is to have the referential properties of the antecedent of a trace 

interact with the position of V0.  This in turn, indicates that a crucial factor in this situation 

is the head-government of either the trace itself, or the VP containing the trace through 

the L-marking system of Chomsky (1986).  Either way, it is not obvious how head-

government by V0 or its trace can be made sensitive to the referential properties of the 

antecedent of a trace in a way that would block head-government iff the antecedent of the 

trace is an anaphor.   

 Such a system can of course be worked out through some clever formulation, but 

the XP-derivation hypothesis does not require any of that.  All we need to say then would 

be that arguments moved to the postverbal position can freely reconstruct at LF.  This 

only leaves the question why the same thing is not possible when elements are scrambled 

in the preverbal position, making (9b) and (10b) ungrammatical.  This issue will be 

discussed in section 2.   

                                                                                                                                            

noun.   
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1.3. The position of non-specific arguments.  

 A non-specific DO obligatorily appears with no overt accusative Case marking  in 

Turkish (Enç, 1991):  

(12) a. Ahmet  Berna'ya [bir mektup] yazmýUþ  
      A.-NOM  B.-DAT      a    letter    write-PAST-AGR  
   S       IO       DO       V 
  `Ahmet wrote a letter to Berna'  

 b. *Ahmet Berna'ya ÿ��������	�   [bir mektup]  
   A.     to B.    wrote    a  letter 

 c. Ahmet [bir mektup]  ÿ��������	�   Berna'ya  
  A.      a  letter    wrote   to B. 

 d. [Bir mektup] ÿ��������	� Ahmet Berna'ya  
    a  letter   wrote  A.    to B. 

In the relevant paradigm of postverbal arguments, the observation seems to be the 

following: A non-specific DO must be in the immediately preverbal position regardless of 

the position of the verb relative to other arguments.  Non-specific IOs also show similar 

behavior:7  

(13) a. Ahmet  [o 
���
��������      [bir �������������������   �����! �"$#  
  A.-NOM  that book-ACC   a   stranger-DAT  give-PAST-AGR  
    S      DO            IO         V  
   `Ahmet gave that book to a stranger'  

 b. Ahmet [o  %�"�&��������     �����! �"$#  [bir �������������������

8 
  A.    that book-ACC  gave   to a stranger 

 c. Ahmet  [bir �������������������  �����! �"$#  [o  kitabi]  
  A.NOM   to a stranger    gave     that book-ACC 

                                                

7 Not exactly the same behavior though, because a non-specific non-DO can be separated 
from the verb by a non-specific DO as long as it is somewhere in the preverbal position.   
8 (13b) would be grammatical if the verb vermi '  `gave' is stressed, which I will argue in 
this paper to have a different structure.  This strategy is not available for the non-specific 
DO in (12b) because covert accusative is licenced only in the immediately preverbal 
position.  An overt accusative Case on the other hand, conflicts with its (non)specificity.  
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 d. [Bir (�)�*�)�+�,�-�(�)�.  /�0�1!2�3$4 Ahmet  [o   kitabi]  
   to a stranger   gave  A.-NOM   that book-ACC 

 The restriction against postverbal non-specifics can be interpreted in the 

XP-derivation analysis to mean that non-specifics cannot move there at S-structure.  

However, if we assumed with the X0-derivation hypothesis that the postverbal position is 

the base position of internal arguments, we must conclude that there is an obligatory 

movement of non-specific DPs to some position that is always determined relative to the 

position of the verb.  An alternative is that the non-specific N0 incorporates to the D0, and 

the D0-N0 complex further incorporates to V0.  In this view, the immediately preverbal 

position of non-specifics is a result of noun-verb incorporation, along the lines of Baker 

(1988).  The following shows that this cannot be the case:  

(14) Ahmet Berna'ya [bir mektup] bile  5�6�7�896�8�:$;  
 A.-NOM  B.-DAT   a  letter   even write-<>=�?A@�BDCFE -AGR 
 `Ahmet did not even write a letter to Berna'  

(15) a. Ahmet  [eski ama G�H�I�H�J�K i  bir  kitap]  L�MON�PQNSR  
  A.-NOM   old  but valuable a   book  read-PAST-AGR  

  `Ahmet read an old but valuable book'  

 b. *Ahmet  L�MON�PQNSR [eski ama  T�U�V�U�W�XZY   bir  kitap]  
   A.-NOM  read     old  but  valuable a   book 

(16) a. Ahmet  [[çok  eskiden [�\^]!_Z`Zab_ ced       bir  kitap]  f�gOh�iQhSj  
  A.-NOM   very  old-ABL print-PASS-PAST  a   book  read-PAST-AGR  
  `Ahmet read a book printed in the very old times'  

 b. *Ahmet  f�gOh�iQhSj [[ çok  eskiden  k�l^m!nZoZibn$jep  bir  kitap]  
   A.-NOM  read       very old.times printed   a   book 

The modifier bile `even' intervenes between the non-specific DO and the verb in (14), 

which would not be allowed if there were incorporation.  On the other hand, there is 

simply too much material in (15) and (16) with the wrong structural relationship.  The DO 

in (15) has coordinate APs, while (16) involves a participial construction.  The massive 
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head-movement that would be necessary in (15) and (16) would violate the CED (Huang, 

1982), or the head-government clause of the ECP (Chomsky, 1986), provided that 

modification by APs and participials involve adjunction.   

 Once the possibili ty of incorporation is eliminated, the solution left for the 

X0-derivation hypothesis is to say that non-specifics are obligatorily moved to some 

position defined relative to the verb; ie. the non-specific DP moves to the [Spec, XP] of 

the X0 that the verb has moved to.  But even this would not be enough, due to another 

property of Turkish.  Consider the following sentences where the verb takes only a non-

specific DP:  

(17) a. * [Bir tavuk]  q�r$s�r�t�uwv  
     a  chicken cook-PRES-AGR  
  `A chicken is cooking'  

 b. ??[Bir bardak] x�yZv!y{zZ|�y$s  
       a   glass   break-PASS-PAST-AGR   
  `A glass is broken'  

 c. ?* [Bir adam] }�t^}�|Q}Ss  
       a   man   sleep-PAST-AGR  
  `A man slept'  

The judgement on the sentences in (17) vary from bad to very awkward.  What is needed 

in (17) is some locative or temporal phrase either in the presubject or the postverbal 

position:  

(18) a. Burada  [bir tavuk]  q�r$s�r�t�uwv           compare with (17.a)  
  here     a  chicken is.cooking  

 b. [Bir tavuk]  q�r$s�r�t�uwv    burada  
   a  chicken is.cooking here 

(19) a. Burada  [bir  bardak] x�yZv!y{zZ|�y$s          compare with (17.b)  
  here     a   glass   was.broken 

 b. [Bir bardak] x�yZv!y{zZ|�y$s burada  
   a  glass   was.broken  here 
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(20) a. Burada  [bir adam] ~�•^~�€Q~S•            compare with (17.c)  
  here     a  man   slept 

 b. [Bir adam] ~�•^~�€Q~S•  burada  
   a  man   slept   here 

In order to maintain the X0-derivation hypothesis, one must explain why and how a 

locative phrase should have the same effect when it is higher than the subject, as it would 

have when it is further down lower than the IP level.   

 The conflict here is the following.  Suppose that the position of the locative is a 

reliable diagnostic for the VP-boundary in Turkish.  The S's would then be in [Spec, VP] 

in (18a), (19a) and (20a).  If this is what makes them acceptable, we would expect the 

same derivation to be possible in (17), since there is no overt counter-evidence. Likewise, 

if (18b), (19b) and (20b) are good because the non-specific and the V0 are in a proper 

Spec-head relationship at an XP higher than VP, the same would have been possible in 

(17) also.  In general, whatever makes the sentences in (18) through (20) acceptable, 

should be available in (17) as well.  Thus, the contrast between (17) and (18) through (20) 

remains to be completely mysterious for the X0-derivation hypothesis.   

 The conclusion here is that locatives do not unambiguously define the VP-

boundary in Turkish.  This still does not solve the problem for the X0-derivation 

hypothesis, but for the XP-derivation hypothesis, it would fare well with the assumption 

that the postverbal position is a derived position.  The relevant generalization for the data 

above would then be that a non-specific DP is not allowed to be the highest constituent in 

its own clause in Turkish, and that the postverbal position is higher than the [Spec, IP], 

which is consistent with the possibili ty that they are CP-adjoined.  The same can be said 
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about (12c-d) and (13c-d) above, where the postverbal constituents are arguments instead 

of locatives.   

 We can now see that non-specifics cannot occur in the postverbal position because 

they cannot be scrambled.  Given their variable-like status explored in Heim (1982) and 

much later work, it seems likely that such a property can be derived from other indepedent 

principles of the theory.9   

1.4. The scope of postverbal quantifiers.   

 In Turkish, the S-structure position of quantifiers seem to determine their scope 

relations at LF.  However, one must be cautious in constructing the relevant examples due 

to the specificity effects discussed in Enç (1991):  Realization of the accusative morpheme 

encodes the specificity of the DO; if the DO is non-specific, the accusative Case cannot be 

overt, and if it is specific, it must be overt.  Also, it is somewhat awkward to place the 

specific DO with the overt accusative Case in the immediately preverbal position:  

(21) a. Ahmet  yolda    [üç  ki ‚�ƒ�„     …�†�‡!ˆQ‰SŠ  
  A.-NOM way-LOC   three person  see-PAST-AGR  
    S     LOC      DO        V  
  `Ahmet saw three (non-specific) people on the way'  

 b. ?Ahmet  yolda     [ü�   ‹�Œ$Š�Œ�••Ž•Œ      …�†�‡!ˆQ‰SŠ  
   A.-NOM  on.the.way  three person-ACC saw 
  `Ahmet saw three (specific) people on the way'  

 c. Ahmet  [ü�    ‹�Œ$Š�Œ�••Ž•Œ      yolda     …�†�‡!ˆQ‰SŠ  
  A.-NOM  three  person-ACC  on.the.way saw 
  `Ahmet saw three (specific) people on the way'  

                                                

9 Actually, Heim (1982) deals with the semantic properties of indefinites and the 
Existential Closure operation.  The repurcussions of her assumptions in syntax can be 
found in later  studies, including Diesing (1990), and Kratzer (1989).   



16 

The effects of animacy further complicate the matter: DO quantifiers (QPs) and 

Wh-phrases must bear the accusative marker when they are animate.  Even though some 

work needs to be done with respect to the effects of specificity of DOs in Turkish, I will 

avoid this issue here by using IO and Obl QP arguments, which are not sensitive to these 

distinctions at all.   

 First, observe that a QP in the presubject position takes unambiguous scope over 

the subject QP:10  

(22) a. [Ü�   ki ‘�’�“        [her   arabaya]  ”�•{–O—�•$˜  
   three person-NOM  every car-DAT  get.in-PAST-AGR  
     S               IO        V  
  `Three people got in every car'  
  = Three people were such that ...  

 b. [Her arabaya]  [� �   ™�•$˜�•�š    ”�•{–O—�•$˜  
   to.every.car   three person got.in 
  = Every car was such that ...  

(23) a. [Ü�   ™�•$˜�•�š        [her   kitaba]   [g� z ›�œž•�Ÿ	 e¡  
   three person-NOM  every book-DAT  eye  throw-PAST-AGR  
        S               IO             V  
  `Three people skimmed through every book'  
  = Three people were such that... 

 b. [Her kitaba]  [� �   ¢�£$ �£�¡    ¤$¥�¦�§©¨�ªž«�¬$­¯®  
   to.every.book  three person skimmed.through 
  = Every book was such that ...  

Sentence (22a) is naturally interpreted as to involve three people who got in and out of 

every car determined by the context; eg. they got in every car in a parking lot; whereas in 

(22b), there were three people for each car.  The number of people is three in (22a), and 

                                                

10 Throughout the examples in this section, I will use the numerical phrases for subjects, 
and the universal quantifier for IOs, to be able to construct more distinct real-world 
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three times the number of cars in (22b).  Similarly, (23a) is interpreted as three people in a 

room, skimming through every book available; while in (23b), there were three people per 

book skimming through them.  The readings above indicate that a preposed QP IO takes 

unambiguous scope over the QP subject.11 

 The scopal relation between a subject QP and a postverbal object QP does not 

normally yield firm intuitions, except with the kind of setting used above; ie. with non-

accusative objects, and verbs that denote repeatable acts.  Compare now, (24) below with 

(22), and (25) with (23) above:12 

(24) [Ü�   ki °�±�²        ³�±{´Oµ�±$° [her   arabaya]  
  three person-NOM get.in-PAST-AGR   every car-DAT  
   S            V             IO  
 `Three people got in every car'  
 = Every car was such that ...  

(25) [Ü�   ¶�±$°�±�²        [g� z ·�¸žµ�¹	°e²         [her   kitaba]   
  three person-NOM  eye  throw-PAST-AGR  every book-DAT  
        S             V               IO  
 `Three people skimmed through every book'  
 = Every book was such that ... 

 In the XP-derivation hypothesis, the scopal facts above show that the postverbal 

position is higher than the subject, as are the presubject QPs in (22b) and (23b).  The 

vagueness in the judgements mentioned before would not be surprising if a postverbal 

object QP is not in a usual operator position, and an additional operation is needed at LF 

                                                                                                                                            

situations.  Also, in order to accomodate the interpretation, I will use verbs that denote 
repeatable acts.  
11 That is, as long as there is no comma intonation.   
12 These are meant to have neutral intonation.  Stressing the verb in these examples have 
the effect of confirming a prior expectation that in (24), those three people in the context 
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in order to get any scope relation at all.  This would also be consistent if the postverbal 

position is a CP-adjoined position.  

 For the X0-derivation hypothesis, the scopal relations in (24) and (25) would 

indicate that head-government by V0 observes directionality; ie. V0 canonically head-

governs to its right, but not to its left.  The object QPs raise at LF only if they are to the 

right of the verb; and when they are to the left, Quantifier Raising (QR) violates ECP at 

LF.  Now contrast this conclusion with the distribution of the Wh-phrases discussed 

below.   

1.5. The position of Wh-phrases. 

 Like Hungarian (Horvath, 1985), Turkish requires a Wh-phrase to be in the 

immediately preverbal position.  However, it is not obvious if it is a Wh-in-situ language, 

since it is hard to tell whether it is the Wh-phrases that have moved from their base 

positions, or the other constituents.  What is obvious though, is that they cannot occur in 

the postverbal position:  

(26) a. Ahmet  kimi     g� rm� ºe»  
  A.-NOM who-ACC see-PAST-AGR  
    S    DO       V  
  `Who did Ahmet see?'  

 b. *Ahmet  ¼�½�¾!¿QÀSº  kimi?  
    A.-NOM saw    whom 

(27) a. Ahmet  [bu  Á�Â�Ã�Ä�Å�Æ�Ç    kime    È�É�Ê!Ë�Ì$Í¯Î  
  A.-NOM  this  book-ACC who-DAT give-PAST-AGR  
    S       DO       IO       V  
  `Who did Ahmet give this book to?'  

 b. *Ahmet  [bu  Ï�Ì�Ð�Ñ�Ò�Ó�Ô     È�É�Ê!Ë�Ì$Í   kime?  

                                                                                                                                            

did get in every car, which is on a par with the reading in (22a); and in (25) again, those 
three people in the context did skim through every book.   
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   A.-NOM  this  book-ACC  gave     to.whom 

 From the XP-derivation perspective, the pattern in (26) and (27) indicates that 

Wh-phrases cannot be moved to the postverbal position in Turkish, which is 

understandable if they are indeed, CP-adjoined. 

 The examples above pose a problem for the X0-derivation hypothesis because they 

show that the wide scope interpretation of postverbal QPs in section 1.4 cannot be related 

to the ECP effects by assuming that V0 head-governs only the constituents on its right at 

LF.  If this were true, we would also expect these Wh-phrases to occur in the postverbal 

position, which is clearly not the case in (26b) and (27b).   

 In order for the X0-derivation analysis to work, we must assume that Wh-phrases 

obligatorily move to some position at S-structure in Turkish.  The landing site of this 

movement must be defined relative to the position of V0 since Wh-phrases always occur 

before the verb, which by definition, can head-move to various projections under the 

X0-derivation hypothesis.  There are two possibili ties: the Wh-movement could either be 

to a [Spec, XP] position where X0 hosts V0, or it could be to an adjoined position.   

 Suppose now that this movement should be to some specifier position determined 

relative to the position of the V0.  Movement to a specifier position is a substitution 

operation, thus, we would expect that in multiple Wh-questions, only one of these phrases 

can move to this position, while others remain in situ.13  This prediction is not borne out 

because Turkish does not allow postverbal Wh-phrases even in multiple Wh-questions:  

                                                

13 My thanks to Tim Stowell for pointing out the relevance of multiple Wh questions 
paradigm.   
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(28) a. Kim     kime    ne   vermi Õ¯Ö  
  who-NOM who-DAT what give-PAST-AGR 
   S       IO     DO    V  
  `Who gave what to whom?'  

 b. Kim     neyi     kime    ×�Ø�Ù!Ú�Û$Õ¯Ö  
  who-NOM what-ACC to.whom  gave 

 c. ?Kime   kim  ne   vermis? 
    to.whom who  what gave  

(29) a. *Kim  ×�Ø�Ù!Ú�Û$Õ  kime    neyi? 
   who gave  to.whom  what-ACC 
   S    V     IO    DO-ACC  

 b. *Kim  ×�Ø�Ù!Ú�Û$Õ  neyi     kime? 
    who  gave  what-ACC to.whom 

 c. *Kime    ×�Ø�Ù!Ú�Û$Õ  kim  neyi?  
    to.whom  gave  who  what-ACC 

Postverbal Wh-phrases are ungrammatical in Turkish no matter what the relative ordering 

in that position is.14  Therefore, for the X0-derivation analysis to go through, one must 

assume that all Wh-phrases undergo movement at S-structure.  This in turn, means that 

this hypothetical movement is not a substitution, but rather, an adjunction operation.    

 Now, if the Wh-phrases must move to some adjoined position at S-structure, we 

would expect to find postverbal Wh-phrases when the verb is in the sentence-initial 

position.  This is because verb-initial sentences, as in (4) above, would be derived by 

moving the V0 to C0 in the X0-derivation hypothesis.  If this adjunction site is somewhere 

                                                

14 They are grammatical with echo-questions if the postverbal Wh-phrases are echoed, and 
the preverbal Wh-phrase is questioned.  For example, (29a) and (29b) are grammatical 
only if the subject is questioned and the IO and DO are echoed.  Similarly, (29c) is 
grammatical when the speaker is questioning the IO and echoing the S and DO.  Thus, the 
restriction that postverbal Wh-phrases do not yield question interpretation is valid even in 
echo-questions.   
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lower than CP, the movement of V0 to C0 would be over the adjoined Wh-phrases.  

Examples in (30) below show that the results are still bad in verb-initial sentences:  

(30) a. *Vermi Ü        kim      kime    neyi? 
    give-PAST-AGR  who-NOM  who-DAT what-ACC  
    V          S        IO      DO  
  `Who gave what to whom?'  

 b. Ý�Þbß�à!á�â$ã  kim  neyi     kime? 
    gave  who  what-ACC to.whom 

 For the X0-derivation hypothesis, (30) would be an indication that Wh-phrases 

must left-adjoin the CP at S-structure.  Although this would give the correct order in (28), 

and rule out (30), this solution cannot be maintained, since, as shown in section 1.1 above, 

only postverbal arguments are excluded from embedded contexts, but not preverbal 

arguments:  

(31) a. pro [kimin   neyi     kime    verdi ä�âZå•â�æ           bil-m-iyor-um 
  1SG  who-GEN what-ACC who-DAT give-PST-CMP-AGR-ACC know-çéè�êìëîí>ï -AGR 
  `I do not know who gave what to who'  

 b. *pro ðòñwó�ôeõOöZ÷�öZø•ö  kimin  neyi     kime]    bilmiyorum  
       gave    whose what-ACC to.whom  not.know 

(32) a. [[Kimin   kime    ù�ú�ûeüOýZþ�ý�ÿ               kitap]  bu?  
     who-GEN who-DAT give-PAST-COMP-AGR-ACC  book  this 
  `This is the book that who gave to who?'  
  = who gave this book to who? 

 b. �

���������
	���
��

  kimin  kime]    kitap]  bu? 
       gave   whose to.whom  book  this 

Since preverbal Wh-phrases cannot be CP-adjoined, there is no other position left for the 

X0-derivation hypothesis to use as a landing site for Wh-phrases in Turkish.   

 The paradigm is straightforward in the XP-derivation hypothesis:  All internal 

arguments are base-generated preverbally, and Wh-phrases cannot move to the 

CP-adjoined postverbal position.  Argumental Wh-phrases can marginally scramble to the 
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presubject position in multiple Wh-questions, cf. (28c), which I will claim in section 2 to 

be an IP-level adjunction.   

1.6. Postverbal position cannot be stressed. 

 ����������������������������� �"!��$# ��%'&(��)�� �*!�+,��+-��./���0.�.�����& �1!���%
�2!3!4��5/6879%�:�;�# ��.<)>=@?0ACBED�F@+>.G+H�
!
��)>��I

cannot be interpreted as evidence for or against anything.  The relevance of stress 

however, is that it interacts with focus assignment.  

 As mentioned previously, the immediately preverbal position is the default focus 

position in Turkish, although any constituent can be focused by emphatic stress in the 

preverbal area.  Whereas non-specific DOs can be focused only by their positions, 

Wh-phrases can be focused by emphatic stress.  A Wh-phrase that is not adjacent to the 

verb must be emphatically stressed (capitals indicate emphatically stressed constituents):  

(33) a. KIM      seni     g� rm� J
K  
  who-NOM  you-ACC  see-PAST-AGR  
   S       DO       V  
  `Who saw you?'  

 b. *Kim  SENI     L M�N�O1P�Q
R  
   who  you-ACC  saw  

 c. Seni     kim  S T�U�V1W�X
Y  
  you-ACC  who  saw  

 d. SENI    kim  S T�U�V1W�X
Y  
  you-ACC  who  saw  

 Stress and focus also enter into the picture in the way quantifier-like modifiers 

such as Z*[ \^]`_Ha�b�[  `only', or belki `perhaps' operate in Turkish.  In general, Z*[ \-]`_,a0b�[  `only' 

modifies the constituent that immediately follows it (superscripts indicate which 

constituent is modified by Z`[ \^]`_ zca `only'):  

(34) a. c�d�e>f�g�hEi�d

i Ahmeti  [o   j�k,lnm�o�p-q     Berna'ya r s*t'unv�w�x�y�z  
  only     A.-NOM  that book-ACC  B.-DAT   show-PAST-AGR  
  `Only Ahmet showed that book to Berna'  
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 b. Ahmet  {�|�}>~<•>€E•�|

i  [o   ‚�ƒ,„n|�…�•-†

i  Berna'ya ‡ ˆ*‰'„nŠ�‹�Œ�ƒ�•  
  A.-NOM only      that book   to B.    showed 
  `Ahmet showed only that book to Berna'  

 c. Ahmet  [o   ‚�ƒ,„n|�…�•-†  {�|�}>~<•>€E•�|

i  Berna'yai  ‡ ˆ*‰'„nŠ�‹�Œ�ƒ�•  
  A.-NOM  that book  only     to B.     showed 
  `Ahmet showed that book only to Berna'  

 d. Ahmet  [o   ‚�ƒ,„n|�…�•-†  Berna'ya {�|�}>~<•>€E•�|

i  ĝ*‰'„nŠ�‹�Œ�ƒ�•

i  
  A.-NOM  that book  to B.    only     showed 
  `Ahmet only showed that book to Berna'  

Ž�• •^‘`’H“�”�•

 `only' can also modify the immediately preceding constituent, provided that the 

constituent receives emphatic stress:  

(35) a. AHMETi •�–�—>˜<™>šE›�–

i  [o   œ�•,žn–�Ÿ�™-   Berna'ya ¡ ¢*£'žn¤�¥�¦�•�§  
  A.     only      that book  to B.    showed 
  `Only Ahmet showed that book to Berna'  

 b. Ahmet [O   KITABI]i •�–�—>˜<™>šE›�–

i  Berna'ya ¡ ¢*£'žn¤�¥�¦�•�§  
  A.     that book   only     to B.    showed  
  `Ahmet showed only that book to Berna'  

 c. Ahmet [o   œ�•,žn–�Ÿ�™-   BERNA' YA i  •�–�—>˜<™>šE›�–

i  ¡ ¢*£'žn¤�¥�¦�•�§  
  A.     that book  to B.      only     showed  
  `Ahmet showed that book only to Berna'  

Emphatic stress however, does not allow ̈
• •-‘`’,“0”�•

 `only' to modify a non-adjacent 

constituent (unlike belki `perhaps'):  

(36) a. ©�ª�«�¬>­�®�¯E°�«

i Ahmet [O   KITABI]i  Berna'ya ± ²*³'´nµ�¶�·�¸�¹  
    only     A.     that book    to B.    showed  
  `Ahmet showed only that book to Berna'  

 b. *Ahmet º�«�¬>­<®>¯E°�«

i  [o   »�¸,´n«�¼�®-½  BERNA' YA i  ± ²*³'´nµ�¶�·�¸�¹  
    A.    only      that book  to B.      showed  
  `Ahmet showed that book only to Berna'  

 c. *AHMETi [o   »�¸,´n«�¼�®-½  Berna'ya º�«�¬>­<®>¯E°�«

i  ± ²*³'´nµ�¶�·�¸�¹  
   A.      that book  to B.    only     showed 
  `Only Ahmet showed that book to Berna'  
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For the semantics of this modification, see Rooth (1985).  What matters for us here is that 

modification by stress is available only when ¾*¿ À-Á`Â,Ã0Ä�¿  `only' and the modified constituent 

Å�Æ
Ç1È'É�ÆnÊ>Ë�Ì Å�Í3Î4Å�Ï�Ç�ËEÉÑÐ  

 Let us now look at cases where Ò*Ó Ô-Õ`Ö,×�Ø0Ó  `only' and an argument appear in the 

postverbal position.  Observe below that modification is still available for preverbal 

arguments either by position, as in (37a), or by stress, as in (37b); which is reminiscent of 

the VP-adjoined ̀ only' facts in English, observed by Jackendoff (1972), also discussed in 

Rooth (1985):  

(37) a. Ahmet [o   kitabÙ-Ú

i  Û Ü

È'ÉnÇ�Æ�Ý�Ê�Þ  ß

Å�à>Ë

Ù>á

Ï�Å i  Berna'ya  
  A.     that book   showed  only     to B.  
  `Ahmet showed only that book to Berna'  

 b. AHMETi [o   â

Ê,ÉnÅ�ã

Ù-Ú  Û Ü

È'ÉnÇ�Æ�Ý�Ê�Þ

ß

Å�à>Ë

Ù>á

Ï�Å i  Berna'ya  
  A.      that book  showed  only     to B.  
  `Only Ahmet showed that book to Berna'  

In neutral intonation, Ò*Ó Ô^Õ`ÖH×�Ø�Ó  `only' modifies the immediately preverbal argument in 

(37a); while in (37b), the S Ahmet is modified despite the intervening DO äGåEæ$ç>è`é�ê  `that 

book'.  Sentences in (38) below show that postverbal arguments cannot be modified by 

ë*ì í^î`ïHð�ñ�ì  `only' at all:  

(38) a. *Ahmet [o   ò�ó,ônõ�ö�÷-ø  ù ú*û'üný�þ�ÿ����  �����
	��

����

i  Berna'yai  
    A.     that book  showed  only     to B.  
  `Ahmet showed that book only to Berna'  

 b. *Ahmet  [o  �������������  ����� ��!�"$#���%  BERNA' YA i  �����
	��

����

i  
   a.      that book showed  to B.      only  
  `Ahmet showed that book only to Berna'  

This would also hold for any argument other than IO in (38).  The postverbal position 

cannot be stressed in Turkish, which rules out (38b).  The relevant case here is (38a), 

contrasting with (34c), and (39):  
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(34) c. Ahmet  [o   kitab&�'  (�)�*
+�&
,�-�)

i  Berna'yai  .�/�0 1�2�3$4�5�6  
  A.-NOM  that book  only     to B.     showed 
  `Ahmet showed that book only to Berna'  

(39) a. Ahmet 7�8�9
:�;
<�=�8

i  Berna'yai [o   >�5�1�8�?�;�@  .�/�0 1�2�3$4�5�6  
  A.    only     to B.     that book  showed  
  `Ahmet showed that book only to Berna'  

 b. A�B�C
DFEHG�I�B

i Berna'yai  Ahmet [o   J�K�L�B�M�E�N  O�P�Q L�R�S$T�K�U  
  only     to B.     A.     that book  showed  
  `Ahmet showed that book only to Berna'  

When the string VXW�Y[ZX\�]_^�W  Berna’ya `only to Berna' appears preverbally, V�W�Y[ZX\`]�^�W  `only' 

modifies Berna’ya `to Berna', regardless of its position relative to the other arguments.  

However, this modification relationship fails when the same string appears postverbally, in 

favor of a preverbal argument, as in (37).  If word order were derived by the 

X0-movement of the V0, yaln\`]�^�W  `only' and Berna’ya `to Berna' would preserve the 

same relationship in the pre- or postverbal area, since the movement of the V0 would not 

have affected the configurational relationship between them.  

 Another problem for the X0-derivation hypothesis is that VXW�Y[ZX\�]_^�W  `only' in the 

postverbal position would be lower than the constituent it can modify in (37); yet it fails to 

do so when it appears preverbally; ie. when the verb is in the head-final projection.  This is 

another strange contingency brought about by the X0-derivation hypothesis that needs an 

explanation.   

 The data above have a straighforward account in the XP-derivation hypothesis:  

Like any other constituent, the postverbal V�W�Y�ZX\�]�^_W  `only' is in a CP-adjoined position, 

c-commanding the rest of the clause.  From there, it can associate with the constituent 

focused by position, (37a), or by stress, (37b), in the sense of Jackendoff (1972) or Rooth 

(1985).  In the preverbal position, it stands in a structural relation different than the one it 
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has in the  postverbal position, which enables it to modify material that is not focused.  I 

will not attempt to sort out what kind of structural relation could give this result, for that 

would clearly be outside the scope of this study.   

1.7. Conclusion of section 1.  

 I argued in this section that the base position of internal arguments is the preverbal 

position, and postverbal constituents are moved there.  Their external distribution in the 

embedded contexts suggest that they are high enough to interact with the verb in the main 

clause, ie. adjunction to CP.  This conforms the facts on the distribution of non-specific 

subjects, which seem to be higher than [Spec, IP].  Crucially, the CP-adjoined position is 

an A' -position, and it allows free reconstruction at LF.   

2. Object Preposing in Turkish. 

 The rest of this paper deals with the status of object preposing in Turkish with 

respect to the controversy on scrambling as an instance of A- vs A' -movement.  I will 

discuss some of the proposals in the literature as they relate to the Turkish data, and argue 

that, although object preposing behaves like A-movement in simple cases, slightly more 

complex data suggest that it must be A' -movement.  I will show in this section that there 

is a crucial link between the A-movement properties of this operation and the 

representation of focus at S-structure.  Before that though, I would like to briefly remind 

the reader of what has been recently said on this topic.   

 Webelhuth (1989) accounts for the scrambling facts in German by positing a third 

position that is neither an A-, nor an-operator position.  He derives the split character of 

scrambling by treating some of the A-position properties, such as anaphor binding and 

pronominal binding, as properties of non-operator positions.  Properties that are 
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traditionally associated with A' -positions on the other hand, ie. licensing of parasitic gaps, 

remain as properties of A' -positions in this system.  

 Mahajan (1990) disputes the status of a non-A and non-operator position by 

showing that, although the clause-bound scrambled position in Hindi and German displays 

properties of both A- and A' -positions, this is not observed simultaneously.  In other 

words, clause-bound scrambling in these languages is either A-movement, or 

A' -movement, but never both.  He then concludes that this operation is always ambiguous 

between A- and A' -movement, and hence, there is no need to posit a third position.  

 Saito (1991) on the other hand, agrees with both parties, and tries to reconcile the 

proposals by assuming that the non-A, non-operator position is licensed at S-structure, but 

cannot be maintained at LF.15  Thus, there are three options at LF:  it could disappear; or 

it could be reanalyzed as either an A-position, or an A' -position.  In some sense, he claims 

that Webelhuth (1989) is correct at S-structure, while Mahajan (1990) is correct at LF.   

 To determine where Turkish falls in this A/A' division, I will use the tests of 

anaphor and pronominal binding, and WCO.  The commonly used  test of parasitic gaps is 

not relevant since Turkish regularly licenses them:    

(40) pro [bu  s� zlea$bdc�e�f�g  [PRO  e  okumadan]   f
bihkj�l�j�bimnapo$mHq  
 2SG  this  contract-ACC       read-rts�uwvyx{z  sign-PAST-AGR 
 `You signed this contract without reading'  

                                                

15 Saito credits Tada (1990) for this idea.   
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One factor here is that Turkish also licenses empty objects whose reference is recoverable 

from the context.  An example for this would be (41) below:16  

(41) Q: pro [bu  |�}�~�•�€�•�‚     okudun      mu?  
  2SG  this  book-ACC  read-PAST-AGR Q 
   `Did you read that book?'  

 A: pro e  okudum.  
  1SG   read-PAST-AGR  
  `I read'  

Because I will ultimately argue that object preposing is always movement to an 

A' -position in Turkish, excluding the parasitic gap examples will not in any way 

undermine any of the arguments I will make below.   

 Finally, to see where the preposed objects are, recall from section 1.4 that a 

preposed object QP takes unambiguous scope over a subject QP:  

(22) a. [� �   ki ƒ�„�…        [her   arabaya]  †�‡HˆF‰i‡�Š  
   three person-NOM  every car-DAT  get.in-PAST-AGR 
    S               IO        V  
  `Three people got in every car'  
  = Three people were such that... 

 b. [Her arabaya] [� �   ‹�‡�Š�‡�Œ     †�‡HˆF‰i‡�Š  
   to every car   three person  got.in 
  = Every car was such that... 

This shows that at the very least, the preposed position asymmetrically c-commands the 

[Spec, IP].  Now consider the following:  

(42) a. Ahmet •[Ž••�‘$’�“F”[’�•
’  –˜—�™�—_™�š�›  œ�•�ž Ÿ¢¡�£F¡�¤¢¡X¥            ¦ §_¨F©�ª�«�¬  
  A.-NOM B.-GEN   C.-ACC  see-PAST-COMP-AGR-ACC  think-PRES-AGR 
    S      S       DO     V                V  
  `Ahmet thinks that Berna saw Canan'  

 b. Ahmet  ­¯®˜§�¨�§�¨�°�© i ±•²�¬$¨�§F°[¨�©
¨   ti  ³�´�¬ µ¢¶�·F¶�¨¢¶X¸   ¦ §_¨F©�ª�«�¬  

                                                

16 Whether or not the empty category `e' in (41) is the topic-bound variable of Huang 
(1984) falls beyond the scope of this study.   
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  A.-NOM  C.-ACC  B.-GEN      saw       thinks 

Since object preposing is possible in embedded contexts, it cannot be as high as the CP 

level; or else, it would have interfered with the relationship between the main verb and the 

embedded clause (cf. section 1.1, the effects of CP-adjunction).  Thus, it seems that 

preposed objects are IP-adjoined: they c-command the subject, but do not interact with 

the main verb.   

 In 2.1, I will show why it is possible to think of object preposing as movement to 

an A-position in the terminology of Mahajan (1990); or to the non-A, non-operator 

position of Webelhuth (1989) and Saito (1991).  In 2.2 however, I will present the 

evidence suggesting that object preposing is more properly analyzed as A' -movement, and 

the issue in Turkish is the way the focus operation interferes with the process of 

reconstruction at LF.   

2.1. Evidence for the A-movement analysis. 

 Evidence in favor of the A-movement analysis of object preposing essentially 

comes in two ways: anaphor binding, and pronominal binding vs. WCO in simple 

sentences.  

2.1.1. Preposed anaphor bin¹Fº
»F¼�½¿¾  

 The contrast between (43b) and (44b) below shows that in Turkish, a preposed 

object anaphor cannot be A-bound by the subject:  

(43) a. Adamlar      Ahmet'i   À�Á�Â$ÃÅÄÇÆ  
  man-PLR-NOM  A.-ACC   see-PAST-AGR  

   S           DO      V  
  `The men saw Ahmet'  

 b. Ahmet'i i  adamlar ti  À�Á�Â$ÃÅÄÇÆ  
  A.-ACC   men      saw  
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(44) a. Adamlari    birbirlerinii       È�É�Ê$ËÅÌÇÍ  
  man-PLR-AGR eachother-AGR-ACC see-PAST-AGR  

    S         DO             V  
  `The men saw each other'  

 b. *Birbirlerinii   adamlari  ti  È�É�Ê$ËÅÌÇÍ  
   eachother-ACC men       saw 

The same holds in (45b) and (46b) with respect to DO antecedents and Obl anaphors:  

(45) a. Ahmet  Î•Ï�Ð$Ñ�ÒFÓÕÔ�Ö   Canan'la  ×�Ø�Ù�Ú�Û ×ÜÚ
Ý�ÞiÚ�Û  
  A.-NOM B.-ACC   with C.   introduce-PAST-AGR 
   S      DO     Obl      V  
  `Ahmet introduced Berna to Canan'  

 b. Canan'la  Ahmet  ß•à�Ý$Ù�ØFáÕâ�Ú   ×�Ø�Ù�Ú�Û ×ÜÚ
Ý�ÞiÚ�Û  
  with C.   A.-NOM B.-ACC   introduced 

(46) a. Ahmet  ã�ä�ã�å�æ�ã�ç$è i    birbirleriylei        é�ã�ê�è�ë éÜè
ç�åiè�ë  
  A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eachother-AGR-with  introduce-PAST-AGR 

   S       DO        Obl              V 
  `Ahmet introduced the men to each other'  

 b. *Birbirleriylei   Ahmet  ã�ä�ã�å�æ�ã�ç$è i ti  é�ã�ê�è�ë éÜè
ç�åiè�ë  
    with eachother  A.-NOM men-ACC   introduced 

First, notice that the Condition A violation in (44b) and (46b) indicates that the word 

order is derived by preposing the DO in (44b) and the Obl in (46b).  They cannot be 

derived by postposing the antecedents S in (44b) and DO in (46b) because the anaphors 

DO in (44b) and Obl in (46b) are both base-generated in a position c-commanded by their 

antecedents.  Thus, for example in (47) below, the trace of the antecedent S would have 

A-bound the anaphor DO in its base position, satisfying Condition A:  

(47) [IP [VP ti birbirlerinii]    adamlari   g� rm� ì í

17 
       eachother-ACC  men-NOM  saw 



31 

Same would hold for (46b).  Since both sentences are bad, they must violate some 

principle of grammar, possibly a Binding Condition.  The question now is to determine 

what kind of movement applies in these cases.  

 If the movement is to an A-position, then the preposed anaphors in both sentences 

would A-bind their antecedents adamlar `the men' in (44b) and î�ï�î�ð�ñ[î�ò�ó  `the men-ACC'  

in (46b), and violate Condition C.  Further, since A-moved constituents cannot be 

reconstructed at LF, the anaphors cannot be A-bound, yielding a Condition C violation.  

Notice that the Condition A and C violations in these sentences are both derived by the 

lack of reconstruction.  If the preposed anaphors were to reconstruct at LF, (44b) and 

(46b) would be on a par with (44a) and (46a).18   

 If on the other hand, the movement is to an A' -position, the paradigm would be 

different from English topicalization in that reconstruction would somehow have to be 

blocked at LF in (44b) and (46b), but not in (48):  

(48) a. Himselfi, Johni likes ti 

 b. Each otheri, the meni saw ti  

Blocking the reconstruction of the anaphor in (48) would yield a Condition A violation by 

the A-free anaphor, and a Condition C violation by the trace of the A' -moved constituent 

that would be A-bound by the antecedent.   

                                                                                                                                            

17 The VP-internal Subject Hypothesis (e.g. Koopman and Sportiche (1990)) I  implicitly 
adopt in (47) is not crucial to the point.  The same argument can be made if it turns out 
that external arguments are generated somewhere outside the VP after all.   
18 That is, unless Binding Conditions apply at S-structure instead of LF.  For an alternative 
model of the Binding Theory along these lines, see Barss (1986).   
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 As can be observed in the discussion above, no matter how one analyzes sentences 

(44b) and (46b) with respect to A- vs. A' -movement debate, the natural conclusion must 

be that the ungrammaticality of both sentences is ultimately the result of a lack of 

reconstruction at LF.   

2.1.2. Pronominal binding and WCO-I. 

  Another set of data that raises the possibili ty that object preposing in 

Turkish may be movement to an A-position is the following paradigm of pronominal 

binding and WCO:  

(49) a. Herkesi      [proi sekreterini]j       aramô�õ  
  everyone-NOM   3SG  secretary-AGR-ACC  call-PAST-AGR  
   S             DO              V  
  `Everybodyi called hisi secretary'  

 b. * [proi sekreterini]j  herkesi  tj  ö�÷ ö_øiô�õ  
     his  secretary   everyone    called 

(50) a. * [proi sekreteri]        herkesii     ö�÷ ö_øiô�õ  
     3SG  secretary-AGR-NOM everyone-ACC call-PAST-AGR  
       S               DO         V  
  `Hisi secretary called everybodyi'  

 b. ?Herkesii    [proi sekreteri]  ti   ö�÷ ö_øiô�õ  
  everyone-ACC  his  secretary-NOM  called 

By the same reasoning as above, the contrast between the (a) and (b) sentences also show 

that what has moved at S-structure must be the DO.  

 The results in (49a) and (50a) are quite expected:  The subject QP herkes 

`everybody' in (49a) A -binds the pro inside the DO sekreterini `his secretary-ACC' ;19  

                                                

19 Overt pronouns cannot be interpreted as bound pronouns in Turkish.  The only lexical 
NP that can be bound as in (i) and (ii) below is the long distance reflexive kendisi `self' 
(distinct from the regular reflexive kendi):  
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while the reverse holds in sentence (50a), which is a typical WCO configuration in that the 

pro inside the S sekreteri `his secretary' is not A -bound by the DO QP herkesi 

`everybody-ACC' .   

 The interesting cases are sentences (49b) and (50b).  The QP S herkes `everybody' 

in (49b), or its LF-variable, does not A-bind the pro inside the DO sekreterini `his 

secretary-ACC'  at LF, which indicates that the preposed DO is not reconstructed at LF.  

This could be done by either assuming that the preposed DO is in an A-position; or it is in 

an A' -position, and reconstruction is blocked for the same reason it was in the anaphor 

preposing cases of (44b) and (46b) above.   

 More interesting is the sentence (50b).  It shows that a pro inside the subject can 

be marginally bound by a preposed object QP.  The results are slightly worse when the 

preposed constituent is Obl, and the intended binder is either a negative QP (eg. nobody), 

or a Wh-phrase:  

(51) a. * [proi sekreteri]        kimseylei   konu ù$úüû�úiý�ù  
     3SG  secretary-AGR-NOM noone-with  speak-þtÿ��������	� -AGR  
      S                Obl         V  
  `Hisi secretary did not speak with anyonei'  

 b. ??Kimseylei    [proi sekreteri] ti  
���
��������������  
      with nobody  his  secretary   not.spoke 

(52) a. * [proi sekreteri]        kimlei   ���������� !���#"  
     3SG  secretary-AGR-NOM who-with speak-PAST-AGR  
       S               Obl      V  
  `Whoi did hisi secretary speak with?'  

 b. ??Kimlei     [proi sekreteri] ti  ���������� !���#"  
     with whom   his  secretary   spoke 

                                                                                                                                            

(i) Everybodyi thinks that hei is intelli gent  
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Nevertheless, I agree with Mahajan (1990), Saito (1991), and Webelhuth (1989) that the 

(b) sentences in (50) through (52) are not as bad as they should have been.  We will see 

below that this constitutes the only positive evidence in favor of an A-movement analysis 

of object preposing in Turkish.   

 Pronominal binding is generally assumed to be possible only when the pronoun is 

c-commanded by the variable of the Wh-phrase after the Wh-movement, or the QP after it 

is raised (QR) at LF.20  Since a variable is defined as the A-position trace of a constituent 

that has A' -moved to an operator position, it seems likely that the DO QP herkesi 

`everybody-ACC'  in (50b) is in an A-position at S-structure, thus A-binding the pro inside 

the S sekreteri `his secretary'. 21  So in the face of it, (50b), strongly suggests that there is 

some kind of A-binding involved in object preposing.   

 There are two important points that need to be made here: First, since pronominal 

binding and WCO are sensitive to QR at LF, we must look at the LF representations of 

sentences like (50b).  Second, the availabili ty of pronominal binding with a preposed 

object QP does not mean that the pronoun inside the S is A-bound directly by the 

                                                                                                                                            

(ii) Everybodyi thinks that John saw himi  
20 This is not at all obvious, though.  It might just be that A-binding by a variable is a 
sufficient but not necessary condition, for which (50b) could be taken as evidence.  
However, I will i gnore other possibili ties here and follow the conventions in assuming that 
bound pronouns must be A-bound by a variable.  For various accounts of this observation, 
see Higginbotham (1980), Koopman and Sportiche (1982), Safir (1984) and Stowell 
(1987) among others.   
21 It is also legitimate to ask whether QP preposing should be treated the same way as QR; 
which brings back Webelhuth's (1989) point with non-operator A' -positions.  They 
certainly have distinct properties, not only in terms of WCO, but also in their motivation.  
QR applies for scope reasons, while scrambling creates focus relations, as will be seen 
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preposed QP.  It is also possible that pronominal binding is mediated by an intermediate 

A-position that is A' -bound by the preposed QP, which is the line I take in section 4.   

2.2. Evidence against the A-movement analysis. 

 A wider examination of data indicates that scrambling in Turkish is actually 

movement to a regular A' -position.  Among the evidence that I will present are: the 

inabili ty of the preposed object to A-bind into the subject; comparison of judgements 

between the paradigms of object preposing and argument postposing; and the reversal of 

the judgements presented thus far, based on what occupies the immediately preverbal 

focus position.  

2.2.1. Object preposing and subject anaphors. 

 First, note that a preposed object cannot bind an anaphor inside the subject, which 

is a very consistent fact in this language: 

(53) a. * [Birbirlerinini      sekreterleri]         $�%�$�&(')$�*�+ i    $�*#$,&�+�-  
     eachother-AGR-GEN secretary-PLR-AGR-NOM man-PLR-ACC call-PAST-AGR 

                S                    DO       V 
  `Each other's secretaries called the men'  

 b. *Ada&�'.$�*�+ i [birbirlerinini  sekreterleri] ti  $�*#$,&�+�-  
    men-ACC  eachother's  secretaries    called 

If the preposed objects are in an A-position in Turkish, it would be difficult to rule out 

(53b).  Placing the anaphor is inside the subject DP eliminates the chain-formation 

problem observed by Rizzi (1986), and Lasnik (1985).  Even if theta-roles are assigned to 

indices, this would not create a theta-criterion violation in (53b) as the preposed DO and 

the S do not have the same index, and the two chains, { S, tS} and {DO, tDO} , are distinct.   

                                                                                                                                            

below.  Again, I will i gnore this question here, and assume that the two operations are 
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 The examples below show that: an anaphor inside a DP can be bound from a 

higher A-position, (54); anaphors are not excluded from the subject position, (55); and, 

they can be bound by non-subjects, (56): 

(54) Adamlari     [birbirlerinini      sekreterlerini]     /�0#/,1�2�3  
 man-PLR-NOM  eachother-AGR-GEN secretary-AGR-ACC  call-PAST-AGR 

  S                  DO                  V  
 `The men called each other's secretaries'  

(55) Adamlari    [birbirlerinini      Ahmet'i  4�5#47698;:�8;<98 ]          =#>,?9@BA�C�D  
 man-PL-NOM eachother-AGR-GEN A.-ACC  call-PST-CMP-AGR-ACC think-PRES-AGR 
  S           S            DO    V               V 
 `The men think [each other called Ahmet]'  

(56) Ahmet  adamlarii    birbirlerinei       E�F�GIHKJ�L�M(N�O  
 A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eachother-AGR-DAT show-PAST-AGR 

  S      DO         IO            V 
 `Ahmet showed the men to each other'   

The problem then is not the position of the anaphor or the antecedent, but rather, the 

relationship between the two in (53b).  In the A' -movement analysis, the problem is simply 

the fact that the preposed object position is an A' -position and preposing the object does 

not provide an A-binder.   

 To maintain that preposed objects are in A-position in Turkish, one must rule out 

(53b) on independent grounds.  At first, it seems that the theory of reciprocals in Heim, 

Lasnik and May (1991)22  might provide this.  If we assume that the IP-adjoined position 

is is not available for operators when it is an A-position, ie. when it hosts a preposed 

object, the distributor portion of a reciprocal would fail to QR to that position by way of 

                                                                                                                                            

rather comparable.   
22 For an application of Heim, Lasnik and May (1991) in Turkish, see Kennelly (1991).  
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pied-piping its antecedent, to take scope over the reciprocator portion.  This will not hold 

however, as it was seen in (22b) and (23b) in section 1.4, a preposed object QP does take 

(unambiguous) scope over the subject QP, displaying the behavior of an operator.  

Further, note that the reciprocator can in fact pied-pipe the subject and QR to the 

IP-adjoined position, despite the preposed object in (57b) below: 

(57) a. Adamlari     Ahmet'i   birbirlerinei       g� stermi P  
  man-PLR-NOM  A.-ACC   eachother-AGR-DAT show-PAST-AGR 

    S          DO       IO             V 
  `The men showed Ahmet to each other'  

 b. Ahmetij [IP adamlari  tj  birbirlerinei  Q�R�SITKU�V�W(X�Y#Z  
  A.-ACC     men-NOM   to eachother showed 

If what goes wrong in (53b) were the inabili ty of the reciprocator to pied-pipe its 

antecedent and QR to the IP-adjoined position because of the object preposing, we would 

have expected the same to happen in (57b).   

 Having ruled out a Heim, Lasnik and May (1991) type analysis, the status of (53b) 

remains a problem for the A-movement analysis of object preposing in Turkish.  This 

problem does not arise if the movement is to a regular A' -position, and for some reason, 

reconstruction is blocked at LF in the examples discussed in sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 

above.   

[�\][�\^[�\�_a`#b�c�d�e#b�fhg�i�g�c�j�d�`lk�m;i�f9m;i9n�oKo	\

 

 Judgements on the examples in section 2.1 reverse when a focus-bearing 

constituent, argument or adverbial, appears in the immediately preverbal position.  
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Compare (58b) with (44b), and (59b) with (46b) where the adverbial dün `yesterday' is 

immediately preverbal:23  

(58) a. Adamlari     birbirlerinii       d� n     p�q�r�sut�v  
  man-PLR-NOM  eachother-AGR-ACC yesterday see-PAST-AGR 

    S           DO           Adv      V  
  `The men saw each other yesterday'  

                                                

23 The immediately preverbal elements are meant to bear the focus of their clauses in the 
following examples.  One should carefully control for the interfering non-neutral 
intonation that affects the judgements though.  There are several strategies that would 
ensure the intended focus interpretation:  

(a) One must think of the relevant sentence as an answer to a corresponding Wh-question:  

(i) Birbirlerini    adamlar [ne   zaman]  aramwyx#z  
 eachother-ACC  men     what  time    called 
 `When did the men call each other?'  

(ii) Birbirlerini    adamlar d� n     {�|#{�}�wyx  
 eachother-ACC  men    yesterday called 
 `The men called each other yesterday'  

 (b) Focus changes the reading with negatives:  

(iii ) Adamlar  birbirlerini     d� n     {�|#{�}h{,}�w�x  
 men     eachother-ACC  yesterday called-NEG 
 `The men didn't call each other yesterday'  

 1. ~a•�~l€!~l€(•ƒ‚  (verb-focus): it was not the case that the men called eachother 
yesterday 

 2. D�N  (adverb-focus): It was not yesterday that the men called each other 

The intonation used for the reading 2 could be kept constant with taking out the negative 
and scrambling the object.  

(c) A post-verbal „†…�‡‰ˆ†ŠB‹,Œ�…  `only' should modify the focused constituent:  

(iv) Birbirlerini    adamlar d� n     •�Ž#•�•�•y‘  ’�“,”;•9–;—™˜�“  
 eachother-ACC  men    yesterday called  only  
 `The men called each other only yesterday'  

(d) Finally, one can use a ̀heavier' adverbial:  

(v) Birbirlerini    adamlar [ge�en g� n saat    š�›�œž•K›�Ÿ     �¡# �¢�£y¤  
 eachother-ACC  men     past  day o'clock  five-LOC  called 
 `The men called each other at five o'clock the day before yesterday'  
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 b. Birbirlerinii    adamlari  ti  d� n     ¥�¦�§�¨u©�ª  
  eachother-ACC  men-NOM   yesterday saw 

 c. *D� n     birbirlerinii    adamlari  ti  gormus 
    yesterday eachother-ACC  men-NOM   saw 

(44) a. Adamlari    birbirlerinii       ¥�¦�§�¨u©�ª  
  man-PLR-AGR eachother-AGR-ACC see-PAST-AGR  

    S         DO             V  
  `The men saw each other'  

 b. *Birbirlerinii   adamlari  ti  ¥�¦�§�¨u©�ª  
   eachother-ACC men       saw 

(59) a. Ahmet  «�¬�«�­(®)«�¯�° i    birbirleriylei       d� n     ±K«�²³°�´I±ž°;¯K­�°�´  
  A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eachother-AGR-with yesterday introduce-PAST-AGR 

    S      DO        Obl          Adv        V  
  `Ahmet introduced the men to each other yesterday'  

 b. Birbirleriylei   Ahmet   «�¬�«�­(®)«�¯�° i ti  d� n     ±K«�²³°�´I±ž°;¯K­�°�´

24 
  with eachother  A.-NOM  men-ACC   yesterday introduced  

 c. *D� n     birbirleriylei    Ahmet   «�¬�«�­(®)«�¯�° i ti  ±K«�²³°�´I±ž°;¯K­�°�´  
    yesterday with eachother  A.-NOM  men-ACC   introduced  

(46) a. Ahmet  «�¬�«�­(®)«�¯�° i    birbirleriylei        µK¶�·³¸�¹Iµž¸;ºK»�¸�¹  
  A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eachother-AGR-with  introduce-PAST-AGR 

   S       DO        Obl              V 
  `Ahmet introduced the men to each other'  

 b. *Birbirleriylei   Ahmet  ¶�¼�¶�»(½)¶�º�¸ i ti  µK¶�·³¸�¹Iµž¸;ºK»�¸�¹  
    with eachother  A.-NOM men-ACC   introduced 

Conditions A and C can be satisfied in (58b) and (59b) only if the anaphor DOs are 

reconstructed back at their original positions at LF.  This contrasts sharply with sentences 

(44b) and (46b), where such an option is not available.  The difference here is the 

immediately preverbal time adverbial dün `yesterday'.  Sentences (58c) and (59c) show 

                                                

24 The position of the trace relative to the adverbial in these examples and the ones that 
follow is not a trivial choice.  I will consider various possibili ties below.  
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that the presence of the adverbial is irrelevant when it is not strin¾�¿�ÀÂÁ#¿�Ã7Ä�Å�Æ�ÆKÇ�ÆžÈ�ÄÊÉ�Ä�ËžÌ�Í

This would also hold with other adverbials, such as herhalde `probably', burada `here', 

Î‰Ï�ÐÒÑ‰Ó�Ô†ÎyÕ.Ö�Ó

 `at the meeting', so forth.  

 Same results obtain when instead of an adverbial, the immediately preverbal 

position is occupied by an argument that is not the binder:  

(46) a. Ahmet  ×�Ø�×�Ù(Ú)×�Û�Ü i    birbirleriylei        ÝK×�Þ³Ü�ßIÝžÜ;ÛKÙ�Ü�ß  
  A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eachother-AGR-with  introduce-PAST-AGR 

   S       DO        Obl              V 
  `Ahmet introduced the men to each other'  

 b. *Birbirleriylei   Ahmet  ×�Ø�×�Ù(Ú)×�Û�Ü i ti  ÝK×�Þ³Ü�ßIÝžÜ;ÛKÙ�Ü�ß  
    with eachother  A.-NOM men-ACC   introduced 

(60) a. Adamlari     birbirlerinii       Ahmet'le ÝK×�Þ³Ü�ßIÝžÜ;ÛKÙ�Ü�ß  
  man-PLR-NOM  eachother-AGR-ACC with A.   introduce-PAST-AGR 

    S           DO           Obl       V 
  `The men introduced each other to Ahmet'  

 b. Birbirlerinii    adamlari  ti  Ahmet'le ÝK×�Þ³Ü�ßIÝžÜ;ÛKÙ�Ü�ß  
  eachother-ACC  men-NOM   with A.   introduced 

The relevant examples in (61) and (62) below are the (c) sentences.  What the (a) and (b) 

sentences show is that there are two available positions for the reconstruction of the 

preposed anaphors in (61c) and (62c):  

(61) a. Adamlari     Ahmet'i   birbirlerinei       g� sterdi 
  man-PLR-NOM  A.-ACC   eachother-AGR-DAT show-PAST-AGR 

    S           DO     IO             V 
  `The men showed Ahmet to each other'  

 b. Adamlari  birbirlerinei    Ahmet'i   g� sterdi 
  men-NOM  eachother-DAT  A.-ACC  showed 

 c. Birbirlerinei    adamlari  Ahmet'i   g� sterdi  
  eachother-DAT  men-NOM A.-ACC   showed 

(62) a. Adamlari     birbirlerinii        Ahmet'e  g� sterdi 
  man-PLR-NOM  eachother-AGR-ACC  A.-DAT   show-PAST-AGR 



41 

     S          DO             IO     V 
  `The men showed Ahmet to each other'  

 b. Adamlari Ahmet'e  birbirlerinii    g� sterdi 
  men-NOM  to A.    eachother-ACC  showed 

 c. Birbirlerinii    adamlari   Ahmet'e  g� sterdi 
        eachother-ACC men-NOM  to A.      showed 

The anaphor is a DO in (60), and an IO in (61) whose antecedents are both subjects.  The 

(61c) and (62c) are structurally ambiguous between (63a-b) and (64a-b) respectively, 

because the anaphor is acceptable in either position when there is no object preposing to 

the presubject position:  

(63) a. Birbirlerinei   adamlari  Ahmet'i   ti  g� sterdi 
  to each other  the men  A.-ACC     showed 

 b. Birbirlerinei  adamlari  ti  Ahmet'i   g� sterdi 
        to each other  the men   A.-ACC   showed 

(64) a. Birbirlerinii  adamlari  Ahmet'e  ti  g� sterdi 
  each other   the men  to A.      showed 

 b. Birbirlerinii  adamlari  ti  Ahmet'e g� sterdi  
  each other   the men    to A.   showed 

Binding Conditions A and C seem satisfied in (60b), (61c) and (62c), meaning that these 

preposed anaphors can freely reconstruct at LF, as in (58b) and (59b), which contain 

immediately preverbal adverbials.  

 In view of sentences (58b), (59b), (60b), (61c) and (62c), it becomes obvious that 

even if we assumed that the preposed position is an A-position (or a non-A, non-operator 

position) in Turkish, it is not uniformly licensed as such.  If ever, it appears to be licensed 

only when the binder occupies the immediately preverbal position, which as mentioned 

before, is uniquely identified with the focus function.  The availabili ty of reconstruction 

cannot be readily reduced to some internal property of the immediately preverbal element 
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since the paradigm does not distinguish between an adverbial or an argument occupying 

this position.   

 Thus, in order to argue that object preposing is an A-movement in this language, 

one must show that the immediately preverbal position is the same type of position 

regardless of what occupies it, an adverbial or an argument. The apparent switch in the 

status of object preposing would then be due to the availabili ty of this position as a step in 

the derivation.  This howevr, is not a viable solution for the following reasons.   

 First, suppose that this position is always an A' -position.  In this case, we would 

expect just the opposite:  Since an immediately preverbal element would have occupied 

this A' -position, the movement would have to be to an A-position (or a non-A, 

non-operator position) in the presence of such a constituent, not in the absence of it.  This 

would clearly contradict the data.   

 Next, suppose that this position is an A-position (or a non-A, non-operator 

position).  This would derive the right results:  The movement would be to a regular 

A' -position in the presence of an adverbial or an argument in the structure.  In the absence 

of any such constituent, this immediately preverbal A-position (or the non-A, 

non-operator position) would be available for the preposed object to leave a trace during 

its derivation, defining the chain as an A-chain for reconstruction purposes.   

 The possibili ty that an adverbial occupies an A-position (or a non-A, non-operator 

position) cannot be dismissed a priori.  However, there is evidence that adverbials and 

preposed objects cannot be in the same type of position.  Recall from section 2.1.2 above 

that a preposed object QP can bind a pronoun inside a subject.  This is not possible for a 
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quantified adverbial and a pronoun inside an object, which would be quite unexpected if 

adverbials and preposed objects were in the same type of position: 

(65) a. Ahmet  [[her   evin]     à�á�â�ã,ä�å;æ9å.ç      è�é9ê�ã�ë�å�ì  
  A.-NOM    every  house-GEN wall-AGR-ACC  paint-PAST-AGR 
  `Ahmet painted the walls of every house'  

 b. *Ahmet  [her   evde]i    [proi à�á�â�ã,ä�å;æ9å.ç     è�é9ê�ã�ë�å�ì  
    A.-NOM  every house-LOC  3SG  wall-AGR-ACC paint-PAST-AGR  
  `Ahmet painted its walls in every house'  

 c. Ahmet  [her   evde]     duvar  è�é9ê�ã�ë�å�ì  
  A.-NOM  every house-LOC wall   paint-PAST-AGR 
   `Ahmet painted walls at every house'  

(66) a. Ahmet  [[her  g� n� n]   erken  saatlerinde]      í�î�ï;í�ðòñ�ó�ô  
  A.-NOM   every day-GEN  early  hour-PLR-AGR-LOC get.up-PRES-AGR 
  `Ahmet gets up at the early hours of every day'  

 b. *Ahmet  [her   g� n]i [proi erken saatlerinde]   í�î�ï;í�ðòñ�ó�ô  
    A.-NOM  every day   3SG  early hour-PLR-LOC get.up-PRES-AGR 
  `Ahmet gets up [every day]i at itsi early hours'  

 c. Ahmet  [her   g� n] erken saatlerde     õ�ö�÷;õ�øòù�ú�û  
  A.-NOM  every day  early hour-PLR-LOC get.up-PRES-AGR 
  `Ahmet gets up every day at the early hours'  

If adverbials were in the same type of position as preposed objects, the pronouns inside 

the DO in (65b), and the second adverbial in (66b) would be bound by the adverbial 

quantifiers, parallel to the preposed QPs in section 2.1.2, (50b).  The sentences would then 

have the interpretations in (65c) and (66c), which is not what we get.  Therefore, we have 

to conclude that the type of position occupied by an adverb is distinct from the type 

occupied by a preposed object, which means that the paradigm cannot be due to the status 

of a position available for object preposing. 

 On the other hand, if the preposed position is a regular A' -position, this paradigm 

would mean that a preposed anaphor cannot reconstruct if its binder is in the focus 

position; ie. focused binder blocks reconstruction at LF.  The focus is on the adverbial dün 
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`yesterday' in (58a-b), and (59a-b), equivalent to it was yesterday that the men saw each 

other in (58a) for instance.  The generalization above is further supported by the way 

(44b) and (46b) significantly improve when the verb is focused by using stress:   

(44) b. *Birbirlerinii   adamlari  ti  ü�ý�þ�ÿ����  
   eachother-ACC men       saw 
     DO       S         V 
  `The men saw each other'  

(46) b. *Birbirleriylei   Ahmet  �����	��
��	
�� i ti  ���	�����������������  
    with eachother  A.-NOM men-ACC   introduced 
     Obl         S      DO      V  
   `Ahmet introduced the men to each other'  

(67) ?Birbirlerinii       adamlari  ti  #  ���! #"%$'&

25 
  eachother-AGR-ACC man-PLR-AGR  see-PAST-AGR  
   DO           S           V 
 `The men saw each other'  

(68) ?Birbirleriylei      Ahmet  (�)�(	*�+�(	,�- i ti  #  .�/�021435.61�7#8�193   
 eachother-AGR-with A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC  introduce-PAST-AGR 
   Obl           S      DO          V  
 `Ahmet introduced the men to each other'  

As discussed above, the interaction between focus and the availabili ty of reconstruction is 

quite difficult to explain in terms of having the preposed position switch between an 

A-position (or a non-A, non-operator position) and an A' -position.  I will assume here 

that the facts would be much simpler if we assumed that the movement is uniformly to a 

regular A' -position, and devised a mechanism that would account for this unexpected 

interaction.   

                                                

25 Focus on the verb requires the comma intonation as well as stress with object preposing 
(IP-adjunction), while stress is sufficient with argument postposing (CP-adjunction).   
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2.2.3. Pronominal binding and WCO-II . 

 Compare the pronominal binding facts of section 2.1.2 in (49) with (69), where a 

constituent other than the binder QP is focused:  

(49) a. Herkesi      [proi sekreterini]j       :	;<:>=�?�@  
  everyone-NOM   3SG  secretary-AGR-ACC  call-PAST-AGR  
   S             DO              V  
  `Everybodyi called hisi secretary'  

 b. * [proi sekreterini]j  herkesi  tj  :	;<:>=�?�@  
     his  secretary   everyone    called 

(69) a. Herkesi      [proi sekreterini]       d� n     :	;<:>=�?�@  
  everyone-NOM   3SG  secretary-AGR-ACC  yesterday call-PAST-AGR  
    S             DO            Adv       V 
  `Everybodyi called hisi secretary yesterday'  

 b. [proi sekreterini]j   herkes tj  d� n     :	;<:>=�?�@  
   (his) secretary-ACC everyone  yesterday called 

 c. *D� n    [proi sekreterini]j   herkesi  tj  :	;<:>=�?�@  
   yesterday (his) secretary-ACC everyone  called 

The facts here conform the generalization above: the preposed object freely reconstructs 

at LF once something other than the binder is focused.  The following show the same 

thing with preposed Obls and focused arguments: 

(70) a. Ahmet  herkesii     [proi sekreteriyle]      A�B	C�D�E�A�D�F�G�D�E  
  A.-NOM everyone-ACC  3SG  secretary-AGR-with  introduce-PAST-AGR 
   S      DO          Obl                V 
  hmet introduced everyonei to hisi secretary'  

 b. * [proi sekreteriyle]j  Ahmet  herkesii  tj   A�B	C�D�E�A�D�F�G�D�E  
    with (his) secretary  A.-NOM everyone-ACC introduced 

(71) a. Herkesi      [proi sekreterini]       Ahmet'le A�B	C�D�E�A�D�F�G�D�E  
  everyone-NOM   3SG  secretary-AGR-ACC  with A.   introduce-PAST-AGR 
    S            DO              Obl        V 
  `Everyonei introduced hisi secretary to Ahmet 

  b. [proi sekreterini]j    herkesi  tj     Ahmet'le A�B	C�D�E�A�D�F�G�D�E  
    (his) secretary-ACC  everyone-NOM  with A.   introduced 
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The bound pronoun in (71b), indicates that reconstruction is allowed at LF.  Unlike (71b), 

the focus is on the binder in (70b), and the pronoun inside the preposed object cannot be 

bound by the subject QP.  So again, a focused binder (QP in these cases) seems to block 

reconstruction at LF.   

 As for the second part of the WCO and pronominal binding examples, compare 

(50) below with (72).  In (50), the preposed object QP can marginally bind the pronoun 

inside the subject, but not in (72):  

(50) a. * [proi sekreteri]        herkesii     H	I<H>J�K�L  
     3SG  secretary-AGR-NOM everyone-ACC call-PAST-AGR  
       S               DO         V  
  `Hisi secretary called everybodyi'  

 b. ?Herkesii    [proi sekreteri]  ti   H	I<H>J�K�L  
  everyone-ACC  his  secretary-NOM  called 

(72) a. * [proi sekreteri]        herkesii     d� n     H	I<H>J�K�L  
    3SG  secretary-AGR-NOM everyone-ACC yesterday call-PAST-AGR 
       S               DO       Adv      V  
  `Hisi secretary called everyonei yesterday'  

 b. *Herkesii    [proi sekreteri]  ti   d� n     H	I<H>J�K�L  
   everyone-ACC  (his) secretary-NOM  yesterday called 

The relevant contrast is the one between (50b) and (72b).  The WCO in (72b) is the 

expected situation, but not the bound pronoun in (50b).  This also to be appears focus-

related, since pronominal binding obtains only when the constituent that contains the 

pronoun is in the focus positon.  If we assume with Mahajan (1990), Webelhuth (1989), 

and Saito (1991) that a preposed object QP is capable of binding the pronoun inside the 

subject by virtue of its position at S-structure, we would face the same kind of dilemma 

sketched out for the anaphor binding facts above:  The position would have to switch 
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between an A-position (or a non-A, non-operator position) and a regular A' -position 

depending on what receives the focus.   

 There are two reasons to think that the pronominal binding in (50b) does not 

involve binding directly from the preposed position.  Consider first (74b) below, where an 

anaphor replaces the pronoun inside the subject:  

(73) Herkesi      [birbirinini        sekreterini]       M	N<M>O�P�Q  
 everyone-NOM  eachother-AGR-GEN secretary-AGR-ACC  call-PAST-AGR 
  S                  DO                  V  
 `Everyonei called each other'si secretary'  

(74) a. * [Birbirinini       sekreteri]        herkesii     araO�P�Q  
     eachother-AGR-GEN secretary-AGR-NOM everyone-ACC call-PAST-AGR 
              S                  DO         V 
  `Each other's secretary called everyone'  

 b. *Herkesii     [birbirinini   sekreteri]  ti   M	N<M>O�P�Q  
    everyone-ACC  eachother's secretary-NOM  called  

A subject QP can bind the object anaphor in (73),26  but the preposed QP cannot bind the 

anaphor is inside the subject in (74b).  If the preposed QP bound the pronoun in (50b) by 

virtue of being in some A-position (or a non-A, non-operator position) at S-structure, it 

should also have bound the anaphor in (74b).  The lack of anaphor binding is expected if 

the preposed position is a regular A' -position.  The issue of pronominal binding in (50b) 

therefore, seems to be far more complex than some A- vs A' -distinction.   

  Consider next the example (75) below, where the DOs have moved to the 

postverbal position (see section 1).  Recall that argument postposing involves adjunction 

to CP, which is an A' -position:  
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(75) a. ?[proi sekreteri]   ti     aramR�S       herkesii 
     3SG  secretary-AGR-NOM call-PAST-AGR everyone-ACC 
       S                V        DO  
  `Hisi secretary called everybodyi'  

 b. * [proi sekreteri]  ti   d� n     T	U<T>V�R�S   herkesii 
    (his) secretary-NOM  yesterday called   everyone-ACC 
  `Hisi secretary called everybodyi yesterday'  

One can see in (75a) that a QP in what we already know to be a regular A' -position also 

yields marginally bound pronouns, which was supposed to be unique to the mixed status 

of the preposed position.27   

 It is also interesting that pronominal binding should be unavailable when the focus 

is on something other than the constituent containing the pronoun in both object preposing 

and postposing; cf. (75b) and (72b).  Similarly, focus on the constituent that contains the 

pronoun marginally yields a bound pronoun interpretation with preposed and postposed 

object QPs; cf. (50b) and (75a).  Thus it seems that pronominal binding cases are affected 

by the focus operation, as were the anaphor binding cases of the previous subsection.  An 

analysis of this will be presented in section 4.   

2.3. Conclusion of section 2. 

 In this section, we saw that despite the initial results with the tests used in the 

A-/A' -distinction in the literature (Mahajan, 1990; Webelhuth, 1989; and Saito, 1991), 

preposed objects in Turkish must ultimately be in some A' -position.  The apparent 

                                                                                                                                            

26 Note that the agreement on the anaphor birbiri `each other' is the 3SGL agreement, as 
opposed to birbirleri `each other', which is 3PLR agreement.  I take this as an indication 
that the anaphor is a bound anaphor in (73).  
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A-position properties of preposed objects actually suggest that reconstruction is blocked 

by a focused binder.  The cases in which a preposed object QP binds a pronoun inside a 

subject also seems related to the focus relations in the sentence in that it is possible only 

when the constituent containing the pronoun is focused.   

 The main point of this section is that the tests used for determining the status of 

the preposed position in Turkish are not so reliable unless we incorporate a theory of 

focus into the system.  This theory must obviously account for how focus can block 

reconstruction at LF, and how a pronoun inside the focused subject can be bound by a 

preposed or postposed QP.  In the next section, I will discuss the general properties of the 

focus position in Turkish.  In section 4, I will sketch out the properties of the 

representation of focus at S-structure and LF.   

3. Preliminaries of a Theory of Focus. 

 In this section, I will discuss some of the issues related to the position of focus in 

Turkish.  This will provide the proper background for section 4, where I will propose a 

way to represent focus at S-structure and LF that would naturally derive the interaction 

between the focused constituent and the LF reconstruction of preposed objects observed 

in section 2.   

 I will argue in section 3.1 that the focus position cannot be a derived position at 

S-structure in Turkish.  Rather, I will claim that it should be the base position defined 

relatively with respect to the other constituents in the structure.  In section 3.2, I  will 

                                                                                                                                            

27 Argument postposing typically goes with the focus on verb, but not in this case, as can 
be seen in the way a postverbal yalnWYX	Z	[  `only' picks up the S sekreteri `his secretary' as 
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present arguments against the operation of Focus Raising (FR), which is assumed to move 

a focused constituent out of its base position to an IP-adjoined position at LF.28   

3.1. Against a fixed focus position at S-structure. 

 Because of the T-model organization of grammar (Chomsky and Lasnik, 1977), a 

property that has reflexes in both the phonological (PF) and the logical components (LF) 

must be represented at S-structure, as it is the only connection between LF and PF.  One 

such property is focus.  In a language like English, it is expressed primarily by emphatic 

stress, a PF phenomenon; and its interplay with presupposition looks like it is also a 

property of LF.  Further, there is an observation in the literature (Chomsky, 1976) that 

emphatic stress on an object R-expression induces WCO:29  

(76) a. The woman [hei loves] betrayed Johni 

 b. *The woman [hei loves] betrayed JOHNi 

 c. *The woman [hei loves] betrayed someonei 

Since WCO is an LF phenomenon, the effects of the focal stress in (76b) constitutes thery-

internal evidence that PF and LF are connected.   

 There is also an empirical reason to represent focus at S-structure.  Consider the 

cases of Hungarian (Horvath, 1985), Aghem (Watters, 1979), Basque (De Rijk, 1978), 

and Turkish, all of which have an overt position for focused constituents at S-structure: 

the immediately postverbal position in Aghem, and the immediately preverbal position in 

                                                                                                                                            

the focused element.  For more on this test, see section 1.6.   
28 Rooth (1985) also argues for an in situ focus, although from a line of reasoning that is 
different from the one I will follow here.  
29 Rochemont (1986) shows that an appropriate discourse context can license (76b).    
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the other three.  The presence of such an overt S-structure position for focus indicates that 

it must indeed be represented at this level in some way.   

 In languages that express focus by stress only, the focused constituent could be 

represented at S-structure by assigning some [+ focus] feature to it, which would then be 

interpreted at PF and LF.  In languages that have an overt focus position, the issue is to 

relate the [+ focus] feature to the focus position at S-structure.30  More specifically, the 

issue is whether a focused constituent is in a derived or base position.  The claim in this 

paper will be that focus is assigned to base positions, along the lines of Horvath (1985).31    

 A focused constituent could be in a derived position for a variety of reasons:  it 

may be that [+ focus] can be assigned only to some structurally defined unique position; or 

that it can be assigned freely, and a separate requirement forces the constituent to move to 

this position. However, if it turns out that a focused constituent is not in a derived 

position, the choice between these two options would become irrelevant, along with the 

questions regarding the status of focus as an A- or an A' -position.   

 I will make two points in arguing that focus is assigned to base positions in 

Turkish.  First, I will show that the paradigm in section 2 would not follow naturally from 

                                                

30 As a note to the curious: Unlike Hungarian (Horvath, 1985), focus by stress is an 
available strategy in Turkish.  Also, the only structural strategy akin to clefting and 
pseudo-clefting that Turkish employs is the occasional use of free relative clauses, loosely 
translated as Whoever visited me yesterday was John.  The most common way to indicate 
focus in Turkish is placing the focused material in the immediately preverbal position, as 
discussed in section 2.  
31 Because of the VP-Internal Subject Hypothesis, the notion of being in situ is a little 
trickier than it is meant to be.  For the sake of simplicity, I will assume at this stage that 
the term ̀ base position of a subject' refers to the [Spec, IP] in the sense that it would have 
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an S-structure focus position being a structurally defined unique position derived by 

movement.  Second, I will survey the material that has to appear in this position, and point 

out that it is mostly the kind that is not normally expected to move anywhere at 

S-structure. 

3.1.1. Vacuous movement out of VP. 

 The cases discussed in the section 2 involved movement of the object to the 

IP-adjoined presubject position.  It was observed that a preposed object cannot 

reconstruct when its antecedent is in the focus position, cf. section 2.2.2.  In what follows, 

I will suppose that a focused constituent moves to some derived focus position at 

S-structure, and show that this still does not solve the problem.  I will l eave the exact 

position of focused constituents vague during the discussion, and assume that it is some 

right branching position between the VP and the S-structure positon of the verb. 

 In the paradigmatic cases of (46) below, (46a) is the base form, and (46b) is 

derived by moving the Obl anaphor over the subject.  The relevant case here is (77), where 

the Obl anaphor is moved to a position before its DO antecedent.  Note that the binder is 

not focused in (78), and reconstruction is allowed again, as in the cases discussed in 

section 2: 

(46) a. Ahmet  \�]�\	^�_�\	`�a i    birbirleriylei        b�c	d�e�f�b�e�g�h�e�f  
  A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eachother-AGR-with  introduce-PAST-AGR 

   S       DO        Obl              V 
  `Ahmet introduced the men to each other'  

 b. *Birbirleriylei   Ahmet  c�i�c	h�j�c	g�e i ti  b�c	d�e�f�b�e�g�h�e�f  
    with eachother  A.-NOM men-ACC   introduced 

                                                                                                                                            

been there were it not focused.  I will revise this notion in due course and conclude that a 
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(77) *Ahmet birbirleriylei    k�l�k	m�n�k	o�p i q�k	r�p�s�q�p�o�m�p�s  
  A.-NOM with-eachother  men-ACC introduced 
  S      Obl         DO      V 
 `Ahmet introduced the men to each other'  

(78) t%u�v	w�x�v	y�z i Ahmet  ti  birbirleriylei    d� n     {�v	|�z�}�{�z�y�w�z�}  
 men-ACC  A.-NOM   with-eachother  yesterday introduced 

No traces are indicated in (77) to be neutral on the derivation.  If focus is assigned to base 

positions, there would be a tObl between the DO and the V.  The sentence would then be 

ruled out the same way as (46b):  an Obl anaphor cannot reconstruct when its antecedent 

DO is focused.  If however, focused constituents have to move to some specific position 

outside the VP, (77) and (78) would have the rough representations of (79b) and (79c) 

respectively at S-structure, where (79a) represents (46a):  

(79) a.                  b. *              
           V                  V 
      VP     Obl                   VP      DO 

 
  ts                    ts      
      DO                    tDO    
              tobl     tv                 Obl      tv 

 c.             
           V   
      VP     Adv   

 
  ts         
      tDO         
             Obl       tv  

IP and other irrelevant parts are omitted in (79).   

 The problem here is that the tDO cannot A-bind the Obl in (79b).  We know from 

(79a) that a DO can A-bind a preposed Obl.  Also from (79c), we know that a tDO  can 

                                                                                                                                            

subject may be focused at its base position in the true sense of the term, i.e. [Spec, VP].   
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A-bind an in situ Obl.  So it seems that there is no reason why DO should not be able to 

A-bind the Obl in (79b).  One possibili ty here is that a tDO somehow fails to be an 

A-binder when the DO is in the focus position.  This is not likely though, because a 

focused Obl can freely reconstruct at LF to satisfy the Binding Condition A in (79a), 

which should at least optionally give the tDO the status of a DO at LF in (79b).  Thus there 

is nothing wrong in the representation (79b) alone that would account for the 

ungrammaticality of (77).   

 A way to solve this problem would be to collapse (77) under the same process that 

rules out (46b) by assuming that the Obl in (77) somehow needs to move out of its base 

position.  This movement would have to be to a position lower than the subject, and thus, 

lower than the IP:  

(80) *              
           V   
      XP     DO  

  Obl      VP 
         
       ts         
            tDO         
                   tobl       tv  

The identity of the XP in (80) is immaterial in the discussion  here.  What matters is that 

the Obl movement in (80) must be obligatory.  Otherwise, a representation along the lines 

of (79b) would always be available for (77), since the Obl movement would be 

~�•�€�•�‚�ƒ…„‡†�ˆŠ‰Œ‹•‰ s and yield a surface string identical to that of (79b).  I know of no 

independently motivated principle that the representation in (79b) could possibly be 

violating.  
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 Suppose now that this movement is forced by a principle that requires all 

defocused constituents to scramble out of VP at S-structure.  This would create 

redundancy in the representation of focus in a theory that employs a structurally defined 

unique focus position:  First, the focused constituent would move to some derived 

position, and then all defocused constituents would be forced out of the VP.  Either 

mechanism would be sufficient to represent focus at S-structure; having both of them 

would be redundant.   

 Observe now that the movement of defocused elements out of their VPs would be 

the only movement needed at S-structure if focus is actually assigned to base positions, 

and focused constituents remain in situ in the examples discussed above.  The word order 

facts would indicate under this analysis that defocused constituents must move out of their 

base positions, and adjoin various projections: possibly the VP in (77); IP in (46b); or CP 

in the construction discussed in section 1.  Since we already need to assume that focus on 

constituent x entails all constituents except for x move out of their VPs at S-structure in 

Turkish, it would make more sense to take this as the only available mechanism for focus 

and eliminate this derived position at S-structure.  This would have the effects of leaving 

focused constituents in their base position, with the definition of the base position of 

subjects pending further analysis.   

3.1.2. Things that have to be in the focus position. 

 There is also empirical evidence that a focused constituent must be in its base 

position at S-structure in Turkish.  The material that typically needs to be in the focus 

position is not the kind that is expected to move anywhere at S-structure: non-specifics, 

ECM clauses, idiomatic objects, resultatives, so forth.  Wh-phrases are the only kind 
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appearing in this position that can in principle move at S-structure, but the paradigm of 

multiple Wh-questions indicates that they must also be in situ in Turkish.   

3.1.2.1. Multiple Wh-phrases at S-structure. 

 A Wh-phrase must be in the focus position in Turkish in non-echo questions32 

(with the notable exception of `why'): 33  

(81) a. *Kim  Ahmeti  seviyor? 
    who  A.-ACC  love-PRES-AGR 
    S    DO    V 
  `Who loves Ahmet?'  

 b. Ahmeti  kim  seviyor? 
  A.-ACC  who  loves 

(82) a. Ahmet  kimi     seviyor?  
  A.-NOM who-ACC love-PRES-AGR 
   S     DO       V 
  `Who does Ahmet love?'  

 b. *Kimi  Ahmet  seviyor? 
    whom A.-NOM loves 

(83) a. Ahmet  nereye    gitti? 
  A.-NOM where-DAT go-PAST-AGR 
    S     LOC      V 
  `Where did Ahmet go?'  

 b. *Nereye  Ahmet  gitti? 
    where   A.-NOM went  

                                                

32 Wh-phrases in the form of hangi x `which x' would give better results in the following, 
which seems related to the D-Linking effects on in situ Wh-phrases shown in Pesetsky 
(1987).  
33 The Why-phrases neden `for what reason', ni� in `for what purpose', and niye `why-
generic' can occur in either the immediately preverbal position, or right before it, and they 
take scope over the immediately following constituent.  In the S-DO-Why-V order, ̀ why' 
takes scope over the verb (Why did Ahmet CALL you); whereas in the S-Why-DO-V order, 
it takes scope over the DO (Why did Ahmet callYOU?), and in the DO-Why-S-V order, it 
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Sentence (81a) can be derived in two ways:  either the subject Wh-phrase kim `who' 

moves to this derived focus position; or, it remains in situ, and the DO Ahmeti `Ahmet-

ACC'   moves to some IP-adjoined position.   

 Let us suppose now that a focused constituent is in a derived position.  

Apparently, this movement would be necessary to obtain the question interpretation, either 

directly from that position, or after some LF raising operation of the in situ Wh-phrase 

(Huang, 1982), in which case their traces would be properly governed in that position.  

The object-adjunct asymmetry below conforms this picture by both ECP- and 

Superiority-based accounts:  

(84) a. Ahmet  kimi     nerede    g� rm� Ž<•  
  A.-NOM who-ACC where-LOC see-PAST-AGR  
    S    DO     LOC        V 
  `Who did Ahmet see where?'  

 b. *Ahmet  nerede kimi   •‡‘�’�“�”�•<–  
   A.-NOM  where whom saw 

The key for an ECP-based account is that the DO kimi `who-ACC'  is properly governed in 

both sentences; while the Loc adverbial nerede `where' would satisfy the ECP at LF only 

if it is in the properly governed focus position as in (84a), but not (84b).  Under a 

Superiority-based account, all that matters is that the Loc adverbial is higher than the DO 

in the structure.   

 The subject-object asymmetry below however, is problematic for either account:   

(85) a. Kim     kimi     seviyor? 
  who-NOM who-ACC love-PRES-AGR 
   S      DO       V 

                                                                                                                                            

takes scope over the subject (Why did AHMET call you?).  This will become relevant in 
section 3.2.4 below.   
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  `Who loves who?'  

 b. *Kimi  kim  seviyor? 
    whom who  loves 

This contrast  indicates that the properly governed position for LF raising is the subject 

position itself, cf. (85a), but not the focus position, cf. (85b), which contradicts the data in 

(84).  The data in (85b) does not make sense under the Superiority-based account either, 

because the S is higher than the DO, yet it fails to move to this hypothetical focus 

position.   

 If on the other hand, we assume that focused constituents are in situ in Turkish, 

the contrast between adverbials and subjects would follow from the base order of 

constituents, in (84a) and (85a), and a restriction against scrambling Wh-phrases, in (84b) 

and (85b).  Examples (81) through (83) could then be derived by moving the 

non-Wh-phrases ouside their base positions at S-structure.   

3.1.2.2. Non-specific DPs. 

 Non-specific DPs, especially DOs, need to be in the focus position at S-structure.  

Non-specific DOs cannot have an overt accusative Case, and the covert accusative is 

licensed only in the focus position (En� , 1991):  

(86) a. Ahmet  [bir kitap]  —�˜…™‡š�™�›  
  A.-NOM  a  book  read-PAST-AGR 
   S       DO     V 
  `Ahmet read a book'  

 b. * [Bir kitap]  Ahmet  —�˜…™‡š�™�›  
     a  book  A.-NOM read 

(87) a. Ahmet  [bir kitaba]   œ‡•>ž�Ÿ� �¡  
  A.-NOM  a  book-DAT look-PAST-AGR 
   S       IO        V 
  `Ahmet looked at a book'  

 b. * [Bir kitaba]  Ahmet  œ‡•>ž�Ÿ� �¡  
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    at a book   A.-NOM looked 

The issue here is not whether non-specifics can move at all, but rather, whether they must 

move to some derived position associated with focus at S-structure34.  One might claim 

that contrary to Heim (1982), non-specifics are quantifier-like in their nature, at least in 

Turkish, and thus they must move to some scope position at S-structure.35   

 There are two ways to argue against this position.  First, observe that the order is 

still fixed when there are two non-specific VP-internal DPs:  

(88) a. Ahmet  [bir � ¢�£<¤	¥�¦>§©¨•¤�ª   [bir kitap]  «‡¤>£�¬�§�­  
  A.-NOM  a  student-DAT  a  book  give-PAST-AGR 
   S        IO          DO      V 
  `Ahmet gave a book to a student'  

 b. *Ahmet  [bir kitap]  [bir ®�¢�£<¤	¥�¦>§©¨•¤�ª  «‡¤>£�¬�§�­  
    A.-NOM  a  book   to a student   gave 

(89) a. Ahmet  [bir d�kk anda] [bir kitaba]    ¯‡°>±�¬�²�­  
  A.-NOM  a  store-LOC   a  book-DAT  look-PAST-AGR 
    S       LOC        IO          V 
  `Ahmet looked at a book at a store'  

 b. *Ahmet  [bir kitaba] [bir d�kk anda] ¯‡°>±�¬�²�­  
    A.-NOM  at a book   at a store     looked 

If the movement of non-specifics to some derived focus position were only for scope 

reasons, it would not have mattered which one moves there, since the scope interaction is 

vacuous in these examples.  The restriction seems to be sensitive to the Case/thematic 

status of the arguments, and only the less oblique constituent can appear in the focus 

position; ie. the DO instead of the IO in (88); and, the IO instead of the Loc in (89).   

                                                

34 I implicitly exclude an obligatory movement to a Case position.   
35 This would not be an outrageous claim, since there is no independent existential 
quantifier equivalent to ̀ some x' in Turkish.  A non-specific is used for that meaning.     
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 Also note the the scopal interaction between a universal quantifier and a focused 

non-specific in examples parallel to (88a) and (89a):  

(90) Ahmet  [her   ³�´�µ<¶	·�¸>¹©º•¶�»   [bir kitap]  ¼‡¶>µ�½�¹�¾  
 A.-NOM  every student-DAT  a  book  give-PAST-AGR 
  S        IO           DO      V 
 `Ahmet gave a book to every student'  
 = Every student was such that...  

(91) Ahmet  [her   d�kk anda] [bir kitaba]    ¿‡À>Á�½�Â�¾  
 A.-NOM  every store-LOC   a  book-DAT  look-PAST-AGR 
  S         LOC        IO         V 
 `Ahmet looked at a book at every store'  
 = Every store was such that... 

Recall from section 1 that the surface order of QPs determines their scope in Turkish.  The 

universal QPs Ã‡Ä	ÅÇÆ�È#ÅŠÄ	É‡Ê�Ë Ì�Ä  `to every student', and her dükkanda `at every store' take 

unambiguous scope over the non-specific DO and IO in (90) and (91) respectively.  This 

indicates that the non-specific DPs are asymmetrically c-commanded by the universal QPs 

(IO and the Loc).  To maintain a non-specifics movement to a derived focus position at 

S-structure, one must motivate an obligatory movement of the universal QPs to a position 

even higher than the focus, although, without invoking scope relations, in light of the 

discussion regarding (88) and (88).    

 However, if we assumed that focused constituents remain their base positions in 

Turkish, (90) and (91) would follow from the surface order of QPs in that a DO is lower 

than an IO, and an IO is lower than a Loc.36   

                                                

36 Some speakers can interpret the indefinites above as specifics, which can imitate the 
wide scope reading at LF.  In these cases though, the specific indefinite does not have a 
variable-binding type interpretation, and it has a listing type of reading; e.g. the value of 
the book in (90) and (91) would be the same for every individual under discussion.   



61 

3.1.2.3. ECM clauses.  

 Unlike a regular subordinate clause like (92) below, ECM clauses can only be in 

the immediately preverbal position in Turkish.  This would be expected if this is actually 

the position where accusative Case is assigned:  

(92) a. Ahmet  [Berna'n Í�Î  Ï�ÐÑÏŒÒ6Ï‡Ó…Ï‡Ô6ÏŒÕ            s� yledi 
  A.-NOM  B.-GEN   sleep-PAST-COMP-AGR-ACC say-PAST-AGR  
   S            DO                   V 
  `Ahmet said that Berna was asleep'  

 b. ÖØ×ÚÙ	Û�Ü•Ý…Þ�Ü…ß�Ü  à�áÑàŒâ6à‡ã…à‡ä6àŒå  Ahmet   s� yledi 
   B.-GEN   slept      A.-NOM  said  

Contrasting with (92), the ECM clauses in (93) and  (94) cannot move:37  

(93) a. Ahmet  æØçÚè	é�ä•ê…ë�á…ì  uyudu]    í<î>ï…ð©ñ•ò�ó  
  A.-NOM  B.-ACC  sleep-PAST think-PRES-AGR 
   S         DO          V 
  `Ahmet thinks Berna was asleep'  

 b. ô�õØöÚ÷	ø�ù•ú…û�ü…ý  uyudu]    Ahmet  þ<ú>ù…ý©ü•ÿ�ø  
     B.-ACC  sleep-PAST A.-NOM think-PRES-AGR 

(94) a. Ahmet  õØöÚ÷	ø�ù•ú…û�ü…ý  hasta] þ<ú>ù…ý©ü•ÿ�ø  
  A.-NOM  B.-ACC  ill     think-PRES-AGR 
   S         DO        V  
  `Ahmet thought Berna was sick'  

 b. ô�õØöÚ÷	ø�ù•ú…û�ü…ý  hasta] Ahmet  þ<ú>ù…ý©ü•ÿ�ø  
     B.-ACC  ill     A.-NOM think-PRES-AGR 

The complement clause in (94) may be a Small Clause or a regular ECM clause with a null 

copula.  Whichever the case may be, these clauses cannot move anywhere in Turkish, 

                                                

37 Since George and Kornfilt (1981), the construction types in (93) and (94) are called 
`direct complements' and those of the type in (92) are called ̀ gerunds'.  The analysis of 
(93) and (94) as ECM constructions is not so mainstream, though I believe that there is 
substantial evidence supporting this idea.   
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unlike a regular clause like (92).  Although the clauses themselves are not necessarily 

focused in (93a) and (94a), they exclude focus from their own subjects, again unlike (92b).   

 The natural interpretation for the unavailabili ty of subject focus with ECM clauses 

is that they occupy the same position, meaning that a derived focus position must also be a 

Case position. This would be a strange result if this position is to be uniquely associated 

with focus.  If however, focused constituents are in situ, subject focus would not be 

possible in (93b) and (94b) due to the fact that the clause needs to remain in its base 

position for Case reasons, and cannot scramble out of VP as a defocused contituent.   

3.1.2.4. Idiomatic objects and resultatives. 

 Finally, idiomatic objects and resultatives also need to be in the focus position at 

S-structure in Turkish.  They are handled together here because they can marginally 

scramble under limited circumstances discussed below.  First, observe in the following that 

the (b) sentences are not idiomatic:  

(95) a. Ahmet  [o   �����

�

�����
	  g� zden  ����
��������                  (idiomatic) 
  A.-NOM  that car-ACC eye-ABL take.out-PAST-AGR 
  `Ahmet gave up on that car'  

 b. ������������� �"!#��$&%('*)�+�)�,�).-�/1032�/�4�)�+�!�/                      (non-idiomatic) 
  `Ahmet took that car out of the drawer' 38 

(96) a. [Ahmet'in  5�675#8:9
;�<>=
?         suya     @BADCFE(A           (idiomatic) 
    A.-GEN   hope-PLR-AGR-NOM water-DAT fall-PAST-AGR 
  `Ahmet lost his hopes'  

 b. G�H#IKJMLON�P�QSR.TVUXW�YZH�Q7H#T:[
J�\>]1^3_B`DaFT(`                       (non-idiomatic) 
  `Ahmet's hopes fell into water'  

(97) a. Ahmet  b�cedec.f�g            kurtahji�g                 (idiomatic) 
  A.-NOM legs.of.trousers-ACC  save-PAST-AGR 

                                                

38 Göz has two meanings: `eye' or `drawer'.  The meaning of `eye' is not available here.   
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  `Ahmet saved himself (from a bad situation)'  

 b. kmlenel�o�p#q�r�sSt�u�v�w�xFuyl�x�z�p                             (non-idiomatic) 
  `Ahmet saved the leg of his trousers'  

Resultative clauses are also disallowed from the same context:39  

(98) a. Ahmet  [evi       masmavi]  {�|�}K~�•M€O•  
  A.-NOM  house-ACC  dupl-blue  paint-PAST-AGR 
  `Ahmet painted the house blue'  

 b. ‚#ƒX„†…#‡#ˆS‰"Š>ˆS‰�…K‡
‹•Œ�Ž�ˆ�•�•D‘�’�“#‰�ˆM”O•  

(99) a. Ahmet  ƒOˆS‰"Š�‰�“�”    tertemiz]  –>—™˜�šM—O›  
  A.-NOM  table-ACC  dupl-clean  wipe-PAST-AGR 
  `Ahmet wiped the table clean'  

 b. œ�•Ÿž" �ž�¡�¢�£y¤�¥F£y¤�¦M§�¨�©�ª�¦�¤�£† >§�«�¦¬§O­  

As with the non-specifics in section 3.1.2.2 above, what is at issue here is not whether 

idiomatic objects and resultatives can move at all, but whether they must move to any 

specific position at S-structure.  It is commonly held in the literature that they are not 

(Chomsky, 1981; Koopman, 1991).40   

                                                

39 Resultatives seem to require intensive reduplication (full or partial) in Turkish.   
40 Interestingly, a certain class of idiomatic objects can passivize in Turkish as impersonal 
passives, mostly with some humorous effect:  

(i) Kollar    s®°¯ ±�²#³�®  
 arms-NOM  roll.up-PASS-PAST-AGR 
 `Sleeves were rolled up'  
 = people got ready 

(ii) Pa�alar        ´�µ�¶�·:¸�¹>¸�º1»�¸   
 legs(of trousers)  snatch-PASS-PAST-AGR 
 `Legs of trousers were snatched'  
 = people were caught (humorous/sarcastic) 

but not:  

(iii ) Pa�alar        ¼�½�¾F¿yÀ�¾>Á�Â1Ã�Á   
 legs (of trousers) save-PASS-PAST-AGR  
 `Legs of trousers were saved'  
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 An immediately preverbal idiomatic object or resultative must be in the focus 

position because when these constituents are marginally moved, the interpretation is that 

the subject is focused.  Although it is not possible to prepose them (IP-adjunction), they 

can be postposed (CP-adjunction):  

(100) ?[Ahmet  [o   arabayÄ
Å   Æ�Ç�È�É�Ê>ËMÇOÌjÍ         g� zden   
    A.-NOM  that car-ACC  take.out-PAST-AGR  eye-ABL  
 `Ahmet gave up on that car'  

(101) ?[[AHMET'in Î�Ë7Î#Ï:Ð
É�Ê>Ç
Í         ÑBÒDÓFÔ(ÒÖÕ       suya       
     A.-GEN   hope-PLR-AGR-NOM fall-PAST-AGR water-DAT  
 `Ahmet lost his hopes'  

(102) ?[Ahmet  ×�Ø�ÙFÔyÚ�ÙyÛMÜOÓ�Õ     Ý�ÚeÞeÚ.ß�Ü  
    A.-NOM save-PAST-AGR legs.of.trousers-ACC  
 `Ahmet saved himself (from a bad situation)'  

Sentences (100) through (102) marginally retain their idiomatic status.  This is possible in 

(101) only with contrastive interpretation, and under emphatic stress, hence the capitals in 

the possessor Ahmet'in `Ahmet's'.  The following shows that this is less acceptable with 

resultatives:41 

(103) ??[Ahmet  à�á�âKã�äMåOæjç      [evi       masmavi]    
      A.-NOM paint-PAST-AGR  house-ACC  dupl-blue  
 `Ahmet painted the house blue'  

(104) ??[Ahmet  è>é™ê�äMéOæjç        ëOìSí"î�í�ï�ð    tertemiz]   
      A.-NOM wipe-PAST-AGR  table-ACC  dupl-clean  
 `Ahmet wiped the table clean'  

 It is interesting phenomenon that idiomatic objects and resultatives can be 

postposed in Turkish, albeit marginally.  This is particularly acute in the case of 

                                                                                                                                            

 = *people saved themselves fr. a bad situation   
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resultatives, contrasting with the inabili ty of the ECM clauses to move anywhere.  

Nevertheless, the implication here is that immediately preverbal idiomatic objects and 

resultative clauses are focused.  They may incorporate to the verb at some level of 

representation (Koopman, 1991); however, they must occupy the focus position at 

S-structure.  This is unlikely to be a derived position, unless focused constituents are also 

incorporated to the verb.  However, it seems more plausible that they are in their base 

positions at S-structure, like any other focused constituent.   

 I will assume that the arguments presented thus far are satisfactory to conclude 

that [+ focus] assignment is an in situ operation in Turkish, and an immediately preverbal 

constituent is in its base position.  The next step now is to work on the status of a focused 

constituent at LF.   

3.2. Against Focus Raising at LF. 

 There is a long tradition in generative syntax of representing focus as a variable.  

This was originally intended to isolate a focused phrase at the level of interpretation by 

using a variable, and identify the rest of the clause as the presupposition (Chomsky, 1971; 

Jackendoff, 1972; and references cited therein).  Later, it was observed in Chomsky 

(1976) that a focused R-expression induces WCO effects, similar to a QP in the same 

position:  

(76) a. [The woman [hei loves]] betrayed Johni 

 b. * [The woman [hei loves]] betrayed JOHNi 

 c. * [The woman [hei loves]] betrayed everyonei 

                                                                                                                                            

41 Since my judgements are somewhat vague on these examples, it is possible that there 
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This lead to the conclusion that focus should be represented as an operator-variable pair at 

LF, analogous to a Wh-phrase or a QP and its variable.  This is normally done by raising 

the focused constituent at LF.  

 Despite the WCO effects in (76) I will take issue with the position that the 

operator-variable pairing of focus is derived by the LF movement, as well as the existence 

of such a pairing.  In what follows, I will discuss the conceptual status of Focus Raising 

(FR) at LF, and present evidence mostly from QP interaction facts that a focused phrase 

does not seem to be in any of the positions available as landing sites for FR.   

3.2.1. Conceptual status of Focus Raising. 

 The main difficulty in having focused constituents raise at LF to an operator 

position and bind their variables is that it places them in the same category of operators as 

QPs and Wh-phrases.  The movement of QPs and Wh-phrases is motivated by their scopal 

properties, ie. the quantificational force that comes from their lexical content.  The same 

cannot be said of focused constituents, which are sometimes rigid designators that cannot 

be lexically specified as quantificational since it would entail that they would have scopal 

properties even when they are not focused.  

 A way to circumvent this problem would be to assume that scopal properties are 

gained when a constituent is marked for the independently needed [+ focus] feature, which 

is what enforces the FR operation at LF.  This solves most problems regarding focus 

assignment in natural languages, although there are some questions that remain. 

                                                                                                                                            

would be some dialectal or idiolectal variation in this area.   
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 First, consider what happens with focused heads.  Typical FR cases in the literature 

involve XPs, which says nothing about X0s, eg. focused V0s.  If they also FR, the question 

is whether they raise to the same position as focused XPs.  If so, this would have the 

effect of adjoining an X0 category to some XP category associated with the focus scope, 

which goes against the standard conception of adjunction defined in Chomsky (1986).   

 Second, consider the cases where an operator binds a variable in the focus 

position:  

(105) a. Herkesi  [proi evini]        ñ�ò�ñ�óMôOõ  
  everyone  3SG  home-AGR-ACC call-PAST-AGR 
  `Everybodyi called hisi home'  

 b. Herkesi  birbirinii      kut ö
ñ�ó¬ôOõ  
  everyone eachother-ACC  congratulate-PAST-AGR 
   `Everybodyi congratulated each otheri 

We cannot say bound variables FR when they are focused, because if they do, they cannot 

be bound at LF.  However, if they do not, this would mean that focused contituents FR 

only if they are not bound.  This is not plausible because other operators, QPs and 

Wh-phrases, do not behave the same way.   

 Finally, there is an issue with the operator-like status of a focused constituent.  

Lasnik and Stowell (1991) observe that empty operator (Op) movement does not induce 

WCO in constructions where its reference is fixed sentence-internally by some other 

constituent.  Using this as a guideline, they identify two basic types of operators:  those 

that are controlled by a higher argument, ie. their weakest crossover contexts,42  and those 

with values ranging over a non-singleton set of individuals, ie. Wh-phrases or QPs.  A 
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focused constituent is very different from either category: it behaves like the latter, yet its 

reference is not fixed by a controlli ng higher argument, nor does it range over a non-

singleton set of individuals.  Its value is fixed by its own referential properties.  Operators 

lack internal reference, but a focused constituent is typically referential.  This would in and 

of itself cast some doubt on the operator status for focus.   

  A way to salvage the operation of FR would be to assume that what raises and 

takes scope at LF is not the focused constituent itself, but rather, some Op that originates 

inside it, cf. Lasnik and Stowell (1991):  

(106) a. DPf ... [IP DPi [VP ti tf V] I]  

 b. Opf ... [IP DPi [VP ti [DP tf DP] V] I]  

The subscript f above indicates focus.  In (106a) the focused constituent itself rasies as a 

focus-operator, while in (106b) the focus-operator is raised from inside the focused 

constituent and binds that variable.   

 The only question that remains is where inside the head would this operator be 

generated.  Otherwise, this would fix most problems mentioned above:  A focused variable 

would stay in situ, while another variable inside it would be bound by the focus operator; 

and the value of the focus operator would be fixed with respect to the variable inside the 

constituent, rather than the referential property of the focused constituent itself.   

 In the rest of this section, I will show that despite the appeal of this proposal, the 

operation of FR is still questionable because there does not seem to be any operator at LF 

                                                                                                                                            

42 More precisely: tough- constructions, parasitic gap constructions, appositive clauses,  
topicalization, and clefts/pseudo-clefts. 
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that is higher then the S-structure position of the focused constituent that would give the 

correct QP interaction.   

3.2.2. Focus inside islands. 

 It is well-known that focus is not sensitive to islands which otherwise constrain 

movement at S-structure and LF.  The following are the effects of some of these islands in 

Turkish; namely, a complex NP in (107), a factive island in (108), and a relative clause in 

(109).  Notice that a Wh-phrase inside an island cannot take scope over the main clause 

for the question interpretation, while a corresponding adjunct can be focused just fine:   

(107) a. *Ahmet [[Berna'n ÷�ø   eve     neden  ù#ú°û(û:ú�ü#ú1ý      s� ylentisini]  þBÿ����7ÿ����  
    A.-NOM B.-GEN    home-DAT why   go-PST-AGR  rumor-AGR hear-PST-AGR 
  `Whyi did Ahmet hear the rumor [that Berna went home ti]'  

 b. Ahmet �	��

���������������   eve     [ ����������� ��!��               i� in]  "�#%$&#�'�#)(  
  A.-NOM B.-GEN    home-DAT  bore-PASS-PAST-COMP-AGR for   go-PST-AGR 
  s� ylentisini]     *,+�-�./+�0  
  rumor-AGR-ACC  hear-PAST-AGR 
  `Ahmet heard the rumor that Berna went home because she (Berna) was bored'  

(108) a. *Ahmet 1�2
3�4	576�8�5�9�5  eve    ne   zaman gidece:�;�<�;)=         >�?�@�A�B�CEDGF�H  
    A.-NOM B.-GEN  home-DAT what time  go-FUT-CMP-AGR-ACC  learn-PST-AGR 
  `Wheni did Ahmet learn [that Berna would go home ti]?'  

 b. Ahmet I�J
K�L	M7N�O�M�P�M  eve     YARIN   Q�R�S�TVUWT�X�R�Y�R)Z           [�X�\�T�Y�]ERG^  
  A.-NOM B.-GEN   home-DAT tomorrow go-FUT-COMP-AGR-ACC  learn-PST-AGR 
  `Ahmet learned that Berna would go home tomorrow'  

(109) a. *Ahmet _�`
T�\	Y7a�b�Y�c�Y  ge�en d�e�f   g�h,i�j�k  l�m�npo,nrq�nps   t�u%v�wyx7z {r|�}	~/•�€�•  
    A.-NOM B.-GEN   past  year  how read-PST-CMP-AGR book-ACC see-PST-AGR 
  `Howi did Ahmet see the book [that Berna read ti last year]'  

 b. Ahmet ‚�ƒ
„�}	…7†�‡�…�ˆ�…  ge�en ‰�ˆ�Š    ACELEYLE  ‹�Œ�•pŽ,•r•�•p•         Œ�‘%’�†y“7ˆ      
  A.-NOM B.-GEN   past  year  hurriedly   read-PST-CMP-AGR  book-ACC 
  {r|�}	~/•�€

see-PST-AGR 
  `Ahmet saw the book [that Berna read in a hurry last year]'  
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 The fact is that an adjunct can be focused inside an island that traps a 

corresponding Wh-phrase at LF.  In Chomsky (1981),43  this is interpreted as to mean that 

FR involves a highly local, clause-bound movement, ie. one that adjoins the focused 

constituent to an IP that is lower than the island.   

3.2.3. IP-level adjunction and focused subjects. 

 Suppose now that FR moves a focused constituent to the IP-adjoined position.  

Since preposed objects are also IP-adjoined, we would expect a focused subject QP to 

take scope over a preposed object QP and yield at least an ambiguous reading.  This is not 

the case however, as seen in (22b) and (23b) below, where a preposed object QP takes 

unambiguous scope over the focused subject QP:  

(22) b. [Her arabaya] [� �   ki ”�•�–     —�•™˜�š›•G”  
   to every car   three person  got.in 
     IO         S        V 
  `Three people got in every car'  
  = Every car was such that ...  

 œr•�ž Ÿ�¡r¢�£¥¤§¦©¨�ª%«�¬�Ÿr¬V­®¢�¯p° ¨�ªG±	ª)­ ¢G²r³�´µ¬y«&¶›·G±¸­  
         every book-DAT three person-NOM eye throw-PAST-AGR  

        IO            S                V  
   `Three people skimmed through every book'  
   = Every book was such that ...  

The subject QP ¹�º¼»�½�¾�½  `three people' is focused at S-structure in (22b) and (23b), and yet 

it does not take scope over the preposed object QPs.44  The absence of the wide scope 

                                                

43 This solution is attributed to Dominique Sportiche in Chomsky (1981).   
44 As mentioned in a footnote above, some speakers allow a specific interpretation for the 
numerical S ü� k i ¿ÁÀ  `three people' in (22b), in some ̀ listing' sense; i.e. three people got in 
every car: Ahmet, Berna and Canan, when the numeric ü�  `three' is stressed.  However, 
this is not likely to be a truly scopal phenomenon because the reference of the individuals 
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reading of a focused object QP suggests that FR may move a focused constituent to a 

position even lower than the IP; ie. somewhere around the VP-level.   

3.2.4. VP-level adjunction and focus. 

 Comparable data with VP-level scrambling of internal arguments suggests that a 

focused constituent is not VP-adjoined at LF either:45 

(110) a. Ahmet  herkese     [� �    ki Â�Ã�Ä�Å�Æ�Ç     È�É�Ê�ËyÌ&ÍEÎGÏ  
  A.-NOM everyone-DAT  three  person-ABL  mention-PAST-AGR 
   S      IO           Obl          V 
  `Ahmet talked to everyone about three people'  
  = Everyone was such that ... 

 b. Ahmet  Ð�ÑpÒ¼Ó�ÔGÕ�Ô�Ö�×�Ø7Ù        herkese    Ú�Û�Ü�×yÝ&ÞEÔGÕ  
  A.-NOM about three people  to everyone  mentioned  
  = Three people were such that ... 

If the focused QP were VP-adjoined at LF via FR, it would have taken scope over the 

defocused QP.  However, the opposite holds in Turkish: it is again the defocused QP that 

takes unambiguous scope over the focused one.   

                                                                                                                                            

who got in every car would not be freely selected from a set of individuals in these 
instances, rather it would involve a fixed group with no varible binding; i.e. there was no 
fourth person who got into any car.  Also note that switching the numerical and the 
universal quantifier in (22b) as in (i) below, would only give wide scope of the preposed 
object QP over the subject QP, unless the object QP � � arabaya `into three cars' is 
stressed (focused out side the focus position):  

(i) [� �   arabaya]  herkes   ß�à�á�â›àGã  
  three cars-DAT  everyone got in 
 `Everybody got into three cars'  
 = Three cars were such that everyone got into them 
 =*Everyone was such that they got into three cars   

My intuition regarding the interpretation of (i) is very strong.   
45 As above, it is marginally possible to get the listing interpretation if the numeric uc 
`three' is stressed: Ahmet talked to everyone about three people: Berna, Canan and 
Deniz. Again, this does not look like variable-binding either, since the value of three 
people is a fixed set of individuals, and does not involve value assignment.  
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 Also note the behavior of niye `why'.  As mentioned earlier, ̀ why' -phrases do not 

have to appear in the focus position.  They may immediately precede this position, and 

modify the focused contituent.  In this sense, they behave like focus-sensitive operators 

such as äæårç�èpéëê�ì�å  `only': 46  

(111) a. Ahmet  [bu  í�î%ï�ðyñ7ò�ó     neden  ô�õ�ör÷/ö�ø�ù  
  A.-NOM  this  book-ACC  why   read-PAST-AGR 
   S       DO        Adv     V 
  `Why did Ahmet read this book?'  
  = What was his reason to read it?  

 b. Ahmet  neden  [bu  õ�ú%û�üyý7þ�ÿ  ô�õ�ör÷/ö�ø�ù  
  A.-NOM why    this  book  read 
  = Why was it this book that he read?  

(112) a. Ahmet  ���������
	���
   neden  �������������  
  A.-NOM B.-ACC   why   call-PAST-AGR 
   S       DO   Adv     V 
  `Why did Ahmet call Berna?  
  = What was his reason to call her? 

 b. Ahmet  neden  ���������
�����   �������������  
  A.-NOM why   B.-ACC   called 
  = Why was it Berna that he called? 

 Neden `why' does not question the involvement of the subject in either sentence; 

to get that, one must place the subject in the focus position and scramble out the object.  

Since it does not modify the subject the same way, we can conclude that this is 

c-command related, and neden `why' c-commands the focus position at the level of 

                                                

46 Note that nas� �  `how' behaves differently in this respect:  

(i) Ahmet  seni    !#"%$'&)(  *
+-,)./+1032   
 A.-NOM you-ACC how  found 
 `How did Ahmet find you?'  

(ii) *Ahmet  4#5%6'7),  seni     *
+-,)./+1032  
   A.-NOM how  you-ACC  found 
 `How was it you that Ahmet found?'  
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interpretation; ie. LF.  This would be imply that focused constituents remain in situ, and 

they are raised to some VP-adjoined position at LF.   

3.3. Conclusion of section 3. 

 The evidence in this section indicates that focus is not identified at S-structure by 

some derived position in Turkish, and defocused constituents must scramble out of their 

VPs.  There was also evidence from quantifier scope interaction that focused constituents 

are not raised to adjoin the VP or IP at LF in Turkish.  This conclusion leaves the WCO 

facts in (76) totally mysterious, which will hopefully find a satisfactory solution in the 

broader context of the phenomenon of pronominal binding in general.   

 Finally, note that the tests used in this section do not totally exclude an operator-

variable pairing representation of focus.  All they show is that this pairing cannot be 

derived by movement, cf. the island facts; and that this operator cannot be quantificational; 

ie. it does not extend the scope of a focused QP.  Such a system could perhaps be devised 

under the D-linking proposal of Pesetsky (1987).  A focus-sensitive operator that merely 

picks up the material in the focus position would be consistent with the rough outline of 

the focus operation I will present in the following section.  

4. The Position of Focus. 

 A complete theory of focus is a topic that warrants a full-scale paper, which I will 

not attempt here.  Instead, I will present certain characteristics of such a theory that would 

naturally derive the interaction between focus and the reconstruction of preposed objects 

discussed in section 2.  The analysis will capitalize on the notions of a relationally defined 

focus position, and the preservation of focus relations between S-structure and LF.  I will 

also propose a way to account for the pronominal binding facts.   
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4.1. Relative Definition of Focus. 

 It was argued in the previous section that a focused constituent is in its base 

position at both S-structure and LF in Turkish.  This excludes any structurally defined 

unique position for focus in this language.  However, we know that there is an identifiable 

focus position in Turkish.  This would be possible if focus is a relationally defined 

position.  This is in a sense, just stating the obvious since focus is identified as the 

immediately preverbal position in Turkish (as in Hungarian, etc), which is a relational 

definition itself.  ̀ Immediately preverbal' however, is a linear notion that needs to be 

expressed in configurational terms.  For the time being though, I will use the linear term 

`immediate precedence' only for purposes of ill ustration.   

4.1.1. Reconstruction and Focus. 

 We saw in section 2 that a preposed anaphor cannot be reconstructed at LF when 

its antecedent is focused at S-structure:  

(44) a. Adamlari    birbirlerinii       g� rm� 8  
  man-PLR-AGR eachother-AGR-ACC see-PAST-AGR  
    S         DO             V  
  `The men saw each other'  

 b. *Birbirlerinii   adamlari  ti  9-:#;�</=1>  
   eachother-ACC men       saw 

(58) a. Adamlari     birbirlerinii       d� n     9-:#;�</=1>  
  man-PLR-NOM  eachother-AGR-ACC yesterday see-PAST-AGR 
    S           DO           Adv      V  
  `The men saw each other yesterday'  

 b. Birbirlerinii    adamlari  ti  d� n     9-:#;�</=1>  
  eachother-ACC  men-NOM   yesterday saw 

 (46) a. Ahmet  ?A@#?�BDCE?�F�G i    birbirleriylei        H'I�J�K�LMHNK)O'P�K�L  
  A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eachother-AGR-with  introduce-PAST-AGR 
   S       DO        Obl              V 
  `Ahmet introduced the men to each other'  
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 b. *Birbirleriylei   Ahmet  QAR#Q�SDTEQ�U�V i ti  W'Q�X�V�YMWNV)U'S�V�Y  
    with eachother  A.-NOM men-ACC   introduced 

(60) a. Adamlari     birbirlerinii       Ahmet'le W'Q�X�V�YMWNV)U'S�V�Y  
  man-PLR-NOM  eachother-AGR-ACC with A.   introduce-PAST-AGR 
    S           DO           Obl       V 
  `The men introduced each other to Ahmet'  

 b. Birbirlerinii    adamlari  ti  Ahmet'le W'Q�X�V�YMWNV)U'S�V�Y  
  eachother-ACC  men-NOM   with A.   introduced 

An advantage in relationally defining the focus position is that the contrast between (44b) 

and (46b) as opposed to (58b) and (60b) would follow from the mechanics of focus, 

provided that we make two well-motivated assumptions; a) focus is represented at both S-

structure and LF; and, b) its position is defined the same way at both levels; ie. immediate 

precedence is observationally accurate at LF, as well as S-structure.  Consider now the 

kind of configuration that reconstruction would have yielded in (44b) and (46b) were it 

not blocked for some reason.   

 Let us first take the bad cases (44b) and (46b).  What is actually required here is 

that the preposed anaphors reconstruct back to a position that is interpreted as the focus 

of a clause in Turkish.  Constituents in these positions are capitalized in (113) and (114) 

below,47 where the S-structure representations are contrasted with the expected LF 

representation that would have obtained if reconstruction had applied in (44b) and (46b):48   

(113) a. at S-structure (cf. (44.b)):  

  *Birbirlerinii     [IP ADAMLARi  ti  g� rm� Z�[  
    eachother-AGR-ACC  man-PLR-AGR  see-PAST-AGR  

                                                

47 Unless indicated otherwise, the capitalized phrases do not receive an overt stress.  The 
intonation in all the sentences with capitalized constituent is intended to be neutral.   
48 The three dots throughout this section are meant to indicate the S-structure position of 
a constituent that has reconstructed at LF.   
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     DO               S         V  
  `The men saw each other'  

 b. at LF (after reconstruction):  

  ... [IP Adamlari     BIRBIRLERINIi     \-]#^�_/`1a�b  
            man-PLR-NOM  eachother-AGR-ACC see-PAST-AGR 
        S           DO            V  

(114) a. at S-structure (cf. (46.b)): 

  *Birbirleriylei    [IP Ahmet   ADAMLARIi  ti  c'd�e�f�aMcNf)^'_�f�a�b  
    eachother-AGR-with A.-NOM  man-PLR-ACC  introduce-PAST-AGR 
     Obl              S        DO         V 
  `Ahmet introduced the men to each other'  

 b. at LF (after reconstruction):  

  ... [IP Ahmet  dAg#d�_DhEd�^�f i    BIRBIRLERIYLEi    c'd�e�f�aMcNf)^'_�f�a�b  
            A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eachother-AGR-with introduce-PAST-AGR 
        S     DO          Obl           V 

Once we assume that focus is defined relationally the same way at LF as at S-structure, we 

see that in the bad cases, reconstruction shifts the focus of the clause between the two 

levels of representation.   

 In the good cases (58b) and (60b) on the other hand, there is a possible derivation 

in which reconstructing a preposed anaphor does not shift the focus of the clause between 

S-structure and LF:  

(115) a. at S-structure (cf. (58.b)): 

  Birbirlerinii     [IP adamlari  ti   D�N      g� rm� a�b  
  eachother-AGR-ACC  man-PLR-NOM  yesterday see-PAST-AGR 
    DO            S         Adv       V  
  `The men saw each other yesterday'  

 b. at LF (after reconstruction):  

  ... [IP Adamlari     birbirlerinii       D�N      \-]#^�_/`1a  
            man-PLR-NOM  eachother-AGR-ACC yesterday see-PAST-AGR 
        S           DO          Adv       V  

(116) a. at S-structure (cf. (60.b)): 

  Birbirlerinii     [IP adamlari  ti   AHMET' LE c'd�e�f�aMcNf)^'_�f�a�b  
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  eachother-AGR-ACC  man-PLR-NOM  A.-with   introduce-PAST-AGR 
    DO            S           Obl      V 
  `The men introduced each other to Ahmet'  

 b. at LF (after reconstruction):  

  ... [IP Adamlari    birbirlerinii       AHMET' LE i'j�k�l�mMiNl)n'o�l�m  
           man-PLR-NOM eachother-AGR-ACC A.-with   introduce-PAST-AGR 
        S          DO            Obl       V 

 The generalization here is that the derivation of LF representations (113b) and 

(114b) from the S-structures (113a) and (114a) both involve a shift in the focus after 

reconstruction:  from the S to the DO in (113), and from the DO to the Obl in (114).  

Reconstruction does not shift the focus in the derivations of the LF forms (115b) and 

(116b) from the S-structures (115a) and (116a), and the sentences are grammatical.   

 A relational definition of the focus position makes it possible for the focus of a 

clause to shift between levels of representation as an offshoot of a syntactic process, such 

as reconstruction at LF.  It is not an unusual concept that new focus relations can be 

created by syntactic rules.  Assuming a rigid D-structure in the sense of Chomsky (1981), 

the different focus relations in the sentences discussed throughout this paper would have 

to be derived by the transformational scheme Move-alpha.  This would also hold for or 

any other algorithm in any framework that derives scrambled sentences by mapping them 

from some basic neutral form.  It seems probable then, that a syntactic process like 

reconstruction can in principle, shift the focus of a clause, as long as it is defined 

relationally.  What is different in the cases under discussion is that this particular shift 

between S-structure and LF is not allowed.  The reasons for this are discussed below. 
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4.1.2. Preservation of Focus at LF. 

 Regardless of how (44b) and (47b) are ultimately ruled out, it can be argued that 

new focus relations can be created between D-structure and S-structure, but may not be 

shifted between S-structure and LF.  This is due to the way the levels operate.  Focus is 

not a relevant notion at D-structure, which is essentially a level where phrases are 

projected and theta-relations are established.  Thus, we cannot really talk about shifting it 

between D- and S-structures.  By contrast, it is a relevant notion at LF, which is a level of 

interpretion that takes S-structure as its input.  When combined, these properties can 

derive a focus preservation principle like the following:  

(117) A constituent c that is focused at S-structure must also be focused at LF. 

 To see how (117) comes about, let us take the contrast between the S-structures 

(1a) and (1b) below:  

(1) a. Ahmet  [bu   kitab] p     BERNA' YA  q-r�s�t�u�v        
      A.NOM   this  book-ACC  B.-DAT    give-PAST-3SG 
   S        DO        IO       V 
  `Ahmet gave this book to BERNA'  

 b. Ahmet  Berna'yai  [BU  KITABI] ti  q-r�s�t�u�v  
  A.-NOM B.-DAT     this  book-ACC  give-PAST-AGR 
  `Ahmet gave THIS BOOK to Berna'  

Suppose now that a rule of reconstruction takes the IO Berna'ya `to Berna' in (1b) and 

lowers49 it down to its base position at LF:  

(118) Ahmet ... [bu  w#xzy'{}|�~E•    BERNA' YA  €-•�‚�ƒ�x�„  
 A.-NOM     this  book-ACC B.-DAT    give-PAST-AGR 

                                                

49 I use the term ̀ lowering' as an analogy for whatever is responsible for the 
reconstruction effects at LF.  I suspect that the reconstruction is best thought of as some 
kind of visibili ty process within a chain with respect to the local links, instead of 
downwards movement.     
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 `Ahmet gave this book TO BERNA'  

The shift of focus between the DO in (1b) and the IO in (118) needs to be blocked.  The 

LF form (118) is derived by reconstructing the IO from its S-structure position in (1b).  

An algorithm interpreting focus at LF would identify the IO as the focus in (118), just like 

in (1a), instead of the DO in (1b).  What is actually focused in (1b) however, is the DO, 

not the IO.  The LF form (118) does not represent the focus relations that it is supposed 

to be representing; it is actually the LF representation of the unscrambled (1a), not (1b).  

Therefore, a focus preservation principle such as (117) above is unnecessary, and it 

follows from the way these levels operate.50    

 The same line of reasoning applies in the paradigm under discussion. Consider as 

an example, the ungrammatical case (113), repeated below:  

(113) a. at S-structure:  

  *Birbirlerinii     [IP ADAMLARi  ti  g� rm� …�†  
    eachother-AGR-ACC  man-PLR-AGR  see-PAST-AGR  
     DO               S         V  
  `The men saw each other'  

 b. at LF (after reconstruction):  

  ... [IP Adamlari     BIRBIRLERINIi     ‡-ˆ#‰�Š/‹1…�†  
            man-PLR-NOM  eachother-AGR-ACC see-PAST-AGR 
        S           DO            V  

Reconstruction would have shifted the focus from the S adamlar `the men' in the S-

structure (113a), to the DO birbirlerini `each other-ACC'  in the LF (113b).  This means 

                                                

50 In any theory that dispenses with grammatical levels and any general scheme 
comparable to Move-a, the notion of focus preservation can still be maintained if the 
algorithm that computes the value of focus in a clause is built into the algorithm that 
incorporates the basic Binding Theoretic reconstruction effects.  What is important in this 
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that reconstruction nulli fies the focus relations created by scrambling the DO in (44b) from 

its base position in (44a) above.  In this sense, (113b) fails to represent the focus relations 

in (113a), and (44b).  This implies that one can either properly represent the S-structure 

focus relations of (113a) at LF with no reconstruction (which violates the relevant Binding 

Condition); or apply reconstruction to satisfy the Binding Conditions, in which case the LF 

representation (113b) would no longer represent the S-structure (113a).   

 Consider now the grammatical case (115), repeated below: 

(115) a. at S-structure: 

  Birbirlerinii     [IP adamlari  ti   D�N      g� rm� Œ�•  
  eachother-AGR-ACC  man-PLR-NOM  yesterday see-PAST-AGR 
    DO            S         Adv       V  
  `The men saw each other yesterday'  

 b. at LF (after reconstruction):  

  ... [IP Adamlari     birbirlerinii       D�N      Ž-•#•�‘/’1Œ  
            man-PLR-NOM  eachother-AGR-ACC yesterday see-PAST-AGR 
        S           DO          Adv       V  

The Adv d�n  `yesterday' is the focus in both the S-structure (115a) and the LF (115b), 

which qualifies (115b) as a proper LF representation of (115a).  The preposed anaphor 

can be reconstructed in (115) because the LF form does not alter the focus relations in its 

S-structure counterpart.   

 So far, we have seen is that a relational definition of the focus at S-structure and 

LF interacts naturally with the reconstruction of preposed object anaphors discussed in 

section 2.  We now need to express the linear notion ̀ immediate precedence' in 

configurational terms.     

                                                                                                                                            

analysis is that the input for the algorithm that determines the focus in a clause is the same 
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4.2. Configurational definition of Focus. 

 The focus position in Turkish differs from the one in Hungarian in two ways.  

First, a focused constiuent can bind an anaphor in Hungarian (Szabolcsi, personal 

communication), which is not possible in Turkish.  Second, material from a lower clause 

can raise to the focus position of the clause of a higher clause in Hungarian (Horvath, 

1986), but not in Turkish.  A systematic comparison of these positions will be left for a 

separate study.  For the time being however, the logical conclusion seems to be that the 

focus position in Turkish is not the same as the focus position in Hungarian.   

 Recall now that a focused constituent cannot bind an anaphor in Turkish:  

(46) a. Ahmet  adamlar “ i    birbirleriylei        ”'•�–�“�—M”N“)˜'™�“�—  
  A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eachother-AGR-with  introduce-PAST-AGR 

   S       DO        Obl              V 
  `Ahmet introduced the men to each other'  

(77) *Ahmet birbirleriylei    •Aš#•�™D›E•�˜�“ i ”'•�–�“�—M”N“)˜'™�“�—  
  A.-NOM with-eachother  men-ACC introduced 
  S      Obl         DO      V 
 `Ahmet introduced the men to each other'  

Given that anaphor binding requires c-command, this indicates two things: First, 

scrambling is always to a position higher than the focus.  In light of the observation in 

section 3 that all defocused constituents must scramble out of their base positions in 

Turkish, this implies that a constituent can be focused if all other constituents are higher 

than that.  Second, the paradigm indicates that a scrambled anaphor cannot be 

reconstructed to position lower than the focus.  If reconstruction is blocked in cases like 

                                                                                                                                            

as the algorithm that accounts for the reconstruction effects under the Binding Theory.   
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(77) because the reconstructed element becomes the focus at LF, this would mean that the 

lower constituent is identified as focus at S-structure and LF.   

 Let us consider again, the grammatical reconstruction in (115).  If focus is indeed 

defined configurationally as the lower position of a clause, this raises questions about the 

reconstructed position in (115) with respect to the position of time adverbials:  

(115) a. at S-structure: 

  Birbirlerinii     [IP adamlari  ti   D�N      œ-•#ž�Ÿ/ 1¡�¢  
  eachother-AGR-ACC  man-PLR-NOM  yesterday see-PAST-AGR 
    DO            S         Adv       V  
  `The men saw each other yesterday'  

 b. at LF (after reconstruction):  

  ... [IP Adamlari     birbirlerinii       D�N      œ-•#ž�Ÿ/ 1¡  
            man-PLR-NOM  eachother-AGR-ACC yesterday see-PAST-AGR 
        S           DO          Adv       V  

What is crucial here is that the preposed anaphor be reconstructed to some position higher 

than the time adverbial d�n  `yesterday' for the focus to be preserved between S-structure 

and LF.  Thus, as long as birbirlerini `each other-ACC'  is reconstructed to a position 

lower than its antecedent adamlar `the men' for binding, and higher than the adverbial d�n  

`yesterday' for focus preservation, the sentence would be fine.  This is not possible in 

(113), since reconstructing to a position lower than the antecedent for binding would alter 

the focus relations at LF, since the reconstructed anaphor would be lower than the 

S-structure focus.  Similar things can be said for (114), as in (113), and (116), as in (115) 

above:  

(113) a. at S-structure:  

  *Birbirlerinii     [IP ADAMLARi  ti  œ-•#ž�Ÿ/ 1¡�¢  
    eachother-AGR-ACC  man-PLR-AGR  see-PAST-AGR  
     DO               S         V  
  `The men saw each other'  
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 b. at LF (after reconstruction):  

  ... [IP Adamlari     BIRBIRLERINIi     £-¤#¥�¦/§1¨�©  
            man-PLR-NOM  eachother-AGR-ACC see-PAST-AGR 
        S           DO            V  

This account also anticipates variation among speakers of the language: There are some 

speakers who cannot reconstruct a preposed object anaphor in the presence of a focused 

adverbial, ie. (115), that can in the presence of a focused argument, ie. (116).  This may be 

due to something as simple not having focused adverbials as an immediate reading, or it 

could be that this intermediate position for reconstruction is not available for them.   

 The conception of the focus position I have argued for in this section could be 

captured by the following definition:    

(119) A constituent C is focused iff: 

 a) C has lexical content,  

 b) for all D, where D has lexical content, and is a clause-mate for C, D 
aymmetrically c-commands C. 

This is in no way a complete definition since it is meant only for focus by position, and not 

by stress.  The lexical content requirement in the (a) clause excludes traces and empty 

pronouns, and this may be related to some PF requirement on bearing stress.  It also 

ensures that new focus relations can be created between D-structure and S-structure.  

Otherwise, the lowest argument position of a clause would be the focus no matter what 

movement takes place at S-structure.51  The (b) clause defines the lowest constituent as 

the focus of the clause.   

                                                

51 It is possible that focus by stress involves focus on the relevant trace in terms of some 
LF visibili ty process hinted at a footnote above.  A visible trace may mean that the 



84 

 The issue of a focused V0 is left open here, since it normally requires a non-neutral 

intonation, ie. stress.  The availabili ty of reconstruction with focused V0s (cf. section 2) 

would be consistent with the analysis proposed here if it does not shift the focus between 

S-structure and LF.   

4.3. The lowering effects of Focus. 

 So far, I have not discussed the cases where a pronoun inside the subject is 

marginally bound by a preposed object QP:  

(50) a. * [proi sekreteri]        herkesii     ª�«�ª�¬�­�®  
     3SG  secretary-AGR-NOM everyone-ACC call-PAST-AGR  
       S               DO         V  
  `Hisi secretary called everybodyi'  

 b. ?Herkesii    [proi sekreteri]  ti   ª�«�ª�¬�­�®  
  everyone-ACC  his  secretary-NOM  called 

The implicit assumption made by Mahajan (1990) and Saito (1991) is that pronominal 

binding is possible only from an A-position.  This is something to be cautious about, 

especially in light of the WCO literature (Koopman and Sportiche, 1982; Safir, 1984; 

Stowell, 1987; so forth) that does not invoke A-binding for bound pronouns.  In general, 

pronominal binding and WCO are not very well-understood phenomena, so any analysis of 

(50b) would be crucially linked to one's theory of pronominal binding and WCO.  The 

analysis below will take the A-binding line on bound pronouns only to show that even if 

they indicated A-binding, (50b) would still not mean that a preposed object QP is in an 

A-position.   

                                                                                                                                            

constituent counts as being in the position of the trace for bindingand focus purposes.  
These issues will be explored in a later study.   
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 First, observe that pronominal binding is not possible when a constituent other 

than the one that contains the target pronoun is focused:  

(72) a. * [proi sekreteri]        herkesii     d� n     aram̄�°  
    3SG  secretary-AGR-NOM everyone-ACC yesterday call-PAST-AGR 
       S               DO       Adv      V  
  `Hisi secretary called everyonei yesterday'  

 b. *Herkesii    [proi sekreteri]  ti   d� n     ±�²�±�³�¯�°  
   everyone-ACC  (his) secretary-NOM  yesterday called 

Also notice that just because the target pronoun inside the S is bound by the QP does not 

necessarily mean that it is bound directly by the QP.  It is just as well possible that the 

pronoun is A-bound by a trace in an A-position coindexed with the preposed object QP.   

This would be viable if: a) there is an intermediate A-position between the [Spec, IP] and 

[Spec, VP], ie. an A-position that lies between the D-structure and S-structure positions 

of the subject; b) the preposed object QP leaves a trace in this intermediate A-position; 

and, c) a focused constituent is capable of lowering at LF, where the pronominal binding 

obtains.   

 The intermediate A-position mentioned in first condition can be the specifier 

position of an intermediate projection between [Spec, IP] and [Spec, VP] that has been 

argued by Pollock (1989) and Chomsky (1988); ie. [Spec, TP], where IP is interpreted as 

AgrP.  Otherwise, it could be derived similar to the way Larson (1988) accounts for the 

Barss and Lasnik (1986) facts by a VP-internal movement analogous to passives.  Either 

way, it is not difficult to meet the second condition above, ie. this position contains the 

trace of the preposed object QP.  Assuming an intermediate position, the movement to the 

preposed position would be as folll ows:  

(120)      IP 
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   QPi    IP 
        
     NPj     I'  

 
          TP     Io 
       
     ti      T'  

 
        VP    To 

 
     tj      V'  

 
        ti      Vo 

The problem with a potential SSC violation at some point in (120) above is a pervasive 

one that would surface in any theory of scrambling where a preposed object moves to an 

A-position at an intermediate or final stage.   

 The third condition would actually be consistent with the type of representation 

given for focus here.  Recall that the lowest constituent is identified as the focus of the 

clause.  Lowering the focused constituent at LF in (50b) would not shift the focus 

between S-structure and LF: 

(121) a. at S-structure: 

  ?Herkesii [IP [proi SEKRETERI]j ti  [VP tj ti ´�µ�´�¶�·�¸�¹  
   everyone-ACC  3SG  secretary-AGR-NOM    call-PAST-AGR 
  `Hisi secretary called everyonei'  

 b. at LF (after lowering): 

  ?Herkesii [IP ... ti [VP [proi SEKRETERI]j  ti    ´�µ�´�¶�·�¸�¹  
   everyone-ACC         3SG secretary-AGR-NOM call-PAST-AGR 
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The lowering in (121b) is a vacuous operation since it preserves the focus relations.52  It 

can be thought of as a kind of reconstruction process, which would not be strange if the 

[Spec, IP] is an A' -position, as suggested by the VP-internal Subject Hypothesis 

(Koopman and Sportiche, 1990; so forth).53   

 Pronominal binding can be obtained in (121b) under the A-position interpretation 

of the phenomenon, provided that the intermediate position between [Spec, VP] and 

[Spec, IP] with ti is an A-position.  The marginality of pronominal binding would be 

expected if lowering a focused constituent is optional, and (121b) is only a possible 

derivation.  Turkish speakers would then have pronominal binding in (50b) or (121) only 

when this extra operation, which is otherwise totally vacuous, is somehow required (either 

by the pragmatics of a situation, or by repeated exposure).   

 Finally there is the question of individual variation with respect to the pronominal 

binding in (72b), repeated below:  

(72) b. *Herkesii    [proi sekreteri]  ti   d� n     º�»�º�¼�½�¾  
   everyone-ACC  (his) secretary-NOM  yesterday called 
    DO          S           Adv       V  
  `Hisi secretary called everyonei yesterday'  

                                                

52 Again, the actual lowering of the focused constituent here must be taken as convenient 
shorthand of a possibly more complex operation, which is likely to involve the Binding 
Theory-relevant  positioning of the head of a chain.   
53 Or alternatively, [Spec, IP] could be an A' -position when it hosts a focused constituent, 
as originally suggested to me by Luc Moritz (personal communication).  
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For some speakers of Turkish, (72b) is on a par with (50b); ie. both are marginally 

acceptable.54  This difference may be due to the way this lowering is licensed.  It may be 

that speakers who do not like (72b) only lower a focused constituent; whereas those that 

think (72b) is just fine could be lowering constituents more freely.  This may in turn be 

traced back to when and how the [Spec, IP] qualifies as an A' -position, ie. it could 

uniformly be an A' -position for the latter group.  Note that lowering a non-focused 

constituent is not ruled out under this system, although this is apparently not the preferred 

operation for some speakers.   

 One must keep in mind that the lowering analysis is contingent upon the theory of 

pronominal binding and WCO.  Needless to say, the lowering effect of focus can be 

maintained only if there is independent evidence, and it must be compared to theories that 

employ abstract Focus Raising at LF.   

4.4. Some unexpected paradigms. 

 In the rest of this paper, I discuss two sets of data that are somewhat unexpected 

under the analysis of scrambling proposed here: the availabili ty of reconstruction under 

multiple preposing; and, the differences between pronouns and anaphors that emerge from 

the object preposing paradigm.   

4.4.1. Multiple object preposing. 

 In addition to single object preposing, Turkish also allows multiple object 

preposing, which yields reconstruction effects in the following way:  

                                                

54 The distinctions here do not seem to align neatly along some dialectal line in the sense 
that two people speaking the same dialect (in this case, the standard dialect) may have 
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(122) a. Ahmet  adamlar ¿ i    birbirleriylei       À'Á�Â�Ã�ÄMÀNÃ)Å3Æ
Ã  
  A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eachother-AGR-with introduce-PAST-AGR 
   S      DO         Obl            V 
  `Ahmet introduced the men to each other'  

 b. ÇÉÈ#Ê�Ë�Ì�Ê�Í�Î i birbirleriylei    Ahmet  Ï'Ê�Ð�Î�ÑMÏNÎ)Í3È
Î  
  men-ACC eachother-with  A.-NOM introduced 

The Binding Condition A is satisfied in (122b) where the DO antecedent precedes the Obl 

anaphor in the presubject position.  The claim above was that a preposed object cannot be 

reconstructed to a position lower than the focus, yet it appears that this is exactly what is 

happening in (122b); that is, the Obl anaphor reconstructs to a position lower than the 

focused S. 

 There is however, an alternative derivation of (122b) in which it is a larger 

constituent, ie. the VP, that is fronted to the presubject position:55  

(123) [IP [VP ÇÉÈ#Ê�Ë�Ì�Ê�Í�Î i  birbirleriylei  tk]j  [IP Ahmetl  [VP  tl  tj  Ï'Ê�Ð�Î�ÑMÏNÎ)Í3È
Î k]]]  
     men-ACC  eachother-AGR-with  A.-NOM        introduced 

       DO       Obl            S              V 

The constituent preposed in (123) is the VP that contains the DO and Obl arguments in 

the Larsonian system of layered VPs (Larson 1988).  If this is correct, the Obl anaphor 

birbirleriyle `with each other' would be A -bound by the DO antecedent Ò#Ó#Ò#ÔDÕ Ò#Ö}×  `the 

men-ACC'  inside the fronted VP.   

  Consider now the case of Obl anaphor preceding the DO antecedent:   

(124) ?Birbirleriylei      ØAÙ#Ø�ÚDÛEØ�Ü�Ý i Ahmet  Þ'ß�à�á�âMÞNá)ã3ä
á  
 eachother-AGR-with men-ACC A.-NOM introduced 
  Obl           DO     S      V 

                                                                                                                                            

different intuitions about the effects of a focused adverbial in an example like (72b).   
55 Whether the verb tanå)æ�çèå�éëêìå  `introduced' is in V 0 or a higher head in (123) is immaterial 
to the discussion here.   
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 `Ahmet introduced the men to each other'  

Given the premise in (123), the reconstruction of the preposed anaphor birbirleriyle `with 

each other' in (124) would not have to be a position lower than the focused S Ahmet.  If 

the preposed constituent is the lower VP in the sense of Larson (1988), then all the Obl 

anaphor needs to do is to reconstruct back to its D-structure position inside the preposed 

VP: 

(125) [IP Birbirleriylei   [VP  adamlar í i ti tk]j [IP Ahmetl [VP tl tj  î'ï�ð�í�ñMîNí)ò3ó
í k]]]  
  eachother-AGR-with men-ACC       A.-NOM       introduced 
   Obl            DO            S            V 

The Obl anaphor birbirleriyle `with each other' may be adjoined to the IP or the preposed 

VP at S-structure in (125).  Either way, Condition A would be satisfied by the 

reconstruction of the anaphor to its original position, ti.  

 The option of VP-fronting in multiple object preposing does not help when the 

anaphor is one of the objects and the antecedent is the subject.  These cases behave like 

the standard paradigm in section 2: 

(126) Adamlari     birbirlerinei       [o   kitabôEõ     verdi. 
 man-PLR-NOM eachother-AGR-DAT  that book-ACC  give-PAST-AGR 
  S          IO              DO        V 
 `The men gave that book to each other'  

(127) a. * [O  ö#÷zø'ù}ú�ûEü    birbirlerinei       adamlari  verdi. 
    that book-ACC eachother-AGR-DAT men-NOM gave 
     DO         IO            S      V 
  `The men gave that book to each other'  

 b. *Birbirlerinei       [o   ö#÷zø'ù}ú�ûEü     adamlari   verdi. 
    eachother-AGR-DAT  that book-ACC  men-NOM  gave 

The VP that contains the IO anaphor would not contain the antecedent subject in (127).  

Thus, the anaphors need to reconstruct to their original position lower than the focused S 
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antecedents, which is systematically disallowed in Turkish.  The effect of focus is shown in 

(128) below:  

(128) a. [O   ý#þzÿ��

�����

   birbirlerine       adamlar  d� n     verdi. 
   that book-ACC eachother-AGR-DAT men-NOM yesterday gave 
    DO         IO             S     Adv      V 
  `The men gave this book to each other yesterday'  

 b. Birbirlerine       [o   ý#þzÿ��

�����

    adamlar  d� n     verdi. 
  eachother-AGR-DAT  that book-ACC  men-NOM yesterday gave 

We can conclude then that multiple object preposing essentially conforms the analysis 

presented in this section.   

4.4.2. An anaphor/pronoun asymmetry. 

 With or without the lowering analysis for pronominal binding by a preposed object 

QP, the data in (50b) contradicts the data in (53b): 

(50) a. * [proi sekreteri]        herkesii     aram
���

 
     3SG  secretary-AGR-NOM everyone-ACC call-PAST-AGR  
       S               DO         V  
  `Hisi secretary called everybodyi'  

 b. ?Herkesii    [proi sekreteri]  ti   �
	��
�

���

 
  everyone-ACC  his  secretary-NOM  called 

(53) a. * [Birbirlerinini      sekreterleri]         �����
�����
	

�

i    �
	��
�

���

 
     eachother-AGR-GEN secretary-PLR-AGR-NOM man-PLR-ACC call-PAST-AGR 

                S                    DO       V 
  `Each other's secretaries called the men'  

 b. �������
�����
��� i [birbirlerinini  sekreterleri] ti  ara�����  
    men-ACC  eachother's  secretaries    called 

The contrast above shows that a preposed object can bind a pronoun inside the subject 

(directly or indirectly), but not an anaphor.  This seems to be a general difference between 

anaphors and pronouns, rather than the choice of an antecedent, ie. QPs vs. 

R-expressions: 
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(129) a. Herkesi  [birbirinini        sekreterini]        
!� 
"�#�$  
  everyone eachother-AGR-GEN secretary-AGR-ACC  call-PAST-AGR 
  `Everybodyi called each other'si secretary'  

 b. *Herkesii     [birbirinini        sekreteri]    ti     
!� 
"�#�$  
    everyone-ACC  eachother-AGR-GEN secretary-AGR-NOM call-PAST-AGR 
  `Each other'si secretary called everyone'  

The anaphor inside the object is bound by the subject QP in (129b).  This does not hold 

for the the anaphor inside the subject and a preposed QP in (129b), which contrasts with 

(50b) above.   

 The data in (129b) cannot be accounted for by assuming that an anaphor inside a 

`lowered' constituent cannot fulfill the Heim, Lasnik and May (1991) requirement that it 

raise at LF to pied-pipe its antecedent.56  This is because birbirleri `each other' can 

apparently do all that in (58b) since it can take the subject as its antecedent after LF-

reconstruction:  

(58) a. Adamlari     birbirlerinii       d� n     g� rm%'&  
  man-PLR-NOM  eachother-AGR-ACC yesterday see-PAST-AGR 
    S           DO           Adv      V  
  `The men saw each other yesterday'  

 b. Birbirlerinii    adamlari  ti  d� n     (*)�+�,.-'/  
  eachother-ACC  men-NOM   yesterday saw 

Thus, the reason why a preposed QP can bind a pronoun inside a focused subject, as in 

(50b), but not an anaphor, as in (53b), must have to do with some property of anaphors in 

Turkish that is yet to be understood.  Interestingly, Saito (1991) reports that the 

                                                

56 The anaphor that I used here is a reciprocal, which was the target for the Heim, Lasnik 
and May (1991) study.  However, raising seems to apply to reflexives as well; see 
Lebeaux (1983).   
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equivalent of (53b) is good in Japanese, which is what is expected case under the analysis 

proposed here.   

4.5. Conclusion. 

 I have argued here that focus can interact with LF reconstruction if it is defined in 

relational terms as the lowest constituent of a clause, by having the focus shift between 

S-structure and LF.  Further, a relational definition also provides us with the means to 

explain the way a preposed object QP can marginally bind a pronoun inside the subject, by 

vacuous reconstruction at LF that preserves the focus relations of a clause.   

 The conslusion of this paper is that scrambling is always to a regular A' -position in 

Turkish, and that the A-movement properties relate to the focus relations in a non-trivial 

way.  Thus, it appears that for an analysis of scrambling in any language to be complete, 

one must in take into account, the focus/presupposition structure created by the process.   
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS: 

abl: ablative 
acc: accusative 
adv: adverbial 
agr: agreement 
cmp: complementizer 
dat: dative 
DO: direct object 
dubl: reduplicated form 
eo: each other 
fut: future 
gen: genitive 
IO: indirect object 
loc: locative 
neg: negative 
nom: nominative 
Obl: oblique argument 
pas: passive 
plr: plural 
prs: present 
pst: past 
Q: question morpheme 
S: subject 
sg: singular 


