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1 Background

Two perspectives on the status of Condition A (Chomsky 1981):

+ Condition A should be reduced to Agree (Antonenko 2011, 2018; Bader 2011; Heinat 2009; Hicks 2009; Hornstein
2001, 2007; Kayne 2002; Kratzer 2009; Murphy and Meyase 2020; Quicoli 2008; Reuland 2001, 2006; Reuland 2011; Rooryck
and Wyngaerd 2011; Zwart 2002).

o Condition A should be stated independently (Charnavel and Sportiche 2016; Charnavel 2019; Preminger 2019; Safir
2014).

Defenses of binding-as-Agree are often conceptually oriented (but see Murphy and Meyase 2020; Kratzer 2009: 191-193).
Relatively little attention has been paid to an important empirical question:

(1) Does binding show the morphological reflexes of phi-agreement expected under Agree-based ac-
counts?

Today: A morphological argument in favor of binding through Agree.

The gist: In the Turkish nominal domain, certain complex pronominals can agree only if they bind.

*This work has benefitted from many discussions with Julie Anne Legate, David Embick, and Martin Salzmann. We are also grateful
to Elena Anagnostopoulou, Johanna Benz, Benjamin Bruening, Sabine Iatridou, Alex Kalomoiros, Jaklin Kornfilt, Alec Marantz, Deniz
Ozyildiz, Deniz Satik, and audiences at CreteLing 2019, FMART, the Syntax Reading Group at Penn, the LSA 2020 Annual Meeting,
and Tu+ 5 for feedback. Thanks to Leyla Zidani-Eroglu, Jaklin Kornfilt, Deniz Ozyildiz, Ugurcan Vurgun, Hande Sevgi, Ozlem Ergelen,
Bilent Akkus, Turan Akkus, Ibrahim Yildirim, Leyla Giilten, Mustafa Akbag and Hasibe Giilen for their judgments.

TGlossing abbrevations: 1= first person, 3 = third person, ABIL = abilitative, ABL = ablative, AcC = accusative, DAT = dative, FNMLZ =
factive nominalizer, GEN = genitive, NEG = negative, NOM = nominative, PL = plural, POss = possessive, PROG = progressive, PST = past,
G = singular.



2 Generalization 1: Relativized case opacity

Crucial contrast: simplex pronouns vs Default-Triggering Nominals.
(see Paparounas and Akkus 2020; cf. Ince 2008; Kornfilt 2003, 2007; Satik 2020)

DTNs:
« Anaphors (kendi- ‘self’, birbir- ‘each other’)
o Adnominal pronouns (biz Tiirkler ‘we Turks’)
o ‘Partitives’ (iki-miz ‘two-1PL.POSS’)
o Multi-plural pronouns (biz-ler ‘we-pL’)
 Coordinate pronouns (biz ve Leyla ‘we and Leyla’)

When in the subject position of a nominalized clause, pronouns agree, and DTNs normally do not:

(2) Pronoun - Nominalized clause
Kemal [ biz-im oraya git-tig-  { imiz / *in }14i san-di-@.
Kemal we-GEN there go-FNMLZ- 1PL.POSS 3SG.POSS -AcCC think-psT-3s5G
‘Kemal thought that we went there’

(3) DTN - Nominalized clause
Kemal [ biz-ler-in oraya git-tig-  { *imiz / in }14i san-di-@.
Kemal we-PL-GEN there go-FNMLz- 1PL.POSS 35G.POSS -AccC think-pPsT-35G
‘Kemal thought that we went there’

The culprit for this asymmetry is the genitive case.

— Striking evidence for this fact comes from an asymmetry between argument and adjunct nominalized
clauses.

Kornfilt (2003): the subjects of factive nominalized clauses must be Nowm if the clause is an adjunct.

(4) a. Ben [ Ali-*(nin) cam-1  kir-dig-1 zaman ]-1  bil-iyor-du-m.
I Ali-GeN  glass-Acc break-FNMLZ-35G.POSS time ~ -ACC know-PROG-PST-1SG
‘T knew when Ali broke the glass’ (argument)
b.  Ben [ Ali-(*nin) cam-1  kir-dig-1 zaman | gerceg-i bil-iyor-du-m.
I Ali glass-Acc break-FNMLZ-35G.POSS time truth-acc know-PROG-PST-15G
‘T knew the truth when Ali broke the glass. (Aygen 2007: 2) (adjunct)

When DTN subjects of nominalized clauses are NoM, they trigger full agreement.

(5) a. [ [ Biz-(*im) yemek pisir-dig-imiz ]-den dolay1 ] konser-e
we food cook-FNMLZ-1PL.POSS -ABL because concert-DAT
gid-e-me-di-m.
g0-ABIL-NEG-PST-15G
‘Because we cooked, I was unable to go to the concert’ (Kornfilt 2003: 151)
b. [ [ Biz-ler-(*in) yemek pisir-dig-imiz ]-den dolay1 ] konser-e
we-LER food cook-FNMLZ-1PL.POSS -ABL because concert-DAT
gid-e-me-di-m.
g0-ABIL-NEG-PST-1SG

‘Because we cooked, I was unable to go to the concert.

Generalization 1: Relativized case opacity
DTN are opaque for agreement when marked with GEN.



3 Generalization 2: Binding enables agreement
A striking contrast: when a GeN-marked DTN binds an object reciprocal, it can agree with the verb.

(6) Ali [ biz-ler-in kitab-1 sev-dig- { *imiz / in }1i soyle-di-@.
Ali  we-PL-GEN book-Acc like-ENMLZ-  1PL.POSS  3SG.POSS -ACC say-PST-35G
‘Ali said that we like the book’

(7) Ali [ biz-ler-in birbir-imiz-i sev-dig- { imiz / in }1i  soyle-di-@.
Ali  we-PL-GEN each.other-1pL.poss-Acc like-FNMLZ-  1PL 38G  -ACC say-PST-3SG
‘Ali said that we like each other’

The same pattern obtains with reflexives, and with bound pronouns:

(8) Ali [ biz-ler-in kendi-miz-i sev-dig- { imiz / in }1i  soyle-di-@.
Ali  we-PL-GEN self-1pL.Pposs-Acc like-FNMLZ-  1PL 38G  -ACC say-PST-3SG

‘Ali said that we like ourselves.

(9) Ali [ biz-ler-in tez-ler-imiz-i bitir-dig-  {imiz /in }]-i soyle-di-@.
Ali  we-PL-GEN thesis-PL-1PL.POSS-ACC finish-FNMLZ- 1PL 3SG  -ACC say-PST-35G
‘Ali said that we finished our theses. (Jaklin Kornfilt, p.c.)

This interaction is local:

(10) Leyla [ [ boliim baskani-nin tez-ler-imiz-i oku-dug-u ]-na biz-ler-in
Leyla department chair-GEN  thesis-PL-1PL.POSS-ACC read-FNMLZ.POSS -DAT We-PL-GEN
mutlu ol-dug-u / *ol-dug-umuz l-u  soyle-di-@.

happy be-FNMLZ-35G.POSS  be-FNMLZ-1PL.POSS |-ACC say-PST-35G
‘Leyla said that we were happy that the department chair read our theses’

Generalization 2: Binding enables agreement
A geN-marked DTN can only agree if it locally binds an anaphor or bound pronoun.
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4 Analysis: binding as local phi-feature transmission

Step 1: Voice probes minimal pronoun (cf. Ahn 2015;
Murphy and Meyase 2020).
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Step 3: Shared feature valued, with features perco-
lating to VoiceP; DTN subject raises to receive GEN.
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Step 2: Feature-sharing relation established (Framp-
ton and Gutmann 2000); Voice probes spec, VoiceP (Béjar
and Reza¢ 2009).
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Step 4: A nominal probe D attempts and fails
to Agree with the genitive-marked DTN (Preminger
2011). If no further probing occurs, D is empty at PF
and receives default 3sG.
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Step 5: If D probes again, it finds the 1PL features on VoiceP and gets valued.
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5 Conclusion

o Turkish DTNs are opaque for agreement when marked with GEN...

...unless they bind, in which case they can agree.

 Implementation: Binding is local phi-feature transmission taking place before GEN assignment.

o Atleast in this case, binding and agreement seem to go hand-in-hand.

[ ue:3sc |



References

AHN, Byron Thomas. 2015. “Giving Reflexivity a Voice: Twin Reflexives in English” Doctoral Dissertation,
University of California, Los Angeles.

ANTONENKO, Andrei. 2011. “Feature-Based Binding and Phase Theory”. Doctoral Dissertation, Stony Brook
University.

ANTONENKO, Andrei. 2018. “Principle A and Feature Valuation”. Proceedings of the Linguistic Society of Amer-
ica 3 (1): 37.

AYGEN, Gulsat N. 2007. “Syntax and Semantics of Genitive Subject-Case in Turkic”. California Linguistic Notes
32(2): 1-39.

BADER, Monika. 2011. “Constraining Operations: A Phase-Based Account of Improper Movement and Anaphoric
Binding”. Doctoral Dissertation, University of Tromse.

BEJAR, Susana, and Milan REzAC. 2009. “Cyclic Agree”. Linguistic Inquiry 40 (1): 35-73.

CHARNAVEL, Isabelle. 2019. Locality and Logophoricity: A Theory of Exempt Anaphora. Oxford Studies in
Comparative Syntax. New York: Oxford University Press.

CHARNAVEL, Isabelle, and Dominique SPORTICHE. 2016. “Anaphor Binding: What French Inanimate Anaphors
Show”. Linguistic Inquiry 47 (1): 35-87.

CHoOMSKY, Noam. 1981. Lectures on Government and Binding. Dordrecht: Foris.
FRAMPTON, John, and Sam GUTMANN. 2000. “Agreement Is Feature Sharing”.

HEINAT, Fredrik. 2009. “Probing Phrases, Pronouns, and Binding”. In Merging Features, ed. by José M. BrRu-
CART, Anna GAVARRO, and Jaume SoLA. Oxford University Press.

Hicks, Glyn. 2009. The Derivation of Anaphoric Relations. Linguistik Aktuell = Linguistics Today v. 139. Am-
sterdam ; Philadelphia: John Benjamins Pub. Co.

HorNsTEIN, Norbert. 2001. Move!: A Minimalist Theory of Construal. Generative Syntax 5. Malden, Mass:
Blackwell.

HorNsTEIN, Norbert. 2007. “Pronouns in a Minimalist Setting”. In The Copy Theory of Movement, ed. by
Norbert CORVER and Jairo NUNEs, 351-385. Linguistik Aktuell/Linguistics Today 107. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins Publishing Company.

INCE, Atakan. 2008. “On Default Agreement in Turkish”. Ms., University of Maryland, College Park.

KAYNE, Richard S. 2002. “Pronouns and Their Antecedents”. In Derivation and Explanation in the Minimalist
Program, ed. by Samuel David EpsTEIN and T. Daniel SEELY, 133-166. Oxford: Blackwell.

KornrFILT, Jaklin. 2003. “Subject Case in Turkish Nominalized Clauses” In Syntactic Structures and Mor-
phological Information, ed. by JuNGHANNS, UWE and Luka Szucsich, 129-215. Interface Explorations 7.
Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

KoRrNFILT, Jaklin. 2007. “Verbal and Nominalized Finite Clauses in Turkish” In Finiteness: Theoretical and
Empirical Foundations, ed. by Irina NIKOLAEVA, 305-332. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

KRATZER, Angelika. 2009. “Making a Pronoun: Fake Indexicals as Windows into the Properties of Pronouns”.
Linguistic Inquiry 40 (2): 187-237.

MurpHY, Andrew, and Savio MEYASE. 2020. “Licensing and Anaphora in Tenyidie”

PAPAROUNAS, Lefteris, and Faruk Akkus. 2020. “The Anaphor Agreement Effect in the Nominal Domain:
Evidence from Turkish”. Proceedings of the Linguistic Society of America 5 (1): 484-498.

PREMINGER, Omer. 2011. “Agreement as a Fallible Operation”. Doctoral Dissertation, MIT.

PREMINGER, Omer. 2019. “The Anaphor Agreement Effect: Further Evidence against Binding-as-Agreement”.
Ms, University of Maryland, College Park.



QuicoLr A. Carlos. 2008. “Anaphora by Phase”. Syntax 11 (3): 299-329.
REULAND, Eric. 2001. “Primitives of Binding”. Linguistic Inquiry 32 (3): 439-492.

REULAND, Eric. 2006. “Agreeing to Bind”. In Organizing Grammar: Studies in Honor of Henk van Riemsdijk,
ed. by Hans BRoEkHUIS, Norbert CORVER, Riny HUIJBREGTS, Ursula KLEINHENZ, and Jan KOSTER, 505-
513. Series in Generative Grammar 86. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

REULAND, Eric]. 2011. Anaphora and Language Design. Linguistic Inquiry Monographs 62. Cambridge, Mass:
The MIT Press.

ROORYCK, Johan, and Guido J. vanden WYNGAERD. 2011. Dissolving Binding Theory. Oxford Studies in The-
oretical Linguistics 34. Oxford ; New York: Oxford University Press.

SAFIR, Ken. 2014. “One True Anaphor”. Linguistic Inquiry 45 (1): 91-124.
SaTIK, Deniz. 2020. “Turkic Genitive Case and Agreement Asymmetries”. Ms, Harvard University.

ZWART, Jan-Wouter. 2002. “Issues Relating to a Derivational Theory of Binding”. In Derivation and Expla-
nation in the Minimalist Program, ed. by Samuel David EpsTEIN and T. Daniel SEELY, 269-304. Malden,
MA, USA: Blackwell Publishing.



