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ABSTRACT 
 

GRADIENT CHARACTERISTICS OF THE UNACCUSATIVE/UNERGATIVE 

DISTINCTION IN TURKISH: AN EXPERIMENTAL INVESTIGATION 

 
 

Cengiz Acartürk 

M.S., Department of Cognitive Sciences 

Supervisor: Prof. Deniz Zeyrek 

Co-Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Kür�at Ça�ıltay 

 

JANUARY 2005, 153 pages 

 

This thesis investigates the gradient behaviour of monadic intransitive verb classes in 

Turkish, under an aspectual classification of the unaccusative/unergative verb types, 

namely The Split Intransitivity Hierarchy. This Hierarchy claims that intransitive verb 

types are subject to gradient acceptability in certain syntactic constructions. The 

methods used in judgment elicitation studies in psychophysics, such as the magnitude 

estimation technique have recently been adapted to be used in capturing gradient 

linguistic data. Also, the practical benefits of the Internet directed researchers to 

design and conduct web-based experiments for linguistic data elicitation. Research on 

Human Computer Interaction offers suggestions for the design of more usable user 

interfaces. Considering these developments, in this thesis, a web based experiment 

interface has been designed as an extension to the magnitude estimation technique to 



 v 

elicit acceptability judgments on two syntactic constructions, i.e. the -mI� participle 

(the unaccusative diagnostic) and impersonal passivization (the unergative diagnostic) 

for different verb types on the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy. The experiment was 

conducted on the Internet. 

 

The results show that in the two diagnostics, the verb types receive categorical or 

indeterminate acceptability judgments, which allows us to specify the core or 

peripheral status of the verbs. Within the classes we have examined, change of state 

verbs constitute the core unaccusative verbs, and controlled (motional and non-

motional) process verbs constitute the core unergative verbs. Stative verbs  and 

uncontrolled process verbs are peripheral unaccusatives and unergatives, respectively. 

Change of location verbs (with an animate subject) are close to the unergative end. 

 

Keywords: Gradience, Unaccusative/Unergative Distinction, Split Intransitivity 

Hierarchy, Human Computer Interaction, Magnitude Estimation. 
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ÖZ 

 

TÜRKÇE’DE NESNELI GEÇI�SIZ VE ÖZNELI GEÇI�SIZ AYRIMININ 

KADEMELILIK ÖZELL���: DENEYSEL BIR ÇALI�MA 

 

Cengiz Acartürk 

Yüksek Lisans, Bili�sel Bilimler Bölümü 

Tez Yöneticisi: Prof. Dr. Deniz Zeyrek 

Ortak Tez Yöneticisi: Asst. Prof. Dr. Kür�at Ça�ıltay 

 

OCAK 2005, 153 sayfa 

 

Bu tez, Ayrık Geçi�sizlik Hiyerar�isi denilen, görünü�sel bir sınıflama çerçevesinde 

Türkçe’deki geçi�siz fiil sınıflarının kademeli kabul edilebilirli�ini incelemektedir. Bu 

Hiyerar�i geçi�siz fiil türlerinin belirli sözdizimsel yapılarda kademeli kabul 

edilebilirli�e tabi oldu�unu iddia etmektedir. Son zamanlarda psikofizik alanında 

yürütülen yargı toplama çalı�malarında kullanılan büyüklük tahmini gibi yöntemler 

kademeli dilbilimsel veriyi elde edebilmek amacıyla dilbilimsel çalı�malara 

uyarlanmı�tır. Bunun yanında, �nternet’in pratik faydaları ara�tırmacıları dilbilimsel 

veri toplama amacıyla web tabanlı deneyler yapmaya yönlendirmi�tir. �nsan-

Bilgisayar Etkile�imi alanındaki ara�tırmalar daha kullanımı kolay kullanıcı 



 vii 

arayüzlerinin tasarımı için önerilerde bulunmaktadır. Bu tezde iki sözdizimsel yapıda, 

-mI� eki (nesneli geçi�sizlik tanı ortamı) ve edensiz edilgenlilikte (özneli geçi�siz tanı 

ortamı), Ayrık Geçi�sizlik Hiyerar�isi üzerindeki farklı fiil türleri için kabul 

edilebilirlik yargılarını toplayabilmek amacıyla büyüklük tahmini tekni�inin bir 

uzantısı olarak web tabanlı bir deney arayüzü tasarlanmı�tır. Deney �nternet üzerinde 

yapılmı�tır. 

 

Sonuçlar, iki tanı ortamında fiil türlerinin çekirdek ya da ikincil statülerinin 

belirlenmesini sa�layan kategorik ve de�i�ken kabul edilebilirlik yargıları aldı�ını 

göstermektedir. �ncelenen fiil sınıfları arasında durum de�i�imi fiilleri çekirdek 

nesneli geçi�siz fiiller, kontröllü (hareketli ve hareketsiz) süreç fiilleri çekirdek özneli 

geçi�siz fiiler olarak belirlenmi�tir. Durum fiilleri ikincil nesneli, kontrolsüz süreç 

fiilleri ise ikincil özneli geçi�siz fiillerdir. Durum de�i�ikli�i fiilleri (canlı bir özne ile) 

den özneli geçi�siz uca daha yakındır. 

 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kademelilik, Özneli/Nesneli Geçi�sizlik Ayrımı, Ayrık Geçi�sizlik 

Hiyerar�isi, �nsan Bilgisayar Etkile�imi, Büyüklük Tahmini. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 

In this chapter, the motivation for studying the gradient characteristics of linguistic 

data and investigating the gradience in unaccusative/unergative distinction in Turkish 

is presented. In section 1.1, the aim and scope of the research is presented. In section 

1.2, the research questions are introduced. 

 
1.1 Aim and Scope of the Research 
 

The validity of linguistic theories is investigated in language experiments where the 

linguistic intuitions of speakers about the acceptability of sentences are tested. In 

most cases, a set of sentences is presented to native language speakers, and their 

linguistic judgments of acceptability are evaluated for the given sentences. 

Experimental findings are important as they provide the linguist with a testing 

ground against which to check his/her hypothesis. However, the methods used by 

linguists for judgment elicitation are, most of the time, informal: either the linguist 

uses his/her own judgments or asks his/her colleagues or students for their 

judgments. 
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As the reliability and consistency of collected data are crucial, one needs to find 

better ways for eliciting linguistic intuitions of native language speakers. Human 

Computer Interaction (HCI) studies show that the quality of judgment data can be 

increased by improving the quality of the experiment interface, by designing user-

friendly, visually representative interfaces. 

 

One of the goals in this study is, considering the practice in the domain of HCI, to 

design a web-based interface for judgment elicitation. 

 

Additionally, linguistic data have often been considered binary by linguists, i.e. 

participants are asked to rate sentences in binary scales such as grammatical versus 

ungrammatical, acceptable versus unacceptable. The asterisk notation is used in 

generative linguistics to distinguish bad sentences from the good ones for this 

purpose. Multiple level scales are also used such as the Likert Scale to evaluate 

linguistic judgments. In this case, participants are asked to evaluate given sentences 

in terms of levels such as unacceptable, less acceptable, more acceptable and highly 

acceptable. However, both binary scales and multiple level scales present difficulties 

in detecting the natural characteristic of linguistic data: gradience. This study aims to 

show that linguistic data may exhibit a continuum. 

 

Although the idea of gradient linguistic data is old, the ways of dealing with the 

problem has just started. Moreover, computer-based language experiment interfaces 

to evaluate gradience in linguistic data are very few. In an attempt to fill these gaps, 

we have developed a web interface following the lead of Keller (2000). The web 
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interface is largely inspired by Keller’s work but it also has some differences from 

his design, which we believe will help to capture gradience better.  

 

The linguistic structure we will use to test the web interface is the 

unaccusative/unergative distinction in Turkish. The unaccusative/unergative 

distinction has first been proposed as a binary distinction. However, recent studies 

show that the distinction has gradient characteristics (Sorace, 2000a, Keller, 2000, 

Sorace and Keller, 2003). By means of our web based questionnaire, we will 

investigate this possibility in a systematic way. 

 

In this study, our focus is the normal adult, native language users. People with 

disabilities in language use and second language learners are beyond the scope of this 

study.  

 
1.2 Overview of the Chapters 
 
 

In Chapter 2, the background for the role of acceptability judgments in the study of 

language and the gradient characteristics of linguistic data is introduced. 

Conventional methods used so far for eliciting linguistic judgments are presented, 

together with the method we have developed as an extension to the magnitude 

estimation technique for judgment elicitation. The use of computers in language 

elicitation experiments, the validity and reliability of web-based experiments and the 

practice in Human Computer Interaction (HCI) in the design and implementation of 

the experiment interfaces are also presented. Chapter is concluded with the 
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background for the instability of linguistic judgments and subject-related and task-

related factors affecting linguistic acceptability judgments. 

 

Chapter 3 provides the background for the unaccusative/unergative distinction. The 

unaccusativity hypotheses and the relation of the distinction with the aspectual 

properties of predicates (telicity) and thematic roles (agency) are introduced in 

Chapter 3. The diagnostics for the unaccusative/unergative distinction in European 

languages and in Turkish are also presented. Gradient characteristics of the 

unaccusative/unergative distinction are introduced under the framework of the Split 

Intransitivity Hierarchy. 

 

Chapter 4 presents the experimental investigation of the unaccusative/unergative 

distinction in Turkish. The experimental methodology and the results are presented 

and discussed in Chapter 4. 

 

Chapter 5 presents the main findings and implications about Turkish unaccusativity, 

limitations of the study and the suggestions for further studies.
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CHAPTER 2 

 
 

LINGUISTIC JUDGMENTS 
 
 

In this chapter, the background on the role of linguistic acceptability judgments, and 

the theoretical and methodological aspects of gradience in linguistic judgment data 

are presented. In section 2.1, the role of acceptability judgments in the study of 

language is presented. In 2.2, the gradient characteristics of linguistic data is 

introduced in terms of the competence/performance distinction. In section 2.3, 

methods for eliciting linguistic judgments and category scales are introduced. The 

magnitude estimation method, previously applied in Psychophysics and recently used 

in linguistics studies, and the interface we have designed as an extension to the 

magnitude estimation technique are presented in this section. In section 2.4, aspects 

of computer use in linguistic data elicitation experiments and the implications of the 

practice in Human Computer Interaction studies on the design and implementation of 

the experimental interfaces are presented. In section 2.5, the factors affecting 

linguistics judgments and their treatment in experimental methodology are 

introduced. 
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2.1 The Role of Acceptability Judgments in the Study of Language 
 

One way to validate a linguistic hypothesis is to test the hypothesis against the 

linguistic intuitions of language users. There are two aspects of the role of 

acceptability judgments in the study of language we want to deal with here. First, as 

in other behavioural sciences such as psychophysics which use judgment data 

(against sensory stimuli) as empirical evidence to validate hypotheses in 

psychophysics, linguistic judgments may be used as empirical evidence to validate 

linguistic hypotheses. If the output data agree with the hypothesis, then the 

hypothesis may be said to be a valid one; otherwise, either the experimental method 

or the validity of the hypothesis is questioned. The second aspect of the acceptability 

judgments is their use in yielding data about structures that are rarely faced in daily 

speech or corpora. Importantly, they yield negative evidence which ordinary 

language use is lacking. Linguistic judgment data are also important to study the use 

of language in isolation as much as possible, without the influence of communicative 

or representational functions (Schütze, 1996). 

 

Research on linguistic judgments has an increasing importance in the linguistics 

literature. Among 156 papers employing one of the grammaticality judgment 

methods published over the last three decades, more than half (83) of the papers were 

published in the last decade.1 

                                                
1 The results are obtained by EBSCOHOST database search (http://search.epnet.com). The search 
included the following databases: Academic Search Premier; Business Source Premier; Regional 
Business News; Econlit; ERIC; GeoRef; American Humanities Index; CAB Abstracts; CAB Abstracts 
1990-Present; The Serials Directory; SPORTDiscus; Communication & Mass Media Complete. The 
keywords for the search were “grammatical” and “judgment”. I have selected the term “grammatical” 
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2.1.1 Grammatical Competence and Linguistic Intuitions  
 

Although the distinction between the knowledge and the use of language is an old 

debate, Chomsky (1965) gives an explicit definition for grammatical competence and 

performance: “We thus make a fundamental distinction between competence (the 

speaker-hearer's knowledge of his language) and performance (the actual use of 

language in concrete situations)” (p.4). Under the scope of this definition, linguistic 

intuitions of language users seem to be more closely related to grammatical 

competence than performance. However, the nature of the relationship between 

grammatical competence and linguistic intuitions is not definite. In addition to 

competence factors, there may well be intervening psychological processes between 

grammatical competence and linguistic intuitions. As Sorace (1996) states, “... one 

can never be sure that intuitions are derived exclusively from grammatical 

competence” (p.378). The obscurity between linguistic judgments and competence is 

a “characteristic of every exploration of human behaviour” (Bever, 1970a). 

 

Acceptability vs. Grammaticality 

 

Language users (except linguists) may not be aware of the fact that the terms 

acceptability and grammaticality have different meanings. Even mentioning this 

distinction in experiments may cause confusion. For these practical reasons, in most 

                                                                                                                                     
instead of “acceptable” to make a comparison with a previous search by Cowart (1997). Cowart 
reports that using PsychINFO database (American Psychological Association), as of 1996, among 60 
papers employing one of grammaticality judgment methods published over the last two decades, 40 
were in the last decade. 
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of the studies using judgment data as empirical evidence, these two terms are 

assumed to be the same. 

 

In theory, the distinction between grammaticality and acceptability may be made 

clear by comparing grammatical but unacceptable sentences such as multiply 

embedded structures, which are hard to process. Although these sentences have 

grammatically correct structures they seem to be incomprehensible to language users. 

One may also give examples for acceptable but ungrammatical sentences such as 

sentences including inappropriate number of verbs and subjects, which are 

grammatically incorrect but seem acceptable to language users at first glance. In both 

cases, i.e. grammatical but unacceptable, and acceptable but ungrammatical 

sentences, extragrammatical factors play a role for the distinction. A more explicit 

condition for the distinction between grammaticality and acceptability is given by 

Bever (1970a). Bever proposes that, if extragrammatical factors such as performance 

issues cannot explain the badness of an unacceptable sentence, it is also 

ungrammatical. Schütze (1996) states the need for the reverse situation: the grammar 

is not responsible for the increasing acceptability of sentences by extragrammatical 

factors. 

 

The important theoretical debate is on the availability of an operational criterion for 

grammaticality. Chomsky (1965) proposes that “it is unlikely that a necessary and 

sufficient operational criterion might be invented for the much more abstract and far 

more important notion of grammaticalness” (p.11). This proposal was criticized for 

preventing the empirical methodologies to proceed, because it specifies speaker's 
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intuitions (which are the only source of evidence of grammar) as inaccessible 

(Householder, 1973). Chomsky replies to this criticism by giving an analogy from 

Chemistry. He states that the litmus test is used to discriminate whether a substance 

is acid or not; but acidity is not defined in terms of the litmus test. In my view, a 

question that may be raised against this analogy is whether this analogy is also 

applicable to the sciences studying human behaviour.2 In any case, under the 

framework of the scientific method, we have to make the assumption that in spite of 

the obscurity in its nature, there is a correspondence between grammaticality and 

linguistic acceptability judgments. Whether an operational criterion for 

grammaticality exists or not can be made clear after the investigation of the validity 

of the assumptions is completed. 

 

Among psychological, computational and other cognitive processes in our minds, 

where should we put linguistic judgments as a process? More specifically, we ask 

whether the linguistic judgment process has similar characteristics with processes 

corresponding to normal language use such as comprehension or speaking in a 

conversation. Two extreme points are maintained to answer this question. The first 

one is to propose that the linguistic judgment process and ordinary language use are 

identical processes. This position is faced with several difficulties of empirical 

evidence. First of all, it is observed that linguistic judgments develop in later stages 

of language acquisition compared to language use (Levelt et al., 1977). The judgment 

process is defined as a metalinguistic capacity also by Gleitman and Gleitman 

(1979), which develops relatively late and also exhibits more individual differences 
                                                
2 Thanks to Cem Boz�ahin (personal communication), who has always reminded that analogies could 
be misguided and dangerous in theoretical debates.  
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than other linguistic abilities such as comprehension and speaking. Fillmore, 

Kempler and Wang (1979a) propose that more skills are required by acceptability 

judgments than the ones required by the ordinary use of language (Schütze, 1996). 

 

At the other extreme, one may propose that the linguistic judgment process and the 

normal language use are completely different processes. Because different modules 

are responsible for linguistic judgments and the ordinary use of language, people 

switch to a judging mode when they are asked to judge a sentence. A set of 

experimental evidence proposed by Nagata (1990a) indicates that judging times for 

completely ungrammatical and completely grammatical sentences are shorter than 

judging times for ambiguous sentences. This evidence implies that the language 

processor behaves differently when it faces ambiguous sentences. One may propose 

at this point, rather speculatively, that there is even a “quick judging mode” for 

complete grammaticality and ungrammaticality. However, at this extreme, one has to 

explain first the nature and the need for the relationship between these separate 

modules responsible for different processes and the relations between these modules 

and other cognitive abilities. 

 

In the present study, we will not concern ourselves with the mental processes of 

linguistic judgments. What we will be concerned with is obtaining data about the 

well-known instability of a particular linguistic distinction (namely the 

unaccusative/unergative distinction as explained in Chapter 3). 
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2.2 The Role of Gradience in Linguistic Studies 
 

2.2.1 A Short History 
 

Indeterminacy in grammatical category boundaries is a matter of debate since ancient 

times. After Aristotle’s idea that grammar is the relation between subject and the 

predicate, existence of a third category other than noun and verb is questioned by 

early Greeks. (Aarts, 2004). The debate between the so called Classical View and 

Prototype Theory (Rosch, 1978) has an impact on the concept of gradience. In recent 

decades, the matter is still on debate. In early generative linguistics, gradience in 

grammaticality was investigated, e.g. by Chomsky (1965).3 However, more recent 

generative frameworks do not explicity refer to gradience. Keeping the “use of 

language” outside the area of the study in linguistics, gradience in the “design of 

language” has been most of the time ignored by the generativist tradition. This 

approach has been criticized by several researchers, such as Garcia (1967). Garcia, in 

the analysis of the data for auxiliary-hood of several English verbs (under the 

discussion of the criterion of simplicity proposed by generative grammars) mentions 

grammarians’ refusal to recognize the linguistic continuum between grammatical and 

lexical items and suggests that linguistics should not dichotomize the area of 

transition. In 1976, Radford proposed a matrix of English auxiliaries and verbs, 

defining six criteria to single out full verbs and auxiliaries in English at either end of 

the spectrum (cited in Aarts, 2004). 

 

                                                
3 Keller (2000) Ch. 6 provides a brief history of the investigations of gradience in the linguistics 
literature. 
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As Keller (2000) states, in generative tradition, several weighted grammar models 

were proposed by researchers to account for gradience in linguistic data. Uszkoreit 

(1987) proposed the weighted rule model for gradience in word order preferences. 

Labov (1969), Cedergren and Sankoff (1974) proposed the probabilistic Variable 

Rule approach for sociolinguistic variation. Lakoff (1973), Mohan (1977), Mohanan 

(1993), Quirk (1965) and Ross (1972, 1973a, b) proposed models which are called 

then the Fuzzy Grammar / Category Squish tradition. In computational linguistics, 

Core (1999) proposed robust parsing systems (cited in Keller, 2000). 

 

Keller (2000) proposes an extended model of Optimality Theory (which states that 

probable output representations are filtered against a set of violable criteria, and the 

most likely representation is the one which violates the least criteria) to account for 

gradient linguistic data. 

 

Sorace (2000b) investigates gradience in linguistics in terms of syntactic optionality: 

 

Pretheoretically, [syntactic optionality] can be defined as the 
coexistence within an individual grammar of two or more variants of 
a given construction, which: 
1) make use of the same lexical sources; and 
2) express the same meaning (p.93). 

 
 
 
2.2.2 Which one is Subject to Gradience: Competence or Performance, or both? 
 

Under the framework of early generative linguistics, the goal of linguistic theory is, 

broadly, to find the rules, and represent the regularities in language corresponding to 



 

 - 13 -  

these rules. The rules constitute the grammar of language and using these rules, 

speakers produce language behaviour (Fillmore, Kempler and Wang, 1979a). 

Because of the fact that this goal cannot be achieved practically, generativist 

grammarians define an ideal speaker-hearer, having an ideal knowledge of grammar 

and a real speaker having actual language behaviour. The distinction between 

grammatical competence (which reflects grammaticality) and performance (which 

reflects acceptability) emerged from this idealization. Competence, in this sense, is 

categorical (does not show gradience), whereas performance is not categorical but 

subject to gradience.4 

 

If one considers grammaticality categorical in Chomskian sense, which reflects the 

grammatical competence, then one has to assume that variances in linguistic data are 

caused by performance only. Under this view, if acceptability judgments do not 

coincide with the expectations of the theory, three possible cases may be proposed to 

defend the theory (Schütze, 1996). First, the validity of the data may be argued, 

empirical evidence supporting this claim may be obtained. For example, the test 

material might have been represented in a wrong way, or the test participants were 

not suitable for the test. Second, the data may be argued to be irrelevant to evaluate 

the situation at hand. Third, extragrammatical factors might have affected the 

acceptability of the material presented, which should be categorically acceptable or 

unacceptable in the absence of extragrammatical factors. Most of the time, one of 

these situations holds. However, the largely unknown relationship between 

                                                
4 In the early days of generative grammar, Chomsky (1965) points out that both grammaticalness and 
acceptability are subject to variance, but this variance have different scales. 



 

 - 14 -  

grammatical competence and performance calls for the investigation of gradient data 

rather than ignoring it.  

 

Having set the regularities in language use as the central claim, generativist linguists 

ignore the possibility that grammatical competence, as well as performance may be 

subject to gradience. The problem arises in the responsibility of the linguist in the 

need to construct explanatory models to account for these differences, which may 

weaken the theory of universals in the language faculty, rather than explaining the 

regularities in language. To account for gradience in both performance and 

competence, the goal of linguistic theory may have to be revised to make gradience 

the central claim, routing its direction to studies in search of other cognitive abilities, 

such as the cognitive abilities studied in psychophysics. One may then try to employ 

the methodologies used in psychophysics in linguistic judgment studies, and in 

addition, construct models to differentiate between syntactic and lexical gradience on 

the one hand and gradience in competence and performance on the other hand. 

 

Duffield (2002) offers an explanation for the relation between competence and 

performance by proposing the dual competence approach, which investigates 

competence in two levels. According to Duffield, Underlying Competence (UC) is 

categorical whereas Surface Competence (SC) exhibits gradience. Duffield states 

that 

 

UC is categorical, and consists of formal (phonological and 
syntactic) principles, autonomous from the lexicon. It is plausible to 
think of UC as innate. SC, by contrast, is intimately determined by 
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the interaction of contextual and specific lexical properties with the 
formal principles delivered by UC; as a consequence, SC generates 
gradient effects. SC is largely language-specific learned knowledge. 
In principle, grammaticality judgments can be a reflection in 
performance of either type of competence (p.3).  

 

Sorace (2000), Keller (2000) and Sorace and Keller (2003) propose that gradience is 

an issue that emerges in the interface between lexicon and syntax. For Sorace (2000) 

some European languages exhibit gradient behaviour in auxiliary selection, which 

denotes gradient competence. Split Intransitivity Hierarchy, which is reflected in the 

auxiliary selection properties of Italian, German, French and Dutch, is heavily 

dependent on lexical factors such as telicity. Sorace shows that auxiliary selection is 

subject to gradience with least variation exhibited by two (core) classes, and most 

variation exhibited by the peripheral (intermediate) classes. The details of this study 

will be given in Chapter 3. 

 

In the present study, we use two linguistic structures to test the (putative) gradience 

in the unaccusative/unergative distinction in Turkish. One structure is the -mI� 

participle, the other is impersonal passivization (see Chapter 4). Unlike the perfect 

auxiliary in the languages mentioned above, Turkish does not have unambiguous and 

categorical morphosyntactic markers that identify unaccusative and unergative verb 

classes. The -mI� participle and impersonal passivization are optionally used with 

intransitive verbs in Turkish. Therefore, native speakers' judgments on the 

acceptability of the given sentences may vary as a result of this optionality. In this 

study, we will keep the assumption that the acceptability judgments on various verbs 

in the two structures reflect the knowledge of native speakers about the lexical-
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semantic characteristics of verbs. Moreover, we assume, as Sorace (2000) and Sorace 

and Keller (2003) do, that gradience in the knowledge of native speakers is an issue 

of lexicon-syntax interface. 

 

2.3 Methods for Eliciting Linguistic Judgments 
 

Acceptability judgments are one of the ways to validate of linguistic theories. For 

this reason, in any study taking into account acceptability judgments as empirical 

evidence, one of the main goals of the linguist should be to find suitable ways to 

refine the tool itself. Although intervening factors may prevent us from investigating 

the language in isolation, we should try to reduce these factors by improving our 

experimental methods. 

 

Several methods are used for eliciting linguistic judgments, ranging from methods 

which require the experimenter to infer the occurrence of linguistic data in a 

spontaneous conversation (which is indeed different than judgment elicitation) to the 

measurements of relative acceptability judgments or the measurement of event-

related brain potentials (ERP).5 Considering only the methods used for obtaining 

explicit linguistic judgments, one method is to require the informants to explain their 

intuitions and to ask for the reasons for the goodness or badness of the presented 

material. In this method, the relation between the explanation of the informant and 

the problem under consideration gives the clues about the situation at hand. 

However, this method has several disadvantages such as the unawareness of the 

                                                
5 Schütze (1996) gives a summary of the methods used for eliciting linguistic judgments in Ch. 3. 
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informants about the underlying reason for their judgments. Additionally, this 

method works only for bad sentences, i.e., although having the ability to give reasons 

for the badness of a sentence, the informant may have difficulty in explaining why a 

good sentence is good. Another method is to ask the informants, under what 

conditions (such as context, prosody etc.) the sentence becomes acceptable. Another 

question is what should be done to make the sentence acceptable. However, these 

methods are cumbersome, giving the burden of interpreting the explanations of the 

informants to the experimenter. 

 

The most frequently used method for judgment elicitation in the linguistics literature 

is the asterisk notation, explained in the section below. 

 

2.3.1. The Asterisk Notation 
 

The asterisk notation has been frequently used in the history of generative linguistics. 

The general practice is to put an asterisk to the left of the sentence if it is not well-

formed. In asterisk notation, a sentence may be either acceptable or unacceptable. 

 

Householder (1973) considers that this technique is as old as Apollonius Dyscolus, 

160 A.D. This notation has been used widely especially after Chomsky’s (1957, 

1965) works. Householder (1973) states himself responsible for the spread of this 

notation, after a linguistics course given in 1958. He states that the aim of the asterisk 

notation was quite specific at that time, to prevent students getting incorrect 

solutions, and the marked sentences were quite obviously ungrammatical by 
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anyone’s standards. However, this notation has been used extensively for different 

purposes in the linguistics literature, sometimes in a manner which is beyond the 

purpose of the notation, by ignoring the existence of variation within a speaker’s 

grammar. Householder states that 

 

Certainly the postulation of an ideal speaker-hearer WHO HAS ONLY 
ONE OUTPUT (NO VARIANTS) FOR EACH SEMANTICALLY DISTINCT 
INPUT (OR INTERPRETATION) is too far from reality to yield a usable 
model (p.367). 

 

Householder states that the meaning of the use of the asterisk or the absence of it is 

not stated explicitly in the linguistics literature; also, the meaning assigned to the 

notation seems to be different in different studies. He provides a list for three 

different interpretations for asterisk. 

 

1. ‘I would never say X except possibly as a horrible example’, ‘I 
have never said anything which resembles X with respect to the 
point under discussion’ 
2.‘I have never seen or heard a sentence of the type X and hereby 
wager you can’t find an example (unless it’s a slip, repudiated by 
the speaker)’ 
3.‘This is quite comprehensible, and I have heard people say it, 
but they were all K’s (i.e., southerners, East Europeans, cleft-
palate speakers, tiny children, New York Jews etc., etc.); in my 
dialect we would say Y instead’ (p.32). 

 

He also provides the list for the equivalent interpretations of the absence of the 

asterisk. 

 
1. ‘It’s what I would say myself’, ‘I have often said it’ 
2. ‘Here are ten examples taken from (a) your own writings, (b) 
the following places’, ‘I have often heard it’ 
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3. ‘I say it myself, and I’m not a K-speaker’, ‘Here are examples 
as used by non-K-speakers’, ‘These are the acceptable sentences 
of my dialect, which is one of the best and most O.K. dialects of 
all time, and hence merits special treatment’ (p.373). 

 

Householder concludes that researches should not ignore the variation in responses 

of speakers in judgment elicitation studies, i.e. they should not present pure binary 

choices to speakers. In what follows, we will present methods that allow more 

variation than the asterisk notation does. 

 

2.3.2. Ranking Methods for Judgment Elicitation 
 

Ranking methods are used for linguistic judgment elicitation as an alternative to the 

asterisk notation. In this method, a number of sentences are presented to the 

informant, and the informant is asked to sort the presented material in order 

according to their acceptability. Although easily managed, being one type of the 

ordinal category scale methods, ranking methods have the disadvantages of the 

ordinal category scale methods. Ranking methods supply limited amount of 

information to the experimenter. Given the two pairs of sentences to the informant, 

the experimenter never knows which pair has more difference in acceptability. To 

overcome the difficulties caused by the limitations of the ordinal category scale 

methods, rating methods employing the interval and the ratio category scales are 

used in judgment studies.6 

                                                
6 Thanks to H. Gürkan Tekman for bringing the Thurstone scaling as an alternative method for 
judgment elicitation, to may attention. In Thurstone technique, several items are presented to subjects 
at a time (e.g. sentences in linguistic judgment elicitation studies) and the subjects are asked to put a 
check sign for the items that are applicable to them (e.g. well-formed sentences in linguistic judgment 
elicitation studies). Via the Thurstone technique one can go from ordinal judgments to an interval 
scale. 
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2.3.3. Rating Methods for Judgment Elicitation: Magnitude Estimation 
Technique 
 

The magnitude estimation technique, originally proposed by Stevens (1971), has 

been widely used to measure judgments of sensory stimuli in psychophysics studies. 

In this method, responses of the informants are measured against a sensory stimulus, 

such as brightness. Devices such as hand-grip on a handle, which measures the force 

applied by the informant in pressure units (dyne/cm2) are used for this purpose (cited 

in Sorace, 1996). Numerical estimation and line drawing are also used for the same 

purpose. In the numerical estimation technique, the informants make judgments by 

entering numbers against the stimuli of unequal magnitudes. In the line drawing 

technique, the informants draw lines with different lengths, which correspond to 

judgments against the stimuli. 

 

The magnitude estimation technique has been extended to be employed in eliciting 

linguistic judgments of language users. Sorace and Keller (2003) propose the 

magnitude estimation technique as a suitable way for eliciting acceptability 

judgments of language users. According to Sorace (1996), experiments using 

numerical estimation have shown that “informants are capable of using numbers to 

make proportional judgments of stimulation levels for virtually any sensory 

attribute” (p. 401).7 

 

Keller (2000) employs the numerical estimation technique in language experiments 

currently conducted on the Portal for Psychological Experiments on Language 
                                                
7 These researchers use relative acceptability judgments because of the unavailability of objective 
absolute acceptability measurements to check against linguistic data. 
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(http://www.language-experiments.org). In the numerical technique used by Keller, 

sentences are presented to informants and the informants are asked to give numerical 

scores for the sentences as shown in Fig. 2.1 below.8 

 

 
    Figure 2.1. The numerical estimation technique used by Keller (2000). 

 
 
 
2.3.4. Drawbacks of the Numerical Estimation and the Line Drawing 
Techniques 
 

The magnitude estimation techniques such as numerical estimation and line drawing 

are more sophisticated methods than the ranking methods for eliciting acceptability 

judgments. They may be used for ranking and they also supply information about the 

distances between scored items. However, several drawbacks are faced in the design 

and implementation of the numerical estimation and line drawing techniques. 

 

                                                
8 See Keller et al. (1998) for details. 
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The main disadvantage of the numerical estimation is the requirement of numerical 

sophistication on the informants’ side. Cowart (1997) indicates that 

 

the principle drawback to using [numerical] magnitude estimation is 
that (although it has been shown to be very widely applicable) it 
requires a very modest degree of mathematical sophistication on the 
part of the informant. Not all informants are equally comfortable 
with numbers (p.74).  

 

 

One way to overcome the difficulties caused by the requirement of numerical 

sophistication on the informant’s side is to use the line drawing technique. It is 

observed that the results obtained by line drawing are aligned closely with the results 

obtained by numerical estimation (Bard et al., 1996). Cowart suggests using a ten-

point scale, survey-type line drawing procedure employing scannable (machine-

readable) response forms for this purpose. 9  

 

Nevertheless, the line drawing technique has the main disadvantage of space 

limitation when presented on paper. In what follows, the experiment interface we 

have designed as an extension to the magnitude estimation technique is introduced. 

 

2.3.5. An Extension of the Magnitude Estimation Technique of Judgment 
Elicitation 
 

The numerical estimation and the line drawing techniques used previously by Keller 

(2000) and Cowart (1997) may be extended to present visually better and more 

                                                
9 Cowart claims to have obtained similar results by this technique compared to the results obtained by 
the numerical estimation technique. 
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practical (in terms of the effort required to use the interface itself) experiment 

interfaces. For this purpose, we have designed an experiment interface (Fig. 2.2), 

which we believe captures gradience better. The interface requires the informant to 

indicate his/her judgments by clicking on the line presented on the screen, rather than 

drawing a line or entering numbers. The length of the line is indicated by 0 at the 

beginning and 100 at the end. The numerical value of the point clicked on the line is 

shown automatically in the box placed at the right hand side of the line. When 

needed, the informants can also enter the numbers less than 0 and greater than 100, 

using the computer keyboard. More details on the experiment interface are given in 

Appendix A. 

 

 
 Figure 2.2. The interface used in the experiments. 

 

2.4 Aspects of Computer Use in Linguistic Data Elicitation 
Experiments 
 
 
2.4.1 Human Computer Interaction: Nielsen (1996) 
 

One set of suggestions for the design of better (more usable) interfaces is provided 

by Nielsen (1996). Nielsen suggests the Heuristic Evaluation method to give a quick 
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and easy way to design better user interfaces. The same methodology may be applied 

to the experiment interfaces designed for judgment elicitation studies. 

 

Nielsen’s Ten Usability Heuristics cover suggestions for designers which are 

applicable to a broad range of user interfaces, ranging from simple interfaces used by 

specialized computer operators to complicated user interfaces such as web pages 

designed as online stores. According to the suggestions made by these heuristics, 

first of all, the designers should design user interfaces matching between the system 

and the real world, supplying the information in a natural and logical order by 

adapting the interface to the expectation of the users. Secondly, the designers should 

give the user control and freedom by providing the users with emergency exits, 

supporting clear undo and redo options, and accelerator keys. Nielsen (1996) also 

suggests that the designers should prepare consistent web interfaces with clear and 

explicit error messages, when needed. However, most important for us, among 

Nielsen’s Ten Usability Heuristics is the suggestion that the designers should check 

their user interfaces against the visibility of system status, i.e. they should keep the 

users informed about what is going on, or what the users should do after a certain 

task, by giving the users appropriate feedback within a reasonable time. If ignored, 

usability problems persist during the experiment. Such problems are faced in 

judgment elicitation experiments recently conducted on the Internet, especially when 

Java applets are used for the design. In spite of the advantages of Java applets such as 

independency of connection speed (which is a crucial factor for response time 

recording), the long time spent for the activation of the Java applets during the 

experiment causes users to lose concentration.  
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In the design of the experiment interfaces, Nielsen's Ten Usability Heuristics should 

be taken into consideration to reduce the effect of problems caused by the interfaces 

themselves. In this study, to keep the user informed during the experiment, the 

amount of the experiment material used and left were shown on the screen. Also, to 

prevent the side effects (such as loss of concentration) caused by the long-time spent 

for data transmission, we have reduced the size of the packets to be transmitted on 

the network, by designing the experiment interface using integrated PHP and 

JavaScript (TM). The technical details for the experiment interface are given in 

Appendix A. 

 

2.4.2 Experiments on the Internet 
 

The pragmatic benefits of the Internet as an alternative to the laboratory setting for 

social science experiments directed researches to design and conduct their 

experiments on the Internet. Piper (1998) summarizes the benefits of web surveys: 

low cost for the design and implementation of experimental material, ease of subject 

and data collection, geographic diversity of participants, relative ease, accuracy and 

low cost of data entry, analysis and publication. 

 

However, according to Piper, some of the artifacts affecting the reliability 

(repeatability of the experiment by other researchers with the same experimental 

material and with different subjects) and the validity (construct validity, internal 

validity and external validity) of the web experiments, such as “lack of realism of 

variables and situations, use of nonrepresentative, volunteer subjects [with internet 
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access], and deception by subjects” are hard, even impossible to control, whereas 

some are less problematic, such as “experimenter expectancy effects, subject role 

effects, and use of college students as subjects” (p.15). 

 

To keep the reliability and the validity of the experiment at an acceptable level, the 

researchers have to apply research design and implementation standards to their 

experiments on the web. To reduce the effects of subject-related and task-related 

factors such as history (extraneous events that may occur during the experiment), 

maturation (age, fatigue etc.), instrumentation, selection biases and experimental 

methodology, the methods such as random assignment to experimental conditions, 

presentation of the experimental material in a counterbalancing scheme, random 

selection of the informants with predefined specifications if needed (such as 

education, occupation etc.) should be considered. The experimenter should avoid 

giving clues to the informants which may have the potential to create potential bias 

on the subjects. Because the contact between the informants and the experimenter is 

minimized in web experiments, these factors are less effective in web experiments 

than the laboratory experiments. Additionally, most of the experiments in social and 

behavioural sciences recruit university or college students as informants, which are 

not representative of the whole society. Although at first glance, the web experiments 

seem to have overcome the problem of random sampling assumption for the 

informants made at the beginning of the experiment, the problem persists because the 

Internet users are not representative of the whole society, either. However, as the 

number of the Internet users increase this difficulty will be overcome. 
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2.5 Methodological Issues 
 
 
2.5.1 Instability of Linguistic Judgment Data 
 

Bloomfield rejected the use of introspections of language users for the subject matter 

of scientific study in 1930s. However, the experimental domain of generative 

linguistics has been linguistic judgments. Recent proposals even suggest the 

application of the experimental methodology of social sciences for eliciting reliable 

linguistic judgments. Nevertheless, in 1960s and 1970s many studies present 

evidence for the instability of judgments, especially the instability of sentence 

judgments, either caused by the differences between informants or the instability of 

the data supplied by the same informant under different occasions.10 

 

Cowart (1997) states that human performance in psychophysical or cognitive tasks is 

characterized by its scatter around a stable mean, which is called the error variance. 

Although the techniques such as the magnitude estimation technique used in 

psychophysics are extended to be used in linguistic acceptability judgment studies, 

the practice in linguistics is quite different than psychophysics. First of all, the error 

variance is high in linguistic judgment studies. Cowart (1997) states that the 

possibility that “an informant's judgments might be subject to some amount of 

random variation around a stable mean” (p.6) should not surprise linguists in 

judgment studies. In psychophysics, by representing the same stimuli to the 

informants repeatedly, a relatively stable judgment data may be obtained. However, 

                                                
10 A summary of studies in 1960s and 1970s concerning the instability of linguistic judgments may be 
found in Cowart (1997). 
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the nature of the stimuli (isolated sentences) in linguistic judgment studies has a 

different nature which prevents repeated representations. Eventually, the error 

variance in linguistics studies may be much higher than assumed by linguists. For 

this reason, variation in linguistic data should be studied rather than ignored. 

 
2.5.2 Factors Affecting Linguistic Acceptability Judgments 
 

Schütze (1996) investigates the factors affecting linguistic acceptability judgments in 

two classes, subject-related factors and task-related factors.11 

 
 
2.5.2.1 Subject-Related Factors 
 

There are several important factors affecting linguistic acceptability judgments such 

as field dependence,12 gender, age, handedness, dialect variation and cultural/social 

characteristics, linguistic training and education. We only took into account linguistic 

training and education in this study. So we excluded linguists and linguistics students 

from the experiments and performed the experiments with university students and 

graduates, also with an approximately equal number of female and male participants. 

The other factors, field dependence, handedness and dialect variation are not 

considered. 

 

                                                
11 The details of this classification are given in Schütze (1996) Ch. 4 and Ch. 5. 
12 Field dependence/independence is a term used in psychology: “A field dependent person (FD) fuses 
aspects of the world and experiences it globally, whereas a field independent (FI) person is analytical, 
differentiating information and experiences into components” (Schütze, 1996). There are 
disagreements in the literature on the affect of field dependence/independence on linguistic 
acceptability judgments. Nagata (1989b) shows the effect of field dependence/independence on 
linguistic acceptability judgments, while Cowart et al. (1998) state that their findings do not support 
the findings of the previous study by Nagata (cited in Keller, 2000). 
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Having made the assumption that linguistic judgments have similar characteristics 

compared to the characteristics of other kinds of judgments employing sensory and 

perceptual cognitive abilities, and considering the fact that linguistic judgments are a 

kind of performance which can be influenced by linguistic training, performing 

judgment elicitation experiments with linguists or students in linguistic departments 

as informants is expected to lead us to wrong conclusions in the evaluation of our 

linguistic theories.13 Although this idea is not supported systematically, we wanted to 

be conservative and follow the suggestions made by earlier experimenters thus 

exclude linguists and linguistic students from the experiment. As Cowart (1997) 

states, 

 

Perhaps the only class of sites that ought to be avoided in selecting 
samples for experiments on sentence judgments are those that have a 
high concentration of self-conscious language specialists (linguists, 
writers, editors, language teachers, and so on) (p.81). 

 

Additionally, the inseparability of linguistic judgments from introspection implies 

that the nature of linguistic judgments of native language speakers and second 

language learners are different. For this reason, the scope of the linguistic judgment 

elicitation studies should be defined at the beginning, i.e., only the native language 

speakers should be selected as the informants of linguistic judgment experiments of 

native languages. A similar condition holds for second language acquisition studies. 

 

                                                
13 Schütze (1996) gives the summary of studies investigating the effect of linguistic training on 
acceptability judgments. 



 

 - 30 -  

With these in mind, we collected demographic data from the informants before the 

experiment. The demographic data form may be used for further analysis of the 

effects of subject related factors on linguistic judgment elicitations. 

 
2.5.2.2 Task-Related Factors 
 
 
There are several task-related factors affecting linguistic acceptability judgments 

such as measurement scale, instructions, order of presentation, repetition, mode of 

presentation and anchoring effects.14 

 

Measurement scales are grouped as nominal, ordinal, interval and ratio scales. The 

use of measurement scales in linguistic acceptability judgment elicitation studies is 

mentioned in section 2.3. In summary, the nominal scale corresponds to the asterisk 

notation, which is the most common measurement scale used so far in generative 

linguistics. A more sophisticated scale is the ordinal scale, which is used in sentence 

ranking studies. Still more sophisticated scales are the interval and the ratio scales, 

which are used in judgment elicitation studies in psychophysics and recently in 

linguistics. The interval and the ratio scales are used in the magnitude estimation 

techniques. 

 

The instructions given at the beginning of judgment elicitation experiments are 

important as the informants define their criteria for judgment elicitation using the 

information presented in the instructions. Unless stated explicitly, the instructions 

may cause the informants to decide and apply their own judgment criteria, in which 
                                                
14 This list of task-related factors affecting linguistic acceptability judgments are summarized in Keller 
(2000). More detailed information is given in Schütze (1996), Ch. 5. 
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case the judgment data may be open to random scatter. Several guidelines are 

provided by Cowart (1997) and Lodge (1981) for the preparation of the instructions 

for judgment elicitation studies. The training and practice sessions presented before 

the experiment improve the understandability of the instructions. The aim in these 

sessions is to provide informants with information about how the experiment is 

conducted while giving the chance of practicing the experiment interface. The 

Instructions used and the information given in the training and practice sessions in 

this study are given in Appendix A. 

 

The presentation order of the test material is another important factor for judgment 

elicitation studies. Greenbaum (1973), a followup study to Elliott, Legum and 

Thompson (1969) shows the effect of the presentation order of materials, which was 

ignored in the previous study. Greenbaum states that the first sentences in the 

presentation faces with more severe judgments, having less acceptability values from 

informants. To prevent the order effects, the stimulus materials are presented in a 

random order in judgment elicitation experiments. 

 

Repetition is another factor affecting judgment elicitations. Nagata (1988, 1987a, 

1987b, 1989d) investigates the repetition effects on linguistic judgment elicitation for 

both isolated sentences and sentences in context. In these studies, Nagata states that 

judgment elicitation becomes stringent as the same material is presented to the 

informants for a second, third and forth time and so on; however, in the long term (in 

the magnitude of order of months), repetition effect is observed to lose its strength. 
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Schütze (1996) states the general belief that more stringent results are obtained with 

the written presentation of materials than the results obtained with the oral 

presentation. However, he also states that no firm evidence for different kinds of 

mode of presentation on linguistic judgment elicitation is found in the literature, but 

it is a potential factor. Cowart (1997) provides a list of advantages and disadvantages 

for alternative ways of presenting sentence materials to informants. Cowart classifies 

five types of presentation mode: written (printed questionnaires), spoken (live 

presentation by experimenter), and recorded (computer or tape recording presented 

via loud speakers), recorded (computer or tape, presented via headphones in 

laboratory setting), synthesized speech (computer generated speech). In this study, 

only written presentation on CRT was used. 

 

Our concern in this study is the first impressions of native language users. Given 

enough time, informants may have the opportunity to construct representations which 

are not desired by the experimenter, as these representations have the potential to 

change the judgment of the informant. Additionally, the study of parsing difficulties, 

which may be observed in garden-path sentences and sentences with more than one 

possible meaning (most of the time sentences having an immediate and a forced 

interpretation) is different than the studies concerning the online processing of 

acceptability judgments. The speed of judgment is an important criterion to 

discriminate between the online processing of acceptability judgment and the process 

of the construction of a structure to interpret an ambiguous sentence, which is a kind 

of offline processing of parsing difficulty. For this reason, in studies where sentence 

judgments are used, sentences with these two kinds of parsing difficulties should be 
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avoided. In this study, ambiguous sentences were detected by sentence-by-sentence 

ambiguity check by the experimenter and the reports of the informants for 

ambiguities in the material presented in pilot studies. We have also used punctuation 

where necessary, to prevent ambiguity. 

 

Lexical frequency is another factor which has a potential effect on linguistic 

judgments. For this reason, corpus databases are used to check frequency and more 

frequently used verbs are selected to be used in the sentence materials. In this study, 

METU Workbench 1.0 corpus (http://www.ii.metu.edu.tr/~corpus) is used for this 

purpose. 

 

Among different kinds of linguistic judgments, sentence judgments in isolation are a 

particular kind, which played an important role in the development of linguistic 

theories (Cowart, 1997). Experimental studies employing judgment elicitation, most 

of the time assume a null-context approach, in which the sentences or phrases are 

presented to the participant in isolation.15 

 

However, a sentence (or an utterance) may “require” a specific context to be judged 

acceptable (or unacceptable) by the informant. This specific context, among 

infinitely many possible contexts, may be readily available, having a potential to 

create bias towards acceptability (or unacceptability). As stated by Schütze (1996),  

 

                                                
15 Crain and Steedman (1985) argue that the role of semantics and reference in natural language 
processing is underestimated in linguistic theories. They show that local ambiguity resolution in 
natural language processing is not based on structural mechanisms, but on semantics and reference to 
context (certain contexts induce a garden path effect while others don't). 
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... it does not make sense to speak of the effect of context on 
judgments, because the type of context and its relation to the 
sentences in question must be considered. Context can be used to 
make sentences look better or worse than they appear in isolation; 
whether this is desirable will depend on the goals of particular 
investigations (p.160). 

 

In his experimental study, investigating both contextualized stimuli and stimuli out 

of context (the null-context), Keller (2000) reports that the assumptions made by 

subjects in the null-context case is minimal and judgment patterns for both neutral-

context and null-context cases are similar, at least for the material he used in the 

experiments. What is done in this study was to require participants to judge “relative 

acceptability” rather than “absolute acceptability”, by eliciting judgments on the 

given sentences against a reference sentence. Greenbaum (1976a) makes a similar 

point, by indicating that comparable sentences provided by the experimenter are 

needed for judgment elicitation. In this way, the effect of potential individual 

differences between subjects to construct a context is reduced.16 

 

                                                
16 The terms “relative acceptability” and “acceptability” will be used interchangeably during this 
study, unless explicitly stated otherwise. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 
 

THE UNACCUSATIVE/UNERGATIVE DISTONCTION 
 
 

In this chapter, the theoretical background on the unaccusative/unergative distinction 

and the diagnostics for the distinction will be presented. In section 3.1, the concepts 

of unaccusativity and unaccusative/unergative distinction, and their relation to the 

aspectual properties (telicity) of the predicatas and thematic roles (agency) are 

introduced. In 3.2, the diagnostics for the unaccusative/unergative distinction in 

European languages (such as English, Dutch, Italian, Serbo-Croatian) and in Turkish 

are introduced. In section 3.3, the gradient syntactic behaviour of the predicates in 

unaccusativity/unergativity diagnostics are presented under the framework of Split 

Intransitivity Hierarchy. 

 

3.1 The Unaccusativity Puzzle 

 
3.1.1 The Unaccusativity Hypotheses 
 

The semantic and syntactic classification of verbs has its roots in the history of 

linguistics, earlier than the generative tradition. Vendler (1957) classifies English 



 

 - 36 -  

verbs into four groups, by defining four main classes of Aktionsart:17 State, 

Achievement, Accomplishment and Activity. In this classification, stative verbs such 

as ‘exist’ denote states, activity verbs such as ‘sneeze’, ‘cry’ denote dynamic events, 

achievement verbs such as ‘break’, ‘notice’ denote a change of state, and 

accomplishment verbs such as ‘show’, ‘clean’ involve causation. 

 

Perlmutter (1978) offers a dichotomous classification for intransitive verbs in the 

framework of Relational Grammar, in terms of relational network that are 

represented as stratal diagrams. According to Perlmutter “certain intransitive clauses 

have an initial 2 but no initial 1...”. The advancement of initial 2 to final 1 is called 

Unaccusative. According to Final 1 Law, “...clauses with final unaccusative strata 

will not be well-formed in any language” (p.160). Consequently, “every clause with 

an unaccusative stratum involves an advancement to 1”, so, “initially unaccusative 

clauses contrast with initially unergative clauses” (p.161). In other words, 

unaccusative verbs take “a final subject originating as an initial direct object 

...[whereas unergative verbs] take a final subject that was also an initial subject” 

(Alexiadou, Anagnostopoulou and Everaert, 2004). This is called the Unaccusative 

Hypothesis.18 For example, in (1a) below, the clause is unaccusative19 because of the 

existence of the advancement of initial 2 (gorillas) to final 1, whereas in (1b) there is 

no advancement and the clause is unergative: 
                                                
17 Originally proposed by Vendler (1957), the term “Aktionsart” (“form of action” in German) is 
alternatively used with the term “aspect” (or lexical aspect) by several researchers. However, the 
distinction between Aktionsart and aspect is stated by the fact that the former is connected with lexical 
meaning while the latter is connected with sentence meaning (Alonge, 1995). 
18 Perlmutter (1978) states that “... while Sapir was to my knowledge the first to suggest the 
Unaccusative Hypothesis in any form, his proposal differs from that given here ... in several respects” 
(p.186). 
19 In the linguistics literature, the terms “unaccusativity”, “ergativity” and “split intransitivity” are 
used interchangeably. 
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(1) a. Gorillas exist.      [=Perlmutter’s (11)] 

      b. Gorillas play at night.     [=Perlmutter’s (15)] 

  

Perlmutter (1978) proposes three different forms of the Unaccusative Hypothesis: 

 

a. Initial unaccusativity vs. unergativity varies from language to 
language. There is no way to predict which clauses in a given 
language will be initially unergative and which initially 
unaccusative. 
b. There exist principles which predict initial unergativity or initial 
unaccusativity for a certain class of initially intransitive clauses in 
all languages. There exists another class of such clauses whose 
initial unergativity vs. unaccusativity varies from language to 
language. 
c. There exist universal principles which predict initial unergativity 
vs. unaccusativity for all initially intransitive clauses in all 
languages. Initial unergativity vs. unaccusativity therefore cannot 
vary from language to language (p.161). 

 

Perlmutter calls the last one “the strong version of the Unaccusative Hypothesis”.  

 

Although Perlmutter starts his analysis of unaccusative/unergative distinction in 

terms of syntactic notations, he maintains the idea that the syntactic arguments of 

verbs are determined by the meaning of the verbs, “... initial unergativity vs. 

unaccusativity is predictable from the semantics of the clause” (p.161).20 

 

Also, for Perlmutter, the notions of unaccusativity and unergativity do not refer to the 

verbs alone but the semantic predicates, i.e., the same phonological verbs can be used 

                                                
20 Perlmutter then gives a rough semantic classification of unergative and unaccusative verbs. A 
complete list is given in Appendix C. 
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in both unaccusative and unergative clauses. For this reason, meanings or senses of 

predicates should be taken into account rather than phonological forms in the 

analysis.  

 

Subsequent research has also shown that the strong version of the Unaccusative 

Hypothesis does not hold (e.g. Rosen, 1984). The same predicate shows unaccusative 

behaviour in one language while showing unergative behaviour in another language. 

For example, the verb ‘die’ shows unergative behaviour in Choctaw whereas it is 

unaccusative in Italian. Similarly, the verb ‘bleed’ shows unergative behaviour in 

Italian, whereas it is unaccusative in Turkish and Eastern Pomo. 

 

Perlmutter (1978) is a seminal study for the investigation of the relation between 

syntactic arguments and thematic relations. Under the framework of Relational 

Grammar, Perlmutter and Postal (1984) proposes the Universal Alignment 

Hypothesis (UAH). 

 

Universal Alignment Hypothesis (UAH) 
There exist principles of UG which predict the initial relation borne 
by nominal in a given clause from the meaning of the clause 
(Perlmutter and Postal, 1984, p.97). 

 

According to UAH, the linking patterns between the structural relationships between 

syntactic arguments and thematic relationships between lexical items can be 

predicted by the meaning of the clause. 
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A more restricted version of UAH, the Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis 

(UTAH) is proposed by Baker (1988). In UTAH, an additional requirement for 

syntactic linking patterns was proposed. According to UTAH, the syntactic linking 

patterns are identical rather than predictable. 

 

Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis (UTAH) 
Identical thematic relationships between items are represented by 
identical structural relationships between those items at the level of 
D-Structure (Baker, 1988, p.46). 

 

The Aspectual Interface Hypothesis, proposed by Tenny (1994) states that the 

linking patterns between lexical semantics and syntax are regulated by aspectual 

properties:21 

 

Aspectual Interface Hypothesis 
The universal principles of mapping between thematic structure 
and syntactic argument structure are governed by aspectual 
properties. Constraints on the aspectual properties associated with 
direct internal arguments, indirect internal arguments, and 
external arguments in syntactic structure constrain the kinds of 
event participants that can occupy these positions. Only the 
aspectual part of thematic structure is visible to the universal 
linking principles (Tenny, 1994, p.2).22 

 

The Unaccusative Hypothesis, under the framework of the Government and Binding 

Theory (GB), states that the arguments of unaccusative verbs are “theta-marked 

deep-structure objects” which are connected with the underlying internal argument 

positions. However, the arguments of unergative verbs are “theta-marked deep-

                                                
21 The term aspect refers to the “internal temporal structure of the events described by the verbs” 
(Tenny, 1994). Aspect is different from tense in this respect. Aspect is more related to temporal 
properties of events such as duration and iterativity. 
22 See Tenny (1994) for the definitions of external argument and direct/indirect internal argument. 
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structure subjects” (Alexiadou, Anagnostopoulou and Everaert, 2004) and they are 

connected with the underlying external argument positions. In unergative verbs, the 

only element, the subject, is the same as the agent at the surface. The verbs such as 

‘work’, ‘swim’, ‘laugh’, ‘sneeze’, and ‘walk’ are unergative verbs. In unaccusative 

verbs, the only element is the logical object, and this element is moved to the subject 

position at the surface. Verbs such as ‘sink’, ‘freeze’, ‘fall’, ‘die’ are unaccusative 

verbs. Schematically, 

 

the syntactic representation of unaccusative verbs: NP [VP  V]  
the syntactic representation of unergative verbs:     [VP  V NP] 

 

On the other hand, Van Valin (1990) and Dowty (1991) propose that 

unaccusative/unergative distinction should not be defined in terms of syntactic but 

semantic grounds. In their view, syntactic accounts are not necessary. Under the 

framework of the Role and Reference Grammar (RRG), unaccusative/unergative 

distinction is based on lexical semantic grounds (Aktionsart or lexical aspect). In 

RRG, Aktionsart classes are represented by a system of lexical decomposition 

(Logical Structure - LS) without specifying any thematic roles.23 

 

3.1.2 Unaccusativity and the Semantics-Syntax Interface 
 

Alexiadou, Anagnostopoulou and Everaert (2004) define three levels of 

representation, taking into account the lexical semantics of verbs and the syntactic 

structures a verb can occur in. The first level is the Lexical Conceptual Structure 

                                                
23 cf. Van Valin (1990) for details. 
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(LCS). LCS constitutes the semantic description of the verb. The second level, 

Argument Structure (AS) encodes information such as the number of arguments and 

the syntactic argument positions that these arguments are linked. The third level is 

the Syntactic Structure (SS). 

 

LCS and AS levels are assumed to be covered by the lexicon, whereas AS and SS 

levels are assumed to be covered by the syntax, as shown in Fig. 3.1. The Argument 

Structure (AS) is the most widely discussed level in which unaccusative/unergative 

distinction is encoded. 

 

 
Figure 3.1. Three levels of representation for semantics-syntax interface. 

 

According to UTAH, or the Aspectual Interface Hypothesis proposed by Tenny 

(1992, 1994), the argument of unaccusative verb is realized in direct object position, 

whereas the argument of unergative verb is realized in subject position (Alexiadou, 

Anagnostopoulou and Everaert, 2004). Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) also 

assume that the direct mapping from LCS to SS is possible (this view is based on 

UAH). According to Levin and Rappaport Hovav, syntactic properties of verbs are 

determined by their LCS, via four linking rules: 
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Immediate Cause Linking Rule 
The argument of a verb that denotes the immediate cause of the 
eventuality described by that verb is its external argument 
(p.135). 
 
Directed Change Linking Rule 
The argument of a verb that corresponds to the entity undergoing 
the directed change described by that verb is its direct internal 
argument (p.146). 
 
Existence Linking Rule 
The argument of a verb whose existence is asserted is its direct 
internal argument (p.152). 
 
Default Linking Rule 
An argument of a verb that does not fall under the scope of any of 
the other linking rules is its direct internal argument (p.154). 

 

According to Levin and Rappaport Hovav, unergative verbs impose activity together 

with internal causation (i.e., Immediate Cause Linking Rule predicts unergative 

verbs), whereas unaccusative verbs impose accomplishment/achievement (change of 

state) and external causation, (i.e., Directed Change Linking Rule and Existence 

Linking Rule predict unaccusative verbs). Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) also 

propose the existence of a continuum between the unaccusative and unergative verb 

classes, caused by the interpretation of unaccusative verbs as unergatives, and 

unergative verbs as unaccusatives under different circumstances. 

 

In summary, the UAH and UTAH hypotheses propose that there is an alignment 

between syntactic subjects and agent arguments, and between syntactic objects and 

theme/patient arguments. For this reason, according to these hypotheses, there is a 

correlation between agentivity and unergativity, and between patienthood and 

unaccusativity. The distinction between the UAH and UTAH is that UTAH is more 
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limited in terms of the mapping between thematical roles and syntactic positions; it 

requires each thematic role to map onto a syntactic position and each syntactic 

position to map onto a thematic role. 

 

The proposals attributed to Perlmutter (1978), Perlmutter and Postal (1984), Baker 

(1988) and Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) are known to be the “projectionist 

approaches” to unaccusative/unergative distinction. According to these proposals, 

unaccusativity/unergativity is semantically determined and syntactically represented. 

The verb's lexical semantics determine the position of the verb in the semantic-based 

hierarchy, whereas this position is represented as the syntactic behaviour of the verb.  

 

On the other hand, “constructional approaches” are proposed as alternatives to the 

projectionist approaches by Borer (1994, 1998), McClure (1995), Van Hout (1996), 

Sorace (2000), Arad (1998a), Zaenen (1993) (cited in Sorace, 2000). According to 

the constructional approaches, the syntactic configuration of the predicates, rather 

than the verb's lexical properties, determines the verb’s aspectual interpretation. The 

lexical entry of a verb includes information on the number of arguments it can take 

but not on the hierarchical realization of these arguments (Sorace 2000). For this 

reason, arguments are free to enter more than one syntactic configuration. In this 

sense,  “... within this model unaccusativity and unergativity are constellations of 

phenomena derived from the verb’s ability to appear in particular syntactic 

configurations.” (p.884). Also, because unaccusative/unergative characteristics of 

verbs are not specified at the lexicon, the verb’s syntactic status is unstable, and 
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optionality in the syntactic behaviour of verbs has a ground for explanation in this 

framework. 

 

Alexiadou, Anagnostopoulou and Everaert (2004) define the essential characteristics 

of unaccusativity as follows: 

 

(i) the absence of an external thematic role (impersonal passives) -
as is the case in Relational Grammar, and the Principles-and-
Parameters theory -or the absence of a thematic role for the subject 
function which is of an ‘object type’ -as is the case in Lexical 
Functional Grammar. 
(ii) a movement relation between object and subject position (ne-
cliticization [in Italian]) -for those frameworks that allow for 
derivations (p.8). 

 

3.1.3 Unaccusativity/Unergativity Distinction and Aspectual Properties of 
Predicates (Telicity) 
 

The most widely discussed aspectual property under the discussions of 

syntax/semantics interface is telicity (or delimitedness in Tenny's (1994) 

terminology). The term delimitedness is used in the literature with a close meaning to 

telicity.24 Tenny defines delimitedness referring to the “property of an event’s having 

a distinct, definite and inherent endpoint in time” (p.4). 

 

Some researchers propose telicity as the semantic determiner of unaccusativity. 

According to these proposals, unaccusative verbs are characterized by their delimited 

                                                
24 Tenny (1994) states that “Delimitedness is close to what has been referred to in the literature as 
telicity, where a telic/atelic distinction is made between events progressing towards a goal and events 
having no such goal” (p.5). See Tenny, Ch. 1 for more details. 
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(telic) aspect whereas unergative verbs are characterized by their duration (atelic) 

aspect. 

 

Vendler (1967) and Dowty (1979) state that a telic verb can be distinguished from an 

atelic verb by the addition of a modifier such as “for X hours” and “in X hours”. 

Telic verbs such as ‘consume’ do not allow the addition of “for X hours” in the 

clause, whereas atelic verbs such as ‘sleep’ do not allow the addition of “in X hours” 

as shown by Tenny (1994) in (2a) and (2b).25 

 

(2) a. John consumed an orange in an hour.    [= Tenny’s (1)] 

          *John consumed an orange for an hour. 

      b. *John slept in an hour. 

        John slept for an hour. 

 

Nakipo�lu-Demiralp (henceforth N-D, 2002) provides the examples in (3) in Turkish 

for x içinde/boyunca ‘in/for x hours’ test (translations are mine). 

 

(3)   a. Ya�      üç     dakika  içinde/*boyunca eri-di.   [= N-D’s (11)] 

             butter three minutes in/      *for           melt-PST 

            ‘Butter melted in/*for three minutes.’ 

                                                
25 A relevant interpretation of these sentences may lead to misunderstandings in terms of telic/atelic 
characteristics of the predicates in these examples. One may say that consuming an orange for an 
hour, and sleeping in an hour are possible events. However, these interpretations contradict with the 
definition of telicity (having a distinct, definite and inherent endpoint in time). For this reason, our 
concern in this study is particular interpretations under the framework of the definition of telicity, 
rather than the relevant interpretations. Tenny (1994) states that, using past tense rather than present or 
future helps to overcome this difficulty. 



 

 - 46 -  

        b. �eker iki   dakika   içinde/*boyunca karamelle�-ti. 

             sugar two minutes in/       *for          caramelize-PST 

             ‘Sugar caramelized in/*for two minutes.’ 

        c. Bina      on  dakika    içinde/*boyunca yıkıl-dı. 

            building ten minutes in/       *for          collapse-PST 

            ‘Building collapsed in/*for ten minutes.’ 

        d. Kadın     üç    saat    boyunca/*içinde çalı�-tı/     ko�-tu/ yüz-dü/     öksür-dü. 

            woman three hours for/         *in     work-PST/run-PST/swim-PST/cough-PST 

            ‘The woman worked/ran/swam/coughed for/*in three hours.’ 

 

Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) state that constituents such as Prepositional 

Phrase (PP) in the Verb Phrase (VP) delimit the eventuality (increase telic 

characteristics) of the event, as shown in (4). 

 

(4) Martha pushed the cart.      [= L&R’s (56)] 

      Martha pushed the cart to the shed. 

 

Van Hout (2004) shows that an atelic predicate lopen ‘walk’ in Dutch becomes telic 

when it takes a directional PP. In (5a) it is shown that this predicate can be combined 

with the durative time adverbial (for hours), which indicates that the predicate is 

atelic. However, it becomes telic with the addition of a PP, as shown in (5b). 

 

(5) a. John heeft urenlang gelopen.    [= van Hout’s (16)] 

          John has    hours-long walked 
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         ‘John walked for hours.’ 

      b. John is in vijf minuten naar huis gelopen. 

          John is in five minutes to home walked 

         ‘John walked home in five minutes.’ 

 

Another test for telicity is the entailment test, proposed by Dowty (1979).  

 

 If � is an activity verb, then x is (now) �ing entails that x has  
 �ed. 
 If � is an accomplishment verb, then x is (now) �ing entails that x        
 has not (yet) �ed. (p.57). 

 

Aksan (2003) provides Turkish examples for the entailment test. In (6a) it is shown 

that, the atelic predicate in the present tense entails the past tense meaning, whereas 

the telic predicate (atelic predicates become telic with the addition of PP, as 

mentioned above) in the present tense does not entail the past tense meaning in (6b) 

(translations are mine). 

 

(6) a. Deniz ko�uyor. => Deniz ko�tu.   atelic [= Aksan’s (2)] 

         Deniz run-ING  =>  Deniz run-PST 

         ‘Deniz is running => Deniz ran.’       

      b. Deniz 100 metre ko�uyor. �> Deniz 100 metre ko�tu. telic 

          Deniz 100 meters run-ING �> Deniz 100 meters run-PST 

         ‘Deniz is running 100 meters �> Deniz ran 100 meters.’ 
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3.1.4 Unaccusativity/Unergativity Distinction and Thematic Roles (Agency) 
 

Thematic roles are widely discussed in the linguistics literature, especially after 

Chomsky’s (1981) Theta-Criterion of Principles and Parameters theory, which states 

that each noun phrase is assigned only one theta role and no theta role will be left 

unassigned. Aksan (2001) states that three studies, Gruber (1965), Fillmore (1968) 

and Jackendoff (1972) introduced thematic roles into linguistics. Among these, 

Jackendoff (1972) defines the agent in terms of the “semantic reading which 

attributes to the NP will or volition toward the action expressed by the sentence” 

(p.32). Jackendoff offers syntactic tests for agency:  

 

The presence of an agentive subject correlates in part with the 
possibility of using purposive constructions like in order to and so 
that and purposive adverbials like intentionally, accidentally, or on 
purpose [emphasis in original] 
 
 *The rock deliberately rolled down the hill. 
   John deliberately rolled down the hill (p.32). 

 

Agency,26 associated with volition or protagonist control and animacy, is proposed as 

a semantic factor for unaccusative/unergative distinction, besides telicity. Tenny 

(1994) states that “Unergatives typically have arguments which are agents, and 

unaccusatives typically have arguments which are themes or patients” (p.62). Tenny 

explains this fact by the determining status of internal arguments (associated with 

themes or patients) on the telicity of events. According to Tenny, external arguments 

(associated with agents) do not have a determining status on the telicity of events. 

 

                                                
26 The terms “agency” and “agentivity” are used interchangeably during this study. 
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Perlmutter (1978) specifies agency as the semantic factor underlying unaccusativity. 

However, he also states that “the distinction between initially unergative and 

unaccusative clauses does not coincide with the distinction between clauses with 

animate subjects and those with inanimate ones” (p.164). 

 

Van Valin (1990) identifies Aktionsart and agency as the parameters governing 

unaccusative/unergative distinction. According to Van Valin, one of these parameters 

identifies the distinction at a time. In some languages (such as Acehnese, an 

Austronesian language), agency identifies unergative verb subjects while Aktionsart 

has no relevant effect on the unaccusative/unergative distinction. On the other hand, 

in languages in which Aktionsart is governing the distinction, agency does not show 

any effect on the distinction. 

 

Zaenen (1993) states that, auxiliary selection, which is a diagnostics for 

unaccusative/unergative distinction in languages such as German, French and Italian, 

is based on the telicity of the predicate whereas controllability is the determining 

factor for impersonal passivization.27 Zaenen proposes two tests for distinguishing 

controllable predicates from noncontrollable ones: combination of the predicate with 

the adverb opzettelijk ‘on purpose’ and embedding the predicate under a verb like 

dwingen ‘force’. In (7a) and (7b), the predicates are controllable, whereas the 

predicates in (8a) and (8b) are not controllable according to opzettelijk ‘on purpose’ 

test. The predicates in (9a) and (9b) are controllable, whereas the predicates in (10a) 

and (10b) are not controllable according to dwingen ‘force’ test. 
                                                
27 However, according to Zaenen, impersonal passive is not a viable diagnostics for 
unaccusative/unergative distinction. 
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(7) a. Hij is opzettelijk te laat aangekomen.    [= Zaenen’s (11)] 

         ‘He (is) arrived too late on purpose.’ 

      b. Hij is opzettelijk vertrokken. 

         ‘He (is) left on purpose.’ 

(8) a.? Hij heeft opzettelijk gestonken.    [= Zaenen’s (12)] 

          ‘He (has stank) stunk on purpose.’ 

     b.? Hij heeft opzettelijk gebloed. 

          ‘He (has) bled on purpose.’ 

(9) a. Ze heeft hem gedwongen op tijd te komen.   [= Zaenen’s (15)] 

         ‘She forced him to arrive on time.’ 

      b. Ze heeft hem gedwongen te vertrekken. 

         ‘She forced him to leave.’ 

(10) a.? Zij heeft hem gedwongen te stinken.    [= Zaenen’s (16)] 

             ‘She forced him to stink.’ 

        b.? Zij heeft hem gedwongen te bloeden. 

             ‘She forced him to bleed.’ 

 

Sorace and Keller (2003) also propose that agency is the main determinant for 

impersonal passivization. Atelic verbs (i.e., uncontrolled and controlled process 

verbs in the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy, explained in the following sections) are 

characterized as the most agentive by the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy. 
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3.2 A Summary of the Diagnostics for Unaccusative/Unergative 
Distinction 
 
Resultative phrase construction in English 

 

Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) present several studies that are known to be 

sensitive to the unaccusative/unergative distinction. One of these is the resultative 

phrase constructions in English.28 Levin and Rappaport Hovav offer a combined 

account of syntax and semantics for the different behaviour of transitive, 

unaccusative and unergative verbs in resultative phrase constructions. According to 

the syntactic explanation, resultative phrase constructions are acceptable with 

transitive and unaccusative verbs but not with unergative verbs (except for special 

conditions where so-called fake reflexives are added to the phrase).  

 

(11) c. She was shaken awake by the earthquake. [resultative construction based on 

a passive verb]    [=Levin and Rappaport Hovav’s (18)] 

(12) a. The river froze solid. [resultative construction based on an unaccusative 

verb]      [=Levin and Rappaport Hovav’s (19)] 

(13) *Dora shouted hoarse. [resultative construction based on a unergative verb]  

      [=Levin and Rappaport Hovav’s (2)] 

(14) Dora shouted herself hoarse. [resultative construction based on a unergative 

verb with a fake reflexive (exceptional case)][=Levin and Rappaport Hovav’s (3)] 

 

                                                
28 See Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) Ch. 2 for details. 
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According to Levin and Rappaport Hovav, the underlying reason for this behaviour 

is that the resultative phrases can only modify the object but not the subject of the 

phrase. Transitive verbs have direct internal objects and unaccusative verbs have 

surface subjects which are underlying objects for the resultative phrase to modify. 

However, unergative verbs do not have objects but subjects. For this reason, 

unergative verbs are unable to form resultative phrase constructions. On the other 

hand, a group of unaccusative verbs (stative verbs such as ‘remain’ and verbs of 

inherently directed motion such as ‘come’, ‘go’ and ‘arrive’) may not appear with 

resultative phrases. Levin and Rappaport Hovav propose Tenny's (1987, 1992) 

Aspectual Principles of Argument Structure as the explanation for this contradictory 

behaviour of state and motion verbs. According to this hypothesis, delimitedness of 

the eventualities described by these verbs prevents these verbs to appear with 

resultative phrases because “there may be at most one ‘delimiting’ associated with a 

verb phrase” (Tenny, 1987). 

 

Ne cliticization in Italian 

 

Another diagnostics for the unaccusative/unergative distinction is the cliticization of 

a partitive phrase by the clitic ne. Ne cliticization is possible only with direct objects 

in Italian. Unaccusative verbs allow ne cliticization whereas unergative verbs do not, 

as shown in (15) and (16).  

 

(15) a. Giovanni ne          ha   insultati due.  [=Alexiadou, Anagnostopoulou 

        and Everaert, 2004 (17)] 
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            John        of them has insulted two 

        b. Ne         arrivano molti. 

            of them arrive      many 

 

(16) *ne          telefonano molti.   [=Alexiadou, Anagnostopoulou 

        and Everaert, 2004 (18)] 

          of them telephone  many 

 

A similar cliticization characteristic is observed in unaccusative verbs in French, 

Dutch and German (Alexiadou, Anagnostopoulou and Everaert, 2004). 

 

The participial adjectives, the left branch extraction and the scope asymmetry 

in Serbo-Croatian 

 

Aljovi� (2000) proposes three tests for unaccusativity in Serbo-Croatian: the 

participial adjective, the left branch extraction and the scope asymmetry, and one test 

for unergativity, impersonal passivization. Aljovi� shows that whereas the active past 

participial adjectives (with suffix -l) are derived from unaccusative verbs, and the 

passive past participial adjectives (with suffix -n or -t) are derived from transitive 

verbs, unergative verbs do not allow past participial adjectives at all.  

 

(17) a. *padnu-t-i            / pa-l-i               andeli   [=Aljovi�’s (3)] 

             fall-PP.PASS-MPL / fall-PP.ACT-MPL  angels 

             ‘fallen angels’ 
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        b. napisa-n-i              / *na-pisa-l-i       �lanci 

           write-PP.PASS-MPL / write-PP.ACT-MPL  articles  

           ‘written articles’ 

 

Aljovi� also states that impersonal passivization is available to unergative verbs but 

not to unaccusative verbs. 

 

(18) a. Na ovom krevetu je nedavno spava-n-o.   [=Aljovi�’s (18)] 

            on this bed           is  recently sleep-PP.PAS-NSG 

            ‘This bed has recently been slept in.’ 

        b. Po ovoj travi je nedavno tr�a-n-o. 

             on this grass is recently  run-PP.PASS.NSG 

            ‘This grass has recently been run over.’ 

 

(19)     ?Ovim vozom  je �esto dolaž-en-o.    [=Aljovi�’s (19)] 

             this train-INST is often  arrive-PASS-NSG 

            ‘This train was often arrived on.’ 

 

Prenominal perfect/passive participles 

 

It is widely discussed in the literature that different diagnostics single out different 

classes of intransitive verbs. Zaenen (1993) proposes that in Dutch, while prenominal 

perfect participles are acceptable when they are used to modify the surface subject of 

unaccusative verbs, they cannot modify the subject of unergatives. In other words, 
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unaccusative verbs can be converted to adjectival forms whereas unergative verbs 

cannot, because unergative verbs do not have direct objects (Alexiadou, 

Anagnostopoulou and Everaert, 2004). 

 

Zaenen also claims that the ability of the prenominal perfect participles to modify 

unaccusative verbs is limited to telic intransitive verbs. There are intransitive 

unaccusative verbs that are not telic and their subjects cannot be modified by the 

prenominal perfect participle.  

 

The impersonal passivization 

 

Perlmutter (1978) offers a syntactic diagnostics for unaccusative/unergative 

distinction: impersonal passivization. According to Perlmutter, it is possible to form 

impersonal passive sentences with unergative verbs but not with unaccusative verbs. 

According to Perlmutter, “...impersonal passives of initially unaccusative clauses will 

be universally impossible...”. All initially unaccusative clauses involve advancement 

to 1, and according to the 1-Advancement Exclusiveness Law,29 the advancement to 

1 becomes impossible in impersonal passives. 

 

Sorace and Keller (2003) propose that the syntactic diagnostics for 

unaccusativity/unergativity distinction should be based on the syntactic relation 

between the subject and the object position. The single argument of an unaccusative 

verb is the internal argument, whereas impersonal passivization requires the presence 

                                                
29 “...no clause can involve more than one advancement to 1” (p.166). 
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of an external argument. For this reason, impersonal passivization seems to be a valid 

test to single out unaccusative verbs. However, although they have obtained 

determined judgments for unergative verbs, they report not having obtained 

determinate judgments for the core unaccusative class of verbs, i.e. change of 

location verbs, in impersonal passivization. These findings lead them to define 

impersonal passivization as a syntactic diagnostics for unergativity but not for 

unaccusativity. Sorace and Keller also state that the impossibility of impersonal 

passivization in some unergative verbs in German and Dutch indicate that the 

existence of an agent subject is not alone the sufficient condition for impersonal 

passivization, “the semantic condition of control” (p.14) is also needed. 

 

As mentioned in the previous sections, Zaenen (1993) proposes that impersonal 

passivization cannot be used as an unaccusative diagnostics in Dutch. Impersonal 

passivization is expected to exist for the unergative verb class. However impersonal 

passivization is also applicable to unaccusative verbs depending on protagonist 

(volitional) control. According to Zaenen, the notion of protagonist control seems to 

be the criteria for impersonal passivization diagnostics, rather than the unaccusativity 

of the verb. 

 

Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) do not take into account impersonal 

passivization as a valid test for split intransitivity, either. They state that impersonal 

passivization “fails to identify all and only unergative verbs”. According to Levin 

and Rappaport Hovav, impersonal passivization is an unaccusative diagnostic, and 

for a verb to allow impersonal passivization does not necessarily indicate that it is a 
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unergative verb. However, in general, impersonal passivization is more acceptable 

with unergative verbs “because agentivity is a relevant feature of these verbs” 

(p.141) and unergative verbs denote atelic events. 

 

Auxiliary selection in Romance and Germanic languages 

 

Auxiliary selection is proposed to be a syntactic diagnostics for the 

unaccusative/unergative distinction in most Romance and Germanic languages that 

have two perfect auxiliaries, such as French, Dutch and German. The details for 

auxiliary selection as an unaccusative/unergative diagnostics are given in section 

3.3.1. 

 

3.2.1 Unaccusative/Unergative Diagnostics in Turkish 
 

3.2.1.1 Özkaragöz (1986) 

 

Özkaragoz (1986) proposes three syntactic diagnostics in Turkish for distinguishing 

initially unergative predicates from initially unaccusative predicates, under the 

framework of Relational Grammar: (a) the gerund suffix -ArAk, (b) the predicates 

which consist of a loanword and an auxiliary, either olmak ‘to be, to get’ (which 

denotes unaccusativity) or etmek ‘to get, to make’ (which denotes unergativity), and 

(c) double causatives. 
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(a) The gerund suffix -ArAk 

 

Among the different interpretations of the clauses having the verbal suffix -ArAk, 

Özkaragöz emphasizes on the “simultaneous action” interpretation of the clauses 

having the verbal suffix -ArAk. She states that the controller (the complement verb) 

and the target (the matrix verb) in the clause both have to be either unaccusative or 

unergative, and both the controller and the target have to be the final (surface) 

subject: 

 

         i. The controller and the target of Equi must bear the same  
initial grammatical relation. 

        ii. The controller and the target of Equi must be final 1’s  
(p.167). 

 

She also takes into account the thematic roles, stating the following: 

 

        i. The controller and target of Equi must bear the same  
semantic role, e.g. they must both be agents. 

        ii. The controller and target must be final 1’s (p.172). 
 

Özkaragöz provides grammatical sentences in Turkish, in which both the controller 

and the target verbs are unaccusative (20) or both are unergative (21), ungrammatical 

sentences in which the controller verb is unergative whereas the target verb is 

unaccusative (22), and ungrammatical sentences in which the controller verb is 

unaccusative whereas the target verb is unergative (23). 

 

(20) Hasan [kol-u         kana -y -arak] acı çek -ti.  [= Özkaragöz’s (39)] 
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                     arm-POSS bleed-GL-ArAk   suffer -PST  

         ‘Hasan, while his arm bled, suffered.’ 

(21) Kız [ (top) oyna-y -arak] �arkı söyle-di.   [= Özkaragöz’s (51)] 

        girl    ball  play-GL-ArAk   sing -PST 

        ‘The girl, while playing (ball), sang.’ (p.184). 

(22) * Kız [ (top) oyna-y -arak] kay-dı.   [= Özkaragöz’s (50)] 

           girl    ball  play-GL-ArAk   slip -PST 

         ‘The girl, while playing (ball), slipped.’ 

(23) * Kız [kayak kay-arak] dü�-tü.    [= Özkaragöz’s (52)] 

           girl ski-ArAk              fall-PST 

         ‘The girl, while skiing, fell.’. 

 
 
(b) The predicates which consist of a loanword and the auxiliaries etmek ‘to get, 
to make’ and olmak ‘to be, to get’ 
 

Loanwords are words in languages other than Turkish (such as Arabic and Persian) 

which create new predicates by combining the auxiliaries such as olmak ‘to be, to 

get’ and etmek ‘to get, to make’, as in (24) below. 

 

(24) kabul etmek   ‘to accept’   [= Özkaragöz’s (72)] 

        mukayese etmek  ‘to compare’ 

 

According to Özkaragöz, intransitive predicates consisting of loanwords and the 

auxiliary olmak ‘to be, to get’ are unaccusative whereas intransitive predicates 

consisting of loanwords and the auxiliary etmek ‘to get, to make’ are unergative. 
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Accordingly, for example, tifo olmak ‘to get typhoid’ is unaccusative whereas dans 

etmek ‘to dance’ is unergative. 

 

(c) Double causatives 

 

Özkaragöz states that, in Turkish double causative construction is allowed with 

unaccusative predicates whereas it is not allowed with unergative verbs as shown in 

(25) and (26) below. 

 

(25) Unaccusatives      [= Özkaragöz’s (103)] 

          a. Sema Turhan-a       kız-ı        kay-dır     -t      -tı. 

                                     DAT girl-ACC slip-CAUS-CAUS-PST 

             ‘Sema made Turhan cause the girl to slip.’ 

          b. Sema Turhan-a        çiçe�-i        sol- dur     -t      -tu. 

                                     -DAT flower-ACC fade-CAUS-CAUS-PST 

              ‘Sema made Turhan cause the flower to fade.’ 

          c. Doktor anne-ye       çocu�-u    do�-ur        -t       -tu. 

              doctor mother-DAT child-ACC born-CAUS-CAUS-PST 

             ‘The doctor caused the mother to cause the child to be born.’ 

          d. Sema Turhan-a      su-yu          fı�kır-t       -tır     -dı. 

                                    -DAT water-ACC spurt-CAUS-CAUS-PST 

              ‘Sema made Turhan cause the water to spurt.’   
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(26) Unergatives      [= Özkaragöz’s (104)] 

           a. * Ben Turhan-a Sema-yı   kayak kay-dır       -t      -t    -ım. 

                   I                 -DAT   -ACC ski             -CAUS-CAUS-PST-1sg 

                ‘I made Turhan make Sema ski’ 

           b. * Ben Turhan-a Sema-yı ko�-tur      -t       -t   -um. 

                  I                 -DAT   -ACC run-CAUS-CAUS-PST-1sg 

                  ‘I made Turhan make Sema run.’ 

 

The impersonal passivization in Turkish 

 

Özkaragöz, in the discussion of the impossibility of impersonal passivization in 

unaccusatives in Turkish, challenges Permutter’s (1978) data for Turkish. Perlmutter 

cites evidence from several languages in his study, by giving examples from Dutch 

and Turkish to show the cross-linguistic characteristics of the diagnostics. For 

example, Perlmutter gives *damlanır ‘it be dropped’ and *fı�kırılır ‘it be gushed out’ 

as unacceptable impersonal passive forms of the verbs damlamak ‘to drip’, fı�kırmak 

‘to spurt out’ in Turkish. He also gives example sentences with the impersonal 

passive form of verbs such as dü�mek ‘to fall’, bo�ulmak ‘to be drowned’, büyümek 

‘to grow’ as unacceptable, as shown in (27), (28) and (29) below. 

 

(27) *Buzun üstünde sık sık dü�ülür.   [= Perlmutter’s (103)] 

            ‘It is often fallen on the ice.’ 

(28) *Yazın burada bo�ulunur.   [= Perlmutter’s (104)] 

            ‘In the summers here it is drawned.’ 
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(29) *Bu yetimhanede çabuk büyünür.  [= Perlmutter’s (107)] 

            ‘In this orphanage it is grown fast.’ 

 

Özkaragöz states that the impersonal passive forms of unaccusative predicates are 

possible in Turkish. According to Özkaragöz, impersonal passivization as a 

diagnostics for the unaccusative/unergative distinction selects different predicates as 

initially unaccusative or unergative than the predicates selected by two of the three 

diagnostics mentioned above, namely the gerund suffix -ArAk and double causatives. 

The predicates in (30a) and (30b) are selected as unergative by impersonal 

passivization diagnostics whereas the predicates in (31a) and (31b) and (32), (33) are 

selected as unaccusative by the -ArAk and double causative diagnostics, respectively. 

 

(30) a. Burada kay  -ıl      -ır.     [= Özkaragöz’s (6a)] 

          here      slip-PASS-AOR 

         ‘Here it is slipped.’  

       b. En çok Mart     ay       -ın      -da     öl  -ün      -ür. [= Özkaragöz’s (6d)] 

          most     March month-POSS-LOC die-PASS-AOR 

          ‘It is died most in the month of March.’ 

 

(31) a. Sarho� [yalpala -y-arak] kay -dı.   [= Özkaragöz’s (7a)] 

          drunkard sway about-Y-ArAk slip-PST 

          ‘The  drunkard, while swaying about, slipped.’  

        c. Ahmet, [i�kence gör-erek],  öl -dü.   [= Özkaragöz’s (7c)] 

                          torture   see-ArAk   die-PST 
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            ‘Ahmet, while undergoing torture, died.’ 

 

(32) Sema Turhan-a kız-ı kay -dır -t -tı.   [= Özkaragöz’s (18)] 

                              -DAT girl-ACC slip-CAUS-CAUS-PST 

         ‘Sema made Turhan cause the girl to slip.’  

 

(33) Haydut adam-a       çocu�-u   öl  -dür    -t       -tü. [= Özkaragöz’s (19)] 

        brigand man -DAT child-ACC die-CAUS-CAUS-PST 

       ‘The brigand made the man make the child die (killed the child).’ 

 

Özkaragöz concludes that impersonal passive forms of unaccusative verbs exist in 

Turkish and impersonal passivization as a diagnostics for the 

unaccusative/unergative distinction is incorrect. 

 

However, this conclusion was challenged by Sezer (1991). Sezer states that Turkish 

does not normally derive passive verbs from unaccusatives and the counter-examples 

proposed by Özkaragöz are in fact apparent (Sezer 1991). Sezer emphasizes the tense 

restriction on impersonal passivization. According to Sezer, unaccusative predicates 

are subject to the aorist, i.e., they are not grammatical in the past or future tenses, 

whereas unergative predicates are not subject to such a restriction. In his words,  

 
A closer look at impersonal passives reveals that while unergative 
passives can felicitously occur in a variety of tenses, acceptable 
unaccusative passives can only be in the aorist (p.64). 
 

(34) a. Dikkat et, burada çok fena kay-ıl-ır.    [= Sezer’s (78)] 
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            attention do here very badly skid-PASS-AOR 

           ‘Be careful, one skids here very badly.’ 

 

        b. *Ay, dün   burada çok fena kay-ıl-dı. 

             Oh, yesterday here very badly skid-PASS-PAST 

            ‘Oh, yesterday, it was skidded here very badly.’ 

 

(35) a. Bu yetimhane-de  çabuk büyü-n-ür.   [= Sezer’s (78)] 

            This orphanage-LOC quickly grow-PASS-AOR 

           ‘One grows fast in this orphanage.’ 

 

        b. *�imdi-ye kadar bu yetimhane-de  çabuk büyü-n-dü. 

              now-DAT until this orphanage-LOC quickly grow-PASS-PAST 

            ‘Until now one grew fast in this orphanage’ 

 

        c. *Tabii ki bun-dan sonra da çabuk büyü-n-ecek-tir. 

             surely this-ABL after also quickly grow-PASS-FUT-COP 

            ‘Surely from now on one will grow fast also.’ 
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3.2.1.2 Nakipo�lu (1998, 2002a,b) 

 

The gerund suffixes -Irken and -IncE 

 

Nakipo�lu (1998) proposes the -ArAk construction (originally proposed by 

Özkaragöz (1986)) as an unaccusative/unergative diagnostics. She proposes two 

additional gerund constructions in Turkish, the -Irken ‘while’ and the -IncE ‘when’. 

The former denotes simultaneous action and the latter denotes consecutive action. 

Nakipo�lu states that unergative predicates in the -ArAk construction denote a 

simultaneous reading. In a similar manner, unergative predicates are predicted to be 

compatible with the -Irken construction, which denotes simultaneous reading, as 

shown in (36), (37) and (38) below. 

  

(36) a. Çocuk-lar gül-erek oyna-dı.    [= Nakipo�lu’s (8)] 

          child-pl laugh-ErEk play-PAST.3per.pl 

          ‘The children played laughing.’ 

          b. Adam esne-y-erek çalı�-tı. 

              man yawn-ErEk work-PAST.3per.sg 

              ‘The man worked yawning.’ 

 

(37) a. Çocuk-lar oyna-rken gül-dü.    [= Nakipo�lu’s (9)] 

          child-pl play-Irken laugh-PAST.3per.pl 

          ‘The children laughed while playing.’ 

      b. Adam çalı�-ırken esne-di. 
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          man work-Irken yawn-PAST.3per.sg 

         ‘The man yawned while working’ (p.158). 

 

(38) a. Atlet takıl-arak dü�-tü.     [= Nakipo�lu’s (12)] 

            athlete slip-ErEk fall-PAST.3per.sg 

            ‘The athlete fell by tripping.’ 

         b. *Atlet takıl-ırken dü�-tü. 

               athlete trip-Irken fall-PAST.3per.sg 

             ‘The athlete fell while tripping.’ 

         c. *Atlet dü�-erken takıl-dı. 

               athlete fall-Irken trip-PAST.3per.sg 

             ‘The athlete tripped while falling.’ 

 

On the other hand, because unaccusative predicates in the -ArAk construction denote 

a consecutive reading, unaccusative predicates are predicted to be compatible with 

the -IncE construction which also denotes consecutive reading, as shown in (39) and 

(40) below. 

 

(39) a. Atlet takıl-ınca dü�-tü.     [= Nakipo�lu’s (13)] 

            athlete trip-IncE fall-PAST.3per.sg 

           ‘The athlete when tripped fell.’ 

(40) a. *Çocuk-lar gül-ünce oyna-dı.    [= Nakipo�lu’s (14)] 

              child-pl laugh-IncE play-PAST.3per.pl 

            ‘The children when laughed played.’ 
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        b. *Adam esne-y-ince çalı�-tı. 

              man yawn-IncE work-PAST.3per.sg 

             ‘The man when yawned worked.’ 

 

-Ik construction 

 

Nakipo�lu states that the -Ik suffix, used for deriving adjectives from verbs, can be 

attached to unaccusative verbs, as shown in (41), whereas the attachment to 

unergative verbs is impossible, as shown in (42). 

 

(41) Unaccusative + -Ik     [= Nakipo�lu’s (7)] 

      sink  bat-ık gemi  the sunk ship 

      grow  büyü-k mantar  the grown (big) mushroom 

      burn  yan-ık ekmek  the burned bread (p.88). 

 

(42) *Unergative + -Ik     [= Nakipo�lu’s (8)] 

        work  *çalı�-ık adam  the worked man 

        swim  *yüz-ük çocuk the swum child 

        rum  *ko�-uk genç  the run teenager (p. 89). 

 

The -mI� participle 

 

The -mI� participle, when it modifies the subject of unaccusative verbs, is expected 

to be judged as more acceptable than the situations where the -mI� participle 
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modifies the subject of unergative verbs. Nakipo�lu proposes the prenominal 

adjectival participle -mI� as diagnostics for the unaccusative/unergative distinction in 

Turkish. She states that the -mI� participle modifies the subjects of unaccusatives, as 

shown in (43a), but not unergatives, as shown in (43b). 

 

(43) a. bozul-mu�/ çürü-mü�/ don-mu� yiyecek  [= Nakipo�lu’s (1)] 

         decompose/ rot/ freeze -mI� food 

         ‘The decomposed/ rotten/ frozen food’ 

 

        b. *ko�-mu�/ yüz-mü�/ ba�ır-mı� çocuk 

            run/ swim/ shout -mI� child 

           ‘The run/ swum/ shouted child’  

 

The impersonal passivization revisited 

 

Nakipo�lu (1998) offers impersonal passivization in the past tense as a reliable 

diagnostics for the unaccusative/unergative distinction. In Nakipo�lu-Demiralp 

(henceforth N-D, 2002a), Perlmutter’s (1978) data for Turkish are challenged. N-D 

provides example sentences in Turkish, which include the impersonal passive forms 

of unaccusative verbs. This evidence contradicts with the proposals in Perlmutter’s 

study.  

 

N-D states that unaccusative verbs can be used to form impersonal passive sentences 

in the aorist but not in the past tense, an observation made by Sezer (1991) earlier. 
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See (44) and (45) below (translations are mine). According to N-D, the object refers 

to the third person plural agent which is also the object moved to the agent position. 

For this reason, it is impossible for the speaker to talk about a past action which 

he/she didn't live at all. 

 

(44) a. Bu gölde yazın sık sık bo�ul-un-ur.    [= N-D’s (5)] 

          ‘At this lake, it is often drawned in summers.’ 

        b. Türkiye’de her gün trafik kazalarında öl-ün-ür. 

          ‘It is died everyday in the traffic accidents in Turkey.’ 

        c. Yüksek rakımlı yerlerde erken do�-ul-ur. 

          ‘It is born early in places with high altitude’ 

       d. 13-17 ya�ları arasında hızlı büyü-n-ür.  

          ‘It is grown fast between 13-17 years old’. 

 

(45) a. *Bu gölde geçen yaz bo�ul-un-du.   [= Nakipo�lu’s (4)] 

            ‘It was drowned in this lake last summer.’ 

       b. *Türkiye’de geçen sene en çok trafik kazalarında öl-ün-dü. 

            ‘It was died most in the last year in traffic accidents in Turkey.’ 

       c. *Bu hastanede do�-ul-du. 

            ‘It was born in this hospital.’ 

       d. *Çocukken bu evde büyü-n-dü. 

            ‘It was grown in this house during childhood.’ 
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Nakipo�lu-Demiralp’s (2002b) Continuum 

 

Nakipo�lu-Demiralp’s (2002b) approach to the unaccusative/unergative distinction 

presents a continuum of verb classes. N-D proposes a scale of instigation for 

intransitive verbs, internal instigation (II) at one end, external instigation (EI) at the 

other end.30 N-D states that “the verbs in between show tendencies towards one end 

or the other but do not absolutely commit themselves to the class of unaccusatives or 

unergatives with respect to their behaviour in impersonal passivization” (p.143). N-D 

shows the continuum between verb classes in Fig. 3.2. 

 

II         EI 
          
1  2  3  4  5  
atla 'jump' a�la 'cry' öl 'die' büyü 'grow' bat 'sink' 
çalı� 'work' gül 'laugh' bo�ul 'drawn' ya�lan 'age' çürü 'decay' 

dü�ün 'think' hap�ır 'sneeze' bayıl 'faint' buna 
'get 
senile' don 'freeze' 

ko� 'run' hıçkır 'hiccup' do� 'be born'   eri 'melt' 
konu� 'talk' horla 'snore'     karar 'blacken' 
oyna 'play' kızar 'blush'     kırıl 'break' 
yürü 'walk' öksür 'cough'     patla 'explode' 
yüz 'swim' uyu 'sleep'     sol 'wilt' 
Unergative       Unaccusative 
Fig. 3.2. Nakipo�lu-Demiralp’s (2002b) scale of intransitive verbs. 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
                                                
30 N-D uses the term instigation in a close meaning to agency or control. N-D states that verbs 
describing internally instigated situations are found in impersonal passive constructions, whereas 
verbs describing externally instigated situations never passivize in Turkish. See N-D (1998, 2002b) 
for details. 
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3.3 Gradience in Unaccusative/Unergative Distinction 
 

As mentioned in the previous chapter, gradience in linguistic data is a characteristic 

of language. Such idealizations as proposed by Perlmutter (1978) (dividing the class 

of intransitive verbs into two by specifying one class, as the unergative verbs and 

putting all the other intransitive verbs into the unaccusative class) reduces the 

explanatory power of linguistic theories, especially if one finds gradient dimensions 

to which native speakers are sensitive. According to Perlmutter, “In developing 

principles to predict initial unergativity vs. unaccusativity on the basis of meaning, 

an approach that seems promising is to characterize precisely the class of meanings 

that determine initial unergative strata, assigning initial unaccusativity to all other 

initially intransitive clauses” (p.163). However, the use of the perfective auxiliary 

verbs (equivalents of ‘be’ and ‘have’ in English) in several European languages such 

as German, Italian and French shows gradient behaviour depending on the 

thematic/aspectual properties of verbs and the verb phrase. It is precisely this kind of 

variance which Perlmutter’s (1978) account cannot explain. Now we turn to a 

specific proposal which proposes to overcome this difficulty. 

 

3.3.1 Split Intransitivity Hierarchy (Auxiliary Selection Hierarchy) 

 

Sorace (2000) proposes a continuum for the semantic classification of monadic 

intransitive verbs, called the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy (or the Auxiliary Selection 

Hierarchy). This hierarchy is based on the selection properties of the perfect auxiliary 
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in Western European languages that have two auxiliaries. Sorace proposes the Split 

Intransitivity Hierarchy also to explain the unaccusative/unergative split behaviour.31 

 

Two “core” classes of unaccusative and unergative verbs are defined in the Split 

Intransitivity Hierarchy. The peripheral (intermediate) verbs between the two core 

classes exhibit gradient behaviour in auxiliary selection. 

 

Change of location     selects ‘be’ (least variation) 
Change of state 
Continuation of state           
Existence of state 
Uncontrolled process 
Controlled motional process  
Controlled non-motional process    selects ‘have’ (least variation)  
 
Figure 3.3. The Split Intransitivity Hierarchy proposed by Sorace (2000) 
 

 

In this hierarchy, core unaccusative verbs which denote telic change select ‘be’ as the 

perfect auxiliary, and core unergative verbs which denote agentive activity select 

‘have’. Sorace proposes that core unaccusativity/unergativity status is cross-linguistic 

whereas the peripheral verbs behave differently in different languages.  

 

Sorace and Keller (2003) check the validity of split intransitivity for German. They 

take the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy as the basis of their study. Two syntactic 

diagnostics, the auxiliary selection and impersonal passivization were employed for 

this purpose. The results of this study show that the two syntactic diagnostics are 

                                                
31 According to Sorace and Keller (2003), this hierarchy is applicable to most Romance and Germanic 
languages, except for English and Spanish. 
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sensitive to the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy. Determinate judgments are obtained for 

core unaccusative verbs (except for change of location verbs) and core unergative 

verbs whereas cross-linguistic indeterminacy is observed for peripheral verbs. 

 

Although Sorace and Keller obtained determinate judgments for unergative verbs, 

they did not observe determinate unacceptability for core unaccusative (change of 

location) verbs. This was not predicted by the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy. They 

conclude that impersonal passivization is a diagnostic to single out unergative verbs 

but not for unaccusative verbs. However, putting change of location verbs aside, they 

have observed a correlation between auxiliary selection and impersonal 

passivization. 

 

Although the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy is based on auxiliary selection, other 

syntactic diagnostics such as ne-cliticization in Italian are also found to be sensitive 

to this hierarchy. For this reason, Split Intransitivity Hierarchy seems to be a 

potentially universal candidate for a theoretical explanation of 

unaccusativity/unergativity which we also adopt in this study. 

 

In what follows, we will summarize the verb classes on the Split Intransitivity 

Hierarchy, which is a classification largely based on Vendler (1967) and Dowty 

(1979). We will provide examples from the languages examined in the original 

sources (i.e., in Keller, 2000 and Sorace, 2000) together with their translations in 

Turkish. We will also provide examples from Turkish, which are excerpted from the 

experimental material used in this study. 
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3.3.1.1 Change of Location Verbs 

 

These verbs are inherently telic verbs such as ‘to come’, ‘to flee’, ‘to depart’, ‘to 

escape’, ‘to arrive’, and ‘to go away’. Being at the top end of the Split Intransitivity 

Hierarchy, these verbs qualify as “core accusatives”. 

 

Change of location verbs select the auxiliary ‘be’ and are placed on the top end of the 

Split Intransitivity Hierarchy. They pass the “in X hour” test. Due to being 

maximally telic and motional, they qualify as “core unaccusatives”. 

 

Example sentences in different languages with change of location verbs are given 

below. 

 

(46) a. Maria è venuta alla festa   (Italian) [= Sorace’s (1)] 

           Maria is come to the party 

          ‘Maria came to the party.’ 

      b. Marie est arrivée en retard   (French) 

          Marie is arrived late 

         ‘Marie arrived late.’ 

      c. De brief is met de tweede post gekomen (Dutch) 

           the letter is with the second post arrived 

          ‘The latter arrived with the second post.’ 
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 d. Der Zug ist spät angekommen  (German) 

           the train is late arrived 

          ‘The train arrived late.’ 

 

(47) Misafirler dün geldi.   (Turkish) 

        guests yesterday came 

       ‘The guests came yesterday.’ 

 

We have selected dü�mek ‘to fall’, gelmek ‘to come’, varmak ‘to arrive’, çıkmak ‘to 

exit’, girmek ‘to enter’ and gitmek ‘to go’ among change of location verbs, for the 

experiment.  

 

3.3.1.2 Change of State Verbs 

 

Verbs in this class can be inherently telic as in the case of change of location verbs 

but lack directed motion. A subclass involves atelic verbs which can denote an 

indefinite change of state with no explicit endpoint. Levin and Rappaport Hovav 

(1995) define these verbs typically describing changes in the physical shape or 

appearance of some entity. Levin and Rappaport Hovav divide change of state verbs 

into two groups, internally and externally caused change of state verbs.32 

 

                                                
32 See Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) Appendix A (Verb Classes and Their Members) for the list 
of internally and externally caused change of state verbs. 
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Examples for change of state verbs are ‘to blacken’, ‘to melt’, ‘to die’, ‘to appear’, 

‘to disappear’, ‘to grow’, ‘to increase’, ‘to become pale’, ‘to become nervous’, ‘to 

blush’, ‘to become cold’.  

 

Example sentences in different languages with change of state verbs are given below. 

 

(48) a. Le mele sono marcite/ ?hanno marcito al sole (Italian)[= Sorace’s (7b)] 

          the apples are rotted/ have rotted in the sun 

          ‘The apples rotted in the sun.’ 

        b. Ma fille est née a cinq heures du matin      (French)[= Sorace’s (9a)] 

          my daughter is born at five hours of morning 

          ‘My daughter was born at five o’clock in the morning.’ 

        c. Haar baby is/*heeft deze maand enorm gegroeid (Dutch) [= Sorace’s (10a)] 

           her baby is/has this month enormous grown 

           ‘Her baby has grown enormously this month.’ 

        d. Die Zwillinge sind im April geboren          (German)[= Sorace’s (10c)] 

            the twins are in April born 

            ‘The twins were born in April.’ 

 

(49) Çiçekler karanlıkta soldu.    (Turkish) 

        flowers in the dark wilted 

        ‘The flowers wilted in the dark.’ 
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We have selected the following verbs for the experiment, among change of state 

verbs: 

Table 3.1. Selected change of state verbs for the experiment. 

CHANGE OF 
STATE VERBS 

Telic Atelic 

Internally 
caused 

kararmak ‘to blacken’ 
erimek ‘to melt’ 
solmak ‘to wilt’ 

yeti�mek ‘to grow’ 
büyümek ‘to grow’ 
ya�lanmak ‘to age’ 

Externally 
caused 

yanmak ‘to burn’ 
dolmak ‘to fill’ 
kopmak ‘to snap’ 

 

 

 

3.3.1.3 Continuation of State Verbs 

 

Verbs in this class denote continuation of a pre-existing state. Dahl (1987, cited in 

Sorace and Keller, 2003) proposes that these verbs “encode the negation of change”. 

Examples for continuation of state verbs are ‘to survive’, ‘to last’, ‘to stay’, ‘to 

persist’, ‘to remain’, ‘to vegetate’, ‘to outlast’, ‘to endure’, ‘to continue existing’, and 

‘to continue living’. 

 

Example sentences in different languages with change of location verbs are given 

below. 

 

(50) a. Ancora una volta sono / ?ho rimasto solo    (Italian)

         [= Sorace’s 15a)] 

          again one time am / have remained alone 

          ‘Once again I remained alone’ 
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        b. Mes parents *sont survecus / ont survécu au tremblement de terre (French)

         [= Sorace’s (16)] 

          my parents are survived / have survived to the earthquake 

          ‘My parents survived the earthquake.’ 

        c. Die Äpfel haben/*?sein den ganzen Winter gehalten  (German) 

        [= Sorace’s (17a)] 

          the apples have the whole winter lasted 

          ‘The apples lasted the whole winter.’ 

      d. Slechts één kandidaat is uiteindelijk overgebleven   (Dutch)

        [= Sorace’s (18a)] 

          only one candidate is finally remained 

           ‘ Only one candidate remained in the end.’ 

 

(51) Gün boyunca derse devam ettik.     (Turkish) 

        day during lecture continue we 

        ‘During the day, we continued the lecture’. 

 

3.3.1.4 Existence of State Verbs 

 

Verbs in this class do not encode a change at all. They refer to physical states as in 

‘to exist’, ‘to be the case, to be’; or psychological states ‘to seem’, ‘to please’, ‘to 

suffice’. Verbs denoting the maintenance of a position such as ‘to sit’, ‘to stand’, ‘to 

squat’, ‘to crouch’, ‘to dangle’, ‘to hover’ are also included in this class. 
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These verbs have similar characteristics with the continuation of state verbs. For this 

reason, in this study, the continuation of state verbs and the existence of state verbs 

are put together in the same class, namely, stative verbs.  

 

Example sentences in different languages with stative verbs are given below. 

 

(52) a. Le dinosaures ont existé /*?sont existé il y a 65 millions d’ans 

 (French) [= Sorace’s (22)] 

          the dinosaurs have existed there is 65 million of years 

          ‘The dinosaurs existed 65 million years ago.’ 

       b. Das Buch hat mir gefallen   (German) [= Sorace’s (23)] 

           the book has to-me pleased 

           ‘I liked the book.’ 

       c. Het beeldje heeft op de tafel gestaan  (Dutch) [= Sorace’s (24a)] 

          the picture has on the table stood 

          ‘The picture stood on the table.’ 

       d. Una lunghissima vita avrebbe appena bastato ad apparage il mio cuore

 (Italian)      [= Sorace’s (21a)] 

           a very long life would have just sufficed to satisfy my heart 

          ‘A very long life would have just sufficed to satisfy my heart.’ 

 

(53) Ekmekler hepimize yetti.     (Turkish) 

        breads all of us sufficed 

        ‘The breads sufficed all of us.’ 
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We have selected yetmek ‘to suffice’, kalmak ‘to remain’, devam etmek ‘to continue, 

to remain’, durmak ‘to remain, to stay’, dikilmek ‘to stand, to remain’, var olmak ‘to 

exist’ among stative verbs, for the experiment.  

 

3.3.1.5 Verbs Denoting Uncontrolled Processes 

 

These verbs denote processes (stative activities) or uncontrolled actions which lack 

volitionality. Verbs denoting uncontrolled processes are divided into three groups, 

involuntary bodily function, substance, light, sound, smell emission verbs, and 

weather verbs.  

 

Involuntary bodily function/reaction verbs 

 

These verbs are of two types. The first type includes the verbs that do not involve 

motion, as in ‘to shudder’, ‘to shiver’, and ‘to tremble’ and that involve motion as in 

‘ to totter’, ‘to stagger’, ‘to wobble’. 

 

By the addition of a directional adverbial, involuntary reaction verbs involving 

motion can be telicized as shown in the German examples below (Keller, 2000).  

 

(54) a. Die Frau *ist/hat in der Wohnung getorkelt.  [= Keller’s (3.13)] 

            the woman is/has in the-DAT flat tottered 

           ‘The woman tottered in the flat.’ 
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        b. Die Frau ist/*hat in die Wohnung getorkelt. 

             the woman is/has in the-ACC flat tottered 

            ‘The woman tottered into the flat.’ 

 

Emission verbs 

 

Emission verbs are divided into four groups by Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995). 

The first type is the verbs of sound emission as in ‘to rumble’, ‘to buzz’ and ‘to 

rattle’, ‘to squeak’, ‘to clatter’, ‘to tap’, ‘to whir’, ‘to moan’. The second type is the 

verbs of substance emission as in ‘to smoke’, ‘to bleed’, ‘to gush’, ‘to spout’, ‘to 

slop’, and ‘to sweat’. The third type is the verbs of light emission as in ‘to shine’, ‘to 

flicker’, ‘to twinkle’, and ‘to gleam’. The fourth type is the verbs of smell emission as 

in ‘to stink’. 

 

Telicity of these verbs can also be increased by the addition of a directional adverb as 

shown in the German examples below. 

 

(55) a. Der Zug *ist/hat im Bohnhof gerumpelt.  [= Keller’s (3.15)] 

           the train is/has in-the-DAT station rattled 

          ‘The train rattled in the station.’ 

       b. Der Zug ist/*hat in den Bohnhof gerumpelt. 

           the train is/has in-theACC station rattled 

           ‘The train rattled into the station.’ 

 



 

 - 82 -  

Weather verbs 

 

The third type of verbs denoting uncontrolled processes is weather verbs, specified 

by Sorace (2000). Sorace states that weather verbs exhibit variation in auxiliary 

selection. Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) state that weather verbs are 

characterized as unaccusative or unergative by different researches. These are verbs 

such as ‘to rain’, ‘to snow’, ‘to drizzle’.33 

 

Example sentences in different languages with the verbs denoting uncontrolled 

processes are given below. 

 

(56) Mario ha/*è tossito    (Italian) [= Sorace’s (46a)] 

            Mario has/is coughed 

           ‘Mario coughed.’ 

 

(57) Ali önce terledi, sonra titremeye ba�ladı. (Turkish) 

        Ali first swet then shiver started 

        ‘Ali swet first, then started to shiver.’ 

 

In this study, our concern is the first two types of uncontrolled process verbs, i.e., 

involuntary bodily function/reaction verbs and emission verbs. For this reason, we 

have selected terlemek ‘to sweat’, kanamak ‘to bleed’, a�lamak ‘to cry’, titremek ‘to 

                                                
33 See Ruwet (1991) for details. 
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shiver’, ü�ümek ‘to be/feel cold’, parlamak ‘to shine’ among the verbs denoting 

uncontrolled processes, for the experiment. 

 

3.3.1.6 Verbs Denoting Controlled Motional Process 

 

Verbs in this group generally exhibit atelic characteristics. However, Keller (2000) 

states that although these verbs are closer to the unergative end in the hierarchy, in 

German, these verbs select auxiliary ‘be’ which indicates that they come closer to the 

unaccusative end (even in the absence of a directional adverbial that telicizes the 

predicate). In other languages such as French, Italian and Dutch, they select ‘have’ as 

auxiliary, thus showing unergative behaviour. Example verbs in this class are ‘to 

swim’, ‘to shuffle’, ‘to dance’, ‘to hike’, ‘to run’, ‘to climb’, ‘to creep’, and ‘to hop’. 

 

Example sentences in different languages with the verbs denoting controlled 

motional processes are given below. 

 

(58) a. Gli atleti svedesi hanno corso / ?sono corsi alle Olimpiadi (Italian)  

        [= Sorace’s (37a)] 

          the athletes swedish have run / are run at the Olympics 

          ‘The Swedish athletes ran at the Olympic Games.’ 

     b. De zwerver heeft / ?is overal gelopen    (Dutch) 

[= Sorace’s (37b)] 

           the vagabond has / is overall run 

           ‘The vagabond ran all over the place.’ 
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     c. Marie a nagé / ?est nagée tout l’après-midi   (French) 

[= Sorace’s (37c)] 

          Marie has swum / is swum all the afternoon 

          ‘Marie swam the whole afternoon.’ 

     d. Uschi *hat / ist den ganzen Tag gerannt/ gelaufen/ geschwommen (Dutch) 

         [= Sorace’s (38)] 

           Uschi has / is the whole day run/ walked/ swum 

           ‘Uschi ran/ walked/ swam the whole afternoon.' 

 

(59) Bütün gün yürüdüler.      (Turkish) 

       whole day walked they 

       ‘They walked the whole day.’ 

 

We have selected gezmek ‘to take out walking’, yüzmek ‘to swim’, yürümek ‘to 

walk’, ko�mak ‘to run’, sıçramak ‘to jump’ among the verbs denoting controlled 

motional processes, for the experiment. 

 

3.3.1.7 Verbs Denoting Controlled Non-Motional Process  

 

These verbs denote non-motional, agentive processes, such as ‘to talk’, ‘to wait’, ‘to 

phone’, ‘to work’, ‘to lecture’, ‘to collaborate’, ‘to play’, and ‘to give in’. Being at 

the bottom end of the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy, these verbs qualify as “core 

unergatives”. 
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Example sentences in different languages with the verbs denoting controlled non-

motional processes are given below. 

 

(60) a. I colleghi hanno chiaccherato tutto il pomeriggio (Italian)  [= Sorace’s 

(33)] 

          the colleagues have chatted whole the afternoon 

         ‘My colleagues chatted the whole afternoon.’ 

      b. Les policiers ont travaillé toute la nuit  (French) 

          the policeman have worked whole the night 

          ‘The policeman worked all night.’ 

      c. De trompettist heeft met bolle wangen geblazen (Dutch) 

          the trumpeter has with puffed-out cheeks blown 

          ‘The trumpeter blew with puffed-out cheeks.’ 

      d. Kurt hat den ganzen Sonntag gearbeitet  (German) 

          Kurt has the whole sunday worked 

          ‘Kurt worked all day sunday.’ 

 

(61) Bütün gün  konu�tular.     (Turkish) 

       whole day talked they 

       ‘They talked the whole day.’ 

 

We have selected gezmek, ba�ırmak ‘to shout’, fısıldamak ‘to whisper’, konu�mak 

‘to talk’, gülmek ‘to laugh’, yakınmak ‘to complain’ among the verbs denoting 

controlled non-motional processes, for the experiment. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 
 

THE EXPERIMENTAL INVESTIGATION OF THE 
UNACCUSATIVE/UNERGATIVE DISTINCTION IN 

 
 
In this chapter, major aspects of the experimental investigation carried out on the 

unaccusative/unergative distinction in Turkish and the gradient behaviour of the verb 

types under investigation are reported. In section 4.1, we report the pilot study done 

with seven subjects. In 4.2, we present the predictions for the purposes of the 

experiment. In 4.3, we present the details for the experimental method, the 

participants, the test material and the experimental procedure. In section 4.4, the 

results of the experiment are presented together with the statistical analyses. In 

section 4.5, we discuss the results of the experimental findings. 

 

4.1 The Pilot Study 
 

A preliminary pilot study has been performed with the same experiment interface 

and a similar set of materials, prior to this study.34  

 

The aim of the pilot study was to obtain data about the native speakers' judgments for 

unaccusative/unergative distinction in Turkish via two syntactic diagnostics, namely 

                                                
34 The results of pilot study has been presented at ICTL, 2004. See Zeyrek and Acartürk (2004). 
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the -mI� participle and impersonal passivization. We wanted to see whether the 

Turkish data would exhibit gradient characteristics as found in other languages like 

German and Italian (Sorace, 2000, Sorace and Keller, 2003). Four to seven verbs 

from each of the verb classes defined by the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy proposed 

by Sorace (2000) were used. The verb classes used in the pilot study were the same 

with the verb classes we used later.35 The verbs were selected on the basis of their 

frequency in the METU Turkish Workbench 1.0. 

 

The stimuli consisted of a total of 68 sentences (34 sentences with the –mI� participle 

and 34 sentences with impersonal passivization) together with 41 filler sentences 

with acceptable and unacceptable constructions not tested in the experiment. The 

materials were distributed randomly so that each subject evaluated all the stimuli in a 

different order. The test duration was approximately 25 minutes. The average 

response time was 6.6 seconds. 

 

Seven Turkish native speakers participated in the pilot study. Before the test, the 

participants read the instructions in Turkish and filled out a demographic data form. 

Three participants were female, four were male. All participants were university 

graduates. The age of the participants ranged between 25 and 35, the average age 

was 28.8. All participants were right-handed. All the participants were experienced 

                                                
35 The two verbs types, controlled motional process verbs and controlled non-motional process verbs 
in the -mI� participle were presented in two groups, with and without a dative/locative NP in the pilot 
study.  However, the addition of NP did not create a statistically significant difference in the 
acceptability of these verb types. In the thesis experiment, only change of location verbs were 
presented in two groups, with and without NP. 
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Internet users (more than five year experience in browsing web pages). All the 

experiments were run on a local computer. 

 

The interface was ready for use at the time of the pilot study. The subjects' main task 

was an on-line rating of sentences against a reference sentence (the modulus item) 

using an interval rating scale having a range between 0 and 100. They had a short 

practice session before starting the test. They were first presented with a reference 

sentence and were required to assign an arbitrary number for it by clicking on the 

scale with the mouse or by entering a number. The reference sentence and the 

subject’s own rating were kept on the screen at all times. The subjects were then 

presented with the test sentences in isolation, one at a time on the web interface. 

They were asked to rate the test sentences according to the reference sentence.  

 

The results are shown in table 4.1 

 

Table 4.1. Mean acceptability judgments in the pilot study, n=7 

Verb types Mean Acceptability Judgments 

 -mI� Participle 
Impersonal 

Passivization 

Unaccusative   
Change of location verbs 2.545 2.805 
Change of state verbs 3.218 1.351 
Stative verbs 1.800 2.298 

Unergative   
Uncontrolled process verbs 2.952 1.797 
Controlled motional process verbs 2.269 2.284 
Controlled non-motional process verbs 1.460 2.680 
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In the pilot study, because of the small numbers of the participants, a student’s t-test 

(two-sample assuming equal variances) was used for the statistical analysis, the 

minimum significance level was taken as p<0.05. The results have shown that in 

unaccusative verb types, the difference between the mean acceptability judgments for 

change of state verbs and stative verbs was significant in the -mI� participle. This 

suggested that there is a difference in the acceptability of change of state verbs and 

statives with the unaccusative diagnostic. However, there was no significant 

difference between the unaccusative verb types in impersonal passivization. In 

unergative verb types, the difference between change of location verbs and change of 

state verbs in impersonal passivization was significant. This suggested that the 

acceptability of change of location verbs in impersonal passives was higher than the 

acceptability of change of state verbs in impersonal passives. As for the difference 

between the mean acceptability judgments in the -mI� participle and impersonal 

passivization, the difference between the two diagnostics was significant in change 

of state verbs, uncontrolled process verbs and controlled non-motional process verbs. 

These results suggested the following: The subjects accepted the –mI� participle with 

change of state verbs while they disprefered impersonal passives with them, as 

predicted by Split Intransitivity Hierarchy. They accepted the –mI� participle with 

uncontrolled verbs and dispefered impersonal passives with them. This was not as 

predicted. Finally, the subjects accepted impersonal passives with controlled non-

motional processes but disprefered –mI� with them, as predicted by the hierarchy.   

On the whole, we obtained gradient data, but not all observed differences were 

statistically significant. We have decided that this might have been caused by the 

small number of participants. Additionally, we have observed that the lexicalizations 
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in certain verb classes might have been understood in a way different than we 

intended. For example, high mean acceptability judgments for change of state verbs 

in impersonal passivization might have been caused by the agentive reading of the 

lexicalizations. For this reason, we have reexamined lexicalizations and made 

modifications where necessary for use in the thesis experiment. 

 

In addition, after we ran the pilot test, we made minor changes in the Instruction page 

for clarity purposes. 

 

4.2 Predictions 
 

We have investigated the verb classes of the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy in two 

groups. Unaccusative verbs include change of location verbs, change of state verbs 

and stative verbs; unergative verbs include uncontrolled process verbs, verbs 

denoting controlled motional processes and verbs denoting controlled non-motional 

processes. For the purposes of the thesis experiment, we made the following 

predictions. (1) is for unaccusative verbs types, (2) is for unergative verb types: 

 

(1) Native Turkish speakers will distinguish between three unaccusative verb types, 

which predicts that: 

 

(1a) They will judge change of location verbs as more acceptable than change of 

state verbs, and change of state verbs more acceptable than stative verbs in the 

unaccusative diagnostic (i.e. the –mI� participle). 
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(1b) They will judge change of location verbs as less acceptable than change of state 

verbs, and change of state verbs less acceptable than stative verbs in the unergative 

diagnostic (i.e. impersonal passivization). 

 

(1c) They will exhibit higher acceptability judgments on the unaccusative verb types 

in the –mI� participle than in impersonal passives. 

 

(1d) The acceptability difference between the -mI� participle and impersonal 

passivization will be higher with change of location verbs than the acceptability 

difference between the –mI� participle and impersonal passivization with change of 

state verbs. Similarly, the acceptability difference between the -mI� participle and 

impersonal passivization will be higher with change of state verbs than the 

acceptability difference between the –mI� participle and impersonal passivization 

with statives. 

 

(2)  Native Turkish speakers will distinguish between three unergative verb types, 

which predicts that: 

 

(2a) They will judge controlled non-motional process verbs as more acceptable than 

controlled motional process verbs, and controlled motional process verbs more 

acceptable than uncontrolled process verbs in impersonal passivization. 
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(2b) They will judge controlled non-motional process verbs as less acceptable than 

controlled motional process verbs, and controlled motional process verbs less 

acceptable than uncontrolled process verbs in the -mI� participle. 

 

(2c) They will judge the unergative verb types as more acceptable in impersonal 

passivization than in the –mI� participle. 

 

(2d) The acceptability difference between impersonal passivization and the -mI� 

participle will be higher with controlled non-motional process verbs than the 

acceptability difference between impersonal passivization and the –mI� participle 

with controlled motional process verbs. Similarly, the acceptability difference 

between impersonal passivization and the -mI� participle will be higher with 

controlled motional process verbs than the acceptability difference between 

impersonal passivization and the –mI� participle with uncontrolled process verbs.   

 

These predictions mean that we expect a graphical representation roughly 

corresponding to the following graph: 
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Figure 4.1. Expected graphical representation of the results of the experiment. 
 
 
 
4.3 The Experimental Investigation 
 

4.3.1 The Participants 

 

Seventy-two participants participated in the experiments. Access to the experiment 

web page was granted to the participants who were invited to the experiment via e-

mail and who accepted to participate in the tests on a specified date and time. The 

data from five participants were not included for various reasons. This was due to a 

technical problem that occurred in the remote computer in one case, an incomplete 
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test in three cases, answers given by a linguist in one case (understood from the 

information on the demographic data form). The data provided by the remaining 

sixty-seven participants were included in the analysis. 

 

4.3.2 The Demographic Data Form 

 

At the beginning of the experiment, a questionnaire was conducted to obtain 

demographic data about the participants. The questionnaire form is given in 

Appendix A. In demographic data form, age, gender, handedness, region, education, 

linguistics courses taken (for the elimination of linguists and linguistic students) and 

the amount of the experience of the internet use were asked. According to this 

questionnaire, all participants were adult and native speakers of Turkish. They were 

either university students or university graduates (19 university students, 48 

university graduates), who were not linguists or linguistics students. The participants 

were a student or graduate of 32 different departments. Five participants were left-

handed, 62 participants were right-handed. 33 participants were male and 34 

participants were female. The mean age of participants was 28.00, ranging from 19 

to 53 years. The list of the city and regions where the participant had lived between 

5-15 years old is given in Appendix C. All of the participants were in Turkey when 

they were between 5-15 years old. 51 participants have been using the Internet for 

more than 5 years, 15 between 3-5 years and 1 for 1-2 years. 55 participants had a 

computer at home, 11 didn’t have a computer at home. 
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4.3.3 Preparatory Stages of the Experiment and the Test Material 

 

As we explained in Section 2.3.5, a web page was prepared for running the 

experiments on the Internet. The starting web page view is given in Appendix A. 

After the starting page, the participants were required to fill in the demographic 

questionnaire and go on to the training session. Afterwards, they do the practice 

session and then start the experiment session. The practice session was composed of 

a modulus item and five sentences, which were selected from the publications in the 

Turkish linguistics literature. The aim here is to familiarize the participants with their 

own sense of proportionality. Instructions for the training and the practice session are 

given in Appendix A. 

 

The experiment was composed of 9 experiment sets. Each experiment set included a 

modulus item, 9 experiment sentences (4 or 5 sentences in the -mI� participle form, 4 

or 5 sentences in the impersonal passive form) and 5 filler sentences. Including the 

modulus items, a total of 135 sentences were rated by each participant. Among these, 

80 sentences were the sentences under consideration for the analysis. Among 80 

sentences, a total of 43 sentences were in the -mI� participle form, 37 sentences were 

in the impersonal passive form. The modulus items and the filler sentences were also 

selected from the publications in the Turkish linguistics literature. See Appendix A 

for the list of the test materials. 

 

The test duration was approximately 35 minutes. The average response time was 7.3 

seconds. As stated in section 2.5.2.2, our concern in this study was the first 
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impression of native speakers on the presented sentences. The experiment interface 

was designed such that it records the response time (duration a sentence that appears 

on the screen) and does not move to the next sentence without the confirmation of 

the participant. However, because the experiments were conducted on the Internet 

(not under laboratory settings), during the experiments, the participants may have 

been interrupted by environmental factors such as telephone calls or unexpected 

visitors. We have eliminated the data about a participant where the response time is 2 

standard deviations below or above the mean response time of the participant. The 

controls on the eliminated data made by eye supported the validity of this assumption 

about elimination of response time data which is 2 standard deviations below or 

above the mean response time.. Also, the average response time of 6.6 seconds in the 

pilot study (in which the experiments were conducted in laboratory settings) also 

supports this assumption. 

 

We have selected five to nine verbs in each verb class, taking into account the verb 

classes and verbs in the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy, and the frequency of the verbs 

in Turkish. METU Workbench 1.0 corpus was used to find the lexical frequencies of 

the verbs in Turkish. A list of lexical frequencies of the verbs used in the experiment 

materials is given in Appendix D. 

 

The verb classes and the verbs used in the experiment sentences are shown below. 

The descriptions in parenthesis show the (putative) place of the verb class on the 

Split Intransitivity Hierarchy. 
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“Core” verb types are hypothesized to yield categorical judgments. Others, i.e. 

“peripheral” verb types are expected to yield less acceptability than the core types 

with the selected diagnostics. Some peripheral verbs (namely, statives) are supposed 

to be the least stable ones and yield the most ambiguous and variant judgment data 

(see Fig. 4.1). 

 

Lexicalizations were constructed, involving the verbs given on the next page, with an 

animate or inanimate subject, and a manner adverb.36 

                                                
36 We didn’t test the role of animate subjects in this study. For this reason, the lexicalizations for 
change of state verbs and stative verbs involve inanimate subjects. The lexicalizations for change of 
state verbs did not involve a manner adverb (in any of the syntactic environments). This was due to 
the difficulty of finding proper adverbs which would not induce a change in the aspectual class of the 
verb. We admit that this may have put the lexicalizations of change of state verbs at a stylistic 
advantage over other lexicalizations involving the -mI� participle (but not the lexicalizations of change 
of state verbs involving impersonal passivization). 
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Unaccusative Verbs: 

(core)   Change of Location Verbs:  
dü�mek (to fall) 
gelmek (to come) 
varmak (to arrive)  
çıkmak (to exit) 
girmek (to enter)  
gitmek (to go) 

(peripheral) Change of State Verbs: 
    kararmak (to blacken) 

erimek (to melt) 
solmak (to wilt) 
yanmak (to burn) 
dolmak (to fill) 
kopmak (to snap) 
yeti�mek (to foster) 
büyümek (to grow) 
ya�lanmak (to age)  

(peripheral) Stative Verbs:  
yetmek (to suffice) 
kalmak (to remain) 
devam etmek (to continue, to remain) 
durmak (to remain, to stay) 
dikilmek (to stand, to remain) 
var olmak (to exist) 

  
Unergative Verbs: 

(peripheral) Uncontrolled Process Verbs:  
terlemek (to sweat) 
kanamak (to bleed) 
a�lamak (to cry) 
titremek (to shiver) 
ü�ümek (to be cold, to feel cold) 
parlamak (to shine) 

(peripheral) Controlled Motional Verbs:   
gezmek (take out walking) 
yüzmek (swim) 
yürümek (walk) 
ko�mak (run) 
sıçramak (jump) 

(core)  Controlled Non-Motional Verbs:  
ba�ırmak (shout) 
fısıldamak (whisper) 
konu�mak (talk) 
gülmek (laugh) 
yakınmak (complain) 
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4.3.4 The Experimental Procedure 

 

As we already explained, the main task of the experiment was an on-line rating of 

sentences against a modulus sentence. The participants were asked to score each 

presented sentence against the modulus sentence in terms of its acceptability.  

 

In the experiment session, in each experiment set the modulus sentence was first 

presented and the informants were required to assign an arbitrary number for it as in 

the practice session. After the submission of a score for the modulus item, on the 

next screen, each test sentence was presented below the modulus sentence one by 

one. The informants were asked to score the presented sentence against the modulus 

sentence, as shown in Fig. 4.1 below. The sentence in the white frame is the modulus 

sentence. The details of the experimental procedure are given in Appendix A. 

 

 

Figure 4.2. The experiment interface.  
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4.4 Results 
 
 
The analyses were conducted on normalized data. The data were normalized by 

converting the mean acceptability judgment scores to standard scores (z-scores) 

according to the mean score and the standard deviation of test sentences37 and by 

subtracting the score of the modulus item from the score of the sentence.38 The 

normalization resulted in a mean acceptability score interval between -0.0550 and 

1.9998 for the experiment. The lower numbers indicate the means for the less 

acceptable sentences, the higher numbers indicate the means for the more acceptable 

sentences.  

 

A two-way repeated measures ANOVA was performed on the mean acceptability 

judgment data about unaccusative verbs and unergative verbs separately for the 

comparison of the three verb classes in each group. A paired sample t-test was 

performed on the verb classes for the comparison of the acceptability of the -mI� 

participle and impersonal passivization with each verb class. A minimum 

significance level of p<0.05 was assumed. 

 

                                                
37 We have adopted Cowart (1997) in the use of z-scores for a normalization step. Cowart suggests 
that converting “scores expressed in terms of the original scale to z-scores” (p.114) is a way to 
minimize differences in the way informants use a scale. This transformation creates a common scale 
for judgments and ensures that the judgment data are normally distributed. 
38 Keller (2000) divides and makes decadic log transformation for the normalization of data. However, 
because we have used the normalized z-scores for modulus items and sentences, we have subtracted 
the z-score of the modulus item from the z-score of the sentence. This was also a mathematical 
requirement as having the decadic logarithm of negative numbers is not possible. 
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The mean acceptability judgments of the sentences with the -mI� participle and 

impersonal passivization in each verb class are given in Figure 4.3. Descriptive 

statistics are given in Appendix F. 
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Figure 4.3. The acceptability of the -mI� participle and impersonal passivization with 
unaccusative and unergative verb classes. 
 

In what follows, we will deal with unaccusative and unergative verb classes 

separately. 
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4.4.1 Unaccusative verbs 

 

Figure 4.4 depicts the mean acceptability judgments for the unaccusative verb classes 

defined by the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy. 
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Figure 4.4. The acceptability of the -mI� participle and impersonal 
passivization with unaccusative verb classes. 

 

The graph shows that in Turkish, change of state verbs were judged as most 

acceptable in the -mI� participle. Change of location verbs and stative verbs were 

judged less acceptable than change of state verbs in the -mI� participle. 
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The graph also shows that the native speakers accepted the -mI� participle with 

change of state verbs and rejected impersonal passivization with them. They 

accepted the -mI� participle with stative verbs as well, but their preference is less 

strong for statives than their preference for change of state verbs. They rejected 

statives in impersonal passivization, as well. However, the native speakers accepted 

both diagnostics with change of location verbs. Their preference for this verb type is 

not very strong in either of the diagnostics.39 

 

This picture is borne out by the statistical analyses. A two-way within-subjects 

repeated measures ANOVA produced a main effect of verb type F(2,132) = 128.798, 

p<0.005 and a main effect of diagnostic F(1,66) = 558.761, p<0.005. A significant 

interaction of verb type and diagnostic was obtained F(2,132) = 338.016, p<0.005. 

 

The post hoc Scheffe’s S test shows that (q = 2.29), the difference between the mean 

acceptability judgments about change of location verbs and change of state verbs in 

the –mI� participle and impersonal passivization was significant. The difference 

between the mean acceptability judgments about change of state verbs and stative 

verbs was significant in the –mI� participle, not significant in impersonal 

passivization. The difference between the acceptability of change of location verbs 

and stative verbs was neither significant in the –mI� participle, nor in impersonal 

                                                
39 In our study, we assumed that a significant difference between the acceptability of the -mI� 
participle and impersonal passivization with a certain verb type shows the strength of the native 
speakers' preference. This was the insight from Sorace and Keller (2003) and Sorace and Shomura 
(2001). Sorace and Shomura defines “indeterminacy” in terms of “the ability to clearly differentiate 
between correct and incorrect versions of the same sentence type, that is, to clearly accept the correct 
version and clearly reject the incorrect version” (p.274). When the judgments center on the middle of 
the scale, we will use the term ‘indeterminate’. 
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passivization. Moreover, with q = 2.36, the difference between the mean 

acceptability judgments for change of state verbs in the -mI� participle and 

impersonal passivization was significant. The difference between the acceptability of 

stative verbs in the –mI� participle and impersonal passivization was also significant. 

However, the difference between the acceptability of the two diagnostics with 

change of location verbs was not significant. Additionally, with  q = 2.29, the 

difference between the mean acceptability judgments of the -mI� participle and 

impersonal passivization was higher with change of state verbs than the difference 

with change of location verbs, and the difference was significant. The difference 

between the mean acceptability judgments on the -mI� participle and impersonal 

passivization was higher with change of state verbs than the difference with stative 

verbs, and the difference was significant. The difference between the mean 

acceptability judgments on the -mI� participle and impersonal passivization was 

higher with stative verbs than the difference with change of location verbs, and the 

difference was also significant. 

 

Change of location verbs with and without a dative/locative NP 

 

As mentioned in section 4.3.3, change of location verbs were divided into two groups 

in this study: change of location verbs with a dative or locative NP and change of 

location verbs without an NP as such. An example pair of sentences from the test 

material is given in (1), the dative NP is shown in italics in (1a) below. 
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(1) a. Kadın, tehlikeli bir biçimde            yere              dü�mü� adama yardım etti. 

          woman dangerously a style -LOC ground-DAT fall-mI� man   help make -PST 

          ‘The woman helped the man who has dangerously fallen onto the ground.’ 

      b.Kadın, tehlikeli bir biçimde          dü�mü� adama yardım etti. 

         woman dangerously a style -LOC fall-mI� man   help make -PST. 

         ‘The woman helped the man who has dangerously fallen.’ 

 

Fig 4.5 is a graphical description of the mean acceptability judgments for change of 

location verbs with a dative or locative NP and without an NP as such. 40 

 

 

                                                
40 The mean acceptability judgments for change of location verbs with and without an NP argument 
were studied only for the -mI� participle, but not for the impersonal passive constructions. In the pilot 
study, controlled motional and controlled non-motional process verbs in the -mI� participle were 
presented in two groups, with and without an NP. However, the addition of the NP did not create a 
statistically significant difference in these two verb types in the pilot study. For these reasons, only 
change of location verbs in the -mI� participle were presented in two groups of lexicalizations.  
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Figure 4.5. The acceptability of the -mI� participle with 
change of location verbs with and without a dative or 
locative NP. 

 

 

The graph shows that the native speakers accepted change of location verbs in the -

mI� participle more readily in the presence of an NP than in the absence of it. 

 

This picture is borne out by the statistical analyses. A paired-sample t-test shows that 

the difference between the mean acceptability judgments for the -mI� participle with 

change of location verbs with a dative or locative NP and without a dative or locative 

NP was significant (t=3.382, p<0.001). We leave the discussion of this finding for 

the following sections. 
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4.4.2 Unergative verbs 

 

Figure 4.6 represents the mean acceptability judgments for the unergative verb 

classes defined by the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy. 
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Figure 4.6. The acceptability of the -mI� participle and impersonal 
passivization with unergative verb classes. 

 

 

The graph shows that Turkish native speakers judged controlled motional and 

controlled non-motional verbs almost equally acceptable in impersonal passivization. 

They judged uncontrolled process verbs less acceptable than the other two verb types 
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in impersonal passivization. In other words, the graph shows that they distinguished 

between two verb types rather than three; namely, uncontrolled process verbs and 

controlled process verbs (which includes controlled motional and controlled non-

motional verbs). 

 

The graph also shows that the native speakers exhibited indeterminate acceptability 

for uncontrolled process verbs in impersonal passivization but judged them more 

acceptable in the -mI� participle. They judged controlled motional process verbs and 

controlled non-motional process verbs almost equally acceptable in both diagnostics.  

 

The statistical analyses bear out our initial observations. A two-way within-subjects 

repeated measures ANOVA produced a main effect of verb type F(2,132) = 10.688, 

p<0.005 and a main effect of diagnostic F(1,66) = 8.826, p<0.005. A significant 

interaction of verb type and diagnostic was obtained F(2,132) = 76.009, p<0.005. 

 

The post hoc Scheffe’s S test shows that (q = 2.29), the difference between the mean 

acceptability judgments about uncontrolled process verbs and controlled motional 

process verbs was significant in impersonal passivization, not significant in the -mI� 

participle. The difference between the mean acceptability judgments about 

uncontrolled process verbs and controlled non-motional process verbs was 

significant both in impersonal passivization and the -mI� participle. However, the 

difference between the mean acceptability judgments about controlled motional 

process verbs and controlled non-motional process verbs was not significant in 

impersonal passivization. The difference was not significant in the -mI� participle, 
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either. In addition, with q = 2.36, the difference between the mean acceptability 

judgments for the -mI� participle and impersonal passivization with uncontrolled 

process verbs was significant. However, the difference between the mean 

acceptability judgments for the –mI� participle and impersonal passivization was not 

significant with controlled motional process verbs, nor with controlled non-motional 

process verbs. Moreover, with q = 2.29, the difference between the mean 

acceptability judgments of impersonal passivization and the -mI� participle was 

significantly higher with uncontrolled process verbs than the difference with 

controlled motional process verbs,. The difference between the mean acceptability 

judgments of impersonal passivization and the -mI� participle was significantly 

higher with uncontrolled process verbs than the difference with controlled non-

motional process verbs,. However, there was no significant difference between the 

difference between mean acceptability judgments of impersonal passivization and the 

-mI� participle with controlled motional process verbs and the difference with 

controlled non-motional process verbs. 

 
4.5 Discussion 
 

We repeat our predictions here, for ease of discussion. 

 

(1) Native Turkish speakers will distinguish between three unaccusative verb types, 

which predicts that: 
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(1a) They will judge change of location verbs as more acceptable than change of 

state verbs, and change of state verbs more acceptable than stative verbs in the 

unaccusative diagnostic (i.e. the –mI� participle). 

 

(1b) They will judge change of location verbs as less acceptable than change of state 

verbs, and change of state verbs less acceptable than stative verbs in the unergative 

diagnostic (i.e. impersonal passivization). 

 

(1c) They will exhibit higher acceptability judgments on the unaccusative verb types 

in the –mI� participle than in impersonal passives. 

 

(1d) The acceptability difference between the -mI� participle and impersonal 

passivization will be higher with change of location verbs than the acceptability 

difference between the –mI� participle and impersonal passivization with change of 

state verbs. Similarly, the acceptability difference between the -mI� participle and 

impersonal passivization will be higher with change of state verbs than the 

acceptability difference between the –mI� participle and impersonal passivization 

with statives. 

 

(2)  Native Turkish speakers will distinguish between three unergative verb types, 

which predicts that: 
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(2a) They will judge controlled non-motional process verbs as more acceptable than 

controlled motional process verbs, and controlled motional process verbs more 

acceptable than uncontrolled process verbs in impersonal passivization. 

 

(2b) They will judge controlled non-motional process verbs as less acceptable than 

controlled motional process verbs, and controlled motional process verbs less 

acceptable than uncontrolled process verbs in the -mI� participle. 

 

(2c) They will judge the unergative verb types as more acceptable in impersonal 

passivization than in the –mI� participle. 

 

(2d) The acceptability difference between impersonal passivization and the -mI� 

participle will be higher with controlled non-motional process verbs than the 

acceptability difference between impersonal passivization and the –mI� participle 

with controlled motional process verbs. Similarly, the acceptability difference 

between impersonal passivization and the -mI� participle will be higher with 

controlled motional process verbs than the acceptability difference between 

impersonal passivization and the –mI� participle with uncontrolled process verbs.   

 

The results show that prediction (1a) was not fulfilled. Change of location verbs were 

judged less acceptable than change of state verbs. Change of location verbs were also 

judged almost equally acceptable with stative verbs in the -mI� participle. However, 

change of state verbs were judged as more acceptable than stative verbs in the -mI� 

participle, as expected. Prediction (1b) was not satisfied either. Change of location 
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verbs were judged more acceptable than change of state verbs and stative verbs in 

impersonal passivization. Change of state verbs and stative verbs received almost 

equal acceptability judgments in impersonal passivization. Prediction (1c) was not 

satisfied. Although change of state verbs and stative verbs were judged more 

acceptable in the -mI� participle than in impersonal passivization, change of location 

verbs were judged almost equally acceptable in the two diagnostics. Prediction (1d) 

was not satisfied either. Although the degree of acceptability between the mean 

acceptability judgments of the -mI� participle and impersonal passivization with 

change of state verbs was higher than the degree of acceptability between the two 

diagnostics with stative verbs, the difference was lower for change of location verbs 

than the other two verb types. 

 

Our predictions about unaccusatives were not verified but we can offer some 

explanations for this. Change of location verbs, being at the top end of the Split 

Intransitivity Hierarchy are qualified as the core class of unaccusative verbs by 

Sorace (2000). The mean acceptability judgments for the three unaccusative verb 

classes in the -mI� participle and impersonal passivization show that the same 

situation does not hold for Turkish. Change of location verbs behaved like 

unergatives as well as unaccusatives. 

 

Putting change of location verbs aside, native speakers were not only sensitive to the 

-mI� participle but also to impersonal passivization with change of state verbs and 

stative verbs. That is, they exhibited high acceptability judgments about change of 

state verbs with the –mI� participle while they disprefered it with impersonal 
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passivization. Native speakers exhibited indeterminate acceptability for stative verbs 

with the –mI� participle, disprefered them with impersonal passives. This verifies the 

peripheral status of stative verbs in the hierarchy. 

 

As mentioned in section 4.3.3, change of location verbs were presented in two 

different forms in the -mI� participle, one including a dative or locative NP, and the 

other lacking an NP as such. The results show that change of location verbs with a 

dative or locative NP were accepted significantly better than without an NP. As 

mentioned in section 3.1.3 and also stated by Tenny (1994), constituents such as a 

prepositional phrase in the verb phrase delimit the eventuality (increase the telic 

characteristics) of the event. The difference between the mean acceptability 

judgments for change of location verbs with and without an NP confirms our 

conclusion above, namely that change of location verbs behave like unergatives in 

the -mI� participle. It is also worth mentioning that the change of location verbs we 

tested had an animate subject. This must have an effect on the acceptability of this 

verb class with impersonal passivization. With an inanimate subject, this verb class 

may be accepted more strongly in the -mI� participle while being rejected in 

impersonal passivization. 

 

Prediction (2) was about unergative verb types. The results show that prediction (2a) 

was not fulfilled. Although uncontrolled process verbs were judged less acceptable 

than the other two unergative verb types in impersonal passivization, the latter verbs 

were judged almost equally acceptable in it. Prediction (2b) was not fulfilled. 

Although controlled non-motional process verbs were judged less acceptable than 
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controlled motional process verbs and controlled motional process verbs were judged 

less acceptable than uncontrolled process verbs in the -mI� participle, the differences 

were not significant.. Prediction (2c) was not fulfilled. Although controlled non-

motional process verbs were judged more acceptable in impersonal passivization 

than in the -mI� participle, the difference was not significant. Also, controlled 

motional process verbs were judged almost equally acceptable in the two diagnostics, 

and uncontrolled process verbs were judged more acceptable in the -mI� participle 

than in impersonal passivization. Prediction (2d) was not fulfilled either. Although 

the degree of acceptability between the mean acceptability judgments of impersonal 

passivization and the -mI� participle was higher in controlled non-motional process 

verbs than the degree of acceptability between the two diagnostics in controlled 

motional process verbs, the  difference was not to the benefit of impersonal 

passivization in the uncontrolled process verbs. 

 

Our predictions about unergatives were not verified, but we may offer some 

explanations for this. Controlled non-motional process verbs, being at the top end of 

the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy are qualified as the core class of unergative verbs by 

Sorace (2000). As we have seen, the impersonal passivization test showed that the 

same situation  does not hold in Turkish. We suggest that in Turkish, controlled 

motional and controlled non-motional process verbs together form the core 

unergative verb class. This is not against the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy because it 

predicts that speakers of different languages may combine some verb classes and 

make finer distinctions among others. Sorace and Shomura (2001) report a similar 

result about native speakers of Japanese. Uncontrolled process verbs are peripheral, 
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as shown by the reduced acceptability judgments of this verb type in impersonal 

passivization. However, this verb type was accepted in the –mI� participle, which 

was an unexpected result. The –mI� participle was not disprefered with either of the 

core unergative verb classes. These results suggest that the –mI� participle is a less 

reliable diagnostic of unergativity in Turkish.  

 

In summary, within the classes we have examined, for unaccusative verb types, 

change of state verbs were judged more acceptable than stative verbs with the -mI� 

participle; however, these two verb types were both disprefered with impersonal 

passivization. The acceptability of change of state verbs and statives were gradient in 

the –mI� participle. For unergative verb types, both controlled motional and non-

motional process verbs were judged more acceptable than uncontrolled process verbs 

with impersonal passivization. In other words, the acceptability of controlled (both 

motional and non-motional) processes and uncontrolled processes were gradient in 

impersonal passives. Change of location verbs vary between unaccusative and 

unergative classification as manifested by (almost equal) acceptability judgments on 

the -mI� participle and impersonal passivization. 

 

On the whole, the results about unaccusatives indicate that, change of location verbs 

exhibit indeterminate acceptability judgments, so this verb type acts as if it is closer 

to the unergative end. Determinate acceptability judgments of change on change of 

state verbs (high acceptability with the -mI� participle and rejection with impersonal 

passivization) specifies the “core” unaccusative status of change of state verbs in 

Turkish. Acceptability judgments about stative verbs indicate that stative verbs are 
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“peripherally core” unaccusative verbs in Turkish. That is because the acceptability 

of stative verbs in the -mI� participle is less than the acceptability of change of state 

verbs in the –mI� participle. As for unergatives, high acceptability judgments on 

controlled motional and non-motional process verbs in impersonal passivization 

indicate that these verb types together constitute  “core” unergative verbs in Turkish 

(as manifested by almost equal acceptability judgments about these verb types in 

impersonal passivization).41 Uncontrolled verbs are “peripheral” as their 

acceptability is reduced (compared to the core verb types). 

 

                                                
41 Turkish lacks an explicit syntactic diagnostic such as auxiliary selection (where the acceptability of 
one of the two auxiliaries entails the rejection of the other in core verb types). As mentioned before, 
the -mI� participle is a less reliable unergative diagnostic than impersonal passivization for the 
unaccusative/unergative distinction in Turkish. So, the “indeterminacy” of acceptability judgments on 
controlled motional and non-motional verbs in the two diagnostics was not taken into consideration. 
What was taken into account instead was the acceptability judgments of unergative verb types only in 
impersonal passivization. Note that indeterminacy in this thesis means equal acceptability judgements 
about a verb type in both diagnostics, or weaker acceptability judgement over one of the diagnostics. 
(See also fn. 40). 
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CHAPTER 5 
 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
 
This chapter includes a summary of the main findings of this thesis, limitations of the 

study and suggestions for further research. 

 
5.1 Summary of the Major Findings and Implications About 
Turkish Unaccusativity 
 

This thesis investigated the gradient behaviour of monadic intransitive verb classes in 

Turkish, under the framework of the unaccusative/unergative distinction. The 

following is a summary of the central findings. 

 

The unaccusative/unergative distinction in Turkish exhibits gradience. Two syntactic 

diagnostics, the -mI� participle and impersonal passivization single out unaccusative  

and unergative verb types, respectively, largely in keeping with the predictions of the 

Split Intransitivity Hierarchy. The first exception is about change of location verb 

class, which is proposed as “core unaccusative” by Sorace (2000). In Turkish, change 

of state verbs are closer to the unaccusative end in the hierarchy, rather than change 

of location verbs. The mean acceptability judgments on change of location verbs 

show that these verbs vary between unaccusative and unergative classification. This 
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has been noted for Japanese by Sorace and Shomura (2001). The second exception is 

about controlled non-motional process verbs, which are proposed as “core 

unergative” by Sorace (2000). In Turkish, controlled non-motional process verbs and 

controlled motional process verbs together form the core unergative verb class. This 

is not against the predictions of the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy because it is natural 

for languages to combine some verb classes on the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy. 

 

Our comparison of the acceptability of change of location verbs with and without an 

NP suggests strongly that the aspectual properties of verbs are prone to change by the 

contribution of a telicizing noun phrase such as a dative NP. This is a point observed 

cross-linguistically. It needs to be seen what kind of contributions from the sentence 

(or the VP, as discussed in van Hout (2004)) lead to an aspectual change of the verb. 

The indeterminate behaviour of stative verbs and uncontrolled process verbs, for 

example, call for further research.  

 

Our study has shown that moving the -mI� participle and impersonal passivization 

may be valid diagnostics for unaccusative/unergative distinction in Turkish if change 

of location verbs are put closer to the unergative end and controlled motional process 

verbs and controlled non-motional process verbs are combined. The -mI� participle 

proved especially useful to show the gradient dimensions of 

unaccusativite/unergative distinction. A study with more verbs may reveal this more 

firmly. In addition, we observed an inverse relation between the strength of 

acceptability of the -mI� participle and impersonal passivization with unaccusative 

verb types (except change of location verbs, as noted). This relation suggests that a 
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comparison of the behaviour of unaccusative verb types in the -mI� participle and 

impersonal passivization yields firmer results than the analysis of the behaviour of 

unaccusative verb types in the -mI� participle alone. Our data have shown that, in 

general, impersonal passivization is more acceptable with unergatives because, as 

Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) have observed, agentivity is a relevant feature of 

these verbs. 

 

The web based experiment interface designed for the study as an extension to the 

magnitude estimation technique was useful to reveal the gradient characteristics of 

the verb types we examined. 

 
5.2 Limitations of the study 
 

There are a number of limitations in the methodology used in this study, which may 

be used as a means for improvements in further studies. First, the web based 

experiment interface as an extension to the magnitude estimation technique was not 

compared to the other experiment interfaces in literature, designed for linguistic 

judgment elicitation studies. Second, the two syntactic diagnostics, namely the -mI� 

participle and impersonal passivization were used in a limited number of 

experimental material, i.e. the lexicalizations used in the experiment. Increasing the 

number of lexicalizations in the test would improve the results of the study. Third, 

the use of more syntactic diagnostics (in addition to the -mI� participle and 

impersonal passivization) proposed for unaccusative/unergative distinction in 

Turkish would reflect the gradient characteristics of unaccusative/unergative 

distinction better. 
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5.3 Suggestions for Further Study 
 

In this section, we will provide a brief discussion for suggestions for further research. 

 

A set of studies should be performed as a follow up study to tests the validity of the 

web-based experiment interface. It was shown in this study that the experiment 

interface revealed both gradient and categorical characteristics of the verb types in 

the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy. The use of the paper or computer-based ordinal 

scales such as the Likert scale and the ranking scales should be compared to see the 

potential effects of the scale type on acceptability judgments. In addition, the use of 

alternative graphical scales to the line-based mono-color scale used in this study, 

such as color-based scales which present the continuum in gradient colors, and 

geometric scales such as vertical or horizontal triangular scales or circular scales 

should also be compared to see the potential effects of different designs on 

acceptability judgments. 

 

In this study, the recorded response times were used only for the purpose of 

obtaining the first impressions of the participants in the experiments,. The differences 

between response times were not evaluated. However, a psycholinguistic approach 

would require taking into account the differences in response times. This might be an 

extension to this study. Bever and Sanz (1997) propose a psycholinguistic approach 

for unaccusativity in Spanish. They state that the preverbal subject is processed more 

rapidly in syntactic representation than in the conceptual representation because of 

the existence of an NP-trace. As of our knowledge, no study has been performed in 
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Turkish presenting a psycholinguistic approach to the unaccusativity/unergativity 

distinction. 

 

A behavioural approach (eliciting linguistic acceptability judgments or native 

speakers via a web-based experiment interface) was adopted in this study. 

Alternative approaches such as the measurement of event-related brain potentials 

(ERP) may also be studied, the results compared with the present one. 

 

Subject-related and task-related factors affecting linguistic acceptability judgments 

were summarized in Chapter 2. Subject-related factors like handedness, field 

dependence/independence, gender, age and dialect dependency and task-related 

factors such as context may be studied to see the potential effects of these factors on 

gradience in linguistic acceptability judgments and on the unaccusative/unergative 

distinction. 

 

In this study two diagnostics, namely the -mI� participle and impersonal 

passivization are employed for unaccusative/unergative distinction in Turkish. This 

study may be extended to include other diagnostics such as the gerund suffixes -

ArAk, -Irken and -IncE, the predicates which consist of a loanword and the 

auxiliaries etmek ‘to get, to make’ and olmak ‘to be, to get’, double causatives and 

the -Ik construction. 

 

Finally, the unaccusative/unergative distinction in Second Language Acquisition has 

been studied extensively for other languages than Turkish (Montrul, 2004 for 
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Spanish). Montrul (2004) states that taking into account the lexical semantic 

properties of the verbs in the Split Intransitivity hierarchy, L2 learners acquire the 

same mental representations with native language speakers, i.e. L2 learners process 

unaccusative and unergative verbs in a similar manner with native speakers (for 

Spanish). For this reason, a similar gradient behaviour of verb classes defined by the 

Split Intransitivity Hierarchy may be expected in SLA for unaccusative/unergative 

distinction. The research may also be extended to include bilinguals. 
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APPENDICES 
 
 
 

APPENDIX A 
 
 

EXPERIMENT INTERFACE AND EXPERIMENTAL 
PROCEDURE 

 
 
 
The experiment interface was prepared by JavaScript (TM) and PHP computer 

languages. Apache 1.3.27 was used as web server with HTACCESS option, which is 

used for preventing unauthorized access to the web page and the experiment. The 

database included the demographic data information as well as acceptability 

judgment scores and recorded response times. MySQL 3.2.55-nt was used for the 

database server. PhpMyadmin 2.3.2 provided a graphical interface to manage the 

data on the web server. 

 

In what follows, the experimental procedure is explained. 

 

Before the experiment, the intructions were presented to the participants at the 

starting web page, as shown in the following figure. 
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After the participants’ confirmation to participate in the experiment, a demographic 

data form was presented to the participant in the next screen, as shown in the figure 

below.  
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The experiment was composed of three sessions, the training session, the practice 

session and the experiment session. After the completion of the demographic data 

form, the training session was in order. 
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In the training session, the experiment inteface was introduced to the participants 

with examples, as shown in the figure below. 
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After the training session the practice session was in order. The practice session 

provided the participants with the chance of practicing the interface. 

 

 

 

In the practice session, the reference sentence (modulus item), which the presented 

sentences were judged against, was given first to the participants, as shown in the 

following figure. 
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The cursor was placed at the middle of the scale. The participants were informed 

explicitly to give a score (by clicking on the scale or by entering a number) for the 

modulus item at the beginning. After the modulus item was submitted, the 

participants were not able to change it during the experiment set. There were five 

sentences in the practice session experiment set, all to be scored against one modulus 

item. After the participants submitted their score for the modulus item, the first 

sentence appeared on the screen, as shown in the figure below. 

 

 
 
 

The scale cursor for the modulus item was fixed at the position previously assigned 

by the participant. The text box at the right of the modulus item was also disabled. 

The participants were expected to assign a score to the presented sentence against the 

modulus item. The score was given by using the mouse and clicking on the scale or 
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entering a number into the box. The numbers less than 0 or greater than 100 could 

also be entered into the text box (such numberes were entered by 12 participants 

among 67 participants). 

 

 

 
 

After submitting the score for the first sentence, the second sentence appeared on the 

screen. 

 

 
 

This sentence was also scored by the participants, against the same modulus item. 
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After five sentences were judged against the modulus item, the practice session was 

completed. The experiment session started after the participants’ confirmation for 

participation. 

 

 
 

 

In the experiment session, as in the practice session, the modulus item appeared first 

on the screen, the participants were required to assign a score for the modulus item, 

and 14 sentences were appeared on the screen one by one, in each experiment set. 

The experiment was composed of 9 experiment sets. A total of 126 sentences were 

judged against 9 modulus items. 

 

The participants were given a chance to have break between experiment sets. The 

next experiment set started when the informant confirmed to start the new session. 
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After the completion of 9 experiment sets, the last confirmation was submitted by the 

participants to complete the experiment, and a thanks message appeares on the 

screen. 
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APPENDIX B 
 
 

PERLMUTTER’S (1978) SEMANTIC CLASSIFICATION 
OF INTRANSITIVE VERBS IN ENGLISH 

 
 

Predicates describing willed or volitional acts work, play, speak, talk, smile, 
grin, frown, grimace, think, meditate, cogitate, daydream, skate, ski, swim, 
hunt, bicycle, walk, skip (voluntary), jog, quarrel, fight, wrestle, box, agree, 
disagree, knock, bang, hammer, pray, weep, cry, kneel, bow, curtsey, 
genuflect, cheat, lie (tell a falsehood), study, whistle (voluntary), laugh, 
dance, crawl, walk etc. This category also includes manner-of-speaking 
verbs such as whisper, shout, mumble, grumble, growl, bellow, blurt out, 
etc. and predicates describing sounds made by animals such as bark, neigh, 
whinny, quack, roar (voluntary), chirp, oink, meow, etc. 
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 d
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Certain involuntary bodily processes cough, sneeze, hiccough, belch, burp, 
vomit, defecate, urinate, sleep, cry, weep etc. 

  
Predicates expressed by adjectives in English This is a very large class, 
including predicates describing sizes, shapes, weights, colors, smells, states 
of mind etc. 

Predicates whose initial nuclear term is semantically a Patient burn, fall, 
drop, sink, float, slide, ship, glide, soar, flow, ooze, seep, trickle, drip, gush, 
hang, dangle, sway, wave, tremble, shake, languish, flourish, thrive, drown, 
stumble, trip, roll, succumb, dry, blow away, boil, seethe, lie (involuntary), 
sit (involuntary), bend (involuntary), etc. This includes the class of 
inchoatives, including melt, freeze, evaporate, vaporize, solidify, crystallize, 
dim, brighten, redden, darken, yellow, rot, decompoze, germinate, sprout, 
bud, wilt, wither, increase, decrease, reduce, grow, collapse, dissolve, 
disintegrate, die, perish, choke, suffocate, blush, open, close, break, shatter, 
crumble, crack, split, burst, explode, burn up, burn down, dry up, dry out, 
scatter, disperse, fill, vanish, disappear, etc. 

Predicates of existing and happening exist, happen, transpire, occur, take 
place, and various inchoatives such as arise, ensue, result, show up, end up, 
turn up, pop up, vanish, disappear, etc. 

Non-voluntary emission of stimuli that impinge on the senses (light, noise, 
smell etc.) shine, sparkle, glitter, glisten, glow, jingle, clink, clang, snap 
(involuntary), crackle, pop, smell, stink, etc. 
Aspectual predicates begin, start, stop, cause, continue, end, etc. 
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Duratives last, remain, stay, survive, etc. 
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APPENDIX C 
 
 

PARTICIPANTS BY REGION 
 
 
 

Inner 26 
Western 21 
Southern 12 
Eastern 5 
Northern 3 
TOTAL 67 

 
 

City Region Number of 
participants 

Ankara Inner 25 
Konya Inner 1 
Izmir Western 5 
Denizli Western 4 
Balıkesir Western 3 
Burdur Western 2 
Istanbul Western 2 
Manisa Western 2 
Bolu Western 1 
Bursa Western 1 
Çanakkale Western 1 
Adana Southern 6 
Mersin Southern 3 
Antalya Southern 2 
Hatay Southern 1 
Tunceli Eastern 1 
Erzurum Eastern 2 
Diyarbakır Eastern 2 
Trabzon Northern 2 
Samsun Northern 1 
TOTAL  67 
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APPENDIX D 
 
 

LEXICAL FREQUENCY OF THE VERBS USED IN THE 
EXPERIMENT 

 
 

 

Lexical 
Frequency 
in the 
Infinitive 

Lexical 
Frequency 
in the 
Simple 
Past 

Lexical 
Frequency 
in the -mI� 
participle 

Lexical 
Frequency in 
the 
Impersonal 
Passivization 

Total of Lexical 
Frequencies in 
the -mI� 
participle and  
the Impersonal 
Passivization 

Total 
Lexical 
Frequency 

       
Change of Location 
Verbs       
dü�mek (fall) 21 179 101 1 102 302 
gelmek (come) 23 992 254 16 270 1285 
varmak (arrive) 29 1220 162 22 184 1433 
çıkmak (exit) 103 681 212 5 217 1001 
girmek (enter) 103 234 110 12 122 459 
gitmek (go) 176 372 116 7 123 671 
       
Change of State 
Verbs       
kararmak (blacken) 3 18 16 0 16 37 
erimek (melt) 0 8 11 0 11 19 
solmak (wilt) 0 0 6 0 6 6 
yanmak (burn) 2 31 27 2 29 62 
dolmak (fill) 3 37 13 0 13 53 
kopmak (snap) 5 25 17 0 17 47 
yeti�mek (foster) 8 16 34 0 34 58 
büyümek (grow) 9 33 19 0 19 61 
ya�lanmak (age) 4 0 6 0 6 10 
       
Stative Verbs       
yetmek (suffice) 1 13 32 0 32 46 
kalmak (remain) 85 487 232 2 234 806 
devam etmek 
(continue, remain) 8 152 7 10 17 177 
durmak (remain, stay) 39 120 64 13 77 236 
dikilmek (stand, 1 10 15 0 15 26 
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remain) 
varolmak (exist) 2 0 1 1 2 4 
       
Uncontrolled Process 
Verbs       
terlemek (sweat) 0 1 4 0 4 5 
kanamak (bleed) 0 12 0 0 0 12 
a�lamak (cry) 20 27 3 0 3 50 
titremek (shiver) 1 12 0 0 0 13 
ü�ümek (be/feel cold) 2 0 6 0 6 8 
parlamak (shine) 0 13 3 0 3 16 
       
Controlled Motinal 
Process Verbs       
gezmek (take out 
walking) 14 15 14 0 14 43 
yüzmek (swim) 4 3 0 0 0 7 
yürümek (walk) 25 65 4 0 4 94 
ko�mak (run) 8 38 11 3 14 60 
sıçramak (jump) 2 12 1 0 1 15 
       
Controlled non-
motional Process 
Verbs       
ba�ırmak (shout) 7 74 5 0 5 86 
fısıldamak (whisper) 0 20 1 1 2 22 
konu�mak (talk) 71 788 11 17 28 887 
gülmek (laugh) 9 68 9 0 9 86 
yakınmak (complain) 0 28 3 0 3 31 
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APPENDIX E 
 
 

EXPERIMENT MATERIALS 
 
 
The practice session materials, the modulus items and the filler sentences were 

selected from the publications in the Turkish linguistics literature. Small 

modifications were made on some of the sentences when needed. The experiment 

sentences were prepared by the experimenter. 

 

The Experiment Sentences 
 
 

The -mI� Participle 
 

Change of Location Verbs with a dative or locative NP 
Kadın, tehlikeli bir biçimde yere dü�mü� adama yardım etti. 
Sekreter, ofise aceleyle gelmi� kadınları salona aldı. 
�stasyona güle oynaya varmı� misafirleri eve getirdik. 
Erkenden evden çıkmı� ö�renciler derse yeti�ti. 
Zorla salona girmi� ö�rencileri çıkardılar. 
Pazar günü, güle oynaya parka gitmi� çocuklarla konu�tum. 
 
Change of Location Verbs without a dative or locative NP 
Kadın, tehlikeli bir biçimde dü�mü� adama yardım etti. 
Sekreter, aceleyle gelmi� kadınları salona aldı. 
Güle oynaya varmı� misafirleri eve getirdik. 
Erkenden çıkmı� ö�renciler derse yeti�ti. 
Zorla girmi� ö�rencileri çıkardılar. 
Pazar günü, güle oynaya gitmi� çocuklarla konu�tum. 
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Change of State Verbs 
Kararmı� bulutlar gökyüzünü kapladı. 
Erimi� kablolar odayı kokuttu. 
Solmu� çiçekleri salona aldım. 
Yanmı� yeme�i çöpe attık. 
Dolmu� kutuları kamyona ta�ıdık. 
Kopmu� zincirler kazaya neden oldu. 
Yeti�mi� askerler daha profesyonel olur. 
Büyümü� çocuklar yetimhaneden ayrıldı. 
Ya�lanmı� köylüleri yaylaya gönderdiler. 
 
Stative Verbs 
Hiç bir emekliye tamamen yetmi� maa� yoktur.  
Memur, ihmalkarlık nedeniyle kalmı� i�leri bitirdi. 
Umutsuzca devam etmi� toplantılar sonuçlanmadı. 
Çölde aynı �ekilde durmu� piramitler ilgi çekti. 
Ö�retmen, öylece dikilmi� ö�rencilerle konu�tu. 
Eskiden varolmu� gelenekler artık kayboldu. 
 
Uncontrolled Process Verbs 
Kadın, su gibi terlemi� çocuklara su verdi. 
Çok kanamı� hastayı kurtaramadılar. 
Ö�retmen, üzüntüyle a�lamı� kızları avuttu. 
Anne, tir tir titremi� çocuklarını kucakladı. 
Kadın, fena halde ü�ümü� çocukların üstünü örttü. 
Hizmetçi pırıl pırıl parlamı� tabakları dolaba yerle�tirdi. 
 
Controlled Motional Process Verbs 
Aceleyle gezmi� turistler yoruldu. 
Herkes, ne�eyle yüzmü� ö�rencileri seyretti.  
Komutan, topluca yürümü� askerleri gördü.  
Gayretle ko�mu� ihtiyarlar yorgundu. 
Hırsla sıçramı� sporcu herkesi �a�ırttı. 
 
Controlled Non-motional Process Verbs 
Müdür, kızgınlıkla ba�ırmı� ö�retmenleri uyardı. 
Ö�retmen, gizlice fısıldamı� ö�rencileri uyardı. 
Ö�retmen, heyecanla konu�mu� ö�rencileri kutladı. 
Kadın, kahkahalarla gülmü� çocuklara baktı. 
Müdür, sızlanarak yakınmı� ö�rencilere kızdı. 

 
The Impersonal Passivization 

 
Change of Location Verbs 
Bu merdivende dü�üldü. 
Aceleyle sekreterli�e gelindi. 
Güle oynaya istasyona varıldı. 
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Erkenden evden çıkıldı. 
Zorla salona girildi. 
Güle oynaya parka gidildi. 
 
Change of State Verbs 
Bulutlar tarafından kararıldı. 
Kablolar tarafından erindi. 
Çiçekler tarafından solundu. 
Yemek tarafından yanıldı. 
Kutular tarafından dolundu. 
Zincir tarafından kopuldu. 
Çok iyi ko�ullarda yeti�ildi. 
Bu yetimhanede büyündü. 
Bu köyde ya�lanıldı. 
 
Stative Verbs 
Maa� tarafından tamamen yetildi. 
��ler tarafından ihmalkarlık nedeniyle kalındı. 
Toplantılar tarafından umutsuzca devam edildi. 
Piramitler tarafından aynı �ekilde duruldu. 
Okul bahçesinde saatlerce dikilindi. 
Gelenekler tarafından varolundu. 
 
Uncontrolled Process Verbs 
Hamamda su gibi terlendi. 
Ameliyatta çok kanandı. 
Cenazede üzüntüyle a�landı. 
So�ukta tir tir titrendi. 
Bembeyaz karda fena halde ü�ündü. 
Bula�ıklar tarafından pırıl pırıl parlandı. 
 
Controlled Motional Process Verbs 
Harabelerde aceleyle gezildi. 
Havuzda ne�eyle yüzüldü. 
Parkta topluca yüründü. 
Yarı�ta gayretle ko�uldu. 
Dala yeti�mek için hırsla sıçrandı. 
 
Controlled Non-motional Process Verbs 
Tartı�mada kızgınlıkla ba�ırıldı. 
Törende gizlice fısılda�ıldı. 
Törende heyecanla konu�uldu. 
Partide kahkahalarla gülündü. 
Görü�mede sızlanarak yakınıldı. 
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The Practice Session Materials 
 
 

Mehmet karde�ini yıkandırdı. 
Adam çalı�arak hastalandı. 
Ali çocu�u resme baktırdı. 
Ben karde�ime onun çok dikkatli davranmasını söyledim. 
Ali ne zaman benim gelece�imi biliyor. 
Kom�ular evini bize emanet etti. 

 
 
The Modulus Items 
 
 

Adam o ku� gördü. 
Teyzemin geldi�ini destekledim. 
Ben karde�imi kitap okuttum. 
Kızı hamamda yıkandırdım. 
Böyle bir�ey yaptı de�ilim. 
Dedemi mektup yazdırdım. 
Karde�imi Ali ve kuzenimi seviyor. 
Birbirleri dövü�tüler. 
Anneme resme baktırdım. 

 
 
The Filler Sentences 
 
 

Adam takılarak ko�tu. 
Aynayı hohladım. 
Ali kimseyi köye gitmedi sanıyor. 
Alkolü bırakınca yemek yemeye ba�ladı diye Hasan duydum. 
Ahmet ben ona güzel yemekler pi�ire pi�ire �i�manladı. 
Üç ö�renci, kırdıkları cam aynı olmak üzere bir cam kırmı�. 
Ali birbirine adamları tanı�tırdı. 
Ben pencereyi Cengiz tarafından açtırdım. 
Ben babama birisinin kendine tuzak hazırladı�ını söyledim. 
Ben karde�ime ne zaman onun tezini bitirece�ini sordum. 
Onun i�e aldı�ı kızlar Ahmet'i severler. 
Çocuklar gülerken oynadı. 
Bir elma a�açtan dü�tü. 
Adam esneyerek çalı�tı. 
Ben sen gittin sandım. 
Ali okumu� çok ilginç bir kitap. 
Onlar beni parası var sanıyorlar. 
O heriflerin hepsi birbirinin aptal oldu�unu sanıyor. 
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Kom�unun karısı kendinden çok ya�lı. 
Ahmet mektubu dayıma Ay�e tarafından imzalattırdı. 
Çocu�a dersi ba�lattık. 
Ben gelmeme kadar öyle duracak. 
Ay�e bana beni anlattırdı. 
Bir çocuk a�açtan dü�tü. 
Kapının altından su akıyor. 
Çocu�unu köyünüzde arı soktu sandılar. 
Müdüre mektubu kızıma gösterttim. 
Sana bula�ıkları yıkayaca�ım. 
Onları bana sata�tırdın. 
Onları sözüme inandırdım. 
Çocu�u bu kitabı okumaya çalı�tırdım. 
Sen benim neyi nereden aldı�ımı merak ediyorsun? 
Yazarlar birbirleri üzüldü�ü için pi�man oldular. 
Çocuklar gülünce oynadı. 
Ben çocu�u bir köpe�in ısırdı�ını bildim. 
Bilge kendini üzdü. 
Ali bana aynada kendimi gösterdi. 
Ahmet Hasan'a rakibini öldürttü. 
Hapishaneden kaçtırdım. 
Ben Ay�e genç bir kızken ona deliler gibi a�ıktım. 
Masanın üstünde kitaplar varlar. 
�kimiz de birbirimizin casus oldu�umuzdan emindik. 
Bir adama Murat parayı verdi. 
Hasan kanadı. 
Ben her ak�am viski içerim oldu. 
Adam ya�lanınca bunadı. 
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APPENDIX F 
 
 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 
 
 

Table F.1 Mean acceptability judgments of sentences with the -mI� participle 
and impersonal passivization, n=67. 

 

VERB CLASSES  -mI� 
Participle 

Impersonal 
Passivization 

Unaccusative Verbs Mean Stdev Mean Stdev 
Change of Location Verbs 1.2176 0.4839 1.3196 0.4891 
Change of State Verbs 1.9998 0.4615 -0.0379 0.4076 
Stative Verbs 1.2393 0.6117 -0.0550 0.4786 

Unergative Verbs Mean Stdev Mean Stdev 
Uncontrolled Process Verbs 1.4225 0.4720 0.6123 0.5556 
Controlled Motional Process Verbs 1.1269 0.5364 1.1819 0.4993 
Controlled Non-motional Process Verbs 0.8421 0.5540 1.0932 0.5755 

 
 
Table F.2. Mean acceptability judgments for the unaccusative verb classes defined by 

the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy, n=67. 
 

Unaccusative Verbs with 
the -mI� participle Mean Stdev 

Change of Location verbs 1.2176 0.4839 
Change of State Verbs 1.9998 0.4615 
Stative Verbs 1.2393 0.6117 
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Table F.3. Mean acceptability judgments for the three unaccusative verb classes in 
both the -mI� participle and impersonal passivization, n=67. 

 

VERB CLASSES  -mI� 
Participle 

Impersonal 
Passivization 

Unaccusative Verbs Mean Stdev Mean Stdev 
Change of Location Verbs 1.2176 0.4839 1.3196 0.4891 
Change of State Verbs 1.9998 0.4615 -0.0379 0.4076 
Stative Verbs 1.2393 0.6117 -0.0550 0.4786 

 
 

Table F.4. Mean acceptability judgments for change of location verbs with a dative 
or locative NP and without an NP as such, in the -mI� participle, n=67. 

 
 Mean Stdev 
Change of Location Verbs with a dative or 
locative NP 1.4648 0.6526 
Change of Location Verbs without a dative or 
locative NP 1.2176 0.4839 
 

 
 

Table F.5. Mean acceptability judgments for the unergative verb classes defined by 
the Split Intransitivity Hierarchy, n=67. 

 

Unergative Verbs with impersonal 
passivization Mean Stdev 

Uncontrolled Verbs 0.6123 0.5556 
Controlled Motional Process Verbs 1.1819 0.4993 
Controlled Non-motional Process Verbs 1.0932 0.5755 
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Table F.6. Mean acceptability judgments for the three unergative verb classes in 
the -mI� participle and impersonal passivization, n=67. 
 

VERB CLASSES  -mI� 
Participle 

Impersonal 
Passivization 

Unergative Verbs Mean Stdev Mean Stdev 
Uncontrolled Process Verbs 1.4225 0.4720 0.6123 0.5556 
Controlled Motion Process Verbs 1.1269 0.5364 1.1819 0.4993 
Controlled Non-motion Process Verbs 0.8421 0.5540 1.0932 0.5755 

 
 

 


