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INTRODUCTION DATA IMPLICATIONS L-SYNTAX

Aim: @) ﬁ;ill;eas:_eée of verel:/se of spee’:l;gm_e i (Hakkari) > Kurmapji as an Iranigq language .bOth diSPI?YS OVG order anc} Flevelops In Kurmanji, the verbs that require a goal constituent are specified for
Investigating the variation observed in the morphological form (OBL case Bahar-OBL  this NEG-say.PST-DIREC 1S.0BL prepositions, postpositions and cireumposttions (mixed adpositional ResP or PathP in its l-syntax:
vs. ADPosition) and the position of goal constituents (preverbal vs. ‘Bahar didn’t say this to me.’ typology) as a reflection of conflict resolution under language contact. . TSI
postverbal) across Kurmanji dialects spoken in Turkey. b Es ' a tistek béi-im? (Mus) | | | | o ] Verbs Of mOthIIll a(xlfe ?; fmt eir -syntax . .
IS.DIR ADP 2S.0BL ADP  something say.PRS-1S > In line with Haig (2014) and Stilo (2005, 2009), Kurmanji dialects verbs of speech and verbs of transter have ResP in their I-syntax
Goal constituents: ‘Shall I say something to you? ’ spoken in. Turkey can be grouped roughly into three regions based on
locational goals of verbs of motion, recipients of verbs of transfer, and - Ahj[[é}}llinr;ng:c{-éOBL rl(;is 1n§iOBL ZIDP I?Ig(g}(-)sa PST (Adiyaman) the adposmon.al wpe . .. Lo , ,
addressees of verbs of speech are taken as goals in Kurdish, (Haig 2014) ‘Mihemmed didn’t say this to me. g * Goals in SEK dialect are prepositional The vartd tion 1s the output of the.d1ffeljent featural content of the lexical
* Goals in NK and SK dialects are introduced with circumpositions heads with respect to [+MOVE] in a dialect.
Variation: (2) ze;;e);eénts Z: rend g;e verbs pare  virekir (Van) + Goals n NWK and SWK are postpositional = verbs of motion: [(v), V, PathP ] > OVG order
a. OBL-goal in one dialect may be ADP-goal in another dialect or v/v. Hené ADP 1S.OBL  money send.PST o
b. The same goal in the preverbal position in one dialect might appear in ‘Hené sent money to me.’ » Kurmanyji dialects in Turkey are two groups with respect to the position " verbs of transfer: [ V, Vismove» ResP' ] > OVG order
the immediate postverbal position in another dialect. b. Di-ya xo ra  sév  sand-in. (Malatya) of the goals: = verbs of transfer: [ v, V, ResP | > OGV order
c. ADP goal may be of different types of adpositions. ‘?gg;eg-eitz.al;pslglsfto ngm(i%?f’ SEmEUASIHEL e Goals in SEK dialect are predominantly postverbal = verbs of speech: [V, Vi,movey» ResP] > OVG order
c. Min Ji wan ra Sév sand (Bingol) * Goals in northwards and Wes.t\.)vards (ipcluding SK) d.ialeCtS use = verbs of speech: [v, V, ResP ] - OGYV order
Data: 1SOBL ADP 3PLOBL ADP apple send.PST both pre- and postverbal positions actively to disambiguate goal-
Five different dialect-regions indicated with red dots in the map below: ‘"I sent apples to them.” types.
(The map is taken from Opengin& Haig, 2014: 148) (3) Recipients of give type verbs

6) gotin ‘say’ 7) hat ‘come’
a.Zana  kitop da min (Sirnak, the same 1n all dialects) PRO PO S AL (©) g 4 ()
Zana  book give.PST 1S.OBL vP
. T ‘Zana gave me the book.’ T /l"\
' b. Zana  Rojday ra  kitab da-y-e (Malatya) Why not OBL-goal in the postverbal position? Bahar V' .
® s ARMENIA . : e~ zilamek V'
L eveeln Zana  Rojda.OBL ADP book give.PST-PTSCP-COP.3S o o o~
® Ankara sse. TURKEY . 8 N ‘Zana gave the book to Rojda.’ = The fact that OBL-goals cannot survive in the preverbal domain 1n all Vv VP v PathP
. . < Kurmanji dialects implies that the linear order of goal constituents is — T | /f..\
| V R (4) Locational goals of motion verbs (mostly the same across dialects) sensitive to the morphological marking (Giindogdu 2016) vaha Vv \
®aysen L. @ O ! _ . T hat spec  Path
o @ - i a. zilam-ek  hat ber mal-a me (Mardin) v RVP o~
L ovnaipiiac., 85 o @ man-INDF come.PST ADP house-EZ.F IPL.OBL = Kurmanji poses the following restriction on the linear order of v Path PlaceP
- | Qs O L ®umih AN ‘A man came to our house.’ : . | N at ace
kO g L | ) o constituents (5): negite min RV’ T~
® Adana Ga%ientep | 1 U @ b. Min nan-é wan sand zevi-yé (Mus) | be 16
— TS et 1S.OBL bread-EZM 3PL.OBL send.PST-3S field-OBL | | | (ber) ma
@ rlepro _—— Rae, T ‘I sent their meal to the field.’ (1) At most two case-marked NPs are licensed/allowed in the preverbal Rv
position. |
(11) S and DO are the only case-marked constituents that can appear in (negdte)
SEK: Hakkari and Van (Southem) SK: Mardin and Slmak The distribution of gOaIS 1S sensitive to the mOVphOZOgiCCll marking (OBL VS. the preverbalposztlon.
NK: Mus, Bingol and Erzurum  SWK: Adiyaman ~ NWK: Malatya ADP), the adposition type (preposition vs. circumposition- postposition) and

verb-type (send vs. give, say, go, etc.) — (Levin 2011 ).

How to capture the dialectal variation in structural terms?

LITERATURE REVIEW operations [MERGE], [MOVE] and [AGREE] based on the interpretable ’ o . N
o N N | category features of the lexical heads in I-syntax. The currenF study concludes that (1) .the distribution of goals 1s sen31t1Y§ to
= @Goals appearing in the preverbal position are always adpositional in all . . | morphological form (case vs. adposition), the adposition type (preposition
dialects (examples (1)-(4)) » Haig (2014) and Haig& Thiele (2014): the appearance of goal o o . . . vS. circumposition- postposition) and the verb-type (send vs. give, say, go,
constituents (G) in the immediate postverbal position in an OV language " The lexical items in this system come specified only with the following: etc.) and (ii) the variation observed across Kurmanji dialects is mostly
" Goallis gppezlgi)g 11; the gmmeflat; I]gl)ostvetrllloal posﬂszp ellretelthert?BL- like Kurdish 1s typologically upusual, and this unusual OVG order (1) A number of interpretable category features conditioned by language contact (Haig 2014) and language areal typology
mill’ € XI'DP (% 3}), (h 'a)él( )): ehS?u eﬂ}llmOS 1a gc 13 mostly i emerges as a result of contact-induced change. (ii) Information on whether/if any of the category features are [+Move]. (Stilo 2005, 2009), and (111) it 1s structurally represented by different
SO era:e goals in this domain while northernmost dialects generally featural content of the lexical heads in 1-syntax (Ramchand 2002, 2008).
0 not. : o L : .
> IIl{alg ]g2014) h an orlglnzzll }Il)roto-hKurclhsg had V/(;J orc.IGr which mlglclit . = Basic Principles of Argument Realization
] The reclp lent of give-fyp ever b S 15 OBL-marked and appears in the ave been characterized throug 1 cally Atdmaic/iranian contact, and this (1) Each head in the 1-syntax requires a filled specifier position REFERENCES
immediate postverbal position in all dialects except for Malatya (3b). pattern has undergone changes in some Kurmanyji dialects due to contact o . "
with various languages in due course. (11) A single argument can be in more than one Spec position.
= The recipient of send-type is always ADPositional and mostly shows up o Haig, G. (2.014). .VG Wor.d Order in Kurdls.h and Neo-A:ramalc: Typologlcal qnd
in the preverbal position (2). * Southernmost Kurmanji dialects have preserved VG order due to . The S " - tod by th | . t Areal Considerations. Haig, G. and H. Thiele. (2014). “Post-predicate Goals in
the contact with Neo-Aramaic (VO language) thus goals are € SpeC positons are mterpreted by the general sémantic componen Northerp Kurdish and neighboring languages: a pilot study in qua?tltatlvve areal
= All dialects place the locational goals of verbs of motion in the predominantly postverbal as: INITIATOR (cause), UNDERGOER (process) and RESULTEE (result). linguistics . Paper presented at zhe V'CK-2. MAU, October 8-9. Gindogdu, 5.
immediate postverbal position, because allative reading seems to be = A full ] : d bv a lexical d - b: (2016). "Asymmetries in Kurmanji Morphosyntax.',. Baper presented in the.]C].(L_S.)’
available only in this position (4). Some dialects such as Mus and » Northwards and westwards Kurmanji dialects (Central Anatolian ull I-syntactic structure expressed by a lexical dynamic verb: August 25-26, UofA. Levin, B. (2011). Verb sensitivity and argument realization in
e y P : 3 dialects) have long contact with Armenian and Turkish (OV vP three-participant constructions. Ramchand, G. (2002). Aktionsart, L-syntax and
Bingol prefer OBL while other dialects tolerate both ADP and OBL languages) thus goals are overwhelmingly preverbal /.\ Selection. In Proceedings of Perspectives on Aspect Conference (pp. 1-15).
Orms. amchand, G. . Verb meaning and the lexicon: A first pnase syntax.
fi guag g gy p ' Sp Ramchand, G. (2008). Verb d the | A first ph
Veause Cambridge University Press. Stilo, D. (2005). Iranian as buffer zone between the
addressees and recipients of send-type verbs with these adpositions. branching (VO)/prepositional (Semitic) and lefi-branching (OV)/ V process R, P Turkic, 35-63. Stilo, D. (.2009). Circumpositions as an areal response: The case study
. N . postpositional (Turkic, Armenian, Indic) patterns and they resolve this | /\ of the Iranian zone. Turkic Languages, 13,1. Harrassowitz: Wiesbaden. 3-33.
o Tc};; dialects tgeg So notk dZYGIO}I: one of ;hese adpos1t;oils 1n.tr.0duce;1 ) conflict by creating ar; intersecti(;n one which accommadates to both Ryresurs XP Opengin, E., & Haig, G. (2014). Regional variation in Kurmanji: A preliminary
aadressee as -marked 1n the immediate postverbal position while classification of dialects, Kurdish Studies, 2(2), 143-176.
express recipients of send-type verbs through prepositions bo/bii. patterns.
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