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0 Introduction

In this paper, | will attempt to raise cetain questions regarding the split charader of the
scrambling operation as movement to an A- and/or an A’-position that has been discussed
in the literature. The language that | will ook at is Turkish, which has no restrictions on
the order of arguments in roct contexts as long as the constituents are not referentially
dependant, and the sentence does not contain a non-spedfic DP or a Wh-phrase:

() a Ahmet [bu Bernaya SDOIOV

A.NOM this book-AcC B.-DAT  Qive-PAST-3SG
‘Ahmet gave thisbook to Berna

b. SIODOV
C. DOSIOV
d. IOSDOV
e DOIOSV

* There were anumber of people who helped shape this paper through discussons during
the last few months. | 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 agreewith my analysis. | take full responsibility for what the
reader does not like.

| also neal to caution the reader about the subtle nature of the jJudgements with
resped to scrambling. | mostly used my own judgements here, although it was son
obviousthat thereisagrea ded of variation among native spe&ers. Intonation seansto
be amajor fador in the judgements. Also, some sentences improve by context and
repeded exposure. Inthose caes, | tried to stick with my origina intuitions, unlessthe
shift in acceptability was very stark.
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IO DOSV
SDO VIO
DOSV IO
SIOV DO
IOSV DO
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SV DOIO
SV 10 DO
DOVSIO
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IOV DOS

vV SDOIO
V SIO DO
vV DOSIO
VDOIOS
VI10SDO
VIO DOS

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

position associated with emphasis or contrast. For example, in (1b), (1d), (2a), (2f), (3c),
and (3d), the dired objed (DO) is focused, and the spesker emphasizes that it wasthis

bodk that Ahmet gaveto Berna. Sentences (1a), (1c), (2¢), (2e), (3e), and (3f), onthe

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

Parts of this paper (sedions 2 and 4) were presented at NELS 22 at the University of

Delaware, Newark as ‘ Scrambling and Mixed Positionsin Turkish'.



other hand, focus on the indired objed (10): it wasto Bernathat Ahmet gavethe bodk.
Likewise in (1e), (1f), (2b), (2d), (3a), and (3b), the subjed (S) is focused: It was Ahmet
that gavethe bodk to Berna. Finally, the sentencesin (4) all focus on the verb, which hes
the emphatic reading Ahmet did gvethe bodk 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 patternin (4), verbs can also be
focused by a preverbal pause.l Crucialy though, postverba constituents cannot be
focused in Turkish. The caesthat | will |ook at in this paper involve default focus unless
indicaed otherwise.

Seoond, note that despite their acceptabili ty, the sentences above are not equally
natural. Having more postverbal constituents requires a more spedalized context and
intonation. The sentencesin (1) and (2) are the most natural. Those in (3) are lessnatural
than (1) and (2). Sentencesin (4) are the least natural, although with the right context and
intonation (postverbal elements unstressed), they are dl accetable. Having the right
context means that whatever appeas in the postverbal position refersto a part of the
badkground information. Speé&kers often use this position for the * afterthought material’.

For adetailed dscusgon on the pragmatics of word order in Turkish, the reader is referred

Third, the presence of a non-spedfic DP or a Wh-phrase restricts the range of
word order posshilities. Non-spedfic DPs are not allowed in the sentenceinitia or final

position; they must be immediately preverbal. In reutral intonation, argumental Wh-



phrases (S, DO, 10 or Obl) aso must be immediately preverbal; otherwise, they may
remain in situ if emphaticdly stressed.2 Non-argumental Wh-phrases with the exception of
‘why’, can only appea in the immediately preverbal position. Niye nicin and neden, all
meaning ‘why’,3 can be separated from the verb by a single congtituent. The distribution
of non-spedfics and Wh-phrases will be discussed later on.

This paper is organized asfollows: Insedion 1, | discussthe status of postverbal
arguments, and provide evidencethat they are not in situ, but rather, CP-adjoined. This
establishes Turkish asan OV language. | turn to the paradigm of preposed objedsin
sedion 2, where | show that objedsin the presubjed position display the same A/A’
mixed behavior observed in Webelhuth (1989, and Mahgjan (1990. However, |
conclude there that the IP-adjoined preposed objeds are uniformly in an A’-position, and
that the relevant observation emerging from the datais that a focused constituent blocks
recnstruction at LF in Turkish. Insedion 3, | look at the properties of focus at
S-structure and LF, and argue that focus is not assgned to a structurally defined unique
position at S-structure, and that a focused constituent does not behave a though it moves
anywhere & LF. Insedion 4, | propose an adternative representation of focus at S
structure and LF, based on the same relational definition at both levels, which returally

interads with the processof remnstruction.

L1 will use the term ‘comma intonation’ to indicae preverbal pause.
2 This ansto be subjed to variation among spe&kers.

3 Niyelooks more like ageneric ‘why’; whereas nicin questions the purpose, and neden
guestions the reason.



1 Postverbal Argumentsin Turkish

Turkish is commonly cited as a standard example of SOV languagesin
introductory linguistic texts. However, recett developmentsin the literature on head-
movement (eg. Baker, 1988 Koopman and Sportiche, 1990 raise interesting possbilities
in deriving the SOV, SVO, and VSO orders that cannot be dismissed a priori. In this
sedion, | will consider a head-movement analysis of word order variations in Turkish, and
show that this approadh cannot adequately handle the fads. Thiswill confirm the view
that Turkish isindeed a straightforward head-final, SOV language.

The main question here is the status of the postverbal argumentsin (2) through (4)
above, asto whether they are derived by the X0-movement of VO to various heals, which
leares the agumentsin their base positions; or by the X P-movement of the aguments to
some derived position. | will refer to the first approac as the XO-derivation hypothesis,
and the seaond, as the XP-derivation hypothesis. Noticethat acwrding to the
XO-derivation hypothesis, the fad that (1) is verb-final means that Turkish does not have a
uniform value for the head-parameter for al projedions. Some phrases are head-initial
and others are head-final.

To determine whether the D-structure position of arguments is pre- or postverbal,
we ned to find aymmetries between the two positions. The following are some fads 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 X P-movement.



1.1 External distribution of postverbal arguments
In the terminology of Emonds (1976, argument postposing is aroot-type
operation. With reutral intonation, it is unacceptable in Turkish to have postverbal

arguments in embedded contexts:4

(55 a Ahmet [[Bernan  bana bili yors
A.NOM B.-GEN  |-DAT give-PAST-COMP-3SG book-ACC Kknow-PRES-3SG
"Ahmet knows the book that Berna gave to me'
b. *Ahmet bana] bili yor
A.-NOM  B.-GEN gave  to-me book knows
c. *Ahmet [[bana bili yor

A.-NOM to-me gave  B.-GEN book knows

(6) a pro [Ahmet'in Bernaya [bu vermesini] istiyorum
1sG A.-GEN  B.-DAT  this book-ACC give-INF-3SG-ACC want-PRES-1SG
‘| want Ahmet to give this book to Berna

b. *pro[Ahmet'in Bernaya vermesni [bu istiyorum
I A.-GEN to-B. to.give  this book  want

c. *pro [[bu Bernaya vermesini Ahmet'in] istiyorum
I this book to-B. to.give A.-GEN want

d. *pro [Ahmet'in [bu vermesini Bernaya] 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 violationsin (7)

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

4 Turkish tolerates (6b-d) as marginal ("?) if the verb is gressed, which is not the neutral
intonation. Thisis not problematic though, becaise iste "want' is a bridge verb.

5 For smplicity's sske, | will i gnore here the empty operator movement in relative dauses.
Also, | will not comment on (&) the posshility that the morpheme {k} isthe COMP in

orthography); and the distribution of genitive vs. nominative Cases in the non-root
contextsin Turkish. Nothing | have to say below hinges on these isaues.



(7) a *Ahmet bili yor bana
A.-NOM B.-GEN  Qive-PAST-COMP-3sG book-AcCknow-PRES-3SG |-DAT
"Ahmet knows the book that Berna gave to me'

b. *Ahmet [[bana bili yor
A.-NOM to-me gave  book knows B.-GEN

(8 a pro [Ahmetin Bernaya vermesini] istiyorum [bu
1sG A.-GEN  B.-DAT  (ive-INF-3SG-ACC want-PRES-1sG this book
‘| want Ahmet to give this book to Berna

b. pro [[bu Bernaya vermesini] istiyorum Ahmet'in
I thisbook to-B. to.give want A.-GEN
C. pro [Ahmet'in [bu vermesini] istiyorum Bernaya

I A.GEN this book to.give want to-B.

The conclusion here seans quite dea: Postverbal arguments are not acceptable in
embedded contexts, asin (5b-c) and (6b-d). Thisis not surprising for the XP-derivation
hypothesis snceit assumes that the postverbal position is a derived position. Infad, their
external distribution would suggest that postposed arguments are high enough to interad
with the main verb, which in turn, would be explained if they are CP-adjoined. The
ungrammeticdity of (5b-c) would also be expeded under the CP-adjunction of postverbal
arguments, as they would interfere with the predication relationship between the head-
noun and the relative dause.

The data &ove would indicate within the XO-derivation hypothesis that a VO must
move to the highest X0 in embedded clauses, asin (6), perhaps for some Case or Theta
theoretic reasons. Thisimpliesthat the head-final projedion responsible for the order in
(1) above isthe highest onein the structure. However, this would not solve the problem
with the relative dausesin (5b-c). The VO-movement cannot be enforced here by some
Case or Theta-theoretic reason, since Case and theta-role assgnment holds between the

higher verb and the head noun, instea of the lower VO.



1.2 Word order restrictions on anaphor binding

Anaphor binding by an antecedent is ensitive to word order when the mnstituents
are preverbal, but not when they are postverbal. If word order is areliable diagnostics for
c-command, and mutual c-command is excluded on theoreticd grounds, asin Kayne
(1989, then this relationship must be relevant only when they appea preverbally, and
irrelevant postverbally:
(9 a Ahmet i birbirlering gosterdi

A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eadother-AGR-DAT Show-PAST-AGR

S DO 10 vV
"Ahmet showed the men to ead other'

b. *Ahmet birbirlerineg; i gosterdi
A.-NOM eadother-DAT men-Acc showed

c. Ahmet gosterdi adamla j birbirlering;
A.-NOM showed men-Acc eadother-DAT

d Ahmet gosterdi birbirlerine; i
A.-NOoM showed eadother-DAT men-Acc

(100 a Ahmet i birbirleriyle
A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eadother-AGR-WITH introduce-PAST-AGR
S DO Obl V

"Ahmet introduced the men to ead other'

b. *Ahmet birbirleriyle i
A.-NOM eadother-wITH menAcc introduced

c. Ahmet adamlarij birbirleriyle
A.-NoM introduced men-Acc eadother-with
d. Ahmet birbirleriyle i

A.-NoM introduced eadother-wiTH men-ACC



An acasative (DO) antecalent must precale the dative (10) anaphor in (9b), or the
oblique (Obl)¢ anaphor in (10b) in the preverbal position. Examples (1b) above and (11)
below show that Turkish acually allows the orders S-10-DO-V in (9b) and S-Obl-DO-V
in (10b):
(1)) Ahmet Bernayla

A.-NOM B.-wiTH C.-ACC introduce-PAST-AGR

S Obl DO Vv

"Ahmet introduced Canan to Berna
Sentences (1b) and (11) show that the ungrammaticdity of (9b) and (10b) must be dueto
the lack of anaphor binding.

This paradigm has a straightforward acount in the XP-derivation hypothesis:
Sentences (9a) and (10a) are the base forms, and for reasons to be discussed in sedion 2,
the movement of the IO or Obl anaphors over their anteceadentsis not alowed in (9b) and
(10b) respedively. Sentences (9c-d) and (10c-d) involve the movement of internal
argumentsto a higher A'-position, from where they can fredy reconstruct at LF to satisfy
the Condition A of the Binding Theory.

In the XO-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. Thisleadsto an
interesting complication that does not arise in the XP-derivation analysis: Movement of 10
or Obl anaphorsto the pre-DO position appeas to be mntingent upon whether or not the
VO has moved to a higher XO9; cf. (9b) and (10b). Spedficdly, if VP is the head-final

projedion responsible for the order in (1), then the XP-movement of the 10 or Obl is

6ileisacdualy the instrumental postposition "with', which is usually incorporated to the
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barred when VO remains in situ.  Alternatively, if VP is a head-initial projedion, then the
relevant X P-movement is barred when VO moves to a higher head-final projedion. In
both cases, the restriction applies only if the 1O and the Obl are anaphors; cf. (1b) and
(12).

What is difficult hereisthat the two components of this problem do not naturally
interad. The XO-derivation hypothesis needs to somehow block the relevant movement
only when it involves an anaphor, and only when VO isin some head-final projedion. The
core of the problem isto have the referential properties of the antecalent of atrace
interact with the position of VO. Thisin turn, indicates that a aucial fador in this stuation
is the head-government of either the traceitself, or the VP containing the tracethrough
the L-marking system of Chomsky (1986. Either way, it is not obvious how head-
government by VO or itstrace ca be made sensitive to the referential properties of the
antecadent of atracein away that would block head-government iff the antecedent of the
traceis an anaphor.

Such a system can of course be worked out through some dever formulation, but
the XP-derivation hypothesis does not require ay of that. All we need to say then would
be that arguments moved to the postverbal position can fredy recnstruct at LF. This
only leaves the question why the same thing is not possble when elements are scrambled
in the preverbal position, making (9b) and (10b) ungrammaticd. Thisissue will be

discussed in sedion 2.

noun.
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1.3. The position of non-spedfic arguments.
A non-spedfic DO obligatorily appeas with no overt acaisative Case marking in
Turkish (Eng, 1991):

(12 a Ahmet Bernaya [bir mektup] yazm
A.-NOM B.-DAT a letter  write-PAST-AGR

S fe] DO vV
"Ahmet wrote aletter to Berna
b. *Ahmet Bernaya [bir mektup]
A. to B. wrote a letter
c. Ahmet [bir mektup] Bernaya
A. a letter wrote toB.
d. [Bir mektup| Ahmet Bernaya
a letter wrote A. to B.

In the relevant paradigm of postverbal arguments, the observation seansto be the
following: A non-spedfic DO must be in the immediately preverbal position regardlessof

the position of the verb relative to ather arguments. Non-spedfic 10s aso show similar

behavior:?
(13) a Ahmet [o [bir
A.-NOM that book-AcC a stranger-DAT Qive-PAST-AGR
S DO 1O Vv
"Ahmet gave that book to a stranger’
b. Ahmet [0 [bir 8
A. that book-AcC gave to astranger
c. Ahmet [bir [0 kitabi]

A.NOM toastranger gave that book-AccC

7 Not exadly the same behavior though, because anon-spedfic non-DO can be separated
from the verb by a non-spedfic DO aslong asit is smewhere in the preverbal position.

8 (13b) would be grammeticd if the verb veemi “gave' is dressed, which | will arguein
this paper to have adifferent structure. This drategy is not available for the non-spedfic
DO in (12b) becaise mvert acaisativeis licenced only in the immediately preverbal
position. An overt acaisative Case on the other hand, conflicts with its (non)spedficity.
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d. [Bir Ahmet [0  kitabi]
toastranger gave A.-NOM that book-Acc

The restriction against postverbal non-spedfics can ke interpreted in the
XP-derivation analysis to mean that non-spedfics cannot move there & S-structure.
However, if we assumed with the XO-derivation hypothesis that the postverbal position is
the base position of internal arguments, we must conclude that there is an obligatory
movement of non-spedfic DPs to some position that is always determined relative to the
position of the verb. An dternative is that the non-spedfic NO incorporates to the DO, and
the DO-NO complex further incorporates to VO. In this view, the immediately preverbal
position of non-spedficsis aresult of noun-verb incorporation, aong the lines of Baker
(1989. The following shows that this cannot be the cae:

(14 Ahmet Berndya [bir mektup] bile
A.-NOM B.-DAT a letter even write- -AGR

"Ahmet did not even write aletter to Berna

(15 a Ahmet [eski ama i bir kitap]
A.-NOM old but valuablea book real-PAST-AGR

"Ahmet read an old but valuable book'

b. *Ahmet [eski ama bir kitap]
A.-NOM red old but vauablea book
(16) a. Ahmet [[cok eskiden bir kitap]

A.-NOM very old-ABL print-PASSPAST a book real-PAST-AGR
"Ahmet read abook printed in the very old times

b. *Ahmet [[cok eskiden bir kitap]
A.-NOM rea very old.times printed a book

The modifier bil e "even' intervenes between the non-spedfic DO and the verb in (14),
which would not be dlowed if there were incorporation. On the other hand, thereis
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 massve



13
head-movement that would be necessary in (15) and (16) would violate the CED (Huang,
1982, or the heal-government clause of the ECP (Chomsky, 1986, provided that
modification by APs and participials involve ajunction.

Oncethe posshility of incorporation is eliminated, the solution left for the
XO-derivation hypothesis is to say that non-spedfics are obligatorily moved to some
position defined relative to the verb; ie. the non-spedfic DP movesto 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-
spedfic DP:

(17) a *[Bir tavuk]

a chicken cook-PRES-AGR
"A chicken is cooking'

b. ?qBir bardak]
a (glass bre&k-PASSPAST-AGR
"A glassis broken'

c. ?*[Bir adam|
a man deg-PAST-AGR
A man dept'
The judgement on the sentences in (17) vary from bad to very awkward. What is needed

in (17) is me locaive or temporal phrase dther in the presubjed or the postverbal

position:
(18 a Burada [bir tavuk] compare with (17.a)
here a chicken is.cooking
b. [Birtavuk] burada
a chicken is.cookinghere
(190 a Burada [bir bardak] compare with (17.b)
here a glass wasbroken
b. [Bir bardak] burada

a glass wasbroken here
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(20) a Burada [bir adam] compare with (17.c)
here a man dept
b. [Bir adam] burada

a man dept here
In order to maintain the XO-derivation hypothesis, one must explain why and how a
locative phrase should have the same dfed when it is higher than the subjed, as it would
have when it is further down lower than the IP level.

The onflict hereisthe following. Suppose that the position of the locdiveisa
reliable diagnostic for the VP-boundary in Turkish. The Sswould then bein [Speg VP
in (18d), (19a) and (20a). If thisiswhat makes them acceptable, we would exped the
same derivation to be possblein (17), sincethereisno overt counter-evidence Likewise,
if (18b), (190) and (20b) are good because the non-spedfic and the VO are in a proper
Spec-hea relationship at an XP higher than VP, the same would have been possble in
(17) also. Ingenera, whatever makes the sentencesin (18) through (20) acceptable,
should be available in (17) aswell. Thus, the contrast between (17) and (18) through (20)
remains to be completely mysterious for the XO-derivation hypothesis.

The conclusion hereisthat locatives do not unambiguously define the VP-
boundary in Turkish. This dill does not solve the problem for the XO-derivation
hypothesis, but for the XP-derivation hypothesis, it would fare well with the asumption
that the postverbal position is a derived position. The relevant generalization for the data
above would then be that a non-spedfic DP is not alowed to be the highest constituent in
its own clause in Turkish, and that the postverbal position is higher than the [Spec 1P],

which is consistent with the possbility 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 aguments instead
of locatives.

We can now seethat non-spedfics 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 seemslikely that such a property can be derived from other indepedent
principles of the theory.®
1.4. The scope of postverbal quantifiers.

In Turkish, the S-structure position of quantifiers em to determine their scope
relationsat LF. However, one must be caitious in constructing the relevant examples due
to the spedficity effeds discussed in En¢ (1991): Redizaion of the acaisative morpheme
encodes the spedficity of the DO; if the DO is non-spedfic, the actisative Case canot be
overt, and if it is edfic, it must be overt. Also, it is mewhat awkward to placethe
spedfic DO with the overt acasative Case in the immediately preverbal position:

(21) a Ahmet vyolda [Uc ki
A.-NOM way-LOC threeperson SeePAST-AGR

S Loc DO \Y,
"Ahmet saw three (non-spedfic) people on the way'

b. ?Ahmet  yolda [U
A.-NOM on.theway threeperson-AcC saw
"Ahmet saw three (spedfic) people on the way'

c. Ahmet [0 yolda
A.-NOM three person-Acc on.theway saw
"Ahmet saw three(spedfic) people on the way'

9 Actualy, Heim (1982 deds with the semantic properties of indefinites and the
Existential Closure operation. The repurcussons of her assumptions in syntax can be
found in later studies, including Diesing (1990, and Kratzer (1989.
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The dfeds of animacy further complicate the matter: DO quantifiers (QPs) and
Wh-phrases must bea the acwsative marker when they are animate. Even though some
work needs to be done with resped to the dfeds of spedficity of DOs in Turkish, | will
avoid thisissue here by using 10 and Obl QP arguments, which are not sensitive to these
distinctions at all.
First, observe that a QP in the presubjed position takes unambiguous sope over

the subjea QP:10

(22 a [U ki [her  arabaya)
threeperson-NOM every ca-DAT Qet.in-PAST-AGR
S 10 \Y
“Threepeople got in every ca'
= Threepeople were such that ...
b. [Her arabaya] |

to.every.ca  three person got.in
= Every ca was such that ...

(23) a [U [her kitaba] [g z
threeperson-NOM every book-DAT eye throw-PAST-AGR
S 1O Vv
“Threepeople skimmed through every book'
= Threepeople were such that...

b. [Her kitaba] [
to.every.book threeperson skimmed.through
= Every book was such that ...
Sentence (22a) is naturally interpreted as to involve threepeople who got in and out of

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

(220), there were threepeople for ead car. The number of people isthreein (224), and

10 Throughout the examplesin this edion, | will use the numericd phrases for subjeds,
and the universal quantifier for 10s, to be ale to construct more distinct red-world
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threetimes the number of carsin (22b). Similarly, (239) isinterpreted as threepeoplein a
room, skimming through every book available; while in (23b), there were threepeople per
book skimming through them. The readings above indicae that a preposed QP 10 takes
unambiguous ope over the QP subjed.1!

The scopal relation between a subjed QP and a postverbal objed QP does not
normally yield firm intuitions, except with the kind of setting used above; ie. with non-
acasative objeds, and verbs that denote repeaable a¢s. Compare now, (24) below with

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

(24) [U ki [her  arabayal
three person-NOoM get.in-PAST-AGR every car-DAT
S \% 10

“Threepeople got in every ca'
= Every ca was such that ...

(25 [U [g z [her  kitaba]

three person-NOM eye throw-PAST-AGR every book-DAT

S \Y 1O
“Threepeople skimmed through every book'
= Every book was such that ...
In the XP-derivation hypothesis, the scopal fads above show that the postverbal

position is higher than the subjed, as are the presubjed QPsin (22b) and (23b). The
vaguenessin the judgements mentioned before would not be surprising if a postverbal

objed QP isnot in ausual operator position, and an additional operation is needed at LF

gtuations. Also, in order to acammodate the interpretation, | will use verbsthat denote
repedable ads.

11 That is, aslong as there isno comma intonation.

12 These ae meant to have neutral intonation. Stressng the verb in these examples have
the dfed of confirming a prior expedation that in (24), those threepeople in the cntext
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in order to get any scope relation at all. Thiswould also be mnsistent if the postverbal
position is a CP-adjoined position.

For the XO-derivation hypothesis, the scopal relationsin (24) and (25) would
indicate that head-government by VO observes diredionality; ie. VO canonicaly head-
governsto itsright, but not to itsleft. The objed QPsraise & 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 obviousiif it is a Wh-in-situ language,
sinceit is hard to tell whether it isthe Wh-phrases that have moved from their base
positions, or the other constituents. What is obvious though, isthat they cannot occur in
the postverbal position:

(26) a Ahmet kimi grm
A.-NOM WhO-ACC SeePAST-AGR

S DO V
“Who did Ahmet see?

b. *Ahmet kimi?
A.-NOM Ssaw whom

(27) a Ahmet [bu kime
A.-NOM this book-ACCWho-DAT give-PAST-AGR
S DO 10 Vv
"Who did Ahmet give this book to?

b. *Ahmet [bu kime?

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

From the X P-derivation perspedive, 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 indead, CP-adjoined.

The examples above pose aproblem for the XO-derivation hypothesis because they
show that the wide scope interpretation of postverbal QPsin sedion 1.4 cannot be related
to the ECP effeds by assuming that VO head-governs only the cnstituents on its right at
LF. If thisweretrue, we would also exped these Wh-phrases to occur in the postverbal
position, which is clealy not the cae in (26b) and (27b).

In order for the XO-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 VO since Wh-phrases always occur
before the verb, which by definition, can head-move to various projedions under the
XO-derivation hypothesis. There ae two possbili ties: the Wh-movement could either be
to a[Speg XP] position where X0 hosts VO, or it could be to an adjoined position.

Suppose now that this movement should be to some spedfier position determined
relative to the position of the VO. Movement to a spedfier position is a substitution
operation, thus, we would exped 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
who-NOM Who-DAT what give-PAST-AGR
S 10 DO Vv

"Who gave what to whom?
b. Kim neyi kime
who-NOM what-Acc to.whom gave

c. Kime kim ne vermis?
to.whomwho what gave

(29) a *Kim kime neyi?
who gave to.whom what-AccC
S VvV 10 DO-Acc
b. *Kim neyi kime?

who gave what-Accto.whom

c. *Kime kim neyi?
towhom gave who what-Acc

Postverbal Wh-phrases are ungrammeticd in Turkish no matter what the relative ordering
inthat position is.14 Therefore, for the XO-derivation analysis to go through, one must
asume that all Wh-phrases undergo movement at S-structure. Thisin turn, means that
this hypotheticd movement is not a substitution, but rather, an adjunction operation.
Now, if the Wh-phrases must move to some aljoined position at S-structure, we
would exped to find postverbal Wh-phrases when the verb is in the sentence-initial
position. Thisis becaise verb-initial sentences, asin (4) above, would be derived by

moving the VO to CO in the XO-derivation hypothesis. If this adjunction site is omewhere

14 They are grammeticd with echo-questions if the postverbal Wh-phrases are edoed, and
the preverbal Wh-phrase is questioned. For example, (29a) and (29) are grammaticd
only if the subjed is questioned and the 1O and DO are etioed. Similarly, (29¢) is
grammaticd when the spedker is questioning the IO and edhoing the Sand DO. Thus, the
restriction that postverbal Wh-phrases do not yield question interpretation is valid evenin
edho-questions.
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lower than CP, the movement of VO to CO would be over the adjoined Wh-phrases.

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

(300 a *Vermi Kim kime neyi?
give-PAST-AGR Who-NOM  Who-DAT what-ACC
Vv S 10 DO

"Who gave what to whom?

b. kim neyi kime?
gave who what-Accto.whom

For the XO-derivation hypothesis, (30) would be a indication that Wh-phrases
must left-adjoin the CP at S-structure. Although thiswould gve the rred order in (28),
and rule out (30), this olution cannot be maintained, since, as siown in sedion 1.1 above,

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

arguments:
(3D a pro [Kimin  neyi kime verdi bil-m-iyor-um
1sG who-GEN what-ACC Who-DAT give-PST-CMP-AGR-ACC know- -AGR
“l do not know who gave what to who'
b. *pro kimin neyi kime] bilmiyorum
gave whose what-Acc to.whom not.know
(32 a [[Kimin  kime kitap] bu?

Who-GEN Who-DAT give-PAST-COMP-AGR-ACC book  this
"Thisisthe book that who gave to who?
= who gave this book to who?

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

Since preverbal Wh-phrases cannot be CP-adjoined, there isno other position left for the
XO-derivation hypothesisto use & alanding site for Wh-phrases in Turkish.

The paradigm is graightforward 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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presubjed position in multiple Wh-questions, cf. (28c), which | will claim in sedion 2 to
be an IP-level adjunction.

1.6. Postverbal pasition cannot be stressed.

cannot be interpreted as evidencefor or against anything. The relevance of stress
however, isthat it interads with focus assgnment.

As mentioned previoudy, the immediately preverbal position is the default focus
position in Turkish, although any constituent can be focused by emphatic stressin the
preverbal area Whereas non-spedfic 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 emphaticdly stressed (capitalsindicate enphaticaly stressed congtituents):

(33 a Kim seni grm

WhO-NOM  YOU-ACC SeePAST-AGR
S DO \Y,
"Who saw you?

b. *Kim SENI
who you-AcC saw

c. Seni Kim
yOou-ACC who saw

d. SENI kim

yOou-ACC who saw
Stressand focus also enter into the picture in the way quantifier-like modifiers
such as “only', or belki “perhaps operate in Turkish. In general, “only'
modifies the mnstituent that immediately follows it (superscripts indicae which
congtituent is modified by zca “only"):
(34 a I Ahmeti [0 Bernaya

only A.-NOM that book-AcC B.-DAT  ShOW-PAST-AGR
"Only Ahmet showed that book to Berna
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b. Ahmet i o I Bernaya
A.-NOM only that book toB. showed
"Ahmet showed only that book to Berna

c. Ahmet [o I Bernayal
A.-NoM that book only to B. showed
"Ahmet showed that book only to Berna

d. Ahmet [o Bernaya i g i

A.-NoM that book toB. only showed
"Ahmet only showed that book to Berna

“only' can also modify the immediately preceding constituent, provided that the
constituent recaves emphatic stress

(35 a AHMET i o Bernaya
A. only that book to B. showed
"Only Ahmet showed that book to Berna

b. Ahmet [0 KITABI]i i Bernaya
A. that book  only to B. showed
"Ahmet showed only that book to Berna

c. Ahmet [0 BERNA' YA i
A. that book to B. only showed
"Ahmet showed that book only to Berna

Emphatic stresshowever, does not allow “only' to modify a non-adjacent
constituent (unlike belki “perhaps):
(36) a i Ahmet [0 kiTABI]l Bernaya

only A. that book to B. showed
"Ahmet showed only that book to Berna

b. *Ahmet i [0 BERNA' YA
A. only that book to B. showed
"Ahmet showed that book only to Berna
c. *AHMET! [0 Bernaya i
A. that book to B. only showed

"Only Ahmet showed that book to Berna
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For the semantics of this modificaion, sseRooth (1985. What matters for us hereis that

modification by stressis avail able only when “only' and the modified constituent

Let usnow look at cases where “only' and an argument appea in the
postverbal position. Observe below that modification is ill available for preverbal
arguments either by position, asin (37a), or by stress asin (37b); which is reminiscent of
the VP-adjoined “only' fads in English, observed by Jackendoff (1972, also discussed in
Rooth (1985:

(37) a Ahmet[o kitab | | Bernaya

A. that book showed only to B.
"Ahmet showed only that book to Berna

b. AHMET! [0 | Bernaya
A. that book showed only to B.
"Only Ahmet showed that book to Berna
In neutral intonation, “only' modifies the immediately preverbal argument in
(37a); whilein (37b), the S Ahmet is modified despite the intervening DO “that

book'. Sentencesin (38) below show that postverbal arguments cannot be modified by
“only' at all:
(38) a *Ahmet [0 I Bernayal

A. that book showed only to B.
"Ahmet showed that book only to Berna

b. *Ahmet [o BERNA' YA i
a that book showed to B. only
"Ahmet showed that book only to Berna
Thiswould aso hold for any argument other than 1O in (38). The postverbal position
cannot be stressed in Turkish, which rules out (38b). The relevant case hereis (38a),

contrasting with (34c), and (39):
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(34 c. Ahmet [0 kitab i Bernayal
A.-NoM that book only to B. showed
"Ahmet showed that book only to Berna
(39 a Ahmet i Bernayal [0

A. only to B. that book showed
"Ahmet showed that book only to Berna

b. | Bernayal Ahmet [0

only to B. A. that book showed

"Ahmet showed that book only to Berna
When the string Berna'ya “only to Berna appeas preverbally, “only'
modifies Berna' ya "to Berna, regardlessof its position relative to the other arguments.
However, this modification relationship fail s when the same string appeas postverbally, in
favor of a preverbal argument, asin (37). If word order were derived by the
XO-movement of the VO, yaln ~ “only' and Berna ya "to Berna would preserve the
same relationship in the pre- or postverbal areg since the movement of the VO would not
have dfeded the configurational relationship between them.

Another problem for the X0-derivation hypothesisis that “only' inthe
postverbal position would be lower than the cnstituent it can modify in (37); yet it failsto
do so when it appeas preverbaly; ie. when the verb isin the head-final projedion. Thisis
another strange aontingency brought about by the XO-derivation hypothesis that needs an
explanation.

The data @ove have astraighforward ac@unt in the X P-derivation hypothesis:
Like any other constituent, the postverbal “only' isin a CP-adjoined position,
c-commanding the rest of the dause. From there, it can associate with the constituent

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

(1989. Inthe preverbal position, it stands in a structural relation different than the one it
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hasin the postverbal position, which enablesit to modify material that is not focused. |
will not attempt to sort out what kind of structural relation could gve this result, for that
would clealy be outside the scope of this gudy.

1.7. Conclusion of sedion 1.

| argued in this ®dion 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 interad with the verb in the main
clause, ie. adjunction to CP. This conforms the fads on the distribution of non-spedfic
subjeds, which seem to be higher than [Spec 1P]. Crucially, the CP-adjoined position is
an A'-position, and it allows freereconstruction at LF.

2. Objed Preposing in Turkish.

Therest of this paper deds with the status of objed preposing in Turkish with
resped to the controversy on scrambling as an instance of A- vs A'-movement. | will
discuss ®me of the proposalsin the literature as they relate to the Turkish data, and argue
that, although objed preposing behaves like A-movement in simple caes, dightly more
complex data suggest that it must be A'-movement. | will show in this sdion that there
isa aucial link between the A-movement properties of this operation and the
representation of focus at S-structure. Before that though, 1 would like to briefly remind
the reader of what has been recently said on this topic.

Webelhuth (1989 acwunts for the scrambling fads in German by positing a third
position that is neither an A-, nor an-operator position. He derives the split charader of
scrambling by treaing some of the A-position properties, such as anaphor binding and

pronominal binding, as properties of non-operator positions. Propertiesthat are
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traditionally associated with A'-positions on the other hand, ie. licensing of parasitic gaps,
remain as properties of A'-positionsin this g/stem.

Mahagjan (1990 disputes the status of a non-A and non-operator position by
showing that, although the dause-bound scrambled position in Hindi and German displays
properties of both A- and A'-positions, this is not observed smultaneoudly. 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, thereis no neeal to posit athird position.

Saito (1997 on the other hand, agrees with both parties, and tries to reconcile the
proposals by assuming that the non-A, non-operator position islicensed at S-structure, but
cannot be maintained at LF.25 Thus, there aethreeoptionsat LF: it could dsappea; or
it could be reanalyzed as either an A-position, or an A'-position. In some sense, he dams
that Webelhuth (1989 is corred at S-structure, while Mahajan (1990 is corred at LF.

To determine where Turkish fallsin this A/A' division, | will use the tests of
anaphor and pronominal binding, and WCO. The commonly used test of parasitic gapsis
not relevant since Turkish regularly licenses them:

(40) pro [bu s zle [PRO e okumadan]

2sG this contrad-AccC readl- SigN-PAST-AGR
Y ou signed this contrad without reading’

15 Saito credits Tada (1990 for thisidea
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One fador here isthat Turkish aso licenses empty objeds whose referenceis recverable

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

(4) Q: pro [bu okudun mu?
2sG this book-Acc rea-PAST-AGR Q
"Did you read that book?

A: pro e okudum.
1sG  read-PAST-AGR
| read
Because | will ultimately argue that objed preposing is aways movement to an
A'-position in Turkish, excluding the parasitic gap examples will not in any way
undermine ay of the aguments | will make below.

Finally, to seewhere the preposed objeds are, recdl from sedion 1.4 that a

preposed objed QP takes unambiguous sope over a subjed QP:

(22 a | Ki [her  arabaya]
threeperson-NOM every ca-DAT (Qet.in-PAST-AGR
S 10 \Y
“Threepeople got in every ca'
= Threepeople were such that...
b. [Her arabaya] [

toevery ca threeperson got.in
= Every ca was uch that...

This dowsthat at the very least, the preposed position asymmetricaly c-commands the

[Spec IP]. Now consider the following:

(420 a Ahmet
A.-NOM B.-GEN C.-ACC SeePAST-COMP-AGR-ACC think-PRES-AGR
S S DO V V
"Ahmet thinks that Berna saw Canan'
b. Ahmet i tj

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

Since objed preposing is posshble in embedded contexts, it cannot be & high asthe CP
level; or else, it would have interfered with the relationship between the main verb and the
embedded clause (cf. sedion 1.1, the dfeds of CP-adjunction). Thus, it seans that
preposed objeds are | P-adjoined: they c-command the subjed, but do not interad with
the main verb.

In2.1, I will show why it is possble to think of objed 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 (1997). In 2.2 however, | will present the
evidence suggesting that objed preposing is more properly analyzed as A'-movement, and
the isaue in Turkish is the way the focus operation interferes with the processof
reconstruction at LF.

2.1. Evidencefor the A-movement analysis.

Evidencein favor of the A-movement analysis of objed preposing esentialy
comes in two ways: anaphor binding, and pronominal binding vs. WCO in smple
sentences.

2.1.1. Preposed anaphor bin

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

objed anaphor cannot be A-bound by the subjed:

(43) a. Adamlar Ahmet'i
Man-PLR-NOM  A.-ACC SeePAST-AGR
S DO V
“The men saw Ahmet'

b. Ahmet'i; adamlar t;
A.-ACC men saw
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(44) a Adamlar; birbirlerini;
man-PLR-AGR eadiother-AGR-ACC SeePAST-AGR

S DO \Y
“The men saw ead other'

b. *Birbirlerinij  adamlarj t;
eadother-Acc men saw

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

(45 a Ahmet Canan'la
A.-NoM B.-aAcc  withC. introduce-PAST-AGR
S DO Obl V

"Ahmet introduced Bernato Canan’

b. Canan'la Ahmet
withC. A.-NOoM B.-AcC introduced

(46) a Ahmet i birbirleriyle
A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eadother-AGR-with introduce-PAST-AGR
S DO Obl V
"Ahmet introduced the men to ead other'
b. *Birbirleriylegy ~ Ahmet it

with eadwother A.-NOM men-Acc  introduced
First, noticethat 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 aitecadents Sin (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
antecalents. Thus, for examplein (47) below, the traceof the antecadent S would have
A-bound the anaphor DO in its base position, satisfying Condition A:

47 [1plypti birbirlerinij] adamlarj g rm %
eadother-acCc men-NOM  saw
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Same would hold for (46b). Sinceboth sentences are bad, they must violate some
principle of grammar, possbly a Binding Condition. The question now isto determine
what kind of movement appliesin these cases.

If the movement isto an A-position, then the preposed anaphors in both sentences
would A-bind their antecalents adamlar "the men' in (44b) and “the men-Acc'
in (46b), and violate Condition C. Further, since A-moved constituents cannot be
recnstructed at LF, the anaphors cannot be A-bound, yielding a Condition C violation.
Noticethat the Condition A and C violations in these sentences are both derived by the
ladk of reconstruction. If the preposed anaphors were to recnstruct at LF, (44b) and
(46b) would be on a par with (444) and (46a).18

If on the other hand, the movement isto an A'-position, the paradigm would be
different from English topicdizaion in that reconstruction would somehow have to be
blocked at LF in (44b) and (46b), but not in (48):

(48) a Himselfj, Johry likest;

b. Ead otherj, the men;j saw t;
Blocking the reconstruction of the anaphor in (48) would yield a Condition A violation by
the A-free aaphor, and a Condition C violation by the traceof the A'-moved constituent

that would be A-bound by the aitecedent.

17 The VP-internal Subjed Hypothesis (e.g. Koopman and Sportiche (1990) | implicitly
adopt in (47) isnot crucial to the point. The same agument can be made if it turns out
that external arguments are generated somewhere outside the VP after all.

18 That is, unlessBinding Conditions apply at S-structure instead of LF. For an alternative
model of the Binding Theory along these lines, seeBarss(1989.
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As can be observed in the discusgon above, no matter how one analyzes entences
(44b) and (46b) with resped to A- vs. A'-movement debate, the natural conclusion must
be that the ungrammeticdity of both sentencesis ultimately the result of alad of
renstruction at LF.

2.1.2. Pronominal binding and WCO-I.

Another set of datathat raises the posshility that objed preposing in

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

binding and WCO:

(490 a Herkes [proj sekreterini]j aram
everyone-NOM  3sG seaetary-AGR-ACC cdl-PAST-AGR
S DO \Y,

"Everybody;j cdled his seaetary’

b. *[proj sekreterini]j herkes; fj
his seaetary  everyone cdled

(50) a *[proj sekreteri] herkesij
3G seaetary-AGR-NOM  everyone-ACC cdl-PAST-AGR
S DO Vv

"Hig seaetary cdled everybody;'

b. MHerkes; [proj sekreteri] t;
everyone-ACC his seaetary-Nom cdled

By the same reasoning as above, the @ntrast between the (a) and (b) sentences also show
that what has moved at S-structure must be the DO.
Theresultsin (49a) and (50a) are quite expeded: The subjed QP herkes

“everybody' in (498) A -binds the pro inside the DO sekreterini “his faetary-Acc';19

19 Overt pronouns cannot be interpreted as bound pronounsin Turkish. The only lexicd
NP that can be bound asin (i) and (ii) below isthe long distancereflexive kendis “self'
(distinct from the regular reflexive kendi):
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while the reverse holds in sentence (50a), which is atypicd WCO configuration in that the
pro inside the S sekreteri “his faetary' is not A -bound by the DO QP herkesi
“everybody-AccC'.

The interesting cases are sentences (49b) and (50b). The QP Sherkes “everybody'
in (49b), or its LF-variable, does not A-bind the pro inside the DO sekreterini “his
seaetary-AcC' at LF, which indicates that the preposed DO is not recmnstructed at LF.
This could be done by either assuming that the preposed DO isin an A-position; or it isin
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 subjed can
be marginally bound by a preposed objed QP. The results are sightly worse when the

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

or aWh-phrase:
(51) a *[proj sekreteri] kimseylgg  konu
3G seqetary-AGR-NOM noone-with  spesk- -AGR
S Obl \Y

"Hig seaetary did not speek with anyone'

b. ?Kimseyle [proj sekreteri] t;
with nrobody his seaetary  not.spoke

(52) a *[proj sekreteri] kimle
3G seqetary-AGR-NOM  who-with spesk-PAST-AGR
S Obl \Y

"Whoj did his; seaetary spesk with?

b. ?Kimlg [proj sekreteri] t;
withwhom his seaetary  spoke

(i) Everybodyj thinks that hej is intelli gent
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Nevertheless | agreewith Mahagjan (1990, Saito (1991), and Webelhuth (1989 that the
(b) sentencesin (50) through (52) are not as bad as they should have been. We will see
below that this constitutes the only positive evidencein favor of an A-movement analysis
of objed preposing in Turkish.

Pronominal binding is generally assumed to be possble only when the pronoun is
c-commanded by the variable of the Wh-phrase dter the Wh-movement, or the QP after it
israised (QR) at LF.20 Since avariable is defined as the A-position traceof a constituent
that has A'-moved to an operator position, it seanslikely that the DO QP herkes
“everybody-Acc' in (50b) isin an A-position at S-structure, thus A-binding the pro inside
the S sekreteri “his ®aetary'.2! So in the faceof it, (50b), strongly suggeststhat there is
some kind of A-binding involved in objed preposing.

There ae 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 (500). Seaond, the availabili ty of pronominal binding with a preposed

objed QP does not mean that the pronoun inside the Sis A-bound dredly by the

(i) Everybody; thinks that John saw him;

20 Thisis not at al obvious, though. It might just be that A-binding by avariableisa
sufficient but not necessary condition, for which (50b) could be taken as evidence
However, | will i gnore other possbili ties here and follow the conventions in assuming that
bound pronouns must be A-bound by a variable. For various ac®unts of this observation,
seeHiggnbotham (1980, Koopman and Sportiche (1982, Safir (1984 and Stowell
(1987 among others.

211t isaso legitimate to ask whether QP preposing should be treaed the same way as QR;
which krings badk Webelhuth's (1989 point with non-operator A'-positions. They
cetainly have distinct properties, not only in terms of WCO, but also in their motivation.
QR applies for scope reasons, while scrambling credes focus relations, as will be seen
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preposed QP. It isalso posshle that pronominal binding is mediated by an intermediate
A-position that is A" -bound by the preposed QP, which isthe line | take in sedion 4.

2.2. Evidenceaganst the A-movement analysis.

A wider examination of data indicaes that scrambling in Turkishis acually
movement to aregular A'-position. Among the evidencethat | will present are: the
inabili ty of the preposed objed to A-bind into the subjed; comparison of judgements
between the paradigms of objed 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. Objed preposing and subjed anaphors.

First, note that a preposed objed cannot bind an anaphor inside the subjed, which
isavery consistent fad in this language:

(53 a *[Birbirlerinin; sekreterleri] i
eatother-AGR-GEN seaetary-PLR-AGR-NOM man-PLR-ACC cdl-PAST-AGR

S DO V
"Ead other's ®aetaries cdled the men'

b. *Ada  j [birbirlerininj sekreterleri]
men-AcCc eadwother's seaetaries cdled

If the preposed objeds are in an A-position in Turkish, it would be difficult to rule out
(53b). Pladng the anaphor isinside the subjed DP eliminates the chain-formation
problem observed by Rizz (1986, and Lasnik (1985. Evenif theta-roles are assgned to
indices, thiswould not credae atheta-criterion violation in (53b) as the preposed DO and

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

below. Again, | will i gnore this question here, and asume that the two operations are
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The examples below show that: an anaphor inside aDP can be bound from a
higher A-position, (54); anaphors are not excluded from the subjed position, (55); and,

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

(54) Adamlar; [birbirlerinin; sekreterlerini]
man-PLR-NOM  eadiother-AGR-GEN seaetary-AGR-ACC  cdl-PAST-AGR
S DO \Y,
"The men cdled ead other's aetaries
(55 Adamlarj  [birbirlerinin; Ahmet'i ]
man-PL-NOM eadiother-AGR-GEN A.-ACC cdl-PST-CMP-AGR-ACC think-PRES-AGR
S S DO \Y \
“The men think [ead other cdled Ahmet]'
(56) Ahmet adamlarij birbirlering
A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eadiother-AGR-DAT ShOW-PAST-AGR
S DO 1O \Y,

"Ahmet showed the men to ead other'

The problem then is not the position of the anaphor or the aitecedent, but rather, the
relationship between the two in (53b). Inthe A'-movement analysis, the problem is smply
the fad that the preposed objed position isan A'-position and preposing the objed does
not provide an A-binder.

To maintain that preposed objeds are in A-position in Turkish, one must rule out
(53b) on independent grounds. At first, it seemsthat the theory of redprocdsin Heim,
Lasnik and May (199122 might provide this. If we assume that the |P-adjoined position
isisnot available for operators when it is an A-position, ie. when it hosts a preposed

objed, the distributor portion of aredprocd would fail to QR to that position by way of

rather comparable.
22 For an applicaion of Heim, Lasnik and May (19917) in Turkish, seeKennelly (1991).
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pied-piping its antecalent, to take scope over the redprocaor portion. Thiswill not hold
however, asit was e in (22b) and (23b) in sedion 1.4, a preposed objed QP doestake
(unambiguous) scope over the subjed QP, displaying the behavior of an operator.

Further, note that the redprocator can in fad pied-pipe the subjed and QR to the

| P-adjoined position, despite the preposed objed in (57b) below:

(57 a Adamlar; Ahmet'i  birbirlerine; g stermi
man-PLR-NOM A.-AcC eadother-AGR-DAT Show-PAST-AGR
S DO @) vV

“The men showed Ahmet to ead other'

b. Ahmetij [|p adamlarj tj birbirlerine;
A.-ACC men-NoM  to eadother showed

If what goes wrong in (53b) were the inability of the redprocator to pied-pipe its
antecadent and QR to the IP-adjoined position because of the objed preposing, we would
have expeded the same to happen in (57b).

Having ruled out aHeim, Lasnik and May (1991) type analysis, the status of (53b)
remains a problem for the A-movement analysis of objed preposing in Turkish. This
problem does not arise if the movement isto aregular A'-position, and for some reason,
reanstruction is blocked at LF in the examples discussed in sedions 2.1.1 and 21.2

above.

Judgements on the examplesin sedion 2.1 reverse when a focus-beaing

congtituent, argument or adverbial, appeasin the immediately preverbal position.
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Compare (58b) with (44b), and (59b) with (46b) where the alverbial diin yesterday' is

immediately preverbal:23

(58 a Adamlar; birbirlerini; dn
man-PLR-NOM  eadother-AGR-ACC yesterday SeePAST-AGR
S DO Adv Vv

“The men saw each other yesterday'

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

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

(i) Birbirlerini adamlar [ne  zaman] aram
eadother-acc men what time cdled
“"When did the men cdl ead other?

(i) Birbirlerini adamlar d n
eadother-aAcC men  yesterday cdled
“The men cdled ead other yesterday'

(b) Focus changes the reading with negatives:

(i) Adamlar birbirlerini dn
men eatother-Acc yesterday cdled-NEG
“The men didn't cdl ead other yesterday'
1 (verb-focus): it was not the cae that the men cdled eadother
yesterday
2. DN (adverb-focus): It was not yesterday that the men caled eadt other

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

(c) A post-verbal “only' should modify the focused constituent:

(iv) Birbirlerini adamlar d n
eadother-AcC men  yesterday cdled only
“The men cdled ead other only yesterday'

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

(v) Birbirlerini adamlar [ge en g n sad
eatother-acCc men past day o'clock five-Loc cdled
“The men cdled ead other at five o'clock the day before yesterday'



(49 a

59 a

(46) a

39
Birbirlerinij adamlarj tj d n
eatother-AcC men-NOM  yesterday saw
*D n birbirlerini; adamlar; tj gormus
yesterday eadother-AcC men-NoM  saw
Adamlar; birbirlerini;
man-PLR-AGR eadother-AGR-ACC SeePAST-AGR

S DO \Y
“The men saw ead other'

*Birbirlerinij  adamlarj t;

eadother-aAcc men saw
Ahmet i birbirleriyle dn
A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eadother-AGR-with yesterday introduce-PAST-AGR
S DO Obl Adv \Y,

"Ahmet introduced the men to ead other yesterday'
Birbirleriyley ~ Ahmet i tidn 24
with eadother A.-NOM men-AcCc  yesterday introduced
*Dn birbirleriyle Ahmet it

yesterday with eadother A.-NOM  men-Acc  introduced
Ahmet i birbirleriyle
A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eadother-AGR-with introduce-PAST-AGR
S DO Obl Vv
"Ahmet introduced the men to ead other'
*Birbirleriyley ~ Ahmet it

with eadother A.-NOM men-AccC introduced

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

recnstructed badk at their origina positionsat LF. This contrasts sarply with sentences

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

immediately preverbal time alverbia diin yesterday'. Sentences (58c) and (59¢) show

24 The position of the tracerelative to the adverbial in these examples and the ones that
follow isnot atrivial choice | will consider various possbili ties below.
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that the presence of the alverbial isirrelevant wheniit is not strin
This would also hold with other adverbials, such as herhalde “probably’, burada here,
“at the meding', 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 i birbirleriyle
A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eadother-AGR-with introduce-PAST-AGR
S DO Obl V
"Ahmet introduced the men to ead other'
b. *Birbirleriyley ~ Ahmet i fi
with eadother A.-NOM men-AccC introduced
(600 a Adamlar; birbirlerini; Ahmet'le
man-PLR-NOM  eadother-AGR-ACC with A.  introduce-PAST-AGR
S DO Obl vV

“The men introduced ead other to Ahmet'

b. Birbirlerinij adamlarj tj Ahmet'le
eadother-acc men-NoM  with A.  introduced

The relevant examplesin (61) and (62) below are the (c) sentences. What the (a) and (b)
sentences ow isthat there ae two available positions for the recnstruction of the

preposed anaphorsin (61c) and (62c):

(61) a Adamlar; Ahmet'i  birbirlerine; g sterdi
man-PLR-NOM  A.-AcC eadother-AGR-DAT Show-PAST-AGR
S DO @) V

“The men showed Ahmet to ead other'

b. Adamlarj birbirlering Ahmet'i g sterdi
men-NoM  eadother-DAT A.-AcC showed

c. Birbirleringg  adamlarj Ahmet'i g sterdi
eadother-bAT men-NOM A.-AcCc  showed

(620 a Adamlar; birbirlerini; Ahmet'e g sterdi
man-PLR-NOM  eadiother-AGR-ACC  A.-DAT  Show-PAST-AGR
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S DO 10 \%
“The men showed Ahmet to ead other’
b. Adamlarj Ahmet'e birbirlerinij g sterdi

men-NoM o A. eadother-acc showed

c. Birbirlerinij adamlarj Ahmet'e g sterdi
eadother-acc men-NoM  to A. showed

The anaphor isaDO in (60), and an O in (61) whose antecalents are both subjeds. The
(61c) and (62c) are structurally ambiguous between (63a-b) and (64a-b) respedively,
because the anaphor is acceptable in either position when thereis no dbjed preposing to
the presubjed position:

(63) a Birbirleringg adamlarj Ahmet'i t; g sterdi
to ead other themen A.-ACC showed

b. Birbirlering; adamlarj tj Ahmeti g sterdi
to ead other themen A.-Acc showed

(64) a Birbirlerinij adamlarj Ahmet'e tj g sterdi
eadh other themen toA. showed

b. Birbirlerinij adamlarj tj Ahmet'eg sterdi
ead other themen toA. showed

Binding Conditions A and C seem satisfied in (60b), (61c) and (62c), meaning that these
preposed anaphors can fredy reanstruct at LF, asin (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 asumed that the preposed position is an A-position (or anon-A, non-operator
position) in Turkish, it is not uniformly licensed as such. If ever, it appeasto be licensed
only when the binder occupies the immediately preverbal position, which as mentioned
before, is uniquely identified with the focus function. The avail abili ty of reconstruction

cannot be realily 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 objed preposing is an A-movement in this language,
one must show that the immediately preverbal position is the same type of position
regardlessof what occupiesit, an adverbial or an argument. The goparent switch in the
status of objed preposing would then be due to the avail ability 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
exped 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 anon-A,
non-operator position) in the presence of such a mnstituent, not in the dsenceof it. This
would clealy contradict the data.

Next, suppose that this position is an A-position (or a non-A, non-operator
position). Thiswould derive the right results: The movement would be to aregular
A'-position in the presence of an adverbial or an argument in the structure. Inthe asence
of any such constituent, thisimmediately preverba A-position (or the non-A,
non-operator position) would be available for the preposed objed to leave atraceduring
its derivation, defining the dhain as an A-chain for reanstruction purposes.

The possbility 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 objeds cannot be in the same type of position. Recdl from sedion 2.1.2 above

that a preposed objed QP can bind a pronoun inside asubjed. Thisisnot possble for a
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guantified adverbial and a pronoun inside an objed, which would be quite unexpeded if

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

(65 a

(66) a

Ahmet [[her  evin]
A.-NOM  every house-GEN wall-AGR-ACC paint-PAST-AGR
"Ahmet painted the walls of every house

*Ahmet [her  evde]; [proj
A.-NOM every house-LoC 3sG wall-AGR-ACC paint-PAST-AGR
"Ahmet painted its wallsin every house

Ahmet [her evde duvar
A.-NOM every house-Loc wall  paint-PAST-AGR
"Ahmet painted walls at every house

Ahmet [[her g nn] erken sadlerinde]
A.-NOM every day-GEN ealy hour-PLR-AGR-LOC get.up-PRES-AGR
"Ahmet gets up at the ealy hours of every day'

*Ahmet [her g n]j [proj erkensaalerinde]
A.-NOM every day 3sG ealy hour-PLR-LOC get.up-PRES-AGR
"Ahmet gets up [every day]; at its ealy hours

Ahmet [her g n] erkensadlerde
A.-NOM every day ealy hour-PLR-LOC get.up-PRES-AGR
"Ahmet gets up every day at the ealy hours

If adverbials were in the same type of position as preposed objeds, the pronounsinside

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

quantifiers, parallel to the preposed QPsin sedion 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 objed, which means that the paradigm cannot be due to the status

of a position avail able for objed preposing.

On the other hand, if the preposed position isaregular A'-position, this paradigm

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

position; ie. focused binder blocks recmnstruction at LF. The focus is on the adverbial diin
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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 generalizaion above is further supported by the way
(44b) and (46b) significantly improve when the verb is focused by using stress

(44) Db. *Birbirlerinij  adamlarj t;

eadother-acc men saw
DO S \
“The men saw ead other'
(46) b. *Birbirleriyleg ~ Ahmet i fi
with eatother A.-NOM men-Acc  introduced
Obl S DO \
"Ahmet introduced the men to ead other'
(67) Birbirlerinij adamlar; tj # 25
eadother-AGR-ACC man-PLR-AGR  SEePAST-AGR
DO S \
“The men saw ead other'
(68) Birbirleriylg Ahmet it #
eadother-AGR-with A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC introduce-PAST-AGR
Obl S DO \

"Ahmet introduced the men to ead other’
As discussed above, the interadion between focus and the avail abili ty of reconstruction is
guite difficult to explain in terms of having the preposed position switch between an
A-position (or anon-A, non-operator position) and an A'-position. | will assume here
that the fads would be much simpler if we assumed that the movement is uniformly to a
regular A'-position, and devised a medhanism that would acount for this unexpeded

interadion.

25 Focus on the verb requires the omma intonation as well as gresswith objed preposing
(IP-adjunction), while stressis sufficient with argument postposing (CP-adjunction).
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2.2.3. Pronominal binding and WCO-II.

Compare the pronominal binding fads of sedion 2.1.2 in (49) with (69), where a

constituent other than the binder QP is focused:

(490 a Herkes [proj sekreterini]j
everyone-NOM  3sG seaetary-AGR-ACC cdl-PAST-AGR
S DO \Y,

"Everybody;j cdled his seaetary’

b. *[proj sekreterini]j herkes; fj
his seaetary  everyone cdled

(69 a Herkes [proj sekreterini] dn
everyone-NOM  3sG seaetary-AGR-ACC yesterday cal-PAST-AGR
S DO Adv \Y,

"Everybody;j cdled his seaetary yesterday'

b. [proj sekreterini]j herkes fj dn
(his) seaetary-AcC everyone yesterday cdled

c. *Dn [proj sekreterini]j herkes; fj
yesterday (his) seaetary-Acc everyone cdled

The fads here conform the generalization above: the preposed objed fredy recmnstructs
at LF once something other than the binder is focused. The following show the same

thing with preposed Obls and focused arguments:

(700 a Ahmet herkes [proj sekreteriyle]
A.-NOM everyone-ACC 3sG seaetary-AGR-with introduce-PAST-AGR
S DO Obl \Y

hmet introduced everyonej to his; seaetary'

b. *[proj sekreteriyle]j Ahmet herkesij fj
with (his) seaetary A.-NOM everyone-ACcC introduced

(71) a Herkes [proj sekreterini] Ahmet'le
everyone-NOM  3sG seaetary-AGR-ACC with A.  introduce-PAST-AGR
S DO Obl \Y

"Everyong; introduced his; searetary to Ahmet

b. [proj sekreterini]j herkes; fj Ahmet'le
(his) seaetary-Acc everyone-NoM with A.  introduced
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The bound pronoun in (71b), indicaes that reconstruction isallowed at LF. Unlike (71b),
the focusis on the binder in (70b), and the pronoun inside the preposed objed cannot be
bound by the subjed QP. So again, afocused binder (QP in these cases) seans 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 objed QP can marginaly bind the pronoun

inside the subjed, but not in (72):

(50) a *[proj sekreteri] herkesij
3G seaetary-AGR-NOM  everyone-ACC cdl-PAST-AGR
S DO \Y,

"Hig seaetary cdled everybody;'

b. MHerkes; [proj sekreteri] t;
everyone-ACC his seaetary-Nom cdled

(72) a *[proj sekreteri] herkesij dn
3SG seqetary-AGR-NOM everyone-ACC yesterday cdl-PAST-AGR
S DO Adv \Y

"Hig seaetary cdled everyonej yesterday'

b. *Herkesi [proj sekreteri] tj dn
everyone-Acc (his) seaetary-NoM  yesterday caled

The relevant contrast is the one between (50b) and (72b). The WCO in (72b) isthe
expeded situation, but not the bound pronoun in (50b). Thisalso to be gpeas focus-
related, since pronominal binding obtains only when the nstituent that contains the
pronoun isin the focus positon. If we assume with Mahagjan (1990, Webelhuth (1989,
and Saito (1991) that a preposed objed QP is cgpable of binding the pronoun inside the
subjed by virtue of its position at S-structure, we would facethe same kind of dilemma

sketched out for the anaphor binding fads above: The position would have to switch
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between an A-position (or anon-A, non-operator position) and aregular A'-position
depending on what recaves the focus.

There ae two reasons to think that the pronominal binding in (50b) does not
involve binding dredly from the preposed position. Consider first (74b) below, where an

anaphor replaces the pronoun inside the subjed:

(73) Herkes [birbirinin; sekreterini]
everyone-NOM eadiother-AGR-GEN seaetary-AGR-ACC  cdl-PAST-AGR
S DO \Y
"Everyonej cdled eat other'sj seaetary’
(74) a *[Birbirinin; sekreteri] herkesij ara
eadother-AGR-GEN seqetary-AGR-NOM everyone-ACC cdl-PAST-AGR
S DO \%
"Ead other's ®aetary cdled everyone'
b. *Herkesij [birbirinin;  sekreteri] t;

everyone-Acc eadother's seaetary-Nom  cdled
A subjed QP can hind the objed anaphor in (73),26 but the preposed QP cannot bind the

anaphor isinside the subjed 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 ladk of anaphor binding is expeded if
the preposed position isaregular A'-position. The issue of pronominal binding in (50b)
therefore, seansto be far more cmplex than some A- vs A'-distinction.

Consider next the example (75) below, where the DOs have moved to the
postverbal position (seesedion 1). Recd that argument postposing involves adjunction

to CP, whichiisan A'-position:
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(75 a proj sekreteri] aram herkesij
3G seaetary-AGR-NOM  cdl-PAST-AGR everyone-ACC
S \Y DO
"Hig seaetary cdled everybody;'
b. *[proj sekreteri] tj dn herkesij

(his) seaetary-NoM  yesterday cdled everyone-AccC
"Hig seaetary cdled everybody; yesterday'

One can seein (75a) that a QP in what we drealy know to be aregular A'-position also
yields marginally bound pronouns, which was supposed to be unique to the mixed status
of the preposed position.2?

It is also interesting that pronominal binding should be unavail able when the focus
is on something other than the mnstituent containing the pronoun in both objed 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
objed QPs; cf. (50b) and (758). Thusit seansthat pronominal binding cases are dfeded
by the focus operation, as were the anaphor binding cases of the previous sibsedion. An
analysis of thiswill be presented in sedion 4.

2.3. Conclusion of sedion 2.

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

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

preposed objedsin Turkish must ultimately be in some A'-position. The gparent

26 Note that the agreament on the anaphor birbiri “ead other' is the 3 sGL agreement, as
opposed to birbirleri “ead other', which is 3PLR agreement. | take this as an indication
that the anaphor is a bound anaphor in (73).



49
A-position properties of preposed objeds adually suggest that reconstruction is blocked
by afocused binder. The casesin which a preposed objed QP binds a pronoun inside a
subjed also seansrelated to the focus relations in the sentencein that it is possble only
when the constituent containing the pronoun is focused.

The main point of this edion isthat the tests used for determining the status of
the preposed position in Turkish are not so reliable unlesswe incorporate atheory of
focusinto the system. This theory must obviously acount for how focus can bock
reanstruction at LF, and how a pronoun inside the focused subjed can be bound by a
preposed or postposed QP. Inthe next sedion, | will discussthe general properties of the
focus position in Turkish. In sedion 4, | will sketch out the properties of the
representation of focus at S-structure and LF.

3. Preliminaries of a Theory of Focus.

In this dion, | will discuss ®me of the issuesrelated to the position of focusin
Turkish. Thiswill provide the proper badground for sedion 4, where | will propose a
way to represent focus at S-structure and LF that would naturally derive the interadion
between the focused constituent and the LF reconstruction of preposed objeds observed
in sedion 2.

| will argue in sedion 3.1 that the focus position cannot be aderived position at
S-structure in Turkish. Rather, | will claim that it should be the base position defined

relatively with resped to the other constituentsin the structure. Insedion 3.2, I will

27 Argument postposing typicaly goes with the focus on verb, but not in this case, as can
be seen inthe way apostverbal yain ~ “only' picksupthe S seketeri “his aetary' as
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present arguments against the operation of Focus Raising (FR), which is assumed to move
afocused constituent out of its base position to an IP-adjoined position at LF.28
3.1. Against a fixed focus pasition at S-structure.

Because of the T-model organization of grammar (Chomsky and Lasnik, 1977), a
property that has reflexes in both the phonologicd (PF) and the logicd components (LF)
must be represented at S-structure, asit is the only connedion between LF and PF. One
such property isfocus. Inalanguage like English, it is expressed primarily by emphatic
stress a PF phenomenon; and its interplay with presupposition lookslike it isalso a
property of LF. Further, thereis an observation in the literature (Chomsky, 1976 that
emphatic stresson an objed R-expresson induces WCO:29

(76) a Thewoman [hej loves] betrayed Johny
b. *Thewoman [hej loves] betrayed JOHN;

c. *Thewoman [hej loves] betrayed someone;
Since WCO is an LF phenomenon, the dfeds of the focd stressin (76b) constitutes thery-
internal evidencethat PF and LF are conneded.
There is also an empiricd 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, seesedion 1.6.

28 Rooth (1985 also argues for an in situ focus, although from a line of reasoning that is
different from the one | 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 indead be represented at this level in some way.

In languages that expressfocus by stressonly, the focused constituent could be
represented at S-structure by assgning some [+ focus] feaure to it, which would then be
interpreted at PF and LF. Inlanguages that have an overt focus position, the isueisto
relate the [+ focus| feaure to the focus position at S-structure.3© More spedfically, the
isue iswhether afocused constituent is in a derived or base position. The daim in this
paper will be that focus is assgned 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 asggned only to some structurally defined unique position; or
that it can be assgned fredy, and a separate requirement forces the mnstituent to move to
this position. However, if it turns out that a focused constituent is not in a derived
position, the doice between these two options would become irrelevant, along with the
guestions regarding the status of focus as an A- or an A'-position.

| will make two points in arguing that focus is assgned to base positionsin

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

30 Asanote to the aurious: Unlike Hungarian (Horvath, 1985, focus by stressis an
available strategy in Turkish. Also, the only structural strategy akin to clefting and
pseudo-clefting that Turkish employsis the occasiona use of freerelative dauses, loosely
trandated as Whoeve visited me yesterday was John The most common way to indicae
focusin Turkish is pladng the focused material in the immediately preverba position, as
discussed in sedion 2.

31 Because of the VP-Internal Subjed Hypothesis, the notion of being in situ is alittle
trickier than it ismeant to be. For the sake of simplicity, | will assume & this gage that
the term “base position of a subjed’ 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, | will survey the material that has to appea in this position, and point
out that it is mostly the kind that is not normally expeded to move anywhere &
S-structure.

3.1.1. Vaaious movement out of VP.

The caes discussd in the sedion 2 involved movement of the objed to the
| P-adjoined presubjed position. It was observed that a preposed objed cannot
reanstruct when its antecalent is in the focus position, cf. sedion 2.2.2. In what follows,
| will suppose that a focused constituent moves to some derived focus position at
S-structure, and show that this dill does not solve the problem. | will | eave the exad
position of focused congtituents vague during the discusson, and assume that it is ome
right branching position between the VP and the S-structure positon of the verb.

In the paradigmatic cases of (46) below, (46a) isthe base form, and (46b) is
derived by moving the Obl anaphor over the subjed. The relevant case hereis (77), where
the Obl anaphor is moved to a position before its DO antecadent. Note that the binder is

not focused in (78), and reconstruction is allowed again, asin the caes discussed in

sedion 2;
(46) a Ahmet i birbirleriyle
A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eadother-AGR-with introduce-PAST-AGR
S DO Obl V
"Ahmet introduced the men to ead other'
b. *Birbirleriylegy ~ Ahmet it

with eadother A.-NOM men-AccC introduced

been there were it not focused. | will revise this notion in due @murse and conclude that a
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(77) *Ahmet birbirleriyle i
A.-NOM with-eadother men- ACC introduced
S Obl DO V
"Ahmet introduced the men to ead other'

(79) i Ahmet tj birbirleriyleg d n
men-AcC A.-NOoM  with-eadother yesterday introduced

No traces are indicated in (77) to be neutral on the derivation. If focusis assgned to base
positions, there would be atqy, 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 isfocused. If however, focused constituents have to move to some spedfic position
outside the VP, (77) and (78) would have the rough representations of (79%) and (79¢)

respedively at S-structure, where (79a) represents (46q):

(79 a P b. * T
Py vV Py vV
VP Obl VP DO
Py Py
tg T tg T
DO T tbo "~
tobl ty Obl ty
C /\
Py vV
VP Adv
T
tg T
DO T
Obl ty

IP and other irrelevant parts are omitted in (79).
The problem hereisthat the tpo cannot A-bind the Obl in (79%). We know from

(79a) that a DO can A-bind a preposed Obl. Also from (79c), we know that atpo can

subjed may be focused at its base position in the true sense of the term, i.e. [Spec VP.
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A-bind anin situ Obl. So it seans that there is no reason why DO should not be aleto
A-bind the Obl in (790). One possbility hereisthat atpo somehow failsto be an
A-binder when the DO isin the focus position. Thisis not likely though, becaise a
focused Obl can fredy reconstruct at LF to satisfy the Binding Condition A in (79a),
which should at least optionaly give the tpg the status of aDO at LF in (79%). Thus there
is nothing wrong in the representation (79b) alone that would acount for the
ungrammeticdity of (77).

A way to solve this problem would be to collapse (77) under the same processthat
rules out (46b) by asuming that the Obl in (77) somehow neals to move out of its base
position. This movement would have to be to a position lower than the subjed, and thus,

lower than the | P;

(80) * T
Py v
XP DO
T
Obl VP
T
tg T
tpo T
tobl ty

The identity of the XP in (80) isimmaterial in the discusson here. What mattersis that
the Obl movement in (80) must be obligatory. Otherwise, a representation along the lines
of (79b) would always be available for (77), sincethe Obl movement would be

sand yield a surfacestring identicd to that of (79b). | know of no
independently motivated principle that the representation in (79b) could possbly 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 creae
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
medanism 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 adually assgned to base positions,
and focused constituents remain in situ in the examples discussed above. The word order
fadswould indicae under this analysis that defocused constituents must move out of their
base positions, and adjoin various projedions: possbly the VP in (77); IP in (46b); or CP
in the construction discussed in sedion 1. Sincewe dready neal to assume that focus on
constituent x entails all constituents except for x move out of their VPs at S-structurein
Turkish, it would make more sense to take this as the only avail able medanism for focus
and eliminate this derived position at S-structure. Thiswould have the dfeds of leaving
focused congtituents in their base position, with the definition of the base position of
subjeds pending further analysis.

3.1.2. Things that have to be in the focus position.

There is also empiricd evidencethat afocused constituent must be in its base
position at S-structure in Turkish. The material that typicaly needs to be in the focus
position is not the kind that is expeded to move anywhere & S-structure: non-spedfics,

ECM clauses, idiomatic objeds, resultatives, so forth. Wh-phrases are the only kind
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appeaing in this position that can in principle move & 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-edho questions32
(with the notable exception of “why'): 33
(8) a *Kim Ahmeti seviyor?
who A.-ACC |ove-PRES-AGR

S DO vV
“Who loves Ahmet?

b. Ahmeti kim seviyor?
A.-Acc who loves

(820 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 \Y
"Where did Ahmet go?

b. *Nereye Ahmet gitti?
where A.-NOM went

32 Wh-phrases in the form of hang x "which X would gve better resultsin the following,
which seemsrelated to the D-Linking effeds on in situ Wh-phrases iown 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 congtituent. In the S-DO-Why-V order, “why'
takes sope over the verb (Why did Ahmet CALL you); whereas in the SWhy-DO-V order,
it takes cope over the DO (Why did Ahmet call yYou?), and in the DO-Why-S-V order, it



57
Sentence (81a) can be derived in two ways. either the subjed Wh-phrase kim "who'
moves to this derived focus position; or, it remainsin situ, and the DO Ahmeti “Ahmet-
ACC' moves to some | P-adjoined position.

Let us suppose now that afocused constituent isin aderived position.

Apparently, this movement would be necessary to adbtain the question interpretation, either
diredly 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 objed-adjunct asymmetry below conforms this picture by both ECP- and

Superiority-based acounts:
(84 a Ahmet kimi nerede grm
A.-NOM Who-ACC where-LOC seePAST-AGR
S DO Loc \%
"Who did Ahmet seewhere?

b. *Ahmet nerede kimi
A.-NOM where whom saw

The key for an ECP-based acount is that the DO kimi “who-AccC' is properly governed in
both sentences; while the Loc adverbial nerede “where' would satisfy the ECP at LF only
if it isin the properly governed focus position asin (84a), but not (84b). Under a
Superiority-based acount, all that mattersis that the Loc adverbial is higher than the DO
in the structure.

The subjed-objed asymmetry below however, is problematic for either acount:

(85 a Kim Kimi seviyor?
who-NOM who-ACC |love-PRES-AGR
S DO V

takes ope over the subjed (Why did AHMET call you?). Thiswill become relevant in
sedion 3.2.4 below.
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“Who loves who?

b. *Kimi  kim seviyor?
whom who loves

Thiscontrast indicates that the properly governed position for LF raising is the subjed
position itself, cf. (85a), but not the focus position, cf. (85b), which contradicts the datain
(84). The datain (85b) does not make sense under the Superiority-based acount either,
becauise the Sis higher than the DO, yet it fails to move to this hypotheticd focus
position.

If on the other hand, we asume that focused constituents are in Situ in Turkish,
the ntrast between adverbials and subjeds would follow from the base order of
constituents, in (84a) and (85a), and arestriction 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-spedfic DPs.

Non-spedfic DPs, espedally DOs, neeal to be in the focus position at S-structure.
Non-spedfic DOs cannot have an overt acasative Case, and the covert acasative is
licensed only in the focus position (En , 1991):

(86) a Ahmet [hir kitap]
A.-NOM a book real-PAST-AGR

S DO vV
"Ahmet read a book'

b. *[Bir kitap] Ahmet
a book A.-NOM red

(87) a Ahmet [bir kitaba]
A.-NOM a book-DAT look-PAST-AGR
S fe] \
"Ahmet looked at a book'

b. *[Bir kitaba] Ahmet
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aabook  A.-NOM looked
The isaue here is not whether non-spedfics can move & all, but rather, whether they must
move to some derived position asociated with focus at S-structure34. One might claim
that contrary to Heim (1982, non-spedfics are quantifier-like in their nature, at least in
Turkish, and thus they must move to some scope position at S-structure.35
There ae two waysto argue aainst this position. First, observe that the order is

still fixed when there ae two non-spedfic VP-internal DPs:

(88) a. Ahmet [bir [bir kitap]
A.-NOM a student-DAT a book give-PAST-AGR
S 10 DO Vv

"Ahmet gave abook to a student'

b. *Ahmet [bir kitap] [bir
A-NOM a book toastudent gave

(890 a Ahmet [bir d kkanda] [bir kitaba]
A.-NOM a store-Loc a book-DAT look-PAST-AGR

S Loc 10 vV
"Ahmet looked at abook at a store

b. *Ahmet [bir kitaba] [bir d kk anda]
A.-NOM at abook at astore looked

If the movement of non-spedfics to some derived focus position were only for scope
reasons, it would not have mattered which one moves there, sincethe scope interadion is
vaauous in these examples. The restriction seans to be sensitive to the Case/thematic
status of the aguments, and only the lessoblique constituent can appea in the focus

position; ie. the DO instead of the 10 in (88); and, the O instead of the Loc in (89).

34 implicitly exclude an obligatory movement to a Case position.

35 Thiswould not be an outrageous claim, sincethere is no independent existential
quantifier equivalent to “some x' in Turkish. A non-spedfic is used for that meaning.
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Also note the the scopal interadion between a universal quantifier and a focused

non-spedfic in examples parallel to (88a) and (89a):

(90) Ahmet [her [bir kitap]
A.-NOM every student-DAT a book give-PAST-AGR
S 10 DO Vv

"Ahmet gave abook to every student'
= Every student was such that...

(91) Ahmet [her dkkanda [bir kitaba]

A.-NOM every store-LOC a book-DAT |o0OKk-PAST-AGR

S Loc 10 \Y

"Ahmet looked at abook at every store

= Every store was sich that...
Recdl from sedion 1 that the surfaceorder of QPs determines their scopein Turkish. The
universal QPs “to every student', and her dikkanda at every store' take
unambiguous ope over the non-spedfic DO and 10 in (90) and (91) respedively. This
indicates that the non-spedfic DPs are asymmetricaly c-commanded by the universal QPs
(10 and the Loc). To maintain a non-spedfics 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
discusson regarding (88) and (88).

However, if we asumed that focused constituents remain their base positionsin

Turkish, (90) and (91) would follow from the surfaceorder of QPsinthat aDO is lower

than an 1O, and an 10O is lower than aLoc.36

36 Some speekers can interpret the indefinites above & Pedfics, which can imitate the
wide scopereading at LF. Inthese caesthough, the spedfic 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 discusson.
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3.1.2.3. ECM clauses.
Unlike aregular subordinate dause like (92) below, ECM clauses can only bein
the immediately preverbal position in Turkish. Thiswould be expeded if thisisadually

the position where acaisative Case is assgned:

(920 a Ahmet [Bernan S yledi
A.-NOM B.-GEN  dleg-PAST-COMP-AGR-ACC Say-PAST-AGR
S DO Vv
"Ahmet said that Bernawas adeg'
b. Ahmet s yledi
B.-GEN  dlept A.-NOM  said

Contrasting with (92), the ECM clausesin (93) and (94) cannot move:3?

(93 a Ahmet uyudu|
A.-NOM B.-AcCc dee-PAST think-PRES-AGR
S DO \Y,
"Ahmet thinks Berna was adee’
b. uyudu| Ahmet
B.-AcC deg-PAST A.-NOM think-PRES-AGR
(949 a Ahmet hasta]
A.-NoM B.-acc |l think-PRES-AGR
S DO \Y,
"Ahmet thought Bernawas sck'
b. hasta] Ahmet
B.-acc |l A.-NOM think-PRES-AGR

The complement clause in (94) may be aSmall Clause or aregular ECM clause with a null

copula. Whichever the cae may be, these dauses cannot move anywhere in Turkish,

37 Since George and Kornfilt (1981), the mnstruction typesin (93) and (94) are cdled
“dired complements and those of the typein (92) are cdled "gerunds. The analysis of
(93) and (94) as ECM congtructionsis not so mainstream, though | believe that thereis
substantial evidence supporting thisidea
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unlike aregular clause like (92). Although the dauses themselves are not necessarily
focused in (93a) and (94a), they exclude focus from their own subjeds, again unlike (92b).

The natural interpretation for the unavail abili ty of subjed focus with ECM clauses
isthat they occupy the same position, meaning that a derived focus position must also be a
Case position. Thiswould be astrange result if this position is to be uniquely associated
with focus. If however, focused constituents are in Situ, subjed focus would not be
possble in (93b) and (94b) due to the fad that the dause needsto remain in its base
position for Case reasons, and cannot scramble out of VP as a defocused contituent.
3.1.2.4. Idiomatic objeds and resultatives.

Finally, idiomatic objeds 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 idiomeatic:

(95 a Ahmet [o g zden (idiomatic)
A.-NOM that ca-AcCC eye-ABL take.out-PAST-AGR
"Ahmet gave up on that ca’
b. (non-idiomatic)

"Ahmet took that car out of the drawer' 38

(96) a. [Ahmet'in suya (idiomatic)
A.-GEN  hope-PLR-AGR-NOM water-DAT fall-PAST-AGR
"Ahmet lost his hopes

b. (non-idiomatic)
"Ahmet's hopes fell into water'

(97) a Ahmet kurta (idiomatic)
A.-NOM legs.of.trousers-ACC  save-PAST-AGR

38 GOz 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. (non-idiomatic)
"Ahmet saved the leg of histrousers

Resultative dauses are aso disall owed from the same ontext:39
(98) a Ahmet [evi masmavi]

A.-NOM house-AcC dup-blue paint-PAST-AGR
"Ahmet painted the house blue'

b.
(990 a Ahmet tertemiz]

A.-NOM table-Acc dup-clean wipe-PAST-AGR
"Ahmet wiped the table dean

b.
Aswith the non-spedfics in sedion 3.1.2.2 above, what is at issue here is not whether
idiomatic objeds and resultatives can move & all, but whether they must move to any
spedfic position at S-structure. It iscommonly held in the literature that they are not

(Chomsky, 1981, Koopman, 1997).40

39 Resultatives amn to require intensive redugication (full or partial) in Turkish.

40 [ nterestingly, a cetain classof idiomatic objeds can passvizein Turkish asimpersonal
passves, mostly with some humorous effed:

() Kollar S
arms-NOM  roll.up-PASSPAST-AGR
"Sleeves wererolled up

= people got ready
(i) Paalar
legs(of trousers) snatCh-PASSPAST-AGR
“Legs of trousers were snatched'
= people were caught (humorous/sarcastic)

but not:

(i) Paalar
legs (of trousers) save-PASS-PAST-AGR
“Legs of trousers were saved'
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An immediately preverbal idiomatic objed or resultative must be in the focus
position becaise when these @nstituents are marginally moved, the interpretation is that
the subjed isfocused. Althoughit is not posshle to prepose them (I P-adjunction), they

can be postposed (CP-adjunction):

(100 Ahmet [0  arabay g zden
A.-NOM that car-AcC take.out-PAST-AGR eye-ABL
"Ahmet gave up on that ca’
(101 A[AHMET'N suya

A.-GEN  hope-PLR-AGR-NOM fall-PAST-AGR water-DAT
"Ahmet lost his hopes

(102 7Ahmet
A.-NOM save-PAST-AGR legs.of.trousers-AccC
"Ahmet saved himself (from a bad situation)'
Sentences (100) through (102 marginally retain their idiomatic status. Thisis possblein
(202 only with contrastive interpretation, and under emphatic stress hencethe caitalsin
the possessor Ahmet'in "Ahmet's. The following shows that thisis lessacceptable with
resultatives:41
(203 ?7Ahmet [evi masmavi]
A.-NOM paint-PAST-AGR house-Acc dup-blue
"Ahmet painted the house blue'
(104 ?7Ahmet tertemiz]
A.-NOM Wipe-PAST-AGR table-Acc dup-clean
"Ahmet wiped the table dean

It isinteresting phenomenon that idiomatic objeds and resultatives can be

postposed in Turkish, abeit marginaly. Thisis particularly acute in the cae of

= *people saved themselves fr. a bad situation
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resultatives, contrasting with the inability of the ECM clauses to move anywhere.
Nevertheless the implicaion hereis that immediately preverbal idiomatic objeds and
resultative dauses 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. Thisisunlikely to be aderived position, unlessfocused constituents are dso
incorporated to the verb. However, it seems more plausible that they are in their base
positions at S-structure, like any other focused constituent.

| will assume that the aguments presented thus far are satisfadory to conclude
that [+ focus] assgnment is an in Situ operation in Turkish, and an immediately preverbal
congtituent is in its base position. The next step now is to work on the status of a focused
congtituent at LF.

3.2. Against Focus Raising at LF.

There is along tradition in generative syntax of representing focus as a variable.
Thiswas originally intended to isolate afocused phrase & the level of interpretation by
using avariable, and identify the rest of the dause as the presupposition (Chomsky, 1971
Jackendoff, 1972 and references cited therein). Later, it was observed in Chomsky
(1976 that afocused R-expresson induces WCO effeds, smilar to a QP in the same
position:

(76) a [Thewoman [hej loves]] betrayed Johry
b. *[The woman [hej loves]] betrayed JOHN;
C. *[Thewoman [hej loves]] betrayed everyone;

41 Since my judgements are somewhat vague on these examples, it is possble that there
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Thisleal to the anclusion that focus should be represented as an operator-variable pair at
LF, analogous to a Wh-phrase or a QP and its variable. Thisis normally done by raising
the focused constituent at LF.

Despite the WCO effedsin (76) | will take issue with the position that the
operator-variable pairing of focus is derived by the LF movement, as well asthe eistence
of such apairing. Inwhat follows, | will discussthe conceptual status of Focus Raising
(FR) at LF, and present evidence mostly from QP interadion fads that a focused phrase
does not seem to be in any of the positions available & landing sites for FR.

3.2.1. Conceptua status of Focus Raising.

The main difficulty in having focused constituents raise & LF to an operator
position and bind their variablesisthat it places them in the same cdegory of operators as
QPs and Wh-phrases. The movement of QPs and Wh-phrases is motivated by their scopal
properties, ie. the quantificational forcethat comes from their lexicd content. The same
cannot be said of focused constituents, which are sometimes rigid designators that cannot
be lexicdly spedfied as quantificational sinceit 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]| fedure, which
iswhat enforces the FR operation at LF. This ©lves most problems regarding focus

assgnment in retural languages, although there ae some questions that remain.

would be some dialedal or idioledal variation in this area
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First, consider what happens with focused heals. Typicd FR casesin the literature
involve X Ps, which says nothing about X0s, eg. focused V9s. If they also FR, the question
is whether they raise to the same position as focused XPs. If so, thiswould have the
effed of adjoining an X0 category to some XP caegory associated with the focus sope,
which goes against the standard conception of adjunction defined in Chomsky (1986.

Seoond, consider the caes where an operator binds a variable in the focus
position:
(105 a. Herkes [proj evini]

everyone 3sG home-AGR-ACC cdl-PAST-AGR
“Everybody;j cdled his home'

b. Herkes hbirbirinij kut
everyone eadother-AcC congratulate-PAST-AGR
"Everybodyj congratulated ead other;
We canot 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. Thisis not plausible because other operators, QPs and
Wh-phrases, do not behave the same way.
Finally, thereis an isue with the operator-like status of afocused constituent.
Lasnik and Stowell (19917) observe that empty operator (Op) movement does not induce
WCO in constructions where its referenceis 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 crosover contexts,*2 and those

with values ranging over a non-singleton set of individuals, ie. Wh-phrases or QPs. A
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focused congtituent is very different from either category: it behaves like the latter, yet its
reference is not fixed by a @ntrolling higher argument, nor does it range over a non-
singleton set of individuals. Itsvalue is fixed by its own referential properties. Operators
ladk internal reference, but afocused congtituent istypicdly referential. Thiswould 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 ope & LF isnot the focused constituent itself, but rather, some Op that originates
insdeit, cf. Lasnik and Stowell (1991):

(106 a DPs...[|pDP; [vptjtf V] ]

b. Ops ... [P DP; [vpti [Dptf DP] V] ]
The subscript f above indicaes focus. 1n (1069) the focused congtituent itself rasiesas 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, thiswould 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 resped to the variable inside the
constituent, rather than the referentia property of the focused constituent itself.

In the rest of this sdion, | will show that despite the gpped of this proposal, the

operation of FR is ill questionable because there does not seem to be ay operator at LF

42 More predsely: tough constructions, parasitic gap constructions, appositive dauses,
topicdizaion, and clefts/pseudo-clefts.
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that is higher then the S-structure position of the focused constituent that would give the
corred QP interadion.

3.2.2. Focusinside idands.

It is well-known that focus is not sensitive to islands which otherwise @mnstrain
movement at S-structure and LF. The following are the dfeds of some of these idandsin
Turkish; namely, a mmplex NP in (107), afadiveidand in (108), and arelative dausein
(109. Noticethat a Wh-phrase inside an idand cannot take scope over the main clause
for the question interpretation, while a @rresponding adjunct can be focused just fine:
(107 a. *Ahmet [[Berndn  eve neden s ylentisini]

A.-NOM B.-GEN home-DATWhy  gO-PST-AGR rumor-AGR hea-PST-AGR
"Why; did Ahmet hea the rumor [that Bernawent home tj]’

b. Ahmet eve [ iin]
A.-NOM B.-GEN home-DAT bore-PASSPAST-COMP-AGR for  go-PST-AGR
S ylentisini]

rumor-AGR-ACC hea-PAST-AGR
"Ahmet head the rumor that Berna went home becaise she (Berna) was bored'

(108 a. *Ahmet eve ne zaman gidece
A.-NOM B.-GEN home-DATWhat time Qgo-FUT-CMP-AGR-ACC lean-PST-AGR
"When; did Ahmet learn [that Bernawould go home tj]?

b. Ahmet eve YARIN
A.-NOM B.-GEN  home-DATtomorrow go-FUT-COMP-AGR-ACC lean-PST-AGR
"Ahmet leaned that Bernawould go home tomorrow'

(109 a. *Ahmet ge en
A.-NOM B.-GEN past yea how read-PST-CMP-AGR boOk-ACC seePST-AGR
"Howij did Ahmet seethe book [that Bernarea tj last yea)'

b. Ahmet geen ACELEYLE
A.-NOM B.-GEN past yea hurriedly read-PST-CMP-AGR book-AccC

SeePST-AGR
"Ahmet saw the book [that Bernaread in a hurry last yea]'
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The fad isthat an adjunct can be focused inside an island that traps a
corresponding Wh-phrase & LF. In Chomsky (1981),43 thisisinterpreted asto mean that
FR involves a highly locd, clause-bound movement, ie. one that adjoins the focused
congtituent to an IP that islower than the island.

3.2.3. |P-level adjunction and focused subjeds.

Suppose now that FR moves a focused congtituent to the | P-adjoined position.
Since preposed objeds are dso | P-adjoined, we would exped afocused subjed QP to
take scope over a preposed objed QP and yield at least an ambiguous reading. Thisis not
the cae however, as e in (22b) and (23b) below, where apreposed objed QP takes

unambiguous ope over the focused subjed QP:

(22) b. [Her arabaya] [ Ki
toevery ca threeperson got.in
10 S Vv
“Threepeople got in every ca'
= Every car was such that ...

every book-DAT threeperson-NOM eye throw-PAST-AGR

10 S \Y,
“Threepeople skimmed through every book'
= Every book was such that ...
The subjed QP “threepeople' isfocused at S-structure in (22b) and (23b), and yet

it does not take scope over the preposed objed QPs.44 The asence of the wide scope

43 This lution is attributed to Dominique Sportiche in Chomsky (1987).

44 As mentioned in afootnote @ove, some spedkers allow a spedfic interpretation for the
numericd SU ki “threepeople' in (22b), in some “listing' sense; i.e. threepeoplegot in
evey car: Ahmet, Berna andCanan when the numeric U “thre€ is greseed. However,

thisisnot likely to be atruly scopal phenomenon because the reference of the individuals
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realing of afocused objed QP suggests that FR may move afocused constituent to a
position even lower than the | P; ie. somewhere aound the VP-level.

3.2.4. VVP-level adjunction and focus.

Comparable data with VP-level scrambling of internal arguments suggeststhat a

focused congtituent is not VP-adjoined at LF either:45

(110 a= Ahmet herkese [ Ki
A.-NOM everyone-DAT three person-ABL mention-PAST-AGR
S 10 Obl Vv

"Ahmet talked to everyone aout threepeople
= Everyone was such that ...

b. Ahmet herkese
A.-NOM about threepeople to everyone mentioned
= Threepeople 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 fredy seleded from a set of individuals in these
instances, rather it would involve afixed group with no varible binding; i.e. there was no
fourth person who got into any car. Also note that switching the numericd and the
universal quantifier in (22b) asin (i) below, would only give wide scope of the preposed
objed QP over the subjed QP, unlessthe objed QP  arabaya “into three cas'is
stressed (focused out side the focus position):

O arabaya] herkes
threecars-DAT everyone got in
"Everybody got into three cas
= Three cas were such that everyone got into them
=*Everyone was 3uch that they got into three cas

My intuition regarding the interpretation of (i) is very strong.

45 As above, it is marginally possble to get the listing interpretation if the numeric uc
“threé is dressed: Ahmet talked to everyone abou threepeople: Berna, Canan and
Deniz. Again, this does not look like variable-binding either, sincethe value of three
peopleis afixed set of individuals, and does not involve value asgnment.
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Also note the behavior of niye 'why'. As mentioned ealier, "why' -phrases do not

have to appea in the focus position. They may immediately precede this position, and

modify the focused contituent. In this ®nse, they behave like focus-sensitive operators

such as

(11D a

(112 a

“only" 46

Ahmet [bu neden

A.-NOM this book-Acc why real-PAST-AGR
S DO Adv \Y

"Why did Ahmet read this book?

= What was hisreason to read it?

Ahmet neden [bu
A.-NoMm why  this book real
= Why wasit thisbook that he read?

Ahmet neden

A.-NOM B.-acc  why cdl-PAST-AGR
S DO Adv \Y

"Why did Ahmet cdl Berna?

= What was his reason to cdl her?

Ahmet neden
A.-Nom why B.-Acc cdled
= Why wasit Bernathat he cdled?

Neden "why' does not question the involvement of the subjed in either sentence

to get that, one must place the subjed in the focus position and scramble out the objed.

Sinceit does not modify the subjed the same way, we can conclude that thisis

c-command related, and neden “why' ¢c-commands the focus position at the level of

46 Note that nas "how' behaves differently in this resped:

(i) Ahmet seni
A.-NOM you-Acchow found
"How did Ahmet find you?

(i) *Ahmet seni
A.-NOoM how you-Acc found
"How was it you that Ahmet found?
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interpretation; ie. LF. Thiswould be imply that focused constituents remain in situ, and
they are raised to some V P-adjoined position at LF.

3.3. Conclusion of sedion 3.

The evidencein this dion indicates that focusis not identified at S-structure by
some derived position in Turkish, and defocused constituents must scramble out of their
VPs. There was aso evidencefrom quantifier scope interadion that focused constituents
are not raised to adjointhe VP or IP a LF in Turkish. This conclusion leaves the WCO
fadsin (76) totaly mysterious, which will hopefully find a satisfadory solution in the
broader context of the phenomenon of pronominal binding in general.

Finally, note that the tests used in this dion 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 idand fads; and that this operator cannot be quantificational;
ie. it does not extend the scope of afocused 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 | will present in the following sedion.

4. The Position of Focus.

A complete theory of focusis atopic that warrants a full-scae paper, which | will
not attempt here. Instead, | will present certain charaderistics of such atheory that would
naturally derive the interadion between focus and the reconstruction of preposed objeds
discussed in sedion 2. The analysis will capitalize on the notions of arelationally defined
focus position, and the preservation of focus relations between S-structure and LF. | will

also propose away to acount for the pronominal binding fads.
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4.1. Relative Definition of Focus.

It was argued in the previous ®dion that a focused constituent isin its base
position at both S-structure and LF in Turkish. This excludes any structurally defined
unique position for focusin this language. However, we know that there is an identifiable
focus position in Turkish. Thiswould be possble if focus is arelationaly defined
position. Thisisin asense, just stating the obvious sncefocusis identified as the
immediately preverbal position in Turkish (asin Hungarian, etc), which is arelational
definition itself. “Immediately preverbal' however, is alinea notion that needs to be
expressd in configurational terms. For the time being though, | will use the linea term
‘immediate precedence only for purposes of ill ustration.

4.1.1. Reomnstruction and Focus.

We saw in sedion 2 that a preposed anaphor cannot be recnstructed at LF when

its antecalent is focused at S-structure:

(44) a Adamlar; birbirlerini; grm
man-PLR-AGR eadiother-AGR-ACC SeePAST-AGR
S DO \Y

“The men saw ead other'

b. *Birbirlerinij  adamlarj t;

eatother-AcC men saw
(58 a Adamlar; birbirlerini; dn
man-PLR-NOM  eadother-AGR-ACC yesterday SeePAST-AGR
S DO Adv Vv

“The men saw ead other yesterday'

b. Birbirlerinij adamlarj tj d n
eatother-AcC men-NOM  yesterday saw

(46) a Ahmet i birbirleriyle
A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eadother-AGR-with introduce-PAST-AGR
S DO Obl V

"Ahmet introduced the men to ead other'
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b. *Birbirleriylegy ~ Ahmet it
with eadother A.-NOM men-AccC introduced

(60) a Adamlar; birbirlerini; Ahmet'le
man-PLR-NOM  eadother-AGR-AcC with A.  introduce-PAST-AGR

S DO Ohl vV
“The men introduced ead other to Ahmet'

b. Birbirlerinij adamlarj tj Ahmet'le
eadother-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 medhanics of focus,
provided that we make two well-motivated assumptions; a) focus s represented at both S-
structure and LF; and, b) its position is defined the same way at both levels; ie. immediate

precalenceis observationaly acarate & LF, aswell 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 usfirst take the bad cases (44b) and (46b). What isadually required hereis
that the preposed anaphors reconstruct badk to a position that is interpreted as the focus
of a dause in Turkish. Congtituents in these positions are cgitaized in (113) and (114)
below,4” where the S-structure representations are antrasted with the expeded LF
representation that would have obtained if reconstruction hed applied in (44b) and (46b):48

(113 a at S-structure (cf. (44.b)):

*Birbirlerinij [|[PADAMLAR] tj g rm
eadother-AGR-ACC  man-PLR-AGR  SEePAST-AGR

47 Unlessindicaed otherwise, the capitalized phrases do not recave an overt stress The
intonation in all the sentences with cagpitalized constituent is intended to be neutral.

48 The threedots throughout this dion are meant to indicae the S-structure position of
a congtituent that has reconstructed at LF.
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DO S V
"The men saw ead other'

b. at LF (after reconstruction):

... [|p Adamlar; BIRBIRLERINIj
man-PLR-NOM eadother-AGR-ACC SeePAST-AGR
S DO V

(114 a at S-structure (cf. (46.b)):

*Birbirleriyle [IpAhmet  ADAMLARIj
eadother-AGR-with A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC  introduce-PAST-AGR
Obl S DO \
"Ahmet introduced the men to ead other'

b. at LF (after reconstruction):

... [|p Ahmet i BIRBIRLERIYLE;
A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eadother-AGR-with introduce-PAST-AGR
S DO Obl \%

Oncewe asume that focus is defined relationally the same way at LF as at S-structure, we
seethat in the bad cases, reconstruction shifts the focus of the dause between the two
levels of representation.

In the good cases (58b) and (60b) on the other hand, there is a possble derivation
in which reconstructing a preposed anaphor does not shift the focus of the dause between
S-structure and LF:

(115 a at S-structure (cf. (58.b)):

Birbirlerinij [[padamlarj tj DN grm
eadother-AGR-ACC man-PLR-NOM  yesterday seePAST-AGR
DO S Adv Vv

“The men saw ead other yesterday'
b. at LF (after reconstruction):

... [|p Adamlar; birbirlerini; DN
man-PLR-NOM eadiother-AGR-ACC yesterday SeePAST-AGR
S DO Adv \Y,

(116 a at S-structure (cf. (60.b)):

Birbirlerinij [|padamlarj tj AHMET'LE
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eadother-AGR-ACC man-PLR-NOM  A.-with introduce-PAST-AGR
DO S Obl V
“The men introduced ead other to Ahmet'

b. at LF (after reconstruction):

... [|p Adamlar; birbirlerini; AHMET'LE
man-PLR-NOM eadother-AGR-AcC A.-with introduce-PAST-AGR
S DO Obl \Y

The generalization hereisthat the derivation of LF representations (113o) and
(114p) from the S-structures (113a) and (114a) both involve ashift in the focus after
reconstruction: fromthe Sto the DO in (113), and from the DO to the Obl in (114).
Reaoonstruction does not shift the focus in the derivations of the LF forms (115b) and
(116b) from the S-structures (1158) and (1169), and the sentences are grammeticd.

A relational definition of the focus position makes it possble for the focus of a
clause to shift between levels of representation as an off shoot of a syntadic process such
asremnstruction at LF. It isnot an unusual concept that new focus relations can be
creaed by syntadic rules. Asauming arigid 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-apha. Thiswould aso hold for or
any other algorithm in any framework that derives srambled sentences by mapping them
from some basic neutral form. It seams probable then, that a syntadic processlike
reanstruction can in principle, shift the focus of a dause, aslong asit is defined
relationally. What is different in the caes under discusson isthat 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.

Regardlessof how (44b) and (47b) are ultimately ruled out, it can be agued that
new focus relations can be aeaed between D-structure and S-structure, but may not be
shifted between S-structure and LF. Thisis due to the way the levels operate. Focusis
not arelevant notion at D-structure, which is essentially a level where phrases are
projeded and theta-relations are established. Thus, we canot redly talk about shifting it
between D- and S-structures. By contrast, it is arelevant notion at LF, whichiisalevel of
interpretion that takes S-structure aitsinput. When combined, these properties can
derive afocus preservation principle like the following:

(117) A constituent c that isfocused at S-structure must also be focused at LF.

To seehow (117) comes about, let us take the mntrast between the S-structures

(1a) and (1b) below:
(1) a Ahmet [bu kitab] BERNA'YA
A.NOM this book-AcC B.-DAT give-PAST-3SG

S DO 10 \Y
"Ahmet gave this book to BERNA'

b. Ahmet Bernaya; [BU KITABI] t;
A.-NOM B.-DAT this book-AcCC give-PAST-AGR
"Ahmet gave THISBOOK to Berna
Suppose now that arule of reconstruction takes the |O Bernaya "to Berna in (1b) and

lowers*? it down to its base position at LF:

(118 Ahmet ... [bu BERNA'YA
A.-NOM  this book-ACCB.-DAT give-PAST-AGR

49 | use the term “lowering' as an analogy for whatever is responsible for the
reanstruction effedsat LF. | susped that the reconstruction is best thought of as me
kind of visibility processwithin a dhain with resped to the locd 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 10 in (118) needsto be blocked. The
LF form (118) is derived by recnstructing the 10 from its S-structure position in (1b).
An algorithm interpreting focus at LF would identify the 10 asthe focusin (118), just like
in (1a), instead of the DO in (1b). What is adually focused in (1b) however, isthe DO,
not the 10. The LF form (118) does not represent the focus relations that it is sipposed
to be representing; it is adually the LF representation of the unscrambled (1a), not (1b).
Therefore, afocus preservation principle such as (117) above is unnecessary, and it
follows from the way these levels operate.>°

The same line of reasoning applies in the paradigm under discusson. Consider as
an example, the ungrammaticd case (113), repeded below:

(113 a. at S-structure:

*Birbirlerinij [|[PADAMLAR] tj g rm
eadother-AGR-ACC  man-PLR-AGR  SEePAST-AGR
DO S \%

“The men saw ead other'
b. at LF (after reconstruction):

... [|p Adamlar; BIRBIRLERINIj
man-PLR-NOM eadother-AGR-ACC SseePAST-AGR
S DO V

Remnstruction would have shifted the focus from the S adamlar “the men' in the S-

structure (1133), to the DO birbirlerini “ead other-Acc' inthe LF (1130). This means

50 |n any theory that dispenses with grammeticd 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 dause is built into the dgorithm that
incorporates the basic Binding Theoretic reanstruction effeds. What isimportant in this
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that reconstruction nullifies the focus relations creaed by scrambling the DO in (44b) from
its base position in (44a) above. Inthis ense, (113) failsto represent the focus relations
in (113), and (44b). Thisimpliesthat one can either properly represent the S-structure
focus relations of (113g) at LF with no reconstruction (which violates the relevant Binding
Condition); or apply recnstruction to satisfy the Binding Conditions, in which case the LF
representation (113p) would no longer represent the S-structure (113).

Consider now the grammaticd case (115), repeded below:

(115 a at S-structure:

Birbirlerinij [[padamlarj tj DN grm
eadother-AGR-ACC man-PLR-NOM  yesterday seePAST-AGR
DO S Adv Vv

“The men saw ead other yesterday'
b. at LF (after reconstruction):

... [|p Adamlar; birbirlerini; DN
man-PLR-NOM eadiother-AGR-ACC yesterday seePAST-AGR
S DO Adv \Y,

The Adv d n “yesterday' isthe focus in both the S-structure (1158) and the LF (115h),
which qualifies (1150) as a proper LF representation of (1153). The preposed anaphor
can beremnstructed in (115 because the LF form does not alter the focus relationsin its
S-structure @unterpart.

So far, we have seenisthat arelational definition of the focus at S-structure and
LF interads naturally with the reconstruction of preposed objed anaphors discussed in
sedion 2. We now nedl to expressthe linea notion ‘immediate precedence in

configurational terms.

analysisisthat the input for the dgorithm that determines the focusin a dause 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, afocused constiuent can kind an anaphor in Hungarian (Szabolcs, personal
communicéion), which is not possble in Turkish. Seoond, material from alower clause
can raise to the focus position of the dause 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 logicd conclusion seansto be that the
focus position in Turkish is not the same & the focus position in Hungarian.

Recd now that afocused constituent cannot bind an anaphor in Turkish:

(46) a Ahmet adamlar | birbirleriyle
A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eadother-AGR-with introduce-PAST-AGR
S DO Obl V

"Ahmet introduced the men to ead other’
(77) *Ahmet birbirleriyle i
A.-NoMm with-eatother men-Acc introduced
S Obl DO \Y,
"Ahmet introduced the men to ead other’
Given that anaphor binding requires c-command, this indicaes two things: First,
scrambling is always to a position higher than the focus. In light of the observation in
sedion 3 that all defocused constituents must scramble out of their base positionsin
Turkish, thisimpliesthat a constituent can be focused if al other constituents are higher

than that. Seoond, the paradigm indicates that a scrambled anaphor cannot be

reanstructed to position lower than the focus. If reconstruction is blocked in cases like

as the dgorithm that aceunts for the reconstruction effeds under the Binding Theory.
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(77) because the recmonstructed element becomes the focus at LF, thiswould mean that the
lower constituent is identified as focus at S-structure and LF.
Let us consider again, the grammeticd reconstructionin (115). If focusisindeel
defined configurationally as the lower position of a dause, this raises questions about the
reanstructed position in (115 with resped to the position of time alverbials:

(115 a at S-structure:

Birbirlerinij [[padamlarj tj DN
eadother-AGR-ACC man-PLR-NOM  yesterday seePAST-AGR
DO S Adv \%

“The men saw ead other yesterday'
b. at LF (after reconstruction):

... [|p Adamlar; birbirlerini; DN
man-PLR-NOM eadiother-AGR-ACC yesterday seePAST-AGR
S DO Adv \Y,

What is crucial hereisthat the preposed anaphor be reconstructed to some position higher
than the time alverbial d n “yesterday' for the focus to be preserved between S-structure
and LF. Thus, aslong asbirbirlerini "ead other-Acc' is remnstructed to a position
lower than its antecedent adamlar “the men' for binding, and higher than the alverbial d n
“yesterday' for focus preservation, the sentencewould be fine. Thisisnot possblein
(113, sincerewnstructing to a position lower than the antecedent for binding would alter
the focus relations at LF, sincethe recnstructed anaphor would be lower than the
S-structure focus. Similar things can be said for (114), asin (113, and (116), asin (115
above:

(113 a. at S-structure:

*Birbirlerinij [|p ADAMLAR; tj
eadiother-AGR-ACC man-PLR-AGR  SeePAST-AGR
DO S \Y

“The men saw ead other'



83

b. at LF (after reconstruction):

... [|p Adamlar; BIRBIRLERINIj
man-PLR-NOM eadother-AGR-ACC seePAST-AGR
S DO V

Thisacount also anticipates variation among speékers of the language: There ae some
spedkers who cannot reconstruct a preposed objed anaphor in the presence of afocused
adverbial, ie. (115), that can in the presence of afocused argument, ie. (116). Thismay be
due to something as smple not having focused adverbials as an immediate reading, or it
could be that this intermediate position for recnstruction is not available for them.

The conception of the focus position | have agued for in this dion could be
cgptured by the following definition:

(119 A constituent C is focused iff:
a) C haslexicd content,

b) for al D, where D haslexica content, and is a dause-mate for C, D
aymmetricaly c-commands C.

Thisisin no way a mmplete definition sinceit is meant only for focus by position, and not
by stress The lexicd content requirement in the (a) clause excludes traces and empty
pronouns, and this may be related to some PF requirement on beaing stress It also
ensures that new focus relations can be creaed between D-structure and S-structure.
Otherwise, the lowest argument position of a dause would be the focus no matter what
movement takes place & S-structure.>! The (b) clause defines the lowest congtituent as

the focus of the dause.

511t is possble that focus by stressinvolves focus on the relevant tracein terms of some
LF visibility processhinted at afootnote éove. A visible tracemay mean that the
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The issue of afocused VO is left open here, sinceit normally requires a non-neutral
intonation, ie. stress The avail abili ty of reconstruction with focused VO0s (cf. sedion 2)
would be mnsistent with the analysis proposed here if it does not shift the focus between
S-structure and LF.
4.3. The lowering effeds of Focus.
So far, | have not discussed the caes where apronoun inside the subjed is

marginally bound by a preposed objed QP:

(50) a *[proj sekreteri] herkesij
3G seaetary-AGR-NOM  everyone-ACC cdl-PAST-AGR
S DO \Y,

"Hig seaetary cdled everybody;'

b. MHerkes; [proj sekreteri] t;
everyone-ACC his seaetary-Nom cdled

The implicit assumption made by Mahajan (1990 and Saito (1997) isthat pronominal
binding is possble only from an A-position. Thisis omething to be caitious about,
espedaly in light of the WCO literature (Koopman and Sportiche, 1982 Sefir, 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
(500) would be aucially 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 objed QP isin an

A-position.

congtituent counts as being in the position of the tracefor bindingand focus purposes.
These issues will be explored in alater study.



85
First, observe that pronominal binding is not possble when a mnstituent other

than the one that contains the target pronoun is focused:

(72) a *[proj sekreteri] herkesij dn aram
3SG seqetary-AGR-NOM everyone-ACC yesterday cdl-PAST-AGR
S DO Adv \Y

"Hig seaetary cdled everyonej yesterday'

b. *Herkesi [proj sekreteri] tj dn
everyone-Acc (his) seaetary-NoM  yesterday caled

Also noticethat just becaise the target pronoun inside the S is bound by the QP does not
necessarily mean that it is bound dredly by the QP. It isjust aswell possble that the
pronoun is A-bound by a tracein an A-position coindexed with the preposed objed QP.
Thiswould be viable if: @) there is an intermediate A-position between the [Spec, 1P] and
[Spec VP, ie. an A-position that lies between the D-structure and S-structure positions
of the subjed; b) the preposed objea QP leaves atracein this intermediate A-position;
and, ¢) afocused congtituent is cgpable of lowering at LF, where the pronominal binding
obtains.

The intermediate A-position mentioned in first condition can be the spedfier
position of an intermediate projedion between [Spec |P] and [Spec VP] that has been
argued by Pollock (1989 and Chomsky (1988; ie. [Spec, TP], where IP isinterpreted as
AgrP. Otherwisg, it could be derived similar to the way Larson (1988 acmunts for the
Barssand Lasnik (1986 fads by a VP-internal movement analogous to passves. Either
way, it is not difficult to med the second condition above, ie. this position contains the
traceof the preposed objed QP. Asuming an intermediate position, the movement to the
preposed position would be & folll ows:

(120 IP
N
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P
N
NPJ |'
N
TP |0
N

tj
N
VP TO
N
tj V'
N
tj Vv

QP

—

(0]

The problem with a potential SSC violation at some point in (120 above is a pervasive
one that would surfacein any theory of scrambling where apreposed objed movesto an
A-position at an intermediate or final stage.

The third condition would adually be consistent with the type of representation
given for focus here. Recdl 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:

(12D a. at S-structure:

MHerkesij [|p [proj SEKRETERI]j tj [vpijt
everyone-ACC 3sG seaqetary-AGR-NOM cdl-PAST-AGR
"Hig seaetary cdled everyong'

b. at LF (after lowering):

MHerkesij [|p... tj [vp [Proj SEKRETERI]j
everyone-ACC 3SG secretary-AGR-NOM  cdl-PAST-AGR
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The lowering in (121b) is a vaauous operation since it preserves the focus relations.52 1t
can be thought of as akind of recnstruction process which would not be strange if the
[Spec I1P] isan A'-position, as suggested by the VP-internal Subjed Hypothesis
(Koopman and Sportiche, 199Q so forth).s3

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 tj isan A-position. The marginality of pronominal binding would be
expeded if lowering afocused constituent is optional, and (121b) is only a posshble
derivation. Turkish spe&ers would then have pronomina binding in (50b) or (121) only
when this extra operation, which is otherwise totally vaauous, is smehow required (either
by the pragmatics of a situation, or by repeaed exposure).

Finally there is the question of individual variation with resped to the pronominal
binding in (72b), repeaed below:
(72) b. *Herkes; [proj sekreteri] tj dn

everyone-Acc (his) seaetary-NoM  yesterday caled

DO S Adv \%
"Hig seaetary cdled everyonej yesterday'

52 Again, the ac¢ual lowering of the focused constituent here must be taken as convenient
shorthand of a posshly more complex operation, which is likely to involve the Binding
Theory-relevant positioning of the head of a dain.

53 Or dternatively, [Spec, IP] could be an A'-position when it hosts a focused constituent,
as originally suggested to me by Luc Moritz (personal communication).



88
For some spedkers of Turkish, (72b) ison a par with (50b); ie. both are marginally
accetable.54 This difference may be due to the way this lowering islicensed. It may be
that speekers who do not like (72b) only lower afocused constituent; whereas those that
think (72b) isjust fine wuld be lowering constituents more fredy. Thismay in turn be
traced badk 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 g/stem, although thisis apparently not the preferred
operation for some spe&kers.

One must ke in mind that the lowering analysis is contingent upon the theory of
pronominal binding and WCO. Nedallessto say, the lowering effed of focus can be
maintained only if there is independent evidence, and it must be cmmpared to theories that
employ abstrad Focus Raising at LF.

4.4. Some unexpeded paradigms.

In the rest of this paper, | discusstwo sets of datathat are somewhat unexpeded
under the analysis of scrambling proposed here: the avail ability of reconstruction under
multiple preposing; and, the diff erences between pronouns and anaphors that emerge from
the objed preposing paradigm.

4.4.1. Multiple objed preposing.

In addition to single objed preposing, Turkish aso alows multiple objed

preposing, which yields reconstruction effeds in the following way:

54 The distinctions here do not sean to aign nealy along some dialeda line in the sense
that two people speaing the same dialed (in this case, the standard dialed) may have



89

(122 a Ahmet adamlar j birbirleriyle
A.-NOM man-PLR-ACC eadother-AGR-with introduce-PAST-AGR
S DO Obl vV
"Ahmet introduced the men to ead other'
b. i birbirleriyley  Ahmet

men-Acc eadother-with A.-NOM introduced
The Binding Condition A is stisfied in (122b) where the DO antecedent precedes the Obl
anaphor in the presubjed position. The daim above was that a preposed objed cannot be
reanstructed to a position lower than the focus, yet it appeasthat thisis exadly what is
happening in (122b); that is, the Obl anaphor remnstructsto a position lower than the
focused S.
There is however, an aternative derivation of (122b) in which it isalarger

congtituent, ie. the VP, that is fronted to the presubjed position:5>

(123 [iplvp i birbirleriyley ty]j [jp Ahmet) [yp t t; kIl
men-AcCc eadother-AGR-with  A.-NOM introduced
DO Obl S \

The onstituent preposed in (123) isthe VP that contains the DO and Obl argumentsin
the Larsonian system of layered VPs (Larson 1988. If thisis corred, the Obl anaphor

birbirleriyle "with ead other' would be A -bound by the DO antecedent "the

men-AccC' inside the fronted VP.

Consider now the case of Obl anaphor precaling the DO antecalent:

(124) Birbirleriylg i Ahmet
eadother-AGrR-with men-Acc A.-NoM introduced
Obl DO S \Y

different intuitions about the dfeds of afocused adverbial in an example like (72b).

55 Whether the verb tan ‘introduced isinV O or a higher head in (123) isimmaterial
to the discusson here.
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"Ahmet introduced the men to ead other’
Given the premisein (123), the reconstruction of the preposed anaphor birbirleriyle "with
ead other' in (124) would not have to be aposition lower than the focused S Ahmet. If
the preposed congtituent isthe lower VP in the sense of Larson (1988, then all the Obl

anaphor needs to do isto reconstruct badk to its D-structure position inside the preposed

VP
(129 [|pBirbirleriyley [yvp adamlar j tj t]j [|p Ahmet| [vp 1) kIl
eadother-AGR-with men-Acc A.-NOM introduced
Obl DO S \

The Obl anaphor birbirleriyle "with ead other' may be aljoined to the IP or the preposed
VP a S-structurein (125). Either way, Condition A would be satisfied by the
reconstruction of the anaphor to its original position, t;.

The option of VP-fronting in multiple objed preposing does not help when the
anaphor is one of the objeds and the antecedent is the subjed. These caes behave like
the standard paradigm in sedion 2:

(126) Adamlar; birbirlering [0 kitab verdi.
man-PLR-NOM eadiother-AGR-DAT that book-ACC give-PAST-AGR
S 10 DO \Y
“The men gave that book to ead other'
(227 a *[O birbirlering adamlar; verdi.
that book-Acc eadother-AGR-DAT men-NOM gave

DO 10 S \Y
“The men gave that book to ead other'

b. *Birbirlering [0 adamlarj  verdi.
eadother-AGR-DAT that book-ACC men-NOM gave

The VP that contains the 10 anaphor would not contain the antecedent subjed in (127).

Thus, the anaphors need to recmnstruct to their original position lower than the focused S
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antecealents, which is g/stematicaly disallowed in Turkish. The dfed of focusis siownin

(128) below:
(128 a [O birbirlerine adamlar d n verdi.
that book-Acceadother-AGR-DAT men-NOM yesterday gave
DO 10 S Adv \Y

“The men gave this book to ead other yesterday'

b. Birbirlerine [0 adamlar d n verdi.
eadother-AGR-DAT that book-ACC men-NOM yesterday gave

We can conclude then that multiple objed preposing essentially conforms the analysis
presented in this sdion.

4.4.2. An anaphor/pronoun asymmetry.

With or without the lowering analysis for pronominal binding by a preposed objed

QP, the datain (50b) contradicts the datain (53b):

(50) a *[proj sekreteri] herkesij aram
3G seaetary-AGR-NOM  everyone-ACC cdl-PAST-AGR
S DO Vv

"Hig seaetary cdled everybody;'

b. MHerkes; [proj sekreteri] t;
everyone-ACC his seaetary-Nom cdled

(53) a *[Birbirlerinin sekreterleri] i
eatother-AGR-GEN seaetary-PLR-AGR-NOM man-PLR-ACC cdl-PAST-AGR
S DO \Y
"Each other's ®aetaries cdled the men'
b. i [birbirlerininj sekreterleri] tj ara
men-AcC eadwother's seaetaries cdled

The ontrast above shows that a preposed objed can bind a pronoun inside the subjed
(direaly or indiredly), but not an anaphor. This samsto be agenera difference between
anaphors and pronouns, rather than the doice of an antecedent, ie. QPs vs.

R-expresgons:
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(129 a. Herkes; [birbirinin; sekreterini]

everyone eadiother-AGR-GEN seqetary-AGR-ACC  cdl-PAST-AGR
"Everybody;j cdled ead other'sj seaetary'

b. *Herkesij [birbirinin; sekreteri] tj
everyone-ACcC eadother-AGR-GEN seaetary-AGR-NOM  cdl-PAST-AGR
"Each other'sj seaetary cdled everyone

The anaphor inside the objed is bound by the subjed QP in (12%). This does not hold
for the the anaphor inside the subjed and a preposed QP in (12%), which contrasts with
(50b) above.

The datain (12%) cannot be acounted for by assuming that an anaphor inside a
“lowered' constituent cannot fulfill the Heim, Lasnik and May (1991) requirement that it
raise & LF to pied-pipe its anteceadent.56 Thisis becaise birbirleri “ead other' can

apparently do all that in (58b) sinceit can take the subjed asits antecalent after LF-

reconstruction:

(58 a Adamlar; birbirlerini; dn grm
man-PLR-NOM  eadother-AGR-ACC yesterday SeePAST-AGR
S DO Adv Vv

“The men saw ead other yesterday'

b. Birbirlerinij adamlarj tj d n
eatother-AcC men-NOM  yesterday saw

Thus, the reason why a preposed QP can hind a pronoun inside afocused subjed, asin
(50b), but not an anaphor, asin (53b), must have to do with some property of anaphorsin

Turkish that isyet to be understood. Interestingly, Saito (1991) reports that the

56 The anaphor that | used hereis aredprocd, which was the target for the Heim, Lasnik
and May (199]) 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 iswhat is expeded case under the analysis
proposed here.

4.5. Conclusion.

| have agued here that focus can interad with LF reconstruction if it is defined in
relational terms as the lowest constituent of a dause, by having the focus sift between
S-structure and LF. Further, arelational definition also provides us with the meansto
explain the way a preposed objed QP can marginally bind a pronoun inside the subjed, by
vaauous recnstruction at LF that preserves the focus relations of a dause.

The condlusion of this paper isthat scrambling is alwaysto aregular A'-position in
Turkish, and that the A-movement properties relate to the focus relations in a non-trivial
way. Thus, it appeasthat for an analysis of scrambling in any language to be complete,

one must in take into acount, the focus/presupposition structure aeaed by the process
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS:

abl: ablative

acc acaisative

adv: adverbial

agr: agreement

cmp: complementizer
dat: dative

DO: dired objed
dubl: reduplicaed form
eo: ead other

fut: future

gen: genitive

|O: indired objea
loc: locdive

neg: negative

nom: nominative

Obl: oblique agument
pas. passve

pir: plural

prs. present

pst: past

Q: question morpheme
S subjed

sg: singular
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