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ABSTRACT: Due to the adjunct & argument asymmetry in Turkish, the
interpretation of argument wh-words within island structures does not result
in ungrammaticality while that of wh-adjuncts results in ungrammaticality
(Ozsoy 1996, Arslan 1999, Gérgiilii 2006, Cakir 2015). Yet, the following
questions are still unanswered: (1) When there are not any intervening islands
in the interpretation of wh-words that originate in lower CPs, do we obtain the
same results? (2) Is the observed different behavior of wh-elements a result of
a more general adjunct-argument asymmetry that is indifferent to island
effects? In the present study, the data were obtained through a Grammaticality
Judgment Test containing 36 interrogative sentences from 435 participants.
According to the results, the island constraints hold in Turkish, at least, for the
sentence-level wh-adjuncts. However, it was also observed that there exists a
general adjunct & argument asymmetry in Turkish which is valid for all
complex sentences no matter they are subject to island effects or not.
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Tiirkgede Ada Yapilar1 ve Ana Oge-Eklenti Bakisimsizhg

OZ: Tiirkgede gdzlemlenen ana 63e — eklenti bakisimsizlig1 sebebiyle, ana
6ge konumundaki ne-Obeklerinin ada yapisi igeren yapilardaki okumalari
dilbilgisel sonuglar verirken, eklenti konumundaki ne-Obeklerinin ayni
durumdaki okumalar: dilbilgisi dis1 sonuglar vermektedir (Ozsoy 1996, Arslan
1999, Gorgiilii 2006, Cakir 2015). Ancak, cevaplanmas: gereken su sorular
mevcuttur: (1) Karmasik tiimcelerin yan tiimceciklerinde bulunan ne-
6beklerinin okumalarinda, tiimcede herhangi bir ada yapisi mevcut degil ise,
ayn1 sonug elde edilmekte midir? Bir bagka deyisle, ada yapilar1 gercekten
Tiirkge tarz1 dillerde islevsel midir? (2) Tiirk¢ede ne-6beklerinin sergilemekte
oldugu farkli davranislar ada yapilaria kayitsiz olan daha genel bir eklenti-
ana 0ge bakisimsizliginin bir sonucu mudur? Calismanin verileri 36 soru
tiimcesi igeren bir Dilbilgisellik Degerlendirme Testi ile 435 katilimcidan elde
edilmistir. Calismanin bulgularina gore, ada yapilari tiimce diizeyi ne-
cklentilerini kapsayacak sekilde Tiirkgede islevseldir. Ancak, ada yapilarina
maruz olup olmasin tiim karmagik tiimceler i¢in gegerli olan genel bir eklenti
& ana o6ge bakisimsizligimin varligi da gozlemlenmistir. Ne- ana 6gesi
okumasi higbir tiimce yapisinda sorun teskil etmez iken, ne-eklentisinin alt
tiimce igerindeki okumalar1 herhangi bir ada yapis1 mevcut degil iken bile
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sorunludur. Ada yapilarinin mevcudiyeti durumunda ise, bu tlimcelerin
okumalar dilbilgisel olarak daha kabul edilemez bir hal almaktadir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: ne dbekleri, ada yapilari, eklenti-ana 6ge bakisimsizligi

1 Introduction

Syntactic structures out of which it is not possible to move are traditionally
called “island constraints” since Ross (1967). He introduced a number of
distinct island constraints like Complex NP Constraint, Sentential Subject
Constraint and Coordinate Structure Constraint, one of which is exemplified
below.

1.1 Complex NP Constraint (CNPC)

Movement is prohibited out of a noun phrase which includes a clause, either a
nominal complement clause, or a relative clause. For instance;

(1) * When do you remember the young girl who you met?

CP

/\
TP
C you/\T'
/\
Q T vP
(do) (you) VP
/\
v DP

remember D NP
the NP CP
young girl who TP

you met (who) (when)

In this derivation, the wh-expression ‘when’ originates within the lower CP and
moves to the specifier position of the matrix CP. However, this movement is
prohibited by the DP that c-commands the lower CP. The derivation crashes and
results in ungrammaticality. This constraint is called the Complex NP
Constraint.
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After Ross (1967), the number of island constraints was extended with the
works of the scholars like Kiparsky and Kiparsky (1970), Chomsky (1973),
Ross (1984), Schafer (1995). New island constraints like Adjunct Island
Constraint, Wh-Island Constraint, Negative Island Constraint, Factive Island
Constraints, Right Roof Constraint and Left Branch Constraint were added to
the list. The first one is given below as an example:

1.2 Adjunct Island Constraint (A1C)

Movement is prohibited out of an adjunct/adverbial. For instance;

(2) * For whom did Peter stay at home as he wanted to wait?

CP
For whom c
/\
TP
C Peter T
7 ~—
Q T vP

(did) (Peter) VP
PP

PP P TP

he wanted to wait (for whom)

The wh-phrase ‘for whom’ originates within the adjunct clause. When it moves
to the matrix spec CP position, it violates the Adjunct Island Constraint.

The island constraints were originally suggested for the overt wh-movement
languages like English. Their functionality in wh-in-situ languages is a matter
of debate among scholars.

1.3 The Island Constraints in Wh-in-situ Languages

Wh-in-situ  languages and wh-movement languages show different
characteristics in island constraints. In general, the ones that have overt wh-
movements are subject to island effects; however, such effects are not
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observed, or at least not so strictly observed, in wh-in-situ languages. Huang
(1982) argues that LF movement, unlike syntactic movement is free from island
effects. He notes that in Chinese, a language in which wh-movement is
apparently not overt, no wh-island effects are observed. However, Huang’s
conclusion is challenged by Choe (1987) and Nishigauchi (1990). They claim
that island effects are operative in wh-in-situ languages as well.

When the island constraints in Turkish are taken into account, Ozsoy (1996)
claims that the Subjacency Principle, which attempts to provide a unified
account for the island constraints, holds in wh-in-situ languages as well. She
proposes an alternative solution to the seemingly subjacency violations in
Turkish: As she asserts, what moves in Logical Form to specifier position of
the matrix clause in these constructions is indeed not the wh-phrase but the
whole maximal projection that the wh-phrase is a constituent of. She also
emphasizes the existence of argument-adjunct asymmetry in Turkish with
regard to two island constraints on wh-movement: Complex NP and Adjunct
Island constraints.

Her claims on argument-adjunct asymmetry are supported and extended by
other scholars. For instance, Arslan (1999) emphasizes the argument-adjunct
asymmetry on island constraints by stating that the interpretation of the
argument wh-expressions in island structures is possible, whereas that of the
adjunct wh-expressions is not. The following sentences taken from Arslan
(1999, p.69) exemplify this asymmetry:

(3) Sen [[kimi davet eden] adam]a  kizdin?
you who-ACC invite-REL man-DAT get.angry.at-PAST
‘Who (x) is it such that you are angry at the man who invited x?’
(4) *Sen [[Ayse’yi niye daveteden] adam]a  kizdin?
youAyse-ACC why invite-REL man-DAT get-angry-at-PAST
‘Why (x) is it such that you are angry at the man who invited Ayse’ x?

Both of the sentences above are subject to Complex NP Constraint. However,
while the interpretation of a wh-argument (kimi ‘who-Acc’) in this structure is
possible, that of a wh-adjunct (niye ‘why’) is not.

Similarly, Gorgiilii (2006) examines the role of four island constraints in
Turkish (Wh-island, Complex NP, Subject Island and Adjunct Island
Constraints) and supports the view that there is an argument-adjunct asymmetry
on these island constraints in Turkish. After analyzing the island structures in
Turkish, he draws the conclusion that except for some adjunct island structures,
there is argument-adjunct asymmetry in the other three island constraints. As
for the Adjunct Island Constraint, he claims that the argument-adjunct
asymmetry is not observed on this constraint.
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On the other hand, Kornfilt (2008) claims that the Wh-island Constraint and
Sentential Subject Constraint do not hold in Turkish while Coordinate Structure
Constraint and Complex NP Constraint do (9-10). Yet, she makes these claims
on relative clause structures rather than wh-phrases in Turkish. Melnick (2012)
focuses on the Complex NP Constraint on wh-movement in Turkish and claims
that this constraint does not hold in Turkish. According to him, the seemingly
observed island violations in Turkish stem from cognitive processing
difficulties rather than syntactic ones.

Cakir (2015) carried out a study to analyze the validity of the claims
mentioned above relying on the intuitions of the native speakers of Turkish. In
his study, 100 participants assessed the grammatical acceptability of the 27
interrogative sentences which contain three different island violations
(Complex NP, Sentential Subject and Adjunct Island) in -2,4+2 likert scale. The
results of the study showed that there are both argument & adjunct and VP-
level & sentence-level adjunct asymmetries in Turkish. In fact, the real
asymmetry in Turkish appeared to be between wh-arguments and sentence-
level wh-adjuncts. As for the VP-level wh-adjuncts, the results of the study
suggested that VP level wh-expressions do not violate island structures
altogether. They show unstable characteristics in this language. In most cases,
the interpretation of such expressions in island structures does not result in
ungrammaticality.

1.4 The Present Study

The present study is a follow-up study of Cakir (2015) and it aims to focus on
some unanswered questions remaining from the previous study. According to
the findings of Cakir (2015), there is adjunct-argument asymmetry in Turkish
in the interpretation of wh-expressions within island structures. That is, while
the interpretation of argument wh-words within island structures does not result
in ungrammaticality, the interpretation of wh-adjunct within such structures
results in ungrammaticality. Yet, the following questions were unanswered in
the previous study.

1. When there are not any intervening island structures in the
interpretation of wh-words in subordinate clauses of complex
sentences do we obtain the same results? In other words, do the
island constraints really hold in Turkish?

2. Is the observed different behavior of the wh-elements in Turkish a
result of a more general adjunct-argument asymmetry that is
indifferent to island effects?
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If the island constraints hold in Turkish, then, there should be a significant
difference between the acceptability of the complex sentences that are subject
to or not subject to island effects. And for the second research question, if the
observed difference is just a result of a more general adjunct-argument
asymmetry found in Turkish and which is indifferent to island effects, then,
there should not be any difference in the acceptability of the interpretation of
categorical wh-words in the simplex and complex sentences no matter they
contain island structures or not.

2 Method

The data of the study were obtained through a Grammaticality Judgment Test
containing 36 interrogative sentences. Before the application of this test, a pilot
test which was composed of only the declarative versions of the test items was
given to some participants. That is to say, the researcher wanted to assess
whether or not the declarative versions of the interrogative sentences were
regarded as grammatically acceptable by the participants. The reason for this
application was that the researcher wanted to control the outer factors like
sentence complexity, word choice or punctuation, which might influence the
assessments of the participants. The test items were re-edited in accordance
with the results of the pilot study.

In the main test of the study, a wh argument kim (who) and a wh-adjunct
neden (why) were used in the test items. Half of the test items contained the
wh-argument kim (who) and the other half contained the use of the wh-adjunct
neden (why). (Only the test items containing the wh-adjunct neden (why) are
exemplified below. Please see the Appendix to get the full test.)

In the test, there were three groups of test items. In the first group, the wh-
words originated within matrix clauses and these sentences are not subject to
any island effects. This group was included in the study for control purposes.
The following test item exemplifies this group:

(5) Metin sabahtan beri burada  bagbakani gorebilmek
Metin morning-ABL since here-DAT prime.minister-ACC see-ABIL-INF
icin bekliyor.

in.order.to wait-PPROG

‘Metin is waiting here since morning to be able to see the prime minister.’

Test Item 17. Metin sabahtan beri burada neden bekliyor?
Metin morning-ABL since here-DAT why wait-PPROG?
‘Why is Metin waiting here since morning?’
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In the second and third groups, the wh-words originated within subordinate
clauses of complex sentences. While the ones in the second group are not
subject to any island constraints, the ones in the third group are subject to either
Complex NP Constraint, Sentential Subject Constraint or Adjunct Island
Constraint. The reason for selecting these three island constraints among others
is that they are the most frequently analyzed ones in the literature on island
constraints phenomena in Turkish. The following test items exemplify these
groups respectively:

(6) Ayse [Merve’nin yeni bir araba alabilmek icin para
Ayse Merve-GEN new a car  buy-ABIL-INF (in order) to money
biriktirdigini] soyledi.
save-NOM-POSS say-PAST.

‘Ayse said [that Merve saved money to buy a new car].’

Test Item 2.  Ayse [Merve’nin neden para  biriktirdigini] soyledi?
Ayse Merve-GEN why money save-NOM-POSS say-PAST?
‘Why did Ayse say [that Merve saved Money _t ]?’

(7) Erkan [[onun kadin haklarin1 savunmak igin
Erkan he-GEN woman rights-ACC defend-INF (in order) to
yazdigi] kitabi]  begendi.
write-NOM-POSS  book-ACC like-PAST
‘Erkan liked [the book [that she wrote to defend woman rights]]’

Test Item 9. Erkan [[onun neden yazdigi] kitabi] begendi?
Erkan he-GEN why write-NOM-POSS book-ACC like-PAST?
‘Why did Erkan like[ the book[ that she wrote t ]]?’

As seen in the examples above, both the declarative and interrogative versions
of the test items were given to the participants. The reason for providing the
declarative sentences before the interrogative ones was that the researcher
wanted to make sure that the participants would not regard the second and third
group of test items as scrambled wh-questions in which wh-words originated
within matrix clauses and moved to the embedded clauses. That is to say, the
researcher did not want the participants have a reading like “Erkan onun
yazdig1 kitab1 neden begendi?” (Why did Erkan like [the book [that she wrote]]
t .

The participants were asked to judge the grammatical acceptability of the 36
items on a -2,+2 Likert scale: -2 Points: “Totally Grammatically
Unacceptable”; -1 Point: “Grammatically Unacceptable”; 0 Point: “I am not
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sure”; 1 Point: “Grammatically Acceptable”; and 2 points: “Totally
Grammatically Acceptable”. It was emphasized that they were required to
assess only the interrogative sentences rather than their declarative versions.
Besides, by putting a question mark at the end of all interrogative sentences and
by strictly emphasizing that they are all interrogative, the researcher wanted to
make sure that the participants would not get the assertive reading of the second
group of test items.

The test was given to 435 participants (258 women and 177 men) online
through the use of “Surveygizmo” survey preparation program at different
times. The participants of the study are native speakers of Turkish who live in
different parts of Turkey. Their age ranges from 18 to 45 (mean age: 26,2).
They are either university students or university graduates. They have no prior
knowledge of the island constraints on wh-movement.

3 Data Analysis & Discussion

The findings of the study were statistically analyzed and presented below. The
results obtained for the wh-argument kim (who) and wh-adjunct neden (why)
are presented separately. Figure 1 below presents the findings for the test items
that contain the use of wh-argument kim (who). In this figure, getting closer to
(-1) indicates that the participants regarded the test items as grammatically
unacceptable, whereas getting closer to (+1) means that they assessed these test
items as grammatically acceptable. Although the test was carried out on -2,+2
scale, the findings were transformed to +1,-1 scale for the ease of the readers.

in complex sentences (under island

effect)
in complex sentences (no island
effect)
in simplex sentences (no island
effect)

in simplex sentences | in complex sentences | in complex sentences
(no island effect) (no island effect) (under island effect)
[ m Rates 0,828 0,815 0,804

Figure 1: Findings for the wh-argument KIM (WHO)

According to the one way ANOVA results, there was not a statistically
significant difference among the different sets of test items [F (2, 3478) = 1.48,
p = 0.227]. That is to say, according to the judgments of the participants, there
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was not a significant difference in the interpretation of wh-arguments in
simplex or complex sentences no matter they are subject to island effects or
not. All sets of test items were considered to be rather grammatically acceptable
by the participants. Since there was not any statistically significant difference
among the groups in the one way ANOVA results, there was no need to make
further post hoc analyses.

These findings are consistent with the ones obtained in Cakir (2015). As
indicated in the argument & adjunct asymmetry in Turkish, the interpretation of
wh-arguments out of any structures (no matter they are subject to island effects
or not) does not cause ungrammaticality. Hence, the data collected in the
present study are in parallel with what has been proposed on wh-arguments so
far: their interpretation out of other structures is not problematic in any case.

The data collected for this wh-argument are not sufficient to answer the
research questions of the present study. To be able to answer the question: if
island constraints really hold in Turkish or not, the data obtained for the wh-
adjunct neden (why) has a key role, which are presented in Figure 2 below:

in complex sentences (under
island effect)
in complex sentences (no island
effect)
in simplex sentences (no island
effect)

in simplex sentences | in complex sentences | in complex sentences
(no island effect) (no island effect) (underisland effect)

M Rates 0,807 -0,026 -0,561

Figure 2: Findings for the wh-adjunct NEDEN (WHY)

According to the one way ANOVA results, there was a statistically significant
difference among different sets of test items [F (2, 4314) = 1792.80, p = 0.001].
Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that there was a
statistically significant difference between all three groups of test items. The
mean score for the test items that contain interpretation of the target wh-word in
complex sentences under island effects was significantly worse than the ones



10 Dilbilim Arastirmalar: Dergisi 2016/2

that were not subject to island effects (M= 1.07, S=0.04, p=0.001). Similarly,
they differed from the test items that have simplex structures without being
subject to any island effect as well: (M=2.75, §=0.04, p=0.001). The difference
between the test items that contain interpretation of the wh-word in simplex and
complex sentences without being subject to any island structures were
significantly different as well:(M=1.67, S= 0.04, p=0.001).

The data above clearly show that island constraints hold in Turkish. When
the wh-adjuncts originate within subordinate clause of complex sentences, their
interpretation in this position appears to be sensitive to island effects. As it is
shown in Figure 2, there is a significant difference in the acceptability of the
complex sentences that are (not) subject to island effects. When there are
intervening island structures, the sentences become significantly less
acceptable. These findings reveal that island constraints hold in Turkish, at least
for the sentence level wh-adjunct neden (why).

On the other hand, the findings of the study do not rule out the existence of
a general argument & adjunct asymmetry which is indifferent to island effects
either. Figure 2 also indicate the existence of such an asymmetry in Turkish as
well. That is to say, when the findings for the test items which have complex
sentence structures and which are not subject to island effects are taken into
account, it is observed that these test items were judged to be grammatically
unacceptable by more than half of the participants. Besides, when the findings
for this set of test items are compared with the ones that have simplex sentence
structures, the difference is clearly significant. Hence, while the interpretation
of the wh-adjuncts in simplex structures do not cause ungrammaticality, their
interpretation in the subordinate clauses of complex sentences are significantly
less acceptable even if there are not any intervening island structures. That is to
say, the interpretations of adjuncts in complex sentence structures are always
problematic. When there are intervening island structures, they become worse.

When we turn back to the findings for the wh-argument kim (who), there
were not such differences in the interpretation of this wh-word in different
sentence structures. Therefore, these findings indicate that there exist a general
adjunct & argument asymmetry in Turkish which is valid for all complex
structures no matter they are subject to island structures or not. In the case of
wh-arguments, their interpretations are not problematic in any case. As for the
wh-adjuncts, their interpretation in the subordinate clauses are always
problematic no matter there exists intervening island structures or not.
However, when there are island structures as well, their interpretations have
significantly worse results.
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4 Conclusion

The present study attempted to answer some of the remaining questions from
Cakir (2015). In the obtained results, it was observed that island constraints
really hold in Turkish, at least, for the sentence-level wh-adjuncts. However, it
was also observed that there exist a general adjunct & argument asymmetry in
Turkish which is valid for all complex sentences no matter they are subject to
island structures or not. The interpretation of wh-arguments is not problematic
in any sentence structures; yet, the interpretation of wh-adjuncts in subordinate
clauses is problematic even if there are not any intervening island structures.
When there are island structures as well, their interpretations have significantly
worse results, though.

The question that arises at this point is whether this generalization is valid
for all types of sentence level wh-adjuncts or not. These wh-adjuncts in Turkish
can be categorized into three groups: (1) wh-adverbials: neden, niye, nigin
‘why’; (2) which-NP phrases: hangi amagla ’for what reason’, hangi sebeple
‘with what purpose’ and (3) wh-pronominals within post positional phrases: ne
i¢in, ne diye ‘for what’. If they all behave similarly, then, it is possible to
conclude that “being an adjunct” is the sole cause of the ungrammaticality.
However, if they display different characteristics, how can their different
behaviors be explained syntactically? That is to say, what happens in overt
syntax that cause them behave differently? In a further study, such questions
can be dealt with to shed light on the status of the island constraints and the
argument & adjunct asymmetry observed in Turkish.
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Appendix: Dilbilgisellik Degerlendirme Testi (Grammaticality Judgment Test)

Verilen diiz tiimcelerden {iretilmis olan soru tiimcelerinin Tiirkge igin uygun yapilar
teskil edip etmedigini -2 ve 2 arasi puanlayarak degerlendiriniz. Bir baska deyisle,
sorulan sorular dilbilgisel olarak kabul edilebilir mi? Yoksa bu soru tiimceleri
dilbilgisel olarak sorunlu mudur? Degerlendiriniz...

Puanlamanizi liitfen asagidaki 6lgege gore yapiniz.
2 puan: Dilbilgisel olarak kesinlikle kabul edilebilir
1 puan: Dilbilgisel olarak kabul edilebilir
0 puan: Emin Degilim
-1 puan: Dilbilgisel olarak kabul edilemez
-2 puan: Dilbilgisel olarak kesinlikle kabul edilemez

Ornek:

Ahmet bu sabah Izmir’e gitti.

1. Ahmet bu sabah nereye gitti? 2
ONEMLI NOT (1): Liitfen sozciiklerin yerlerini DEGISTIRMEDEN, soru tiimcelerini
bu halleriyle degerlendiriniz.

A) Ne Ana Ogesi KiM’i iceren Test Maddeleri
(The test items containing the wh-argument KIM ‘WHO’)

A-1) 1. Grup (Ana ciimlede; Ada etkisi yok)
(In the main clause; No island effect)

Meral okuldan ¢iktiktan sonra amcasini gérmeye gitti.

1. Meral okuldan ¢iktiktan sonra kimi gormeye gitti?
Bu sorunun cevabini sadece Ahmet biliyor.

2. Bu sorunun cevabini sadece kim biliyor?

Aylin kendisine haksizlik yapildigini 6gretmenine sdyledi.

3. Aylin kendisine haksizhk yapildigimi kime soyledi? __
Erkan caddede yiiriirken ilkokul arkadasina rastladi.

4. Erkan caddede yiiriirken kime rastladi?

Ahmet’in oraya gittigini sadece Mesut gormiis.

5. Ahmet’in oraya gittigini sadece kim gormiis? __
Metin’in diin aksam eve giderken eski kiz arkadagini gordii.
6. Metin diin aksam eve giderken kimi gordii?
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A-2) 2. Grup (Yan ciimlecikte; Ada etkisi yok)
(In the Embedded Clause; No island effect)

Betiil yarismay1 Kerem’in kazanacagini diisliniiyor.

1. Betiil yarismay1 kimin kazanacagim diisiiniiyor?
Sevil Metin’in Derya’ya asik oldugunu saniyor.

2. Sevil Metin’in kime asik oldugunu saniyor?

Murat bu sabah Elif’i gérdiigiinii sdyledi.

3. Murat bu sabah kimi gordiigiinii soyledi? __

Serap benim diin aksam Ebru’yu aradigimi saniyor.

4. Serap benim diin aksam kimi aradigimi samiyor?
Selim masanin iistiindeki paray1r Metin’in ¢aldiginin diistiniiyor.
5. Selim masanin iistiindeki paray1 kimin ¢aldigin diisiiniiyor?
Merve Ayse’nin ¢ok iizgiin oldugunu sdyledi.

6. Merve kimin ¢ok iizgiin oldugunu soyledi?

A-3) 3. Grup (Yan ciimlecikte; Ada etkisi var)
(In the Embedded Clause; Under island effect)

Burcu’nun teyzesine gonderdigi hediye bu sabah ulagmas.

1. Burcu’nun kime gonderdigi hediye bu sabah ulasmis? _ (CNPC)
Ahmet ablasinin génderdigi mektubu okudu.

2. Ahmet kimin gonderdigi mektubu okudu? ___ (CNPC)

Hirsiz yagh kadinin ¢antasini ¢aldiktan sonra kosarak uzaklasti.

3. Hirsiz kimin cantasini ¢caldiktan sonra kosarak uzaklasti? __ (AIC)
Meral eski esini goriince aglamaya basladi.

4. Meral kimi goriince aglamaya baslad1? ___ (AIC)

Esinin aniden eve gelmesi Ayse’yi sasirtti.

5. Kimin aniden eve gelmesi Ayse’yi sasirtti? __ (SSC)

Mustafa’nin eski kiz arkadasint aramast Merve’yi sinirlendirdi.

6. Mustafa’nin kimi aramas1 Merve’yi sinirlendirdi? ___ (SSC)

B) Ne- Eklentisi NEDEN’i iceren Test Maddeleri
(The test Items containing the wh-adjunct NEDEN ‘WHY”)

B-1) 1. Grup (Ana ciimlede; Ada etkisi yok)
(In the main clause; No island effect)

Ogrenciler diin aksam sehir merkezine alisveris yapmak icin gittiler.
1. Ogrenciler diin aksam sehir merkezine neden gittiler?
Murat ve Selim oyuncaklari paylasamadiklari i¢in kavga ediyorlar.
2. Murat ve Selim neden kavga ediyorlar?

Aysel teyze diin bizim eve annemi ziyaret etmek i¢in gelmis.

3. Aysel teyze diin bizim eve neden gelmis?

Yasli adam yillardir oturdugu evini oglunu okutabilmek igin satt1.

4. Yash adam yillardir oturdugu evini neden satt1i?



Sinan Cakir

Canan beni diin sabah sinavin saatini 6grenmek i¢in aramis.

5. Canan beni diin sabah neden arams?

Metin sabahtan beri burada bagbakani gorebilmek i¢in bekliyor.
6. Metin sabahtan beri burada neden bekliyor?

B-2) 2. Grup (Yan ciimlede; Ada etkisi yok)
(In the Embedded Clause; No island effect)

Ayse Merve’nin yeni bir araba alabilmek i¢in para biriktirdigini sdyledi.

1. Ayse Merve’nin neden para biriktirdigini soyledi? __

Burcu benim toplantiya sirketteki sorunlari anlatmak i¢in katilacagimi saniyor.
2. Burcu benim toplantiya neden katilacagimi sanmiyor?

Metin Kerem’in oyuncag: kirtldigi i¢in agladigini sdyledi.

3. Metin, Kerem’in neden agladigimi soyledi? _

Murat, Serap’in bu sabah okula arkadaglariyla vedalagsmak i¢in geldigini santyor.
4. Murat Serap’in bu sabah okula neden geldigini saniyor?

Cem Murat’in kendisine bilgi vermek i¢in telefon edecegini diistiniiyor.

5. Cem Murat’in kendisine neden telefon edecegini diisiiniiyor?
Burcu Ahmet’in oraya Elif’i gérmek i¢in gidecegini diisiiniiyor.

6. Burcu Ahmet’in oraya neden gidecegini diisiiniiyor?

B-3) 3. Grup (Yan ciimlede; Ada etkisi var)
(In the Embedded Clause; Under island effect)

Erkan onun kadin haklarin1 savunmak i¢in yazdig: kitab1 begendi.

1. Erkan onun neden yazdig: kitabi begendi? __ (CNPC)

Murat’1n 6ziir dilemek i¢in yazdig1 mektup oldukca uzun.

2. Murat’in neden yazdig1 mektup olduk¢a uzun? __ (CNPC)

Seval, Ahmet’e kendisini rahatsiz ettigi i¢in kizdiktan sonra telefonu kapatt.
3. Seval Ahmet’e neden kizdiktan sonra telefonu kapatti? __ (AIC)
Ayse, Erhan kendisine sessiz olmasi i¢in bagirinca ¢ok korktu.

4. Ayse Erhan kendisine neden bagirinca ¢cok korktu? __ (AIC)
Serap’in bu sabah okula ders notlarini vermek i¢in gelmesi bizim i¢in iyi oldu.
5. Serap’in bu sabah okula neden gelmesi bizim icin iyi oldu? ___ (SSC)
Cem’in ig bulamadig i¢in sinirlenmesi bizi tizdi.

6. Cem’in neden sinirlenmesi bizi iizdii? ___ (SSC)

ACRONYMS:

CNPC: Complex NP Constraint
AIC: Adjunct Island Constraint
SSC: Sentential Subject Constraint
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