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Abstract

A negative polarity item (henceforth, NPI) needs a licensor and it may be an overt negation, question force, or a
conditional clause (Benmamoun, 1997; Kelepir, 2001; Kumar, 2006; Kural, 1997; Laka, 2013; Mahajan, 1990;
Vasishth, 1999). Studies on NPI literature abound and various studies have suggested various licensing conditions of
NPIs. However, literature on the licensing conditions of NPIs can be grouped under two major titles. One of them is
clausemateness (Choe, 1988; Kelepir, 2001; Muraki, 1978), which basically requires that NPIs and negation be in the
same clausal domain. On the other side of the coin stands a more recent account, i.e. phasemateness (Kayabasi &
Ozgen 2018; Yamashita, 2003), which states that NPIs must be spelt out within the same domain in which negation
exists. Given the two accounts, only phasemateness can predict the behaviors of NPIs in full finite CPs, whereas none
of those accounts can predict the grammaticality of nominal DP domains in Turkish with a negative licensor outside
of the spell-out domain of the same DP. | attempted to discuss this problem at length, and show that the structural
hierarchy within Turkish DPs is somewhat tricky. | will follow Gallego (2010) and Chomsky (2001) and assume that
there is phase sliding within DPs, thus NPIs are also licensed within the same domain on the grounds of weak phase
impenetrability condition ‘PIC’ (a.k.a. PICy). The system | will propose here is also borne out by other independent
factors such as binding and embedding in Turkish.

Keywords: NPI, DP, Phase Sliding, PIC, Full Finite CP, Spell-out.

Oz

Olumsuz kutup birimleri (buradan sonra, OKB) kendisini yetkilendiren bir dilsel anlatim gerektirir. Bu dilsel anlatim,
olumsuzluk, soru kipi ya da bir kosul tiimcesi olabilir (Benmamoun, 1997; Kelepir, 2001; Kumar, 2006; Kural, 1997;
Laka, 2013; Mahajan, 1990; Vasishth, 1999). OKB alanyazinindaki ¢aligmalarin sayisi ¢ok olmakla birlikte, ¢esitli
caligmalar OKB’lerin yetkilendirilmesiyle ilgili farkli kosullar sunmustur. Bununla beraber, OKB’lerin
yetkilendirilmelerini agiklayan alanyazin iki temel baslik altinda toplanabilir. Bunlardan birisi, temelde OKB ve
olumsuzlugun ayni tiimcesel alanda olmasini kosullayan tiimcedeslik kosuludur (Choe, 1988; Kelepir, 2001; Muraki,
1978). Digeri ise, daha giincel bir yaklasim olan evredesliktir ve OKB ile olumsuzlugun ayni alan igerisinde dagitima
yollanmasim dngériir (Kayabas1 & Ozgen 2018; Yamashita, 2003). Bu iki yaklasimi ele alirsak, yalmzca evredesligin
tam gekimli TO’lerde yer alan OKB’lerin davramslarini ve dagilimlarini agiklayabildigi gériiliir. Buna karsin, bu iki
yaklagimdan higbiri dagitim alam digindaki bir olumsuzluk biriminin BelO dagitim alani iginde yer alan bir OKB’yi
nasil yetkilendirdigini agiklayamaz. Biz oncelikle bu sorunu etraflica tartisip Tiirkce BelO’lerin igyapisinin
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goriindiigiinden daha karmasik oldugunu gosterdik. Sonrasinda, Gallego (2010) ve Chomsky’i (2001) izleyerek
BelO’de evre kaydirimi gergeklestigini ve OKB’lerin bu sayede gii¢siiz evre girimsizligi kosulu ‘EGK’ (yani, EGKj)
gergevesinde ¢ercevesinde yetkilendirildigini savladik. Burada onerdigimiz sistem, baglama ve ige yerlestirme gibi
Tiirkgedeki bagimsiz bagkaca dilbilgisel verileri de agiklayabilmektedir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: OKB, BelO, Evre Kaydirrmi, EGK, Tam Cekimli TO, Dagitim.

Introduction

Polarity items appear in environments associated with a particular grammatical affirmative or
negative context. Polarity items which appear in negative contexts, adversative constructions, conditionals
or interrogatives are called negative polarity items (Benmamoun, 1997; Giannakidou 2011; Kelepir, 2001;
Kumar, 2006; Kural, 1997; Ladusaw 1979; Laka, 2013; Mahajan, 1990; Vasishth, 1999 among others).
From a typological perspective, NPIs are reported to exist in many languages of the world (see Haspelmath,
1997). Turkish is one of those languages, and NPIs in this languages can appear in negative declaratives as
well as in positive affirmatives (Goksel & Kerslake, 2005):

(1) Turkish
a. Ali - kimse-yi gor-me-di.!
Ali  anyone-Acc See-NEG-PST

‘Ali did not see anyone.’

b. Ali  kimse-yi gor-dii ma?
Ali  anyone-Acc see-PsT Q
‘Did Ali see anyone?’

c. *Ali kimse-yi gor-dii.
Ali  anyone-Acc see-pst
‘Ali saw anyone’

The NPI in (1) is kimse (anyone) and (1a) is a negative statement in which the NPI is licensed in
contrast to (1c). Similarly, the NPI in (1b) is also licensed since the statement is an interrogative. Based on
their morphological properties, Kelepir (2001) categorizes NPIs in Turkish into 3 subgroups: (i) the adverb
hi¢ (ever), (ii) words beginning with Zi¢ such as hickimse (anybody) or hichir X (any X), and (iii) other
words excluding Ai¢ such as asla (never), katiyyen (in any way) etc. The point here is that Turkish lacks a
counterpart of English nobody; therefore, using one of the NPIs among these three groups necessitates a
negative/adversative/interrogative environment. Recent literature on NPIs focuses on the distributional and
licensing conditions of those items. Many of those works can be grouped under two alternative approaches.
Below, I will discuss these two approaches to NP1 licensing —i.e. clausemateness vs phasemateness.

Literature on NPI Licensing: Clausemateness vs. Phasemateness
A number studies proposed different accounts as to the licensing conditions of NPIs. Among such

studies stand clausemateness (Choe, 1988; Kelepir, 2001; Muraki, 1978) and phasemateness (Kayabags1 &
Ozgen 2018; Yamashita, 2003). Consider the following data:

LI employed Leipzig Glossing Rules to provide the grammatical functions of the data. See the following link for further
information: https://www.eva.mpg.de/lingua/pdf/Glossing-Rules.pdf
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(2) Turkish

a. Ali kimse-yi gor-me-di.
Ali anyone-acc see-neg-pst
‘Ali did not see anyone.’

b. Ben [cp Ali kimse-yi gor-me-di diye] distin-iyor-um
| Ali anyone-Acc see-NEG-PST comp  think-PROG-1SG
c. *Ben [cp Alikimse-yi gor-dii diye] diistin-mii-yor-um.
| Ali anyone-Acc see-pPST comp  think-NEG-PROG-1SG

‘(int.) I think Ali did not see anyone.’

(2a) is a repeated example of (1a). In (2a), there is an NPI kimse-yi (anyone-acc) licensed by a c-
commanding negation marker on the verb (see Kural, 1997). This is a case of clausemateness proposed by
Choe (1988), Kelepir (2001), and Muraki (1978) among others since the NPI and the negation are within
the same clausal domain. Further, it also holds in (2b). NPI kimse-yi (anyone-acc) in the embedded clause
is licensed by a clausemate c-commanding negation marker on the verb. (1c), on the other hand, is also
predicted by the clausemateness account in that the NP1 kimse-yi (anyone-acc) and the negation marker on
the verb are in different clausal domains. Negation marker is on the matrix verb whereas the NPI is trapped
within the embedded clause.

A possible question that comes to the mind is whether the overt complementizer diye (that) is related
to the difference in grammaticality regarding the baseline sentences given in (2). The matrix verb in (2b-c)
requires an overt complementizer. However, there is another verb in Turkish san- which does not take an
overt complementizer. Without an overt complementizer, the sentence is still ungrammatical. Contrast (3a)
with (3b):

(3) a. Ben[ce Ali kimse-yi gbr-me-di] san-1-yor-um.
| Ali  anyone-Acc See-NEG-PST SUPPOSE-NEG-PROG-PST-1SG
b. *Ben [cp Ali  kimse-yi gor-dii] san-mi-yor-du-m.
| Ali anyone-AcC See-PST SUPPOSEe-NEG-PROG-PST-1SG

‘(int.) I think Ali did not see anyone.’

The asymmetry between (3a) and (3b) suggests that the overt complementizer is neutral in
determining the grammaticality for such clauses.

Although the negation marker in (2a-3a) and (2b-3b) c-commands the preceding NPI kimse-yi
(anyone-acc) in both clauses, one can say that the c-command condition is not a sufficient condition but a
necessary condition for the NPI to be licensed. This is borne out by the Japanese data in (4) below in that
the embedded NPI cannot be licensed by the overt negation on the verb:

(4) Japanese

*Bill-ga Pam-ni  [cp JOhn-ga Mary-to-sika atta to] tutae-nakat-ta
Bill-nom  Pam-DAT John-NOM Mary-with-Npi met comp tell-NEG-TNS
‘Bill (neg) told Pam [John met [ery only Mary]].’
(‘Yamashita, 2003, p. 3)

Yamashita (2003, p. 6) also argues that the validity of the clausemateness must be called into question

on empirical grounds, once we consider an example, where the otherwise unlicensed NPI in (4) can be
licensed if it is scrambled to the clause initial position of the embedded clause:
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(5) ’Bill-ga Pam-ni  [cp Mary-to-sikai John-ga ti atta to] tutae-nakat-ta.
Bill-Nom  Pam-DAT Mary-with-NpI John-NoMm met comp tell-NEG-TNS
‘Bill (neg) told Pam [[nery Only Mary]i John met ti].”

Yamashita (2003) follows Saito (1985) and assumes that scrambling out of the indicative CP cannot
target the matrix vP/VP and that the highest possible position for the scrambled NPI in (3) is Spec, CP.
Therefore, the validity of clausemateness condition can be called into question since the NP1 in (3) is still in
the same clause with its licensor NEG on the matrix verb. Kayabasi & Ozgen (2018, p. 85) provides another
data from Turkish given in (6) below. The data also supports Yamashita’s counter-examples to
clausemateness. NP1 in the subject position of the embedded clause can be licensed by a matrix negation, if
it is the subject of an ECM clause:

(6) Demet [cp kimse-yi kitab-1 oku-du diye] bil-mi-yor
Demet anyone-Acc book-acc read-pST COMP  KnOW-NEG-PROG
‘Demet doesn’t think that anyone read the book.’

Here, the authors follow Sener (2008) and assume that the accusative marked ECM clause subject
kimse-yi (anybody-Acc) is moved to Spec, CP to check its discourse features, namely [TOPIC]. The position
of the NPI does violate clausemateness condition (if any) since the licensor and the NPI are not within the
same domain. Yet, the sentence in (6) is still grammatical.

Japanese data provided in (4) and (5) by Yamashita (2003), and the Turkish data in (1) and (6) show
that the licensor ‘negation’ and the licensee ‘NPI’ relation cannot be defined under the clausemateness
principle along the lines of Kelepir (2001) and Murakami (1978), and that the definition must be
reconsidered. Kayabas1 & Ozgen (2018) reformulates this relation as phasemateness:

(7) Phasemateness
NPIs must share a common spell-out domain in order to be accessible to their licensor.

They assume PIC, (Chomsky, 2001) and argue that spell-out of the previous phase is triggered by the
insertion of the next strong head, therefore the content of the spell-out domain still remains accessible to the
next strong phase after the completion of the phase it belongs to. Bearing this in mind, the following example
in (8) is rendered as ungrammatical in Turkish since the NPI and its licensor are not within the same phasal
domain, i.e. phasemates (Kayabas1 & Ozgen 2018, p. 104):

(8) *[cra[ver Demet [cp2[wr2 SEN [Vve2 Kitab-1  kimse-ye ver-di-n]] diye] bil-mi-yor]]].
Demet you book-Acc  anyone-DAT give-pPST-2SG COMP know-NEG-PROG
‘Demet doesn’t know that you gave the book to anybody.’

At the vP2 level of the derivation, the NPI kimse-ye (anybody-DAT) is embedded within the spell-out
domain VP2, and by the time the comp diye is merged at CP2 level, VP2 has already been spelt-out. This
leaves the embedded NPI unlicensed since the licensor NEG on the matrix verb cannot impenetrate the
previously spelt-out domain —i.e VP2,

The Problem: A First Pass

It is very plausible to assume on the grounds of PIC; that the NPI-licensing is an operation which is
constrained by the cycles called phases (Chomsky, 2001), since such licensing operations are also
constrained by phases (see Lee-Schoenfeld (2004) for binding and licesing of anaphors). What is intriguing
here is that the phasemateness condition suggested by these authors (Kayabas1 & Ozgen, 2018; Yamashita,
2003) has another outcome for phases. Svenious (2004) and Hiraiwa (2005) suggest that DPs are phases,
whereas Matushansky (2007) casts doubts on the phasehood properties of DPs. Svenious (2004) argues that
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there is a parallelism between clausal and nominal constructions, and that the phase heads in DP might be
Q(uantifier) and n, or Op and Num, triggering the spell out of NP. Hiraiwa (2005) suggests that DPs and
CPs display similarities in that these two phrases are two variants of the same syntactic structure whose
categorical differences depend on whether C bears a +N(ominal) or —N feature, thus considering DPs to be
phases in the same manner CPs are?. If we assume that DPs are also phases, the same phasal mechanism
presented in (6) should also work in the same way as it does in CPs. However, as elaborated in the following
sections, the behavior of NPIs within DPs are different from those within CPs.

Aim and Organization

Following this problem, I aim to explore the distributions of NPIs within DPs, and to propose a system
that accounts for the licensing of NPIs within DPs by the matrix negation. To this end, | will first discuss
some background issues such as subordination in Turkish and the nominalization patterns. Then | will move
on to show that Turkish is a truly DP language as opposed to what Boskovi¢ (2008, 2012, 2013) asserts —
i.e. Traditional Noun Phrase language (TNP language). Then, | will elaborate the problem in detail, and
introduce the phase sliding system (Gallego, 2010). Last, | will attempt to show that the structure within
DPs of Turkish allows phase sliding for morphological reasons, and the raising of phasal head within DPs
extends the spell-out domain, which in turn allows the NP1 within DP to be licensed by the matrix negation.
The discussion section concludes the study with some further issues raised by the proposal presented here.

The Problem: A Second Pass

A first pass of the problem leads us to the conclusion that DPs behave differently from CPs in
licensing the NPIs. This will contradict the arguments of Kayabas1 & Ozgen (2018) and Yamashita (2003)
who state that NPIs are licensed within the same phasal domain. Before seeing whether phasemateness also
works in DPs in Turkish, let us first present a crash course on Turkish subordination since Turkish is a
language that uses nominalization heavily as a subordination strategy (Goksel ve Kerslake, 2005; Kornfilt,
1997).

A Crash Course on Subordination in Turkish

Non-finite complement clauses (as well as many other adjunct clauses) bear genitive-possessive
agreement in the language?®:

(9) Ali[irem-in  uyu-dug-un]-u diisiin-dii.
Ali  Irem-GEN ) sleep-vNOM-3pP0OSs-ACC think-psT
‘Ali thought Irem (has) slept/was sleeping.’

The data (9) shows that the person feature of the genitive marked embedded subject (Irem) is encoded
on the nominalized embedded verb by 3P0ss. Changing the subject also changes the person marking on the
nominalized verb:

(10) ... [siz-in uyu-dug-unuz]-u ...
2PL-GEN sleep-vNOM-2pPL.POSS-ACC
‘... you (have) slept/were sleeping.’

The data presented in (9) and (10) has a full finite counterpart, which can be considered as a CP:

2 This idea actually goes back to Abney (1987).
3 See Kornfilt (1997) for an extensive inventory of subordination in Turkish.
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(11) a. Ali [cp Irem uyu-du diye] diisiin-dii.
Ali  Trem sleep-PST COMP  think-pPST
‘Ali thought that irem slept’

b. Ali [cpsiz  uyu-du-nuz diye] disiin-di.
Ali  2pL sleep-PST-2PL  COMP  think-PST
‘Ali thought that you slept.’

Since embedded clauses in (9) and (10) bear genitive-possessive nominal agreement (as in simple
nominal phrases of Turkish such as Ali-nin[GEN] araba-si[3P0ss]), those embedded clauses are nominal
phrases (see Boskovi¢, & Sener, 2014; Keskin, 2009; Ulutas 2009).

Assuming non-finite complement clauses as nominal phrases, the question emerges as to which label
they bear. 1 am going to take a quick look at whether nominal phrases are DPs or TNPs in the sense of
Boskovi¢ (2008), and conclude that Turkish nominal phrases are DPs. This is an important issue to
contemplate on since the two phrases differ from each other in their inner structures.

Turkish: TNP or DP?

Boskovi¢ (2008, 2012, 2013) offered an influential proposal which defends the idea that languages
typologically differ from each other in categorizing their nominal phrases. There are languages with
traditional noun phrases (TNP) such as Serbo-Crotian while some other languages such as English have
DPs. Boskovi¢ & Sener (2014) claim that Turkish is one of the TNP languages by applying the general
typological properties of TNP languages onto Turkish. I am going to show that some of these properties are
fallacious, and claim that DP hypothesis is a universal component of the Universal Grammar (see Citko,
2010; Erk-Emeksiz, 2003; Pereltsvaig, 2007; Progovac, 1998; Rappaport, 2001; Rutkowski, 2002 and
Rutkowski & Progovac, 2005). | will specifically focus on this distinction since the spell-out domains of
the two phrases (i.e. TNP vs DP) will differ from each other, which in turn will be the determining factor of
the phasemateness condition presented in (6).

Boskovi¢ (2008, 2012) argues that languages without definite articles are TNP languages based on a
number of crosslinguistic generalizations where the existence of articles in a given language plays an
important role. However, as Kornfilt (2018) also puts it, there are also other determiners such as
demonstratives in Turkish (bu ‘this’, su ‘that’) and they can also suffice to qualify as D category in a head-
final language like Turkish. Besides, Dryer (2013) following Underhill (1976), Lewis (1967) argues that
from a typological perspective Turkish is an indefinite article language since the numerical word bir ‘a’ can
be counted as an indefinite article. In the typological distribution map provided in Dryer (2013) 40 languages
are indicated as having no form of definite article but indefinite article. Eser-Erguvanli (1984, p. 15) also
claims that the numerical word bir is an indefinite article in her discussion of indefinite noun phrases and
their positions in simplex clauses. Thus, Kornfilt (2018) seems right in asking what if when one language
has one type of article but not another as in the case of Dryer’s (2013) map which marks 40 languages with
no definite but indefinite articles. Boskovi¢’s (2008, 2012) argumentation, then, is fallacious in the sense
that it leads us to false conceptual conclusions.

Boskovi¢ & Sener (2014) argues that scrambling languages such as Chukchi, Chichewa, Hindi,
Korean etc. all lack overt articles; therefore, Turkish also fits in this typological classification since it is a
scrambling languages. There is one obvious problem with this generalization®. As is well known, there are
many other scrambling languages with overt articles such as Spanish (Ordoéfiez, 1998; Lopez, 2012), Italian
(Rizzi, 1997; Samek-Lodovici, 2019) and Greek (Alexiadou, 1999; Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou, 1997)
among other languages. Assuming scrambling a determining factor for the TNP vs DP distinction is also
fallacious since it is a weak argument.

4 See Gilligan (1987) for a detailed analysis of connections between pro-drop, scrambling and lack of articles.
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Another diagnostic proposed by Boskovi¢ (2008, 2012) is left branch extraction (LBE). Boskovi¢ &
Sener (2014, p. 106) notes that only article-less languages may allow AP leftbranch extraction (LBE). Thus,
such extraction is allowed in Russian, Polish, Czech, Ukrainian, Slovenian, Latin, Mohawk, Southern Tiwa,
Gunwinjguan languages, Hindi, Bangla, Angika, and Magabhi, all article-less languages):

(12) Rusca
Dorogujui on videl [t masinu]
Expensivei he saw [ti cars]

‘“*Expensive, he saw cars.’

Given the one way correlation between LBE and article-less-ness, having LBE shows that there is
no article in Russian, thus a NP-language. However, as Boskovi¢ & Sener (2014, p. 106) also admits, LBE
does not work in Turkish. That is, Turkish does not allow LBE:

(13) a. AliJucuz kitap-lar] oku-r.
Ali  cheap book-pL read-PRES
b. *Ucuz; Ali [ti kitap-lar] oku-r.
cheap Ali book-pL  read-PRES
‘Ali reads cheap books.’

(13) is ungrammatical; thus, LBE is not allowed in Turkish. There are many other tests applicable to
languages without articles, but some of them are not testable in Turkish since Turkish has no equal or
corresponding grammatical construction such as multiple wh-fronting and head-internal relatives among
others. I will not go into detail of every tests proposed by Boskovi¢ (2008, 2012), but I conclude this section
as follows. Literature on the discussion of this distinction casts doubt on the typological distinction between
TNPs and DPs. Many tests proposed by Boskovi¢ (2008, 2012) are either non-applicable in Turkish or fail
in many aspects®. So, I follow Kornfilt (2018) and claim that Boskovi¢’s (2008, 2012) tests face empirical
problems in Turkish. 1 also assume that Turkish is better analyzed as a DP language.

DPs and NPIs

Once we are settled with the distinction between TNP and DP for Turkish, we now can discuss the
phasemateness within the framework of DPs. As remembered, phasemateness condition requires that NPIs
share a common spell-out domain in order to be accessible to their licensor. If the phasal domain is CP, then
examples in (6) and (8) seem to agree with phasemateness. However, if we assume that DPs are phases and
that Turkish is a DP language, then phasemateness fail to account for the licensing of the NPl embedded
within the spell-out domain of embedded clause. Contrast (14a) with (14b):

(14) a. *Ali [cp [son® Ayse kimse-yi gor-dii] diye] diistin-mii-yor.

Ali Ayse anyone-ACC See-PST ~ COMP think-NEG-PROG
b. Ali [pp Ayse-nin [sop Kimse-yi gor-diig-tin]]-u diistin-mii-yor.
Ali Ayse-GEN anyone-AcC see-VNOM-3POSS-ACC think-NEG-PROG

‘Ali does not think that Ayse saw anyone.’

(14b) is a sentential DP in which the subject is marked with genitive and the verb bears a possessive
ending. Sentential DPs are DPs which has a full finite CP counterpart. In this case, (14b) is a sentential DP
with a counterpart in (14a). Given that these two sentences are minimal pairs, there is a strict asymmetry

5 There is also another study on another Turkic language by Turker (2019). Turker (2019) applies these tests on Uzbek
and concludes that the results are far from persuasive for Uzbek to be a TNP language.
6 SOD stands for spell-out domain.
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between the grammaticality of the two due to the unlicensed NPl in (14a). To ensure that the
ungrammaticality stems from the unlicensed NPI in (14a), let us consider another sentence in which the NPI
has been replaced by a referential expression of any kind:

(15) Ali[cr[soo  Ayse kaza-yi gor-dii] diye] disiin-mii-yor.
Ali Ayse  accident-Acc see-pST  COMP think-NEG-PROG
‘Ali does not think that Ayse saw the accident.’

Substituting the NP1 in (14a) kimse (anyone) with a referential expression kaza (accident) improved
the sentence to a perfection in terms of grammaticality. This ensures that the asymmetry between (12a) and
(12b) is a matter of NPI licensing. The unlicensed NPI in (12a) is expected on the grounds of phasemateness
since the NPI has already been spelt out before the Neg is merged into the system:

(16) a. Spell-out of CP phasal domain " [[cp [sop Ayse Kimse-yi  gor-di] diyecomp]]
b. Merge matrix V and Neg [lcp [sop ...] diye] diisiin-y Neg]

After the spell-out of the phasal domain of CP’, the domain becomes inaccessible due to PIC reasons.
In (14b) Neg is merged after the spell-out of NPI. The shaded areas in both examples clearly shows that NPI
and negation cannot see each other throughout the derivation. However, phasemateness cannot predict the
grammaticality of (14b) since the spell-out domain has also been sent to interfaces by the time the matrix
negation is merged into the system similar to (14a):

(17) a. Spell-out of DP phasal domain " [[or [sop Ayse-nin kimse-yi gor-diig-tin] D]]
b. Merge matrix V and Neg :[[op [sop ...] D] diisiin-y Neg]

The fact that the sentence is grammatical casts serious doubts on the explanatory power of
phasemateness, since it cannot account for the grammaticality of (14b) if and only if DP is a phase along
the lines of Svenious (2004) and Hiraiwa (2005).

In addition to sentential DPs, there is also complex DPs in which there is a predicative noun and
arguments of the same predicative noun. Similar to sentential DPs, complex DPs also bear genitive-
possessive agreement:

(18) a. [op mahkum-lar-n  hapishane-den firar-1]

CONViCt-PL-GEN prison-ABL escape-3pP0Ss
‘the escape of prisoners from the jail’
b. [or komsu-lar-in hasta-y1 ziyaret-i]
neighbor-pL-GEN patient-Acc Visit-3P0ss

‘The neighbor’s visit to the patient’

In (18a) the predicative noun is firar (escape) marked with 3™ singular possessive and there is an
agentive noun mahkum (convict) marked with genitive case and a theme noun hapishane (prison) marked
with ablative case marker. Similarly, in (18b), the predicative noun is ziyaret (visit) marked with 3 singular
possessive and there is an agentive noun komgsu (neighbor) marked with a plural and genitive case, and a
theme noun hasta (patient) marked with accusative case marker.

Similar to sentential DPs, complex DPs also allows NPI to be licensed with a matrix negation.
Consider the following example:

" The label of the CP phasal domain is not our concern here, since it does not change the problem. I prefer to keep it
as SOD. The same story goes with DP phasal domain as well.
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(29) [or Ali-nin kimse-ye yalan-mn]-1 yakala-ya-ma-di-Kk.
Ali-GEN anyone-DAT lie-3rPoss-Acc catch-ABIL-NEG-PST-1PL
“We haven’t been able to catch Ali’s lie to anyone.’

Phasemateness cannot predict the grammaticality of (19), since the NPI is trapped within the spell-
out domain of DP. By the time the matrix negation is merged into the system, the phasal domain within DP
has already been shipped to interfaces:

(20) a. Spell-out of DP phasal domain : [[op [sop Ali-nin kimse-ye yalan-in] D]]
b. Merge matrix V and Neg :[[op [sop ...] D] yakala-, Neg]

Likewise, simple DPs in which there is an existential relation between the possessor and possessee
also display the same distribution. First, consider the following simple DP:

(22) [or Ali-nin clizdan-1]
Ali-GEN wallet-3rPoss
‘Ali’s wallet’

There is an existential relation between the possessor Ali and the possessee ciizdan (wallet), which
can roughly be paraphrased as ‘Ali has a wallet’. The possessor Ali is marked with genitive case, and the
possessee ciizdan (wallet) is marked with third person possessive. If such DPs are also phases, then one
expects that the NP1 within the spell-out domain of DP would not be licensed. However, the situation is on
the contrary to expectations:

(22) [Ali-nin higbir sey-i]  ¢al-in-ma-di.
Ali-GEN anything-3poss  steal-PASS-NEG-PST
‘Nothing belonging to Ali was stolen’

The phasal computation | have shown in (16) — (17) and (20) is the same here. Let us see how
phasemateness fails to account for such DPs as well:

(23) a. Spell-out of DP phasal domain " [[or [sop Ali-nin higbir sey-i] D]]
b. Merge matrix V and Neg :[[op [sop ...] D]g¢alin-, Neg]

Again, the NPI is seen within the spell-out domain of DP. The matrix negation and the NPI within
DP hichir sey (anything) are not phasemates. Still, the sentence is grammatical. The question emerges here
as to why the NPIs in the examples between (12) and (21) remain unlicensed but render the sentence
grammatical. | will elaborate the topic with two additional assumptions integrated into phasemateness, and
show that the situation is far from being inexplicable, and that the phasemateness also accounts for the data
discussed above with two additional assumptions —i.e. phase sliding (Gallego 2010), and PIC, (Chomsky,
2001). First, 1 will make sure that Turkish DPs are phases.
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DPs Are Phases in Turkish, Aren’t They?

Since phases are syntactic units defined by interface properties —i.e. <PHON, SEM> (Chomsky, 2001),
one can use these interface properties to decide whether a given phrase is a phase or not. Literature is divided
into two groups with respect to the definition of phases. On one side, it is the case that all maximal
projections are phases (see Epstein & Seely 2002, 2006, Lahne 2008, Miiller 2004, 2011). On the other side,
a more natural alternative is that only a certain well-defined subset of syntactic categories constitutes the set
of phases (Citko, 2010, p. 59). Holding onto the latter definition, the diagnostics of what a phase is tend to
be classified into three major groups. One interface property is related to semantic interpretation of such
syntactic units, so let us call them LF-diagnostics. The other interface property is related to the phonological
interpretation of those units, which we can call PF-diagnostics. Phasal units do also behave as independent
syntactic chunks, thus there are also syntactic diagnostics.

A number of questions can be asked to define these interface properties, since the answers of such
questions will lead us to the conclusion as to whether a given phrase is a phase or not®. Let us use the
trimmed version of the questions summarized by Citko (2010), since some questions are the subset of the
others:

(i) 1s DP a domain for feature valuation?
(i) Is D a source of uninterpretable features?
(iii)  Does movement out of DP proceed through the edge of DP?
(iv)  Canan element moving out of DP be interpreted at the edge of DP?
(v)  Does D trigger Spell-Out?
(vi)  Can the complement of D be elided?

First two guestions are syntactic properties of phases, and the rest are related to interfaces. Note that
some of the diagnostics, which are not stated here are inapplicable to Turkish for independent reasons.
Below, I will discuss the applicable diagnostics.

The questions given in (i) and (ii) are questions of agreement domains —i.e. domains in which
uninterpretable features are hosted. Chomsky (2001, 2004) asserts that phase heads are the loci of
uninterpretable features and phasal domains are domains of feature valuation. | follow Svenious (2004) and
assume that the parallelism between CPs and DPs are obvious and the case feature on D resembles to that
of C in that both features are uninterpretable. This uninterpretable feature on D also makes it a probe, which
searches its domain for a feature to value. The prime example of a feature, which is valued by D is genitive
case in Turkish DPs. Since genitive case is a structural case, one can easily say that the unvalued feature on
the subject of, say, sentential DPs is valued by D. Contrast (24a) with (24b):

(24) a. pro [cp Ali-O uyu-yor diye] bil-iyor-um.
Ali-Nom sleep-PROG COMP  Know-PROG-1SG
‘I know that Ali is sleeping.’

b. pro [pr Ali-nin uyu-dug-un]-u bil-iyor-um.
Ali-gen sleep-vnom-3poss-acc know-PROG-1sG
‘T know that Ali is sleeping (lit. [op Ali’s sleeping])’

The bracketed clause in (24a) is the full finite CP form of the bracketed clause in (24b). The subject
case in both bracketed clauses is striking in the sense that in sentential DP it is marked with genitive. Let us

8 | refer the reader to Citko (2010) for an extensive survey and discussion of these properties with respect to major and
minor phasal phrases in the literature.
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call this case marker ‘adnominal genitive®” since it is attached to a nominal. Adnominal genitives in Turkish
are not limited to the subjects of sentential DPs as given in (25a-¢):

(25) a. 6grenci-nin  araba-si POSSESSOR

student-GEN car-3rPoss
‘The student’s car’

b. professor-iin makale-si AGENT
professor-GEN  article-3pP0ss
‘(lit.) An article (written) by a professor’

c. [iki yatakli oda]-nin fiyat-1 ATTRIBUTE
two bedded room-GEN Ccost-3P0ss
‘The cost of the two bedded room’

d. yarali-lar-in tedavi-si THEME
wounded-PL-GEN treatment-3pP0ss
‘The treatment of the wounded’

e. kurabiye-nin kirinti-lar-1 PARTITIVE
cookie-GEN crumble-pL-3POSS
‘The crumble of the cookie’

As seen in (25a-e), the genitive case is not determined by semantic factors. Irrespective of its semantic
content, the possessor(-like) arguments are marked with genitive, which indicates that the genitive case is a
truly structural case marked within a nominal domain.

Another illustration of valuation of case comes from complex DPs in Turkish (see (19)). Complex
DPs include a verbal noun, which bears its own arguments. Some of those arguments, particularly the direct
objects, are marked with accusative case, which is another structural case. Keskin (2009) follows Pesetsky
& Torrego (2001) and argues that in complex DPs, the object’s accusative case is valued by D, on the
contrary to the general belief that it is licensed by the verbal noun (cf. Sezer, 1991):

(26) a. Siz  Rohan-1 *beklenmeyen / ansizin istila  et-ti-niz.
2pL  Rohan-Acc unexpected / suddenly invasion do-pPST-2pL
“You *unexpected/suddenly invaded Rohan.’
b. siz-in Rohan-1 beklenmeyen / ansizin istila-niz
2PL-GEN Rohan-aAcc unexpected / suddenly invasion-2pL

‘your unexpected/sudden invasion of Rohan’

Keskin (2009, p. 249) asserts that if the verbal nominal istila (invasion) were a part of the incorporated
structure of [v [n istila] @] as proposed in Sezer (1991), we would then expect that only verbal modifier
could modify it as seen in (24a). However, in (26b) the verbal noun istila (invasion) can also be modified
by a nominal modifier. It shows that the verbal noun is truly a noun, which is not a case assigner in traditional
terms. Thus, the accusative on the object in (26b) Rohan-: (Rohan-AccC) must have been valued by
something else other than the verbal noun, which is D in such constructions. Pesetsky & Torrego (2001)
dubs such constructions as multiple-agree system. The genitive and the direct object’s accusative case is
valued by D in a multiple-agree fashion.

I have shown that the answers of the first two questions given in (i) — (ii) is ‘yes’ for Turkish DPs.
Given that the DPs in Turkish is a feature valuation domain, let us attempt to answer the next two questions.
The answers of the next two questions will show us whether DPs have edge property or not. | will employ
quantifiers with reconstruction to see whether such DPs allow interpretation at the edge. Consider the
following data:

9 See Citko (2010, p. 111) for a short discussion on adnominal genitive in Polish.
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(27) a. Her ders-i iki ogrenci sec-ti.
every course-AcC two student pick-psT
‘(lit.) Two students chose every course’
b. Distributive v¥x.23y (C(X) — ((S(y) A P(y, X)))
c. Collective  23y.vx (S(y) — ((C(x) A P(y, X)))

There are two possible interpretations for this sentence. The idiomatic translation of (27b)
‘distributive reading’ is as follows: for every x, there are two ys for which x is a course such that y is a
student and y picked x. (27b) is the case in which for every course, there are two students such that two
(different) students picked every course. In (27¢), however, the situation is reverse. There is a collective
reading in which there are two ys for every x for which y is a student such that x is a course and y picked x.
(27c) states that there are two specific students for every course such that these students picked every course.
Each native speaker of Turkish | consulted confirmed the possible interpretations and thus, it indicates that
there must be a kind of movement for the universal quantifier to have scope over existential quantifier or
vice versa.

The basic reasoning behind this is as follows. Phases have edges, which allow extraction out of their
spell-out domains. Once a syntactic item is moved from a phasal domain, it has to land on the phasal edge
as an intermediate step due to PIC reasons. After it has been moved to its final position, it leaves behind a
copy, which affects semantic interpretation. This is what we have observed in (27a) & (28):

(28) [cp Her ders-i [\ <her de¢rs—i> [w iki ogrenci [ve <her ders-i> se¢-ti]].
| |

Given that the shaded domain is the phasal domain, the phrase bearing the universal quantifier is first
moved to Spec, vP, which is regarded almost as an uncontroversial phase in the literature (see Legate, 2003).
After it has been moved to Spec, CP, the phasal domain is spelt-out to <SsEm> with a symmetrical c-
command statement, in which the higher universal quantifier c-commands the existential, and the existential
c-commands the lower universal. This analysis predicts both interpretations given in (27b) and (27c). To
say, the edge property of vP leads to two different interpreatations, which is the preliminary answer of the
questions (iii) and (iv).

Below, we will see that the phasal domain of DP also behave accordingly. A sentential DP also bears
an edge property since it allows an ambiguous reading in cases where the embedded quantifier is moved to
Spec, matrix CP following Miyagawa (2010) among others:

(29) [cp Her ders-i [w»  Ali [op <her ders-i> iki 6grenci-nin <her ders-i> se¢-tig-in]-i duy-mus]].
every course-Acc Ali two student-GEN pick-vNOM-3POSs-AcC hear-EVID
‘Ali heard that every course has been picked by two students.’

The sentence in (29) also has two interpretations. In distributive reading, each student picked two
different courses, and Ali heard of it. In the collective reading, two specific students picked each course,
and Ali heard of it. The availability of both interpretations indicates that DP also has the edge property and
the universal quantifier lands on this position before it is moved to sentence initial position. Having an edge
property is another crucial diagnostic for a phase.

Having an edge property is not a property for only sentential DPs. This is also borne out by the
agreeing DPs:

(30) a. [cr Her reng-i [v» miisteri tarafindan [pp <her reng-i> iki gomleg-in <her reng-i>] satin al-in-di]].

every color-Acc customer by two shirt-GEN buy-pAss-pST
b. ‘Every color of the two shirts is such that the customer bought them.’ distributive
c. ‘The customer bought every color of the two (specific) shirts.’ Collective
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The agreeing DP has an edge through which the universal quantifier moves. The copy it leaves behind
on the edge allows two different interpretations. The sentential DPs as well as agreeing DPs shows us that
they have edge properties, thus, they are phases.

Now, let us return to the answers of the question given in (v) and (vi). These questions are related to
the second syntactic property of phases. Besides having an edge feature, which affects semantic
interpretation, phases also bear spell-out feature, which affects phonological interpretation. Spell-out wipes
away a domain to interfaces, thus the first diagnostic to spot whether a given domain is a phase or not is the
operation ellipsis. Ellipsis is an operation where a certain amount of syntactic structure is removed from a
given structure. Most analyses regarding elliptical structures explain the phenomenon as a PHON deletion
operation (see Lasnik, 1999 & 2001; Merchant, 2001 for sluicing; see Ross, 1970; Abe & Hoshi, 1997 for
gapping, and see Wexler & Culicover, 1980; Levine, 1985; Kayne, 1994; ince, 2009 for right node raising
and see Gallego, 2009; Gengel, 2007; Yoshida & Gallego, 2008 for phase theoretical accounts). Rouveret
(2012) follows Gallego (2009) and Lasnik (2008) and claims that spell-out domains are to be elided due to
PIC reasons. Therefore, we can employ ellipsis as a diagnostic to find out the spell-out domains; thus,
phases. Let us employ this test to three different DPs in Turkish adapted from Ozgen (2018, p. 13):

(31) a. Ellipsis in agreeing DPs
[op Ali-nin [np ciizdan-1]] bul-un-du, ama [pr Ayse-nin-(ki) fne-etizdan-]hala  kayip.
Ali-GEN wallet-3Poss find-PAss-PST but Ayse-GEN-PRON still lost
‘Ali’s book has been found but Ayse’s is still lost.”
b. Ellipsis in complex DPs
[or ilk doktor-un [ne hasta-y1  muayene-si]] uzun-du,

first doctor-Gen patient-Acc examination-3rposs  long-pPsT
ama [oe ikinci doktor-un-(Ki) fne-hasta-y-muayenesi}] kisa.
but second doctor-GEN-PRON short

“The first doctor’s examination of the patient was long, but the second one was short.’

c. Ellipsis in sentential DPs

[or Ali-nin [cp kereviz ye-dig-i]] yalan ama [pp Ayse-nin-(Ki)fcekerevizye-dig-}] gergek.
Ali-GEN celery  eat-vNOM-3POSs lie but Ayse-GEN-PRON real

‘It is a lie that Ali ate celery, but it is real for Ayse.’

Each example given from different DP types yield grammaticality, and the elided domains are spell-
out domains of DPs. | have put the pronominal —ki suffix in parantheses, since some speakers also mark it
grammatical without it. In both ways, it does not affect my analyses here since instead of deleting the spell-
out domain, it substitutes a suffix. In a nutshell, examples given in (31a-c) indicates that the answer of the
questions given in (v) and (vi) is also ‘yes’.

I can here easily conclude by the given tests that the DPs in Turkish display phasal characteristics.
I have hereby eliminated other possible analyses following the assumption that DPs in Turkish are not
phases. Now, | move on to present my proposal. First, I will shortly discuss how phase sliding account
works (Gallego, 2010), and then I will analyze the problem with the proposal | have suggested here. We
will observe that the system | have proposed here accounts for the problematic data given between (14) —
(23), and that phasemateness account is on the right track if and only if we are to assume that there is phase
sliding in Turkish.

How to Solve the Problem?
In previous sections, | have asked why the NPIs in the examples between (14) — (23) remain
unlicensed but render the sentence grammatical. This is a question that should certainly be addressed since

DPs are also phases as | have shown in the previous heading. Let us answer the question here. | will first
elaborate how phase sliding in the sense of Gallego (2010) works.
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Phases Slide Upwards

Gallego (2010, p. 107) claims that a type of head movement, v*-T-(C) movement, is a type of feature
driven movement. Therefore, whenever such movement occurs, he assumes that the label of the complex is
hybrid. For instance, if v* raises to adjoin to T, then one can expect to see amalgam of v*-T, which bears
the fusion of the grammatical features each head carries. According to Gallego, if the amalgam of v*-T
occurs within narrow syntax, v* can be the center of the resulting structure. Therefore, if any head movement
of v*-T takes place, it pushes the phase upstairs. This operation is a kind of an upstairs inheritance. Gallego
(Gallego 2010, p. 108) refers to this operation as Phase Sliding, a more devised version of a previous account
Phase Extension by Den Dikken (2007):

(32) Phase Sliding

[P ve-TP x1p
> U ‘ S S
2o | NN
. v~ ke v

In (30), we see a v*-T complex which behaves as a phase head. Gallego (2010) also claims that in a
language including this type of movement such as Turkish the phase head is a complex of v*-T, whereas in
languages where no such movement occurs the phase head is v* itself. The basic idea | will employ in the
analysis here is based on the notion that the phasal domain pushes further up if the relevant phase head
moves to adjoin another head.

Phasemateness, NPIs within DPs and Phase Sliding

Now that we have introduced the system, it is time to explore and see what is wrong with the
phasemateness. Remember that the phasemateness requires the NPI and the licensor to co-occur within the
same spell-out domain. In the following data given in (14b) and repeated here in (33), we see a violation of
phasemateness:

(33) Ali [op Ayse-nin [sop  kimse-yi gor-diig-tin]]-u diistin-mii-yor.
Ali Ayse-GEN anyone-AcC see-VNOM-3POSS-ACC think-NEG-PROG
‘Ali does not think that Ayse saw anyone.’

The DP clause in (33) is a sentential DP and the NPI kimse-yi (anyone-Acc) is located within the
boundaries of DP whereas the licensor negation is on the matrix verb. This case violates the principles of
phasemateness in that the licensor and the NPI are in different domains. However, the surface representation
might be misleading. Even though they are in different spell-out domains, the timing of the spell-out
domains determine the licensor-NPI relation. In order to see this complicated relation, let me first elaborate
the inner structure of sentential DPs, since the structural hierarchy within such phrases is key factor to
integrate phase sliding into phasemateness.
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Following Ulutas (2008/2009), 1 assume that sentential DPs, which bear genitive-possessive
agreement along with a verb carrying a verbal nominalizer, are projected as in (34):

(34) [op [npgen ... ] [ [cp [rp [ve [np ... TV ] T] Cpoer] Duge: ]

Note that the shaded areas are spelled-out domains following a phase sliding operation, and that
NPgen stands for a genitive marked NP for the sake of clarity. DP in (34) includes a CP with defective
features®®; thus, it is selected by a functional nominal head, namely D. D bears uninterpretable ¢-features,
and it can transfer these features to T since C is defective. If we assume this construction, we can make the
claim that the CP within sentential DPs in our analysis does not constitute a phase since its head is defective.
Therefore, in the case of (33), the verb raises until D, which extends the phasal domain —i.e. phase-sliding:

(35) DP

/\
NP-gen D'
Pt * 1)

A_\'$C-11il'l CP <v+T+ C|])};]:| + D>
/\
TP <v+T + Cpgr >

vP <v+T>

/\
VP <v>

kimse-yi <V>

The shaded domain refers to the first spell-out domain after phase sliding. Note that the first spell-out
domain within the shaded domain is the sister of v (i.e. VP) including the NPI kimse-yi (anyone-Acc).
However, when the matrix verb raises to adjoin to v-T-C and thence D, the phasal domain is extended
upwards until D, so the spell-out of the first domain (VP) is delayed. Still, the matrix negation is out of
reach. Thus, phasemateness would have ruled out this sentence. Here, | will integrate another critical
assumption into the system — PIC; a.k.a. weak PIC (Chomsky, 2001, pp. 13-14) (cf. Chomsky, 2000):

(36) Phase Impenetrability Condition (Weak Version) a.k.a. PIC,
The domain of H is not accessible to operations at ZP; only H and its edge are accessible to such
operations.

This definition of PIC allows probing inside the spell-out domain until the next phase head is merged.
Assume another non-phase head X° merged with the phase HP. This head, as a non-phase head, can agree
with YP since YP is not spelled out until another phase head (say Z°) is merged:

10 T adopted this construction from Ulutas 2008/2009. He claims that the defective C is there since it cannot transfer
features to T, nor can it probe down to anything. In fact, having defective C is just an assumption for me and it does
not change my analysis, since one of the levels (which is useless) will be missing. I refer the readers to Ulutas
(2008/2009) for further arguments on defective C.
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(37) ZP—————— PHASEII

/\
V4 XP

/\

X  HP—— PHASE|

o H'
& g
Spell-Out Domain
N

The definition of PIC given in (2) is the weak version of PIC as opposed to the strong version (see
Chomsky, 2000). Under this definition of PIC, X in (37) can agree with YP since YP is not spelled out until
Z, another phase head, is merged.

Now, the system is ready to account for the grammaticality of (33). Phasemateness requires that the
NPI and the licensor negation be within the same domain. However, due to its morphologically strong
features, the verb moves until D, so the phasal domain is slided upwards. Then, PIC, comes into play and
awaits the spell-out for the next phase head to be merged into the system as in (38):

(38)
NegP <V +v +Neg>+T
/\

vP <V+v +Neg>—-

PN

Ali '
N
VP <V+v>

DpP <V=
—

... kimse-yi ...

PIC; states that the spell-out of a phase is triggered by the insertion of the next strong head; therefore,
the content of the spell-out domain still remains accessible to the next strong phase after the completion of
the phase it belongs to. As a result, until the next phase head is merged and raised to phase-slide, the contents
of this DP remain open to probes. Thus, as seen in (38), the NP1 is licensed by the copy of the Neg, since
the next phasal domain is slided onto T. The system I proposed here is based on phasemateness and phase
sliding along with the PIC,, and it works perfectly and accounts for the grammaticality of (33). Further, it
has to account for the ungrammaticality of (14a) —i.e. the sentence containing a full finite CP domain. Let
me re-note the data below:
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(39) a. *Ali [cp [tr Ayse kimse-yi gor-dii] diye] diistin-mii-yor.
Ali Ayse anyone-ACC See-PST ~ COMP think-NEG-PROG
‘Ali does not think that Ayse saw anyone.’

b. AN
vP Neg
/\

Ali
N
TP C

PN

Ayse v’
N
VP <V+v>
/\

... kimse-y1 ... <V>

The system | have proposed here also accounts for the ungrammaticality of (39a). The CP domain in
the clause given above does not allow licensing of the NP1 kimse-yi (anyone-Acc) with the matrix negation
(Neg) due to two reasons. First, V raises to v and [V+v] complex raises to adjoin to T, which triggers a phase
sliding within the embedded full finite CP. The spell-out domain becomes vP and Neg cannot license NPI
kimse-yi (anyone-Acc), since they are not in the same phasal domain. Second, due to PIC; reasons, the
shaded spell-out domain is shipped to interfaces since the other phase head, say C, is merged and there is
no further phase sliding since there is no other head-raising to C. Thus, phase sliding account within the
framework of phasemateness works so far.

The examples between (33) and (39) show that NPIs are open to matrix negation for the sentential
DPs. The proposed system also works fine with the agreeing and complex DP types. Consider the previous
example repeated here in (40):

(40) Complex DP
[op Ali-nin kimse-ye yalan-in]-1 yakala-ya-ma-di-k.
Ali-GEN anyone-DAT lie-3ross-Acc catch-ABIL-NEG-PST-1PL
‘We haven’t been able to catch Ali’s lie to anyone.’

Before moving on to analyze the DP domain within the framework of phase sliding, I will first detail
the hierarchical structure of the complex DPs.

Keskin (2009) observes that such complex DPs bear genitive and possessive agreement along with a
verbal argument. If the argument is marked with accusative case, Keskin states that it is the (phasal head)
D, which marks the genitive and accusative cases within the framework of Pesetsky & Torrego’s (2001)
multiple agree. The hierarchy therein is as follows, and | also assume this internal structure:

(41) Complex DPs
[op [npgen ... ] [o [Prede [ne ... ] Pred ] Duje: ]

Keskin follows Sezer (1991) and claims that cases such as accusative are structural; therefore, they
are licensed by D head, which dominates a verbal noun construction projected as PredP.
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With this internal structure in hand, | can now continue analyzing the licensing of the embedded NPI
within DP. The operation is along the same lines with the sentential DPs in that the phase sliding extends
the domain so that the matrix negation can see the embedded NPI kimse-ye (anyone-DAT):

(42) NegP

vP [V+v]+Neg@—— Phase Head Il

PN

pro v’
/\
VP <V+v>
PN
Dp <v>

/\
NPGHN D‘

Ali-nin - PredP  Pred + D@————— Phase Head |

/\
NPDAr Pred'
—— >~ "~ e Spell-out Domain |

kimse-ye NPvy <Pred>

=

valan-1

According to PIC, (Chomsky 2001), the spell-out of a phase is triggered by the insertion of the next
phase head, therefore the content of the spell-out domain still remains accessible until the next phase head
is merged. As a result, until the next phase head (i.e. v in (42)) is merged and raised to phase-slide (i.e. phase
head Il), the contents of this DP remain open to probes. Thus, the NPI kimse-ye (anyone-DAT) is licensed
since the matrix negation can still see the NP1 before it has been shipped to interfaces.

Last, I will explore the agreeing DPs. So far, we have seen that the system accounts for sentential and
complex DPs. First, let me introduce the internal structure of agreeing DPs in a simple way. Following the
general trend in the literature of DPs (see Citko, 2010; Erk-Emeksiz, 2003; Pereltsvaig, 2007; Progovac,
1998; Rappaport, 2001; Rutkowski, 2002 and Rutkowski & Progovac, 2005 among others), | simply assume
that the internal structure of agreeing DPs is as follows:

(43) Agreeing DPs!!
[op [npgen - ] [p [np - ] Duge:1]

Agreeing DPs are nominal phrases with a genitive marked NP as well as another NP, which is
possessive marked. | assume that the possessive marked NP raises to D to license its possessive and for EPP
reasons.

With this internal structure in hand, let me analyze the licensing of embedded NPIs within the
framework of phase sliding. First, I will re-note the data | have previously provided in (22) below in (44):

(44) [or Ali-nin hicbir sey-i]  ¢al-in-ma-du.
Ali-GEN anything-3poss  steal-PASS-NEG-PST
‘Nothing belonging to Ali was stolen.’

1 skip the details of many intermediate projections such as NumP, QP, AdjP, DegP etc. since such projections does
not influence my analysis here. Drawing the lines of the internal structure of DPs is beyond the scope of this study, so
I refer the curious reader to the relevant literature cited therein.
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Assuming that the 3Poss marked NPI hichir sey-i (anything-3Poss) is raised to adjoin to D for
morphological reasons and that morphology is interwoven in syntax, it escapes the first spell-out domain,
and becomes open to the matrix negation, as illustrated in (45):

(45) NegP

—
vP [V+v]+Neg

/_\
Ali-nin -~ NP higbir gey-i + D

<higbir sey>

The licensing of the embedded NPI is realized without even resorting to the phase sliding, since it
already escapes the spell-out domain and can be seen by the matrix negation. However, PIC, makes this
licensing operation possible because after the first phasal head, say v, is merged into the derivation, it is
raised to phase-slide; thus, the system waits until this phase sliding operation comes to an end. When Neg
is merged, the spell-out occurs after the NP1 is licensed.

Independent Support: Binding and Embedding

I argued in this paper that the phasemateness account cannot solely account for the problematic data
between (12) — (21). I claimed that the phasemateness account is right with two additional assumptions.
First, | integrated the phase sliding system following Gallego (2010) into phasemateness. Second, | adopted
PIC; and assumed that until the next phase head is merged, the spell-out domain is open to probes. The
problematic data presented here are explained under the analysis of [phasemateness + phase sliding + PIC;]
account.

The analysis also has its implications as to two different independent domains. First, | will show that
the proposal also explains binding domains. Since phase sliding extends the search domain for probes, an
anaphor should also be bound by a matrix antecedent for DPs. Likewise, full finite CP domains should not
allow anaphor binding as has been pointed out in Ozgen (2019, p. 161-162):

(46) a. *Alii [or benim kendii-nden  kork-tug-um]-u san-1yor
Ali my self-ABL be.afraid-vNOM-1POSS-ACC  SUPPOSE-PROG
‘Al thinks that I am afraid of him.’
b. *Alii [ce [ben kendii-nden  kork-tu-m] diye] bil-iyor.
Ali I self-ABL be.afraid-psT-1sG comp know-PROG
‘Ali knows that I was afraid of him.’

In (46a) according to PIC, (Chomsky, 2001), the spell-out of a phase is triggered by the insertion of

the next strong head; therefore, the content of the spell-out domain still remains accessible to the next strong
phase. As a result, until the next phase head is merged and raised to phase-slide, the contents of this DP
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remain open to probes. The CP domain in (46b), on the other hand, does not allow binding of the anaphor
kendi with the matrix subject Ali due to two reasons. First, v raises to adjoin to T, which triggers a phase-
sliding in the embedded CP. The spell-out domain becomes vP and co-indexation cannot occur between the
embedded subject Ali and the anaphor kendi, since they are not in the same phasal domain. Second, due to
PIC reasons, the shaded spell-out domain is shipped to interfaces since the other phase head, C, is merged
and there is no further phase sliding since there is no other head-raising to C. In a nutshell, phase sliding
makes correct predictions as to the binding transparency of DPs as well as the licensing of NPIs.

Binding of anaphors from DP domains provides us independent evidence in favor of the
[phasemateness + phase sliding + PIC;] account. As well as binding, | will show that embedding of NPIs
within two separate DP domains yield ungrammaticality since phase sliding extends the domain until the
point where the next phase head is merged:

(47) Polis-ler, [cp Ali [op Ayse-nin  kimse-yi  gor-diig-tin]-i diigtin-mii-yor diye] duy-mus.
cop-PLU Ali Ayse-GEN  anyone-ACC see-VNOM-3POSs-ACC  think-NEG-PROG ~ cOMP  hear-EVID
‘Cops heard that Ali does not think that Ayse saw anyone’

The data in (47) is grammatical in accordance with our expectations, since the shaded domain is the
spell-out domain after the phase sliding. The matrix negation encoded on the matrix verb can see the
embedded NPI kimse-yi (anyone-Acc) before the shaded domain is shipped to interfaces on the grounds of
PIC.. However, if we displace the negation and mark it on the very matrix verb duy-mus (hear-EvID), the
sentence will worsen. This is also expected since the NPI kimse-yi (anyone-Acc) and the negation will be
far away from each other, and will not be phasemates even after the phase sliding:

(48) *Polis-ler, [cp Ali [op Ayse-nin kimse-yi gor-diig-iin]-ii diisiin-iiyor diye] duy-ma-mus.
COop-PLU Ali Ayse-GEN  anyone-ACC See-VNOM-3POSS-ACC  think-PROG ~ COMP hear-NEG-EVID
‘(int.) Cops heard that Ali does not think that Ayse saw anyone’

The data in (48) is predicted by the analysis I put forward here. The [phasemateness + phase sliding
+ PIC;] account extends the search domain within the shaded DP, yet there is no negation to license the
embedded NPI. Since there is another phase head (diye ‘comMP’) before the licensor negation, the spell-out
occurs, so the NP1 kimse-yi (anyone-Acc) is shipped to interfaces without being licensed.

Concluding Remarks

In this paper, | claimed that the NPIs within DPs are licensed via an operation referred to as phase
sliding. First, | assumed that DPs are also phases following Chomsky (2006), Hiraiwa (2005), Marantz
(2007), Ott (2008) and Svenious (2004) among others. Then, | attempted to show that Turkish is a DP-
language as opposed to Traditional Noun Phrase languages (Boskovi¢, 2008). I also elaborated the problem
after | proved that DPs in Turkish are phases within the framework of the diagnostics. Last, | discussed the
problematic data on the grounds of [phasemateness + phase sliding + PIC;] account. The account can
successfully explain the underlying mechanism behind the licensing of NPIs within DP domains. Binding
and embedding also support the analysis independently.

Since phase sliding is an operation that extends the search domain for probes and other syntactic
operations, the interpretation of syntactic chunks (i.e. spell-out domains) will be affected after this operation.
NPI licensing and binding are related to the conceptual content of lexical items, thus they are interpreted at
<Sem>. If phase sliding is right, then we might expect that it will also influence <PHON> interpretations
such as nuclear stress, subextraction etc. | leave this issue for future studies.

37



Murat OZGEN

References

Abe, J., & Hoshi, H. (1997). Gapping and P-stranding. Journal of East Asian Linguistics, 6(1), pp. 101-136.

Alexiadou, A. (1999). On the properties of some Greek word order patterns. In A. Alexiadou, G. C. Horrocks, & M. Stavrou (Eds.),
Studies in Greek syntax (pp. 45-65). Springer, Dordrecht.

Alexiadou, A., & Anagnostopoulou, E. (1997). Toward a uniform account of scrambling and clitic doubling. In W. Abraham, & E.
van Gelderen (Eds.), German: Syntactic Problems, Problematic Syntax (pp. 143-161). Berlin: De Gruyter.

Benmamoun, E. (1997). Licensing of negative polarity items in Moroccan Arabic. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 15(2).
263-287.

Boskovic, Z. (2008). What will you have, DP or NP?. In Proceedings-Nels (Vol. 37, No. 1, p. 101).

Boskovié, Z. (2012). On NPs and clauses. In G. Grewendolf, & T. E. Zimmermann (Eds.), Discourse and grammar: From sentence
types to lexical categories (pp. 179, 242). Berlin: De Gruyter.

Bogkovi¢, Z. (2013). Phases beyond Clauses. In L. Schriicks, A. Giannakidou, & U. Etxeberria (Eds.), The nominal structure in
Slavic and beyond (pp. 116-175). Berlin: De Gruyter.

Boskovié, Z., & Sener, S. (2014). The Turkish NP. In P. Cabredo Hofherr, & A. Zribi-Hertz (Eds.), Crosslinguistic studies on noun
phrase structure and reference, (pp. 102-140). Leiden: Brill.

Choe, H. S. (1988). Restructuring parameters and complex predicates: a transformational approach. Doctoral dissertation, MIT.

Chomsky, N. (2000). Minimalist Inquiries: The Framework. In R. Marvin, D. Michaels, & J. Uriagereka (Eds.), Step by step: Essays
in minimalist syntax in honor of Howard Lasnik (pp. 89-156). Cambridge: MIT Press.

Chomsky, N. (2001). Derivation by phase. In M. Kenstowicz (Ed.), Ken Hale: A life in language (pp. 1-52). Cambridge: MIT Press.

Chomsky, N. (2004). Beyond explanatory adequacy. In A. Belletti (Ed.), Structures and Beyond: The cartography of syntactic
structures, vol. 3, ed. (pp. 104-31). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Chomsky, N. (2006). Approaching UG from below. Ms.: MIT.

Citko, B. (2010). On the (a)symmetric nature of movement: a view from Polish wh- and passive movement. In C. Browne et al.
(Eds.), Formal approaches to Slavic linguistics 18: the second Cornell meeting 2009 (pp. 38-57). Ann Arbor: Michigan
Slavic Publications.

Den Dikken, M. (2007). Phase extension: contours of a theory of the role of head movement in phrasal extraction. Theoretical
linguistics 33, 1-41.

Dryer, M. S. (2013). Negative morphemes. The world atlas of language structures online. Leipzig: Max Planck Institute for
Evolutionary Anthropology.

Epstein, S. D. & Seely, T. D. (2002). Rule applications as cycles in a level-free syntax. In S. D. Epstein, & T. D. Seely (Eds.),
Derivation and explanation in the minimalist program (pp. 65-89). Oxford: Blackwell.

Epstein, S. D. & Seely, T. D. (2006). Transformations and derivations. Cambridge University Press.
Erguvanli-Taylan, E. E. (1984). The function of word order in Turkish grammar (Vol. 106). University of California Press.

Erk-Emeksiz, Z. (2003). Ozgiilliik ve belirlilik (Doctoral dissertation). Ankara Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Dilbilim
Anabilim Dali, Ankara.

Gallego, A. (2009). Ellipsis by phase. Ms. Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona.
Gallego, A. J. (2010). Phase theory. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Gengel, K. (2007). Focus and ellipsis: A generative analysis of pseudogapping and other elliptical structures. Unpublished PhD
dissertation. University of Stuttgart.

Giannakidou, A. (1997). The landscape of polarity items. PhD dissertation, University of Groningen.
Goksel, A., & Kerslake, C. (2005). Turkish: A comprehensive grammar. Routledge.
Haspelmath, M. (1997). Indefinite pronouns. Oxford University Press.

Hiraiwa, K. (2005). Dimensions of symmetry in syntax: Agreement and clausal architecture (Doctoral dissertation). Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, MA.

Ince, A. (2009). Dimensions of ellipsis: Investigations in Turkish. University of Maryland, College Park.

Kayabasi, D., & Ozgen, M. (2018). A phase-based account of NPI-licensing in Turkish, Poznan Studies in Contemporary
Linguistics, 54(1), 83-113.

Kayne, R. S. (1994). The antisymmetry of syntax, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

38



Negative Polarity Items, DPs and Phase Sliding

Kelepir, M. (2001). Topics in Turkish syntax: clausal structure and scope. (PhD dissertation, Massachusetts Institute of
Technology.)

Keskin, C. (2009). Subject agreement-dependency of accusative case in Turkish or jump-starting grammatical machinery.
Amsterdam: LOT Publishing.

Kornfilt, J. (1997). Turkish. London and New York: Routledge.

Kornfilt, J. (2018). NP versus DP: Which one fits Turkish nominal phrases better? Turkic Languages, 22(2), 155-166.
Kumar, R. (2006). Negation and licensing of negative polarity items in Hindi syntax. London: Taylor and Francis.

Kural, M. (1997). Postverbal constituents in Turkish and the linear correspondence axiom. Linguistic Inquiry, 28(3), 498-519.
Ladusaw, W. (1979). Negative polarity items as inherent scope relations. PhD dissertation, University of Texas at Austin.

Lahne, A. (2008). Where there is fire there is smoke: local modelling of successive-cyclic movement. Doctoral dissertation,
University of Leipzig.

Laka, I. (2013). Negation in syntax: On the nature of functional categories and projections. Anuario del Seminario de Filologia
Vasca Julio de Urquijo, 25(1). 65-136.

Lasnik, H. (1999). On feature strength: three minimalist approaches to overt movement. Linguistic Inquiry, 30, 197-217.
Lasnik, H. (2001). When can you save a structure by destroying it? North East Linguistic Society, 31(2), Article 5.
Lasnik, H. (2008). Repair by ellipsis revisited. Class lectures at Nanzan University, Japan.

Lee-Schoenfeld, V. (2004). Binding by phase: (Non-)Complementarity in German. Journal of Germanic Linguistics, 16(2), 111-
173.

Legate, J. (2003). Some interface properties of the phase. Linguistic Inquiry 34, 506-516

Levine, R. D. (1985). Right node (non-)raising. Linguistic Inquiry, 16, 492-497.

Lewis, G. L. (1967). Turkish language. Oxford: OUP.

Lopez, L. (2012). Indefinite objects: Scrambling, choice functions, and differential marking (Vol. 63). MIT Press.

Mahajan, A.K. (1990). LF conditions on negative polarity licensing. Lingua 80(4). 333-348.

Marantz, A. (2007). Phases and words. In S. H. Choe (Ed.), Phases in the theory of grammar (pp. 191-220). Seoul: Dong In.
Matushansky, O. (2005). Going through a phase. MIT Working Papers in Linguistics 49: Perspectives on Phases, 157-181.
Merchant, J. (2001). The syntax of silence: Sluicing, islands, and the theory of ellipsis. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Miyagawa, S. (2010). Why agree? Why move. Linguistic Inquiry Monograph, 54.

Muraki, M. (1978). The sika nai construction and predicate restructuring. Problems in Japanese syntax and semantics, 155-177.

Miiller, G. (2004). Phrase impenetrability and wh-intervention. In A. Stepanov, G. Fanselow, & R. VVogel (Eds.), Minimality effects
in syntax (pp. 289-325). Berlin: De Gruyter.

Miiller, G. (2011). Constraints on displacement: a phase-based approach. Amsterdam and Philadelphia: John Benjamins.
Ordonez, F. (1998). Post-verbal asymmetries in Spanish. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory, 16(2), 313-345.
Ott, D. (2008). Notes on noun ph(r)ases. Ms., Harvard University.

Ozgen, M. (2018). Phasehood of DPs in Turkish: an implication for non-simultaneity. Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi
Dergisi, 5(2),1-31.

Ozgen, M. (2019). Binding in Turkish nominal phrases and phase-sliding. Dilbilim arastirmalar: dergisi, 30(2), 145-170.
Pereltsvaig, A. (2007). The Universality of DP: A view from Russian. Studia Linguistica 61: 59-94.

Pesetsky, D., & Torrego, E. (2001). T-to-C movement: Causes and consequences. Current studies in linguistics series, 36, 355-426.
Progovac, L. (1998). Determiner phrase in a language without determiners. Journal of Linguistics 34, 165-79.

Rappaport, G. C. (2001). Extraction from nominal phrases in Polish and the theory of determiners. Journal of Slavic Linguistics 8:
159-98.

Rizzi, L. (1997). The fine structure of the left periphery. In L. Haegeman (Ed.), Elements of grammar (pp. 281-337). Dordrecht:
Springer.

Ross, J. R. (1970). Gapping and the order of constituents. In Progress in Linguistics, The Hague: Mouton.
Rouveret, A. (2012). VP ellipsis, phases and the syntax of morphology. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory, 30(3), 897-963.

Rutkowski, P. & Progovac, L. (2005). Classification projection in Polish and Serbian. In S. Franks et al (Eds.), Formal Approaches
to Slavic Linguistics (pp. 289-299). Ann Arbor: Michigan Slavic Publications.

39



Murat OZGEN

Rutkowski, P. (2002). The syntax of quantifier phrases and the inherent versus structural case distinction. Linguistic Research 7,
43-74.

Saito, Mamoru (1985). Some asymmetries in japanese and their theoretical implications. Doctoral dissertation, MIT.

Samek-Lodovici, V. (2019). Prosody-Driven Scrambling in Italian. Romance Languages and Linguistic Theory 15: Selected papers
from'Going Romance'30, Frankfurt, 15, 177.

Sezer, F. E. (1991). Issues in Turkish syntax. Harvard University PhD thesis.

Svenious, P. (2004). On the edge. In D. Adger, C. D. Cat, & A. G. (Eds.), Peripheries: Syntactic Edges and their Effects (pp. 261-
287). Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Sener, S. (2008). Non-canonical case licensing is canonical: Accusative subjects of CPs. Ms., University of Connecticut, Storrs.
Tiirker, L. (2019). Noun phrases in article-less languages: Uzbek and beyond (Vol. 253). John Benjamins Publishing Company.
Ulutas, S. (2008). Feature inheritance and subject Case in Turkish. Ms.

Ulutas, S. (2009). Feature inheritance and subject case in Turkish. In S. Ay, O. Aydin, 1. Ergeng, S. Gokmen, S. Issever & D.Pecenek
(Eds.), Essays on Turkish Linguistics Proceedings of the 14th International Conference on Turkish Linguistics (pp. 141-151).
Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag.

Underhill, R. (1976). Turkish grammar. Cambridge, MA: MIT press.

Vasishth, S. (1999). Surface structure constraints on negative polarity and word order in Hindi and English. The Proceedings of the
Resource Logics and Minimalist Grammars Conference.

Wexler, K. & Culicover, P. W. (1980). Formal principles of language acquisition, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Yamashita, H. (2003). On the distribution and licensing of negative polarity items in Japanese and the Phase-Impenetrability
Condition. In Proceedings of the Fourth Tokyo Conference on Psycholinguistics (Vol. 313, p. 337). Tokyo: Hituzi Syobo.

Yoshida, M., & Gallego, A. I. (2008). Phases and ellipsis. In 27th West Coast Conference on Formal Linguistics.

40



