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Formal and Semantic Hierarchy of Turkish Transitive Verbs

Tiirkce Gegisli Fiillerin Bicimsel ve Anlamsal Hiyerarsisi

Nuh DOGAN?

ABSTRACT

0z

In Turkish, transitivity is defined according to both syntactic
and semantic criteria. However, the types of transitional
verbs and sentences, determined by the semantic and
syntactic criteria, often contradict each other. Sometimes,
a verb or sentence which meets the semantic condition
may not satisfy the syntactic or vice versa. There are two
reasons cause this contradiction. The first is due to the
reason for adherence of transitivity to strict syntactic
qualification and not taking the specific encoding situation
of prototype transitivity [NOM-ACC] into account or
ignoring the frames out of valency-related verb-meaning
codification. The second is the restraint of transitivity in
prototype transitivity as a rigid semantic concept.
However, transitivity is a gradual and multifactorial
concept. Therefore, it is not possible to talk about a single
transitivity, hence a single verb type and a single case
frame in which transitivity is encoded. There are different
degrees of transitivity, and they can be labeled in the range
of high degree to low degree transitivity. The degrees of
transitivity in Turkish are formally coded up to a point with
different case frames. It has been investigated which
phases of transitivity in Turkish and how far different
degrees of transitivity can be coded with variable case
frames in this work. Turkish transitive verb hierarchy and
related classes are proposed based on semantic and
syntactic parameters. The transitivity scale of Turkish and
the semantic map of verb classes will be formed as the final
stage of this study.

Turkgede gegislilik hem sbéz dizimsel hem de anlamsal
Olcltlere gore tanimlanir. Ancak anlamsal ve séz dizimsel
Olgutler aracigiyla belirlenen gegisli fil ve cimle tipleri
c¢ogunlukla birbiriyle ¢eligir. Anlamsal kosullar sadlayan bir
fiil ya da cimle kimi zaman sb6z dizimsel kosullar, séz
dizimsel kosullari saglayan bir fill ya da ciimle de bazen
anlamsal kogullari saglayamamaktadir. Bu geliskinin iki
sebebi vardir. Birincisi gegisliligin kati séz dizimsel kosullara
baglanmasindan ve prototip gecisliligin kodlandigi [YALIn-
YUKliime] durum ya da istem cercevesinin disindaki fiil
anlami kodlama ¢ergevelerinin dikkate alinmamasindan ileri
gelir. Ikinci ise gegisliligin kati semantik bir kavram olarak
kabul edilmesi ve prototip gegislilikle kisitlanmasidir. Oysa
gecislilik asamali ve gok faktérll bir kavramdir. Bu nedenle
tek bir gegislilikten, dolayisiyla tek bir fiil tipinden ve
gecisliligin kodlandigi tek bir durum cergevesinden soéz
etmek mimkin degildir. Gegisliligin farkl dereceleri vardir
ve fiil siniflari gegislilik Olgeginde yliksek ya da prototip
geciglilikten dustk gegiglilige dogru siralanir. Tirk¢ede
gecisliligin dereceleri bir noktaya kadar formal olarak farkl
durum cercgeveleriyle kodlanir. Bu calismada Turkcede
gecislilik derecesinin hangi asamalardan olustugu ve
gegcisliligin farkli derecelerinin nereye kadar farkli durum
cergeveleriyle kodlanabildigi arastinimistir. Anlamsal ve s6z
dizimsel parametrelerden hareketle Tirkge gegcisli Aiil
hiyerargisi ve siniflari 6nerilmistir. Calismanin sonunda
Tarkge gegciglilik olgegi ve fiil siniflarinin anlam haritasi
olusturulmustur.
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1. Introduction

Transitivity has an important place in Turkish as in many other languages. Transitivity is
generally defined and determined by both syntactic and semantic criteria in Turkish. In Turkish
language studies, transitivity has long been treated as a concept related to voice category and
syntactic phenomenon (see Dizdaroglu 1963; Bilgegil, 1982; Gencan, 1983; Ediskun, 1999;
Kikey, 1972; Korkmaz 2009; Hacieminoglu, 2016). Verbs are divided into two categories,
transitive and intransitive, depending on whether they take an object or their relationship with
the object. In most of the studies in the field, Turkish transitivity has been regarded as the
semantic category of the verb and has been approached as such (see Libimov, 1963;
Banguoglu, 2000; Ergin 1993; Yiicel, 1999). As to afore-mentioned studies, verbs containing
outward motion and affecting an entity other than the agent are considered transitive, whereas
verbs that contain internal and self-directed motion and do not affect an object are considered
intransitive (Banguoglu, 2000: 409; Ergin, 1993: 282). A clear-cut syntactic criterion has been
applied to determine in/transitivity in Turkish. Generally, verbs are considered to be transitive
if they take an accusative case or object in sentences; in the opposite situation, it’s treated as
intransitive in the case of the absence of an accusative case and object. This kind of non-
inclusive transitivity approach has not been adopted by some researchers who proposed the
inclusion of other case situations from time to time. Based on the affectedness of the object,
Banguoglu (2000) argues that the object can also be encoded with a dative case, Boz (2004)
with the ablative case, and Ustiinova (2015) with all other state markers. In Turkish, transitivity
has been seen as a semantic category and has been tried and determined by strict syntactic
criteria. This contradictory approach has led to confusion. On the one hand, all the verbs are
considered to be transitive in the case that they come up with a complement clause and are
encoded by accusative case. On the other hand, it has been claimed that there are various
object options coded by non-acc cases, regardless of whether the second argument of the
verb is coded by the accusative. The most prominent point of view of this approach is that
transitivity is a concept related to the affectedness of an object. In the literature, this has led to
great confusion about transitivity. Today, it has an ambiguous basis for defining what is an
object and what is a transitive verb in Turkish.

Transitivity is not a static and uniform phenomenon. In linguistics, transitivity is accepted as a
multi-factorial, semantic concept with different degrees, in which verbs or sentences are
ranked on the transitive scale (see Hopper & Thompson 1980; Tsunoda, 1985). Languages can
differ in terms of coding of transitivity. Some languages formally encode transitivity as much as
possible. There are various alternatives to denote transitivity in languages. Some languages
use formal ways to encode different values of transitivity. Some languages encode different
degrees of transitivity by different case frames. It has been propounded that transitivity in
Turkish is coded with NOM-ACC case frame, which is most likely the influence of Arabic and
Western languages. In this case, transitivity must be coded by limited formal structures.
However, Turkish transitivity cannot be unrefinedly limited by the transitivity coding possibilities
of languages with limited coding systems. In comparison to other languages, Turkish has much
more possibility of coding transitivity. With the influence of Western and Arabic grammar, verbs
in Turkish are superimposed on their transitive and intransitive columns. In this article, it is
proposed that various values of semantic transitivity can be distinguishably coded in formal
way in Turkish. A verb that is transitive in other languages can be intransitive in Turkish, and a
verb that is intransitive in other languages can also be transitive in Turkish. Meanwhile, it is a



universal concept in terms of semantics, the formal types of Turkish transitivity differ from those
of other languages. The criteria is not merely related to Turkish case. It can be used to
distinguish transitive from intransitive universally. It has been argued that the strict syntactic
criterion applied to determine transitivity is not suitable for either Turkish or the nature of
transitivity. This study is based on the transitivity approach of Hopper and Thompson (1980),
Tsunoda (1985), and Malchukov (2005), aiming to clarify the transitivity scale of two-place
verbs and Turkish transitive verb types and their coding frames.

2. Transitivity Hierarchy and Verb Types

The concept of transitivity is traditionally understood as the transmission of action from an
agent to an affected entity, and this action requires at least two participants. In other words,
transitivity is not a monotonous and monolithic concept. Transitivity can be divided into
different sub-groups within itself with regard to its range of degrees and stages. First, further
definition for that of the transitivity is needed to fully determine the semantic degrees and
syntactic structure of it. Givon (1985) has distinctly proposed three basic features related to
the Agent, Patient, and verb.

e For the Agent, a transitive sentence has a volitional, distinct, clear, and controlling
Agent-cause that initiates action.

o Forthe Patient, a transitive sentence has a visible, obvious, involuntary, non-controlling,
affected argument that changes the case.

e A transitive sentence carries verbal semantics such as tense, aspect, and modal.

Accordingly, it can be said that the transitive semantics of verbs can be defined in terms of the
semantic roles of the arguments of the verbs. There is a general consensus that the transitivity
prototype denotes the semantic roles of its arguments (Malchukov, 2005: 87). It is generally
taken for granted that the typical two-argument verb is transitive (Haspelmath, 2015). Based
on Tsunoda (1985: 387), the prototype transitive and transitive verbs can be defined as follows:

“prototypical transitive verbs are defined as those verbs which describe an action that not only impinges
on the patient but necessarily creates a change in it”

Transitivity defines verbs that express the action of two-place verbs that Agent argument
touches both Patient argument and creates a change of state on Patient argument. The verbs
such as kirmak “break”, éldlirmek “kill”’, ezmek “crush”, blikmek “crankle” express such an
action.

Moreover, according to Lazard (2002) “In most of languages, the major two-actant construction
[= the transitive construction] is not limited to the expression of prototypical actions [= ‘break’-
type actions], and not even to actions as such”. Hence benimsemek, | embrace the definition
of Haspelmath (2015: 136) who has also adopted the point of Lazard (2002):

A verb is considered transitive if it contains an A and a P argument. A and P are defined as
the arguments of a verb with at least two arguments that are coded like the ‘breaker’ and
the ‘broken thing’ micro-roles of the ‘break’ verb.

Hopper and Thompson (1980) see transitivity as a gradual concept, in which different semantic
components or parameters are effective. In terms of transitivity parameters, sentences are
ranging from high to low transitivity on the transitivity scale. It is counted that the transitivity of
the verb decreases in the absence of parameters related to transitivity (eg, affected) and



increases in the presence of all parameters. Therefore, it is accepted that two-place verbs have
a hierarchy of two-place verbs ranging from the more transitive to the less transitive.

In Hopper and Thompson's (1980) transitivity hypothesis, transitivity has ten (10) different
components. In terms of the presence or absence of semantic components. A verb can be
evaluated according to high or low in transitivity. The transitive verbs have following
components.

Table 1: Transitivity Parameters of Hopper and Thompson (1980)

High Low
a. Participants 2 or more participants: 1 participant
Aand O 2
b. Kinesis® action non-action
c. Aspect* telic atelic
d. Punctuality® punctual non-punctual
e. Volitionality® volitional non-volitional
f.  Affirmation’ affirmative negative
g- Mode? realis irrealis
h. Agently® a high in potency a low in potency
i. Affectedness of O° O totally affected O not affected
j- Individuation of O O non-individuated O non-individuated

Transitivity generally refers to the transfer or transfer of an action from one participant to
another. This transfer process differ in intensity, speed and tone of action. It is thought that
languages can mark these different facets of verb with semantic components of transitivity and
the transitivity can be separated in terms of these semantic components. Affectedness
parameter is the most important and distinctive tool in determining transitivity and constructing
the transitivity hierarchy. In comparison of following sentences, the verb kirmak “break® in 1a
is more transitive than the verb sevmek “like” in 2. This is duo to the reason that the sentence

2 “Q” refer to the term “Patient”, “A” to the term “Agent”.

3 Verbs express action or state, in other words, action and non-action processes. Action verbs
correspond to events that are transferred from one participant to another. Non-action verbs refer to
static events that do not involve any transfer.

4 An action seen from the endpoint is either in a state of completion (telic) or incompleteness (atelic). In
the telic sentence, the action is effectively transferred to the patient and the action is effectively
completed. In the atelic sentence, the action is only partially completed.

5 Some actions (like the verb kirmak “break”) require no transitional phase between inception and
completion. The action begins and ends at the same time. Such actions are more effective on the patient
than continuous or on-going ones (such as gitme “go”).

6 In some event situations, the Agent may perform the action on the Patient more purposefully or
consciously, while in some event situations, it may perform more purposefully or unintentionally. In the
sentence The boy broke the window, Agent is volitional, but in the sentence The boy forgot the bag,
Agent is non-volitional.

” No explanation has been given for this parameter.

8 This parameter is based on the distinction between realis and irrealis. Actions that take place in the
real world or that do not occur abstractly are thought to be less affected than actions that occur
concretely in the real world.

®Participant high in Agency can effect a transfer of event but participants low in Agency cannot.

0 This parameter relates to how much an action is transferred to a patient and whether patient is
completely affected by an action. In the sentence Ali keki yedi Ali ate the cake and Ali kekten yedi Ali
ate some of the cake, the patient differs in terms of affectedness. In the first sentence the patient is
completely affected; in the other partially.

" The component of individuation refers to the distinctness of the Patient both from the agent and other
arguments such as itself. Sentences in which the patient is encoded with definiteness markers are
considered more transitive than others.



in 2 cannot meet the conditions labeled as kinesis, telic, punctual, affectedness, and
individuation as components of transitivity. Therefore, the sentence 2 is considered less
transitive. However, Hopper and Thompson's (1980) transitivity parameters cannot be able to
directly distinguish the transitivity differences between 1a and 3. Hopper and Thompson (1980:
254) have suggested that one-participant verbs can sometimes be more transitive than two-
participant verbs. In 3, the verb ytkanmak "wash", whose object is deleted by morpho-syntactic
processes, can be regarded as semantically more transitive than the verb sevmek “like” in 2.
It has emerged a controversy on which level of language the notion of transitivity must be taken
into consideration.

1a) Can bardagi kird.
Can broke the glass.

2) Can ¢ikolatay! seviyor.
Can likes chocolate.

3) Can yikand..
Can took a bath.

Tsunoda (1985) revises Hopper and Thompson's transitivity hypothesis. In particular, he
argues that some of the components of transitivity are not distinctive while they have
congeniality. He has suggested that the components of transitivity should be separated. To
characterize the differences in the affectedness parameter, in particular, it converts it to the
affectedness scale. He argues that the P'? of two-participant verbs has different degrees of
affectedness. They constitute a hierarchic transitivity related to the degree of affectedness. The
two-place verbs are shown in the hierarchy of verb types in Table 2, on which ten (10) different
languages are listed and being compared with each other in terms of transitivity. This hierarchy
provides a scale of transitivity ranging from more to less. The verb types above in this hierarchy
have a relatively higher transitivity value determined by the influencing condition. The verb
kirmak (to break) denotes a higher degree of affectedness. Therefore, it takes a higher position
in the hierarchy compared to the verb hatirlamak (remember). For the reason that the mental
verb hatirlamak “to remember” possesses higher degree of affectedness, it can present
relatively higher transitivity than the verb benzemek “to resemble”. At the top of the transitivity
hierarchy are prototypical transitive verbs, such as kirmak “break”, kesmek “cut”. On the other
hand, Turkish is different from other languages in terms of case frames selected by the verb
classes in transitivity hierarchy.

Table 2: Tsunoda's (1985) Transitivity Hierarchy of English Verbs

1 2 3 4 5 6
Effective action > Perception > Pursuit > Knowledge > Feeling > Relation
1a 1b 2a 2b
NOM-ACC NOM-ACC NOM-ACC NOM-OBL () NOM-ACC NOM-ACC NOM-ACC NOM-ACC
NOM-OBL (1) NOM-OBL ii) NOM-OBL NOM-OBL NOM-OBL (1) NOM-OBL (1)
NOM-OBL ii) NOM-OBL (ii) NOM-OBL (ii)
NOM-OBL (jii)

The transitivity hierarchy of verb types is based on measurable linguistic evidences. Hopper
and Thompson have suggested that each of the 10 transitive components are unequally

'2 In this article, the A refers to agent and agent-like semantic roles such as actor, experiencer. The P
refers to patient and patient-like semantic roles such as stimulus, goal, theme, cognitive content.



conncected to the (morpho-)syntactic properties of transitivity. Tsunoda (1985) has asserted
specifically on the (morpho-)syntactic representation of semantic transitivity. For Tsunoda,
degrees of affectedness are related to the syntactic representation of transitivity. In other
words, the degrees of affectedness or hierarchy are formally reflected in the syntax. The verbs
which display similar syntactic behavior or select the same case frames are thought to be
semantically similar and form a same class of verbs. It is visible from Tsunoda's (1985)
transitivity hierarchy that specific verb classes choose certain case frames or valency patterns
and prefer certain case frames primarily. Semantically, prototypical transitive verbs select the
prototypical transitive case frame. In languages, the semantics of transitivity is primarily
encoded with [NOM-ACC] case frame. It is accepted that the diversity in case-taking affects
the level of transitivity.

Tsunoda's (1985) transitivity hierarchy in Table 2 shows the nonrandomness of different verb
classes in their choice and preference of different case frames or valency patterns.
Semantically, prototypical transitive verbs select the prototypical transitive case frame. In
languages, semantics of transitivity is primarily encoded by [NOM-ACC] case frame. Classes
of transitive verbs differ in their case frames, and we can see this more clearly as they diverge
from prototypical transitive semantics. This situation weakens the priority of the [NOM-ACC]
case frame and the transitivity begins to be denoted in different state frames. In Turkish, the
transitivity degree of the verb kirmak “to break” in (1a) and the verb vurmak “to hit” in (4) can
be good example for mentioned situation. In (1), the accusative marker strengthens the state change on
the object. In (4a), although there is a physical contact, the change of state on the object is uncertain. Some
languages may encode transitivity with various case frames, while others may encode different
degrees of transitivity with a single case frame.

1a) CanN°M bardagi*°c kird. [NOM-ACC]
Can "M proke Ve the glass N°M
4a) CocukN°M masayaPAT vurdu. [NOM-DAT]

Boy NOM hit Vet the table PAT.

Tsunado (1985) argues that direct effect verbs in the transitivity hierarchy constitute
prototypical transitive verbs, and prototypical transitive verbs require the transitive case frame
[NOM-ACC] and that the A and P of prototype transitive verbs prefer the NOM and ACC in
their syntax, respectively. Prototypical transitive verbs that have a high degree of Affectedness
require the prototype coding frame (NOM-ACC). The verbs would deviate from its prototype
transitive meaning alternative and use other frames if they are related to non-prototype case
frames, such as [NOM-ABL], [NOM-DAT]. Meanwhile in Turkish, they are defined as
intransitive. In sum, verb classes of languages lead to different case selection alternatives.
Different case frames are used to encode different classes of verbs in terms of the degree of
affectedness. For example, it is perceptible that the verb vurmak "to hit" deviates from
prototypical transitivity by comparison with verb kirmak "to break", which doesn’t encompass
that type of change. Therefore, vurmak (to hit) marked with the NOM-DAT case. Tsunoda
(1985: 388) classified transitive verb classes according to the case frames which encode
transitivity. Some languages do it in a different way. They depict the degrees of transitivity with
different case frames, while some languages merely use prototypical [NOM-ACC] case frame
to encode different degrees of transitivity. For example, in Table 2 English continues to use the
transitive case frame [NOM-ACC] along with other case frames to encode six different verb



types of transitivity. This notion is referred by the term transitivity prominence in the literature
(see Haspelmath, 2015). Unlike many other languages, Turkish exhibits a high degree of
transitivity prominence, different degrees of transitivity are denoted by typical transitive case
frames [NOM-ACC]. The transitivity prominence varies across languages. Diversity in coding
transitivity poses a higher probability in case of languages than others (see Haspelmath, 2015).
It's widely accepted that as a case language, Turkish satisfies mentioned diversity by means of
more than one case frame.

Tsunoda (1985) has propounded that the degree of transitive verbs can be associated with the
processes of passivity, antipassivity, reflexivity, and reciprocal as a part of morpho-syntactic
processes. Each process of them can be used as evidence for the transitivity scale. In the
Turkish case, the passivity and middle voice, which is not entirely, can form effective evidence.
The other processes are not as effective as afore-mentioned two processes. For example, while
the verb kirmak "to break" can be easily turned into passive form, as in 1b, the verb andirmak
"to remind of" in 5b and the verb benzemek “to resemble” in are not valid for the same situation.
In Turkish, the passivation process is not compatible with all verb classes. For example, in 1b,
the verb kirmak “to break” can be passivized outright, while (4b) vurmak “to hit” can only be
made impersonal passive.

The argument structure of the verbs kirmak "to break" and andirmak "to remind of" and the
verbs vurmak "to hit" and benzemek "to resemble" are coded with the same case frame. While
a passive voice can be formed with the verbs “to hit” and “to break”, the same is not true for
the verbs “to remind of” and “to resemble”. It can easily be claimed that emerging of this
selectivity is due to the degree of affectedness of P.

1a) CanNOM bardagiACC kirdh. [NOM-ACC]
CanNM proke"e"™ the glass”A®©

1b) CamNOM kqr-11-dh. [NOM]
The glassN°M was broken"e™,

5a) CocukNOM babasiniACC andiriyor. [NOM-ACC]
The boyNoM resembles"®™ his father”°C,

5b) *BabasiN°M andir-1l-1yor. [NOM]
*His fatherN°M is resembled"*™

6a) CocukN°M annesinePAT benziyor. [NOM-DAT]
The childN°™ looks like/®™ his mother”CC,

6b) *AnnesiN°M benzeliyor. [NOM]
*His motherNOM js lookedVe™

4a) CocukNOM masayaPAT vurdu. [NOM-DAT]
The childNM hit"er™ the table®BL,

4b) MasayaPAT vur-ul-du. [DAT]

The tableN°M was hit'e"™ by the boy©Bt,

According to Malchukov (2005), Tsunoda's (1985) hierarchy of verb types is not compatible
with other languages and should be revised. Based on his argument, in this hierarchy sub-verb
types may deviate from the prototype transitivity, but cannot predict which case frame to
choose when there is a deviation (Malchukov, 2005: 77). Malchukov (2005) has also claimed
that it is possible to constitute a universally applicable hierarchy. For that, he has developed a



new verb type and a transitivity scale based on the argument or role structures of verbs.
According to him, it is predictable which verb types will choose which case frames in this
hierarchy. Malchukov (2005) rearranged Tsunoda's (1985) transitivity hierarchy in Table 3 and
designed a two-dimensional semantic map. Malchukov (2005) proposes the following two-
dimensional semantic transitivity map, considering the role structure of verb types, the
agentivity potential of A, and the affectedness condition of P.

Table 3: Transitivity Hierarchy and Map of Malchukov (2005)

contact pursuit motion
Effective
action
perception emotion sensation
cognition

Malchukov (2005) has also argued, based on the variability in the argument structure of verb
types in terms of agentive and affectedness, that the transitivity scale can be determined by
the semantic roles of the core arguments of the verbs. He claims that the transitivity of verbs
with an Agent-Patient role structure and with an Experiential-Stimulus role structure cannot be
distinguished from each other in the same dimension. Effective motion verbs such as kirmak
"to break" with Agent-Patient role structure are different from cognitive verbs such as
hatirlamak “remember” in terms of A's agentive and P's affectedness, which has an
Experiential-Stimulant role structure. Since A participant of the active verbs is more agentive
than the cognitive verbs, and the A participant of the cognitive verbs is likewise more agentive
than the emotive verbs. However, the A participant of the emotive verbs such as kirmak "to
hurt" and korkmak "to fear" is less agentive and less controlling than the verbs of cognition and
action. For this reason, these verb types are placed after cognition verbs in the transitivity scale.
The P participant of the cognitive verbs is considered relatively more affected than the P of the
emotion verbs. The verb sevmek “to like” since a visual image is obtained in the mind. The
right of the transitivity scale marks the low value of both agentivity and affectedness of patient.
In Table 3, cognition and emotion verbs such as gérmek "see" and duymak "hear" are placed
in the same category. Cognitive verbs are active and sense verbs are inactive. Languages also
encode such verb classes with different case frames. The Experiencer of cognition verbs can
hear and see involuntarily and unconsciously, but regarding perception verbs, it can be said
that the Experiencer is the agentive and performs the mental action more voluntarily and
consciously. Alternatively, as in (7) and (8), perception and cognition verbs are not coded with
different case frames. These verb types can only be separated from each other in terms of the
agentivity of A. However, in Turkish, emotion verbs can be encoded with a different case frame
than the case frames in which cognition and perception verbs are encoded. In (9) and (10), the
verbs korkmak "to be afraid" and acimak "to pity on" are coded with a different case frame than
the verb hatirlamak "remember".

1a) CanN°M bardagi“c¢ kirdi. [NOM-ACC]
CanN°M proke'e™® the glass”°C
7) AliNM kap numarasini*¢¢ hatirlad. [NOM-ACC]

Ali NM remembered”e™® the house number~°©

8) CocukNoM kdpegiAcc gorda. [NOM-ACC]
The boy"°M see'*™ the dog*“°



9) CocukNoM kpekten”Bt korkuyor. [NOM-ABL]
The child"°M js afraid"e™ of the dog®©&-

10) CocukNoM kdpegePAT aciyor. [NOM-DAT]
The child"° pity"e™® on the dog©&

According to Malchukov (2005), the hierarchy of verb types cannot predict which case frame
each lexical item will select but reveals that if the lower verbs in the hierarchy select the typical
transitive case frame, the verb types higher in the hierarchy also share the same case frame.
Languages differ to the extent that they stretch from the typical transitive case frame to others.
And such extensions are interpreted as metaphorical extensions from one semantic field to
another (Malchukov, 2005: 82). From the same viewpoint, it can be said that graded transitivity
can be easily determined to the extent that it deviates from the transitive case frame.
Languages use the canonical transitive case frame for both transitive verbs and other verb
classes. In Turkish, mostly preferred to use a highly transitive case frame. Despite that, the
distinctive degrees of transitivity are coded with different case frames. About 50 percent of the
verbs in the lexicon use transitivity case frame in Turkish. The different transitivity level are
coded in different case frames.

Tsunoda (1985) has suggested revising Hopper and Thompson's (1980) transitivity
parameters. He proposed his own affectedness parameter and adapted it to the affectedness
scale. Malchukov (2005) has also followed Tsunoda’s advice refined agently parameters. The
agently parameter is defined as a gradual component in a two-dimensional semantic map. The
transitivity ranges from the highly agentive to the low agentive in terms of the A participant in
the first dimension of the transitivity hierarchy, which includes the verbs of perception,
cognition, and emotion. With this approach, Malchukov (2005) resolved the conflicts in
Tsunoda's (1985) verb hierarchy in terms of role structures and agently properties. In the
transitivity hierarchy, another transitivity parameter that needs to be refined is the concept of
individuation, which is also called specificity. In Turkish, the transitivity scale is affected by the
specificity of the P participant of the two place verbs. It is a gradual concept. Specificity plays
a prominent role in the transitivity hierarchy of Turkish verbs. It can be said that transitivity
ranges from high specificity to low specificity in terms of the P participant. In examples, 1a and
4a, the high specificity of 1a is encoded by the [NOM-ACC] case frame, while that of 4a is
encoded by [NOM-DAT]. It can be said that the verbs encoded by the [NOM-DAT] case frame
have higher specificity than the verbs encoded by the [NOM-ABL] case frame, especially
regarding cognition verbs. For example, in 4a, the verb vurmak "hit" has more specificity than
the verb korkmak "be afraid" in (9) does. Hence, transitivity is also high. These examples show
that there is a direct relationship between high specificity and prototype transitivity, and the
specificity decreases from typical transitivity to low transitivity. Based on these examples, it can
be said that different degrees of specificity are reflected in the syntax and are coded with
certain case frames.

1a) CanNoM bardagiAcc kird. [NOM-ACC]
Can“°M proke"e™® the glass”c©
4a) Cocuk N°M masayaPAT vurdu. [NOM-DAT]

Boy N°M hit Vet the table PAT

9) CocukN°M kbpekten”Bt korkuyor. [NOM-ABL]
The child"°V is afraid"®™ of the dog®©B



The degree of specificity is further decreased by O-incorporation in the syntax. The argument
which exposed to incorporation can be labeled with {} in the case frame. 11a is a more specific
sentence than 11b. That means the verbs incorporating objects are more transitive than the
others.

11a) KadinN°M k6pegdi*c® besliyor. [NOM-ACC]
The woman™°" feeds"®™ the cat"“c

11b) KadinNoM kopekN°M besliyor. [NOM-{NOM}]
The woman™°" feeds"*™® a dog"“c

3. The Transitivity Hierarchy of Two-place Turkish Verbs

The transitivity-intransitive distinction is mainly related to the valency classes of the verbs. One-
place verbs, where only an argument occurs in the NOM case, are considered intransitive,
while two-place or three-place verbs, where an argument occurs in the ACC case, are generally
considered to be transitive. Two-place transitive verbs are mostly encoded with [NOM-ACC],
and three-place ditransitive verbs are encoded with [NOM-AKK-DAT] case frame. [NOM-ACC]
is the prototype case frame for typical transitive verbs. In Turkish, [NOM-ACC], [NOM-ACC-
DAT], and [NOM-ACC-ABL] case frames are mostly considered transitive. Although, some
scholars suggest that there are other transitive encoding frames in the linguistics literature.
Dixon (1994) divides verbs into five classes: intransitive (S), transitive (S+0O), extended
intransitive (S+E), extended transitive (A+O+E), and double-transitive (A+O+QO). This
distinction suggests three syntactic valency frames in which transitive verbs are encoded.
Intransitive verbs are divided into two main classes. The verbs vary from each other in terms
of transitivity and intransitivity. In other words, They are different in terms of valency classes
and classified in terms of different valency frames. Kishimoto et al. (2015) proposed six different
valency frames for Japanese: i) intransitive [XNOM], ii) double-subject [XNOM YNOM], iii) semi-
intransitive [XNOM YLOC/ABL], iv) semitransitive [XDAT YNOM ], v) transitive [XNOM YACC],
vi) ditransitive [XNOM YACC ZDAT/ LOC/ ABL]. In this classification of Kishimoto et al. (2015),
it can be said that there are four different valency or case-frames in which transitivity is coded
according to the valency classes of the verbs. The transitivity verb classification of Kishimoto
et al. (2015) has provided literature that there are quite different types of transitivity in terms of
formal as well as semantically.

The valency classes of Turkish verbs have highly diversified syntactic valency-frames or case
frames. The valency classes of Turkish verbs draw attention by their syntactic diversity. In
Dogan (2011), the syntactic behavior of 534 polysemous Turkish verbs have been analyzed in
2250 valency frames. It has been determined that the verbs are coded with 40 different case
frames sensitive to meaning, including alternative syntactic valency frames (see, Table 4). It
has determined that Turkish verb meanings and meaning classes are coded with 12 different
basic valency or case frames, and other syntactic behaviors of verbs that are marked with ()
in Table 4 mostly emerge with the metaphorical extension of 12 basic valency-frames. More
than 50% of two-place verbs marked with the [NOM-ACC] case-frame. This indicates that
transitivity is highly encoded with [NOM-ACC] case frame. The Transitivity case frame is used
more frequently than other case frames in Turkish. However, transitivity is also coded with
other case-frames according to the degree of transitivity. The transitivity hierarchy also has a
formal hierarchy in Turkish. It can be argued that transitivity follows a formal hierarchy such as



[NOM-ACC] > [NOM-NOM] > [NOM-DAT] > [NOM-ABL] > [NOM-INS]. The verbs can be
intransitive with [NOM], semi-transitive with [NOM-NOM], transitive with [NOM-ACC],
semitransitive with [NOM-DAT], semitransitive with [NOM-ABL], semitransitive with [NOM-INS].
In addition, it can be said that case-frames resulting from metaphorical expansions in Table 4
are alternative coding-frames in which transitivity is coded.

Table 4: Case Frames of Turkish Verbs

Basic Case Frames Metaphorical Extensions
1. [NOM] (227) [NOM-ADJ] "3 (27)
[NOM-OBL] (10)
[NOM-LOC] (44)
2.  [NOM-ACC] (298) [NOM-(ACC)] (12)
[NOM]-ACC-ADJ] (17)
[NOM-ACC-LOC] (4)
3. [NOM-NOM] (78) [NOM-(NOM)] (5)
[NOM-NOM-(INS)] (16)
[NOM-NOM-LOC] (3)
4. [NOM-DAT] (31) [NOM]-(DAT) (35)
[NOM-DAT-ADJ] (6)
[NOM-OBL-(DAT)] (2)
[NOMI-[ADJ]-(DAT)] (1)
5. [NOM-ABL] (58) [NOM-(ABL)] (16)
[NOM-ABL-ADJ] 2)
6. [NOM-INS] (29) [[NOM-(INS)] 7)
[NOM-INS-(DAT)] (1)
Basic Case Frames of Three-place Verbs Metaphorical Extensions
7. [NOM-ACC-DAT] (93) [NOM-NOM] (68)
[NOM-ACC-LOC-(ABL)] (11)
[NOM-ACC-ADJ-(DAT)] (1)
8. [NOM-ACC-{NOM}] (51) [NOM-NOM-(DAT)] (40)
[NOM-NOM-DAT-(INS)] (1)
9. [NOM-ACC-INS] (8) [NOM-ACC-(INS)] (35)
10. [NOM-ACC-ABL] (27) [NOM-ACC-(ABL)] (19)
11. [[NOM-NOM-ABL] (8) [[NOM-NOM-(ABL)] (9)
12. [NOM-DAT-ABL] (4) [[NOM-ABL-(DAT)] (7)
[NOM-DAT-(ABL)] (10)

The formal hierarchy of Turkish transitivity is a projection of the semantic transitivity scale. The
transitivity scale, however, is not strictly constrained by this case-frame hierarchy. Different
degrees of transitivity can be encoded with the same case-frames as in other languages.
Nevertheless, the nature of semantic transitivity can be described more clearly through the
transitivity parameters, transitivity scale, and semantic maps proposed by Hopper and
Thompson (1980), Tsunoda (1985) and Malchukov (2005). Table 5 depicted two-place verbs
in Turkish and their semantic hierarchy. This hierarchy is organized and regulated by a two-
dimensional semantic map based on transitivity, affectedness, and role structures of the verb
classes. Among the semantic parameters, punctual/ non-punctual, volitional/ non-volitional,
and high agently/low agently components were considered.

The transitivity hierarchy was found to range from effective action verbs to non-effective action
verbs. In the first sub-dimension of the hierarchy, there are contact verbs, goal verbs, motion

3 [ADJ] refers to adjunct argument.



and non-volitional motion verbs. It can be argued that these verb classes are compatible with
the formal transitivity hierarchy. The different degrees of transitivity select different case
frames. Different classes of transitive verbs can sometimes deviate from the formal hierarchy
and may be coded with the same case frame. In this case, different verb classes that select the
same case frame differ from each other either in terms of semantic role structure or transitivity
parameters. Contact verbs with same role-structure are classified into two classes in terms of
their semantic components. One of them is non-punctual contact verbs and the other is
punctual contact verbs.

The first is encoded with the [NOM-ACC] case-frame, and the second with the [NOM-ACC]
case-frame. In the first class, some verbs touch an object continuously or more than once, and
in the second class, verbs touch an object only once. As for other verb types, punctual contact
and goal verbs select the same case-frame, but the role structures of the verbs are different.
Although punctual contact verbs contact something, goal verbs do not contact anything, the
action is performed in one direction. Goal verbs roughly correspond to the pursuit verb type of
Tsunoda (1985) and Malchukov (2005). Since the verbs perception and cognition are used
metaphorically with the meaning of pursuit verb type in Turkish, such a verb type is not
classified in the semantic map. Non-punctual contact verbs and effective action verbs are also
coded with the same case-frame. However, effective action verbs are a telic verb type, but non-
punctual contact verbs are an atelic verb type. In the transitivity scale, verb classes differ from
each other with semantic parameters when their case-frames are the same, and with case-
frames when their semantic parameters are the same. However, the predominant criterion of
transitivity is the [NOM-ACC] case-frame encoding the affectedness condition. However,
semantic parameters are also a distinguishing criterion when the case frame and role structure
of transitive verb types are the same. However, semantic parameters are also a distinguishing
criterion when the case frame and role structure of transitive verb types are the same. Although
the goal and motion verbs are coded with the same case frame and role structure, their
semantic parameters are different. Goal verbs indicate that the action is done consciously by
the A itself, that is, A is volitional, while motion verbs mean that A performs the action
involuntarily (ie non-volitional). Therefore, motion verbs are intransitive verbs. This can also be
understood from the fact that verbs cannot be passive. Non-effective motion verb classes that
fail to satisfy the case frame, role structure, and semantic parameter conditions are also
intransitive and cannot be passive.

In the second sub-dimension of the Turkish transitivity hierarchy, the verb classes of
perception, cognition, and emotion were classified according to volitionally and affected agent
criteria. The verb classes as perception and cognition select the same case-frame and share
the semantic role structure, but they are distinct in terms of the volitionally parameter. While A
participant of perception verb type is volitional, the cognition verb type is non-volitional. In
terms of this parameter, the verbs in question are listed in the hierarchy. Emotion verbs are at
the end of the transitivity scale and are encoded with different state frames. Emotion verbs
have four different degrees of transitivity. They have a hierarchy in themselves in terms of the
high agentivity of the A participant and the degree of controlling. Different degrees of transitivity
of emotion verbs according to the criterion of the affected agent are coded with different case
frames in Turkish. However, the first type of emotion verbs, perception and cognition verbs are
encoded with the same case-frame. Although they have same case-frames and role structure.
the degree of transitivity differs in terms of semantic parameters. A participant of the first type



of emotion verbs is more affected. Therefore, it can be argued that the verbs of perception and
cognition are more agentive than those of the first type of emotion verbs. However, the second
type of emotive verbs have uncertainty in the regard. The reason is that the first type of emotion
verbs can be passive, the second type of emotion verbs only allow middle alternation. The
middle voice in Turkish is a sign of lexicalization. The middle voice in Turkish depends only on
certain grammatical and lexical conditions. Therefore, the middle voice is also a sign of
intransitiveness. It’s opem to question that the second type of emotion verbs, which only allow
middle alternation, are low intransitive.



Transitivity Map of Turkish Two-Place Verbs

Table 5
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4. Conclusion

Transitivity is a gradual and multifactorial concept, and different degrees of transitivity in
Turkish can be coded with different case-frames up to a certain extent. The hierarchy of case-
frames, which encodes transitive verbs, is formed in parallel with the transitive scale in Turkish.
In other words, Transitivity is a formal scale. Transitivity has a formal hierarchy of [NOM-ACC]
> [NOM-NOM] > [NOM-DAT] > [NOM-ABL] > [NOM-INS]. [NOM-ACC], by which encode state-
frame prototype transitivity. However, while semitransitive verbs are coded with [NOM-NOM],
other semitransitive verbs are coded with [NOM-DAT], [NOM-ABL], [NOM-INS] case frames.
However, different degrees of transitivity and classes of verbs are not always formally
distinguishable from each other. Verb types with different degrees of transitivity may share the
same case frame. Some verbs can even be coded as prototype transitive verbs, even though
they are not semantically transitive. Even the transitivity in itself can be distinguished from each
other by the role structures of verbs and certain semantic parameters. Turkish two-place
transitive verbs are divided into 6 different types in a two-dimensional hierarchy based on the
case frames in which the meaning of the verb is encoded, the role structure of the verbs, and
semantic parameters. The syntactic and semantic features of transitive verb types are
described in the semantic map in Table 5. However, transitivity is not just a property of two-
place verbs. Three-place verbs can also be transitive and multi-factorial. Future research will
determine the degree of transitivity and coding frames of three-place verbs. This will provide a
holistic understanding of transitivity.
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