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ABSTRACT

MULTIPLE DOMINANCE BY DEFAULT, ELLIPSIS BY NECESSITY:
AN ANALYSIS OF HEM...HEM COORDINATION IN TURKISH

KOSE, Engin
Ph.D., The Department of English Language Teaching
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Martina GRACANIN YUKSEK

February 2026, 169 pages

This dissertation explores hem...hem ‘both...and’ coordination (HHC) in Turkish. I
argue that HHC never involves small coordination (i.e., coordination of DPs) but
consistently conjoins structures that are at least as big as vP. The central proposal is
that the default PF-reduction mechanism is Multiple Dominance (MD), and ellipsis is
employed only by necessity. Regulated by an economy principle (Citko & Gracanin-
Yiiksek, in press), MD is favored because it requires fewer lexical resources and
operations compared to ellipsis. I demonstrate that MD successfully derives the
obligatory multiple events reading, incompatibility with collective predicates, sloppy
identity readings with the reflexive kendi ‘self’, cumulative agreement, and negation
ambiguity. However, MD cannot account for morphological mismatches, such as non-
identical case markers in suspended affixation or overt singular agreement on reflexive
kendisi ‘self.3SG’ in the object position. In such cases, the grammar resorts to ellipsis
to derive the surface string. Finally, I show that these two mechanisms can interact,
but such mixed and matched analyses, given that they involve ellipsis, are last resort

mechanisms, employed only when MD fails.
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0z

VARSAYILAN OLARAK COKLU HUKMETME, GEREKLI DURUMLARDA
EKSILTI: TURKCE’DEKI HEM... HEM KOORDINASYONUNUN BiR
COZUMLEMESI

KOSE, Engin
Doktora, Ingiliz Dili Ogretimi Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Martina GRACANIN YUKSEK

Subat 2026, 169 sayfa

Bu tez, Tiirkgedeki hem...hem koordinasyonunun (HHK) yapisini incelemektedir.
Calismada, HHK "nin asla kii¢iik koordinasyon (yani Belirleyici Obegi koordinasyonu)
igermedigi, aksine tutarl bir sekilde en az Hafif Eylem Obegi biiyiikliigiindeki yapilari
birlestirdigi savunulmaktadir. Temel 6neri, varsayilan PF-indirgeme mekanizmasinin
Coklu Hiikmetme (CH) oldugu ve eksiltili yapinin ancak zorunluluk halinde
kullanildigidir. Bu o6neri, ekonomi ilkesi (Citko & Gracanin-Yiiksek, baskida)
tarafindan yonetilir ve CH, eksiltili yapiya kiyasla daha az sozciiksel kaynak ve islem

gerektirdigi icin tercih edilmektedir.

Calismada, CH’nin zorunlu c¢oklu olay okumasini, topluluk yiiklemleriyle
uyumsuzlugu, doniislii kendi sozciigliyle olusan gevsek Ozdeslik okumalarini,
yigilmali uyumu ve olumsuzluk belirsizligini basartyla tiirettigi gosterilmektedir.
Ancak CH, 6zdes olmayan durum ekleri igeren ertelenmis ekleme 6beklerini veya

nesne konumundaki doniislii kendisi sozciigiiniin tizerindeki tekil ekleri gibi durumlar

vi



aciklayamamaktadir. Bu tlir durumlarda, ylizey dizilisini tliretmek icin dilbilgisi,
eksiltili yapiya basvurmaktadir. Son olarak, bu iki mekanizmanm etkilesime
girebildigi, ancak eksiltili yap1 icermeleri nedeniyle bu tiir karma analizlerin yalnizca
CH’nin basarisiz oldugu durumlarda basvurulan son care mekanizmalar1 oldugu

gosterilmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: hem...hem koordinasyonu, Coklu Hiikmetme, Eksilti, PF-

Indirgeme, Tiirkce s6zdizimi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This dissertation explores the hem...hem ‘both...and’ coordination in Turkish, which
is used to conjoin two or more elements. Hem particles combine conjuncts of various
categories (DPs, verbs, AdvPs, among others), and the coordinated phrase can figure
as a subject, direct and indirect object, adjunct and predicate, as shown in (1)-(5).

Importantly, hem...hem coordination (HHC) can also combine clauses, as shown in

(6).

(1) Hem Ali hem Ayse dans et —ti.! hem...hem subject
hem Ali hem Ayse dance do-PST
‘Both Ali and Ayse danced.’

(2) Alihem dergi  -yi hem kitab-1  oku-du.  hem...hem direct object
Ali hem magazine-ACC hem book-ACC read-PST
‘Ali read both the magazine and the book.’

(3) Ali hem Ayse’ye hem Zehra’ya sarki soyle-di. hem...hem
Ali hem Ayse-DAT hem Zehra-DAT song sing -PST indirect object
‘Ali sang a song to both Ayse and Zehra.’

'In this example, the absence of the overt plural agreement marker on the verb does not necessarily
indicate the absence of plural agreement. This is because in Turkish, third person plural subjects can be
used with both plural and singular form of the verb regardless of the presence of coordination
(Underhill, 1976; Kornfilt, 1997; Goksel & Kerslake, 2005; Kahraman, 2018), as shown below:

@) Alive Aysedanset -ti -(ler).
Ali and Ayse dance do-PST-(3PL)
‘Ali and Ayse danced.’

(i1) Onlar gel -di -(ler).
They come-PST-(3PL)
‘They came.’



(4) Ali hem sabah hem 6gleden sonra ders c¢alis -ti.  hem...hem adjunct
Ali hem morning hem afternoon lesson study-PST

‘Ali studied both in the morning and in the afternoon.’

(5) Ali hem giill -dii hem agla-di. hem...hem verb
Ali hem laugh-PST hem cry -PST
‘Ali both laughed and cried.’

(6) Hem Hasanis -e  git-ti, hem (de) hem...hem clause
hem Hasan work-DAT go-PST hem (also)
Alicarst -ya ak -t
Ali market-DAT go out-PST
‘Hasan went to work and Ali went shopping.’ (Kornfilt, 1997, p.111)

Existing literature on HHC is predominantly descriptive in nature. For instance,
Goksel and Kerslake (2005) describe hem...hem as a reduplicative conjunction used
to introduce phrases or clauses, emphasizing the equal syntactic status and function of

each element it connects, as shown in (7).

(7) Necla hem Bogazici Universitesi hem de  Bilkent’e
Necla hem Bogazi¢i University hem (also) Bilkent-DAT
gir-ebil -iyor  -mus.
20-POT-PROG- EVID
‘Necla has been admitted to both Bogazici University and Bilkent.’
(Goksel and Kerslake, 2005, p. 444)

In (7), hem...hem links two parallel elements, Bogazici Universitesi ‘Bosphorus
University’ and Bilkent ‘Bilkent (University)’. The conjunction conveys that both DPs
stand in equal relation to the verb, and that they function as indirect objects of the

predicate.’

2 The second (last) hem particle can optionally be followed by an additive particle de ‘also’.
3 Sentence (7) also involves so-called suspended affixation; the dative case marker —e, present only on

the DP Bilkent is understood as modifying also the DP Bogazi¢i Universitesi ‘Bosphorus University’. T
will discuss suspended affixation in HHC in Chapter 3, Section 3.1.8.
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Similarly, Goksel and Kerslake (2011) provide the example in (8), where hem is
positioned before each ablative DP, Ali’den ‘from Ali’ and ablasindan ‘from his
sister’, to list multiple sources of borrowing. Goksel and Kerslake state that hem is

placed before each conjunct and functions as an enumerating conjunction.

(8) Hem Ali’den hem (de) abla -s1 -n-dan ayriayr1 borg al -mis.
hem Ali-ABL hem (also) sister-3SG -ABL separately borrow-EVID
‘S/he borrowed money both from Ali and from his sister.’

(Goksel and Kerslake, 2011, p. 134)

Kornfilt (1997) states that the number of hem particles in a clause must match the
number of the elements conjoined, as in (9). In (9), three DPs, namely Hasan, Ali, and
Zeynep are conjoined within the subject, and the number of instances of sem in the
coordination matches the number of conjuncts being connected. Therefore, hem is

repeated three times: once before each conjunct.

(9) Hem Hasan hem Ali hem (de) Zeynep diin sinema-ya  git-ti  -ler.
Hem Hasan hem Ali hem (also) Zeynep yesterday cinema-ACC go-PST-3PL
‘Hasan, Ali and Zeynep went to the cinema yesterday.’

(Kornfilt, 1997, p. 113)

Crucially, no instance of #em may be omitted in such examples, as (10) and (11) show.

(10) *Hasan hem Ali hem (de) Zeynep diin sinema-ya
Hasan hem Ali hem (also) Zeynep yesterday cinema-ACC
git-ti  -ler.
go-PST- 3PL

Intended: ‘Hasan, Ali and Zeynep went to the cinema yesterday.’

(11) *Hem Hasan hem Ali (de) Zeynep diin sinema-ya
Hem Hasan hem Ali (also) Zeynep yesterday cinema-ACC
git-ti  -ler.
go -PST-3PL

Intended: ‘Hasan, Ali and Zeynep went to the cinema yesterday.’



To date, little attention has been paid to the syntactic underpinnings of HHC in
Turkish. In particular, the size of the conjuncts, their internal syntactic make-up, and
the complex agreement patterns that arise in cases when hem...hem conjoins non-third
personal singular subjects have not, to the best of my knowledge, been systematically
investigated. In this dissertation, I aim to fill this gap by examining HHC when it

conjoins two (or more) subjects or non-subjects.

I will argue that HHC never involves “small coordination” (i.e., coordination of
phrasal units, such as DPs). Rather, I will demonstrate that it consistently conjoins
structures that are at least as big as vP, or even bigger (such as TP or CP). Since this
underlying structure is often syntactically richer than the surface string, a PF-reduction
mechanism is required to derive the pronounced form. An example is given in (12)a),
where hem...hem appears to be conjoining DPs Ali and Ayse on the surface, but
underlyingly conjoins clauses, as in (12)b), where the material unpronounced in the

first conjunct is shaded.*

(12) a. Hem Ali hem Ayse sarki soyle-di.
hem Ali hem Ayse song sing -PST
‘Both Ali and Ayse sang a song.’

b. Hem Ali hem Ayse sarki soyle-di.
hem Ali song sing -PST hem Ayse song sing -PST
‘Both Ali and Ayse sang a song.’

The central proposal of this dissertation is that the default PF-reduction mechanism in
HHC is Multiple dominance (MD), and ellipsis only by necessity, i.e., when MD is
impossible. The choice between MD and ellipsis is regulated by an economy principle
which favors the PF-reduction mechanism that derives (a) given surface string(s) (with
a particular interpretation) in the most economical way. Citko and Gracanin-Yiiksek
(in press) define the economy principle as favoring “least effort” derivations (i.e.,

derivations with fewest operations) and suggest that economy bans derivations in

“Throughout the dissertation, grey shading is used to mark non-pronounced material, without
committing to any particular analysis.



which PF-reducing operations apply vacuously. I, on the other hand, will define this

economy principle as in (13).°
(13) Economy Principle: minimize the number of syntactic nodes.

Specifically, when a certain string with a certain reading of a HHC can in principle be
derived by both MD and ellipsis, the MD derivation is preferred because it requires
fewer lexical resources and fewer operations compared to the ellipsis derivation, and
does not require the deletion of structure, but nevertheless allows the shared material
to be interpreted as syntactically present in both conjuncts. Ellipsis, by contrast, incurs
additional cost, since syntactic material must be generated multiple times and
subsequently deleted at PF. This economy principle favors MD as the default PF-
reduction mechanism, with ellipsis being used only when the intended reading cannot

be derived via MD (sharing).

My proposal is that MD is employed as the PF-reduction mechanism whenever the
material “missing” from the first conjunct is identical to the material pronounced in
the second conjunct, as in (14)a), where the multiply dominated material is
underlined.® As examples (14)b) and (14)c) show, the multiply dominated material in

(14)a) is independently compatible with the subject of each conjunct.

(14) a. Hem Ali hem Ayse toplanti-ya  katil -di.
hem Ali hem Ayse meeting-ACC attend-PST
‘Both Ali and Ayse attended the meeting.’

b. Ali toplant1 -ya  katil -di.
Ali meeting-ACC attend-PST
‘Ali attended the meeting.’

c. Ayse toplant1 -ya  katil -d1.
Ayse meeting-ACC attend-PST
‘Ayse attended the meeting.’

51 thank Isa Bayirl for this suggestion.

% Throughout the dissertation, underlining is used to indicate material that is shared.



I further propose that material missing in the first conjunct in a HHC can be multiply
dominated even if it is not absolutely identical with the material pronounced in the
second conjunct, provided that the mismatch can be resolved via so-called cumulative
agreement (agreement of a shared functional head with multiple goals) (Grosz 2015).
For example, cumulative agreement mechanism can “save” cases in which subjects do

not match in person, but both agree with a shared verbal head, as in (15).

(15) a. Hem ben hem Ali giildii-k.
hem I hem Ali laugh-PST
‘Both Ali and I laughed.’

b. Ben giil -di -m/ *gil -di -k
I laugh-PST-1SG laugh-PST-1PL
‘I laughed.’

c. Aligil -di /*gil -di -k
Ali laugh-PST- laugh-PST-1PL
‘Ali laughed.’

I extend this proposal to other agreeing expressions in Turkish, such as reflexives and
possessive phrases: if the material missing from the first conjunct contains a reflexive
or a possessive phrase that would show different agreement pattern with the two
subjects of the HHC, this material can be multiply dominated because the mismatch
in agreement morphology can be resolved through cumulative agreement. However,
instances of non-identity that cannot be resolved via cumulative agreement (e.g.,
binding indices on the unambiguously singular reflexive kendisi ‘self.3SG’, necessary
to derive the sloppy identity reading), shown in (16), cannot be derived by MD, forcing

the grammar to resort to ellipsis to derive the surface structure.

(16) Hem Ali hem Ayse kendi-si -ni  degerlendir-di.
hem Ali hem Ayse self -3SG-ACC evaluate -PST
‘Both Ali and Ayse evaluated themselves.’

In the remainder of this chapter, I introduce the two puzzles addressed in this

dissertation: the size of the conjuncts in HHC (Section 1.1) and the choice of the PF-



reduction mechanism (Section 1.2), outlining the PF-reduction mechanism that I will

propose.

1.1.  Puzzle #1: The Size of the Conjuncts in HHC

The first goal of this dissertation is to determine the underlying syntactic structure for
HHC in Turkish. In particular, the question is whether HHC is best analyzed as
involving “small” coordination (a what-you-see-is-what-you-get analysis) or “big”
coordination (where each hem particle introduces a clausal constituent, part of which
is unpronounced in non-final conjunct(s)) or whether both analyses are possible. I
investigate this by examining HHC in different positions in the sentence, more
precisely, in the position of the subject and in the position of an indirect object. There

are at least two ways to analyze sentences that contain HHC, like the one in (17)’.

(17) Hem Ali hem Ayse gel -di.
hem Ali hem Ayse come-PST.
‘Both Ali and Ayse came.’

Under a small coordination analysis, illustrated in (18)b), the two DPs A/i and Ayse

are directly conjoined by a null conjunction, and each is preceded by the particle hem.

(18) a. Hem Ali hem Ayse gel -di.

hem Ali hem Ayse come-PST.

‘Both Ali and Ayse came.’

b. TP
&P T
/\ geldicomepst
/DP\ /&"\
hem Ali & /DP\
hem Ayse

7 Here and throughout the thesis, I assume that coordination is asymmetric (Johannessen, 1998; Citko,
2005; Benmamoun et al., 2009; Zhang, 2010; Marusi¢ et al., 2015; Nevins & Weisser 2019), though
nothing in my analysis hinges on this assumption. The exact position of the hem particles is also unclear.
For concreteness, I represent them within the projection of each conjunct, but this is just for the purposes
of exposition.



In this analysis, phrases such as noun phrases (NPs), determiner phrases (DPs), or verb
phrases (VPs) are conjoined within a larger structure. These smaller units do not
constitute full clauses on their own, and the entire &P functions as part of a bigger
structure. In (18)b), A/i and Ayse are coordinated at the DP level, and the coordination
functions as the subject of the matrix clause. Crucially, on this analysis the structure
does not contain any PF-reduction: the syntactic structure closely matches the

pronounced string.

Alternatively, a clausal coordination analysis assumes that hem...hem particles
introduce entire clauses, such as A/li geldi ‘Ali came’ and Ayse geldi ‘Ayse came’, as

in (19)b).

(19) a. Hem Ali hem Ayse gel -di.
hem Ali hem Ayse come-PST.
‘Both Ali and Ayse came.’
b. &P
s
- - Ayse/\T'
T~ T T
vP geldicomepst

In this analysis, coordination targets larger syntactic units, such as vPs, TPs, or CPs
(here, I represented the conjuncts as TPs). Depending on their size, these conjuncts
might function independently as full clauses and the reduction of identical material
across conjuncts must be derived by a PF reduction mechanism, such as MD or ellipsis.
The apparent coordination of the subjects in the surface string is thus misleading, since

it suggests that conjoined elements are DPs, rather than larger conjuncts.

In Chapter 2, I will present arguments indicating that clausal coordination, along the

lines of (19)b), is the only possible underlying structure for HHC, thereby ruling out



the small coordination analysis. Support for the clausal analysis of HHC comes from
the interpretation of HHC and its incompatibility with collective predicates. However,
clausal coordination means that the syntactic structure is richer than the pronounced
string, necessitating a PF-reduction mechanism. This is the second puzzle I will focus

on in this dissertation.

1.2. Puzzle #2: How to Derive the String from the Underlying Clausal
Coordination

Once a clausal coordination analysis for HHC is adopted, a second puzzle immediately
arises: how does the grammar derive the observed surface string, exemplified in
(19)b), where only a single instance of the verb and inflectional material is

pronounced, from an underlying structure that contains multiple clauses?

Two standard candidates for this PF reduction of HHC are ellipsis and MD. An
example of the ellipsis analysis of HHC, where some material in the first conjunct

(here, the entire T°) is elided, is given in (20)b).% °

(20) a. [Hem Ali gel—d#} [hem Ayse gel -di].
Hem Ali come-PST hem Ayse come-PST

‘Both Ali and Ayse came.’
b. &P
//\
TP &'
/\ /\
hem TP & TP
Ali hem TP
/\ /\
vP T
/\ geldicomepst
Ayse gelcome

8 Here and throughout the dissertation, I assume that the verb in Turkish raises at least as high as the T
(see Kural, 1992, 1997); this is why ellipsis of T is necessary to remove the verb from the string. If the
verb remains in its original VP-internal position, then ellipsis may target the VP instead.

° In the bracketed example (20)a), elided material is shown with strikethrough. In diagram (20)b), the
elided material is shaded, and the ellipsis site is indicated with a dashed arc. Throughout the dissertation,
I use these notational devices — strikethrough in bracketed examples and shading with a dashed arc in
diagrams — to mark ellipsis consistently. Strikethrough in diagrams will be reserved for marking
unpronounced copies of moved constituents.



The analysis in (20)b) is reminiscent of the ellipsis account of Right Node Raising
(RNR), on which the unpronounced material in the first conjunct is deleted (Wexler &
Culicover, 1980; Swingle, 1993; Kayne, 1994; Wilder, 1997, Hartmann, 2000;
Boskovié, 2004; Ha, 2008; ince, 2009; Barros and Vicente, 2011; Giirer & Goksel,
2019).

An alternative to the ellipsis analysis is an MD analysis. MD involves a sharing
mechanism where a single node of syntactic material is dominated by nodes in both
conjuncts and pronounced only once (typically in the second conjunct). This analysis
corresponds to an MD analysis of RNR (McCawley, 1982; McCloskey; 1986; Muadz,
1991; Wilder, 1999; Bachrach & Katzir, 2007; Gracanin-Yiksek, 2007; Grosz, 2015;
Citko, 2017; Giirer & Goksel, 2019, Sehit 2025). An MD-based derivation of the
sentence in (21)a), is given in (21)b), where the verb phrase ge/ ‘come’ and the T head

-di *.PST’ are multiply dominated.

(21) a. Hem Ali hem Ayse gel -di.
Hem Ali hem Ayse come-PST.
‘Both Ali and Ayse came.’
b. &P
e
geldicomepst
Ayse gelcomr

Taking as the starting point the proposal that MD is a more economical PF-reduction
mechanism than ellipsis (Citko and Gracanin-Yuksek in press), in Chapter 3, I will
present a proposal that MD is preferred over ellipsis in HHCs in which PF-reduced
material is identical across conjuncts, as well as in HHCs in which PF-reduced material
1s non-identical across conjuncts, but the mismatch can be resolved through

cumulative agreement. [ will also argue that MD is the only mechanism that can derive

10



the negation scope ambiguity observed in HHCs. However, in Chapter 4, 1 will
demonstrate that a pure MD analysis cannot account for HHCs which contain reflexive
kendi ‘self’ involving an overt 3™ person singular agreement (-si) and those that
contain suspended affixation across conjuncts in which the suspended affix, if it were
produced twice, would not be identical in the two conjuncts. In such cases, ellipsis
analysis is forced. Finally, in Chapter 5, I will show that the two PF mechanisms, MD
and ellipsis, can interact with each other, i.e., there are examples of HHC which
involve both MD and ellipsis. Thus, the conclusion emerges that the surface form of a
HHC is derived via a constrained hybrid system: multiple dominance by default,
ellipsis by necessity. 1 will demonstrate how this interaction successfully derives

sentences that combine properties of both MD and ellipsis. Chapter 6 is the conclusion.
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CHAPTER 2

CLAUSAL COORDINATION ANALYSIS FOR HHC

In this chapter, I present evidence that HHC consistently requires a clausal
coordination analysis. I first examine HHC in sentences where hem...hem conjoins
subjects (section 2.1) and then proceed with sentences where it conjoins indirect
objects (section 2.2). The evidence compiled here demonstrates that small
coordination — a "what-you-see-is-what-you-get" approach, in which only phrasal

units are conjoined — is not a viable option for HHC in any position.

2.1. HHC in the Subject Position

In this section, I present the core proposal that HHC requires clausal analysis when it
conjoins subjects. In section 2.1.1, I examine the interpretation of HHC, particularly
focusing on the number of events denoted by the coordinate phrase. This discussion
will demonstrate that HHC inherently involves multiple events, supporting a clausal
coordination analysis. Section 2.1.2 provides further evidence for the clausal analysis
of HHC by discussing HHC and collective predicates. Finally, section 2.1.3
investigates sentences with the reflexive kendi ‘self” to demonstrate that HHC in the
subject position yields the sloppy identity reading, a phenomenon inconsistent with

the small coordination analysis.

2.1.1. Interpretation of HHC in the Subject Position

I begin my investigation of the interpretation of HHC with the following sentence:

(22) Hem Ali hem Ayse araba-y1  yika -di.
Hem Ali hem Ayse car -ACC wash-PST
‘Both Ali and Ayse washed the car.’

12



Sentence (22) superficially appears to feature a simple coordinate subject, hem Ali hem
Ayse ‘both Ali and Ayse’. However, its interpretation does not describe a single,
collective car-washing event. Although the sentence yields an interpretation where
both Ali and Ayse washed a specific car (as indicated by the accusative ending on the
direct object araba-y1 ‘car.acc’),'® it obligatorily reports multiple events of car-
washing, suggesting a bi-clausal analysis.!! Specifically, the sentence reports that two
distinct car-washing events occurred — one performed by Ali and another by Ayse —
rather than a joint action of car-washing within a single event. This is supported by the
fact that sentence (22) can felicitously summarize only scenarios that force the

interpretation in which two events of car-washing take place.

10 Tn Turkish, the accusative case is used not only to formally mark the direct object of a verb, but also
to mark specificity (see Eng, 1991; Kornfilt, 1997; Goksel & Kerslake, 2005; von Heusinger & Kornfilt,
2005, 2017; Nakipoglu, 2009 for detailed discussions on specificity and definiteness in Turkish). In
particular, the accusative case in Turkish differentiates between specific and non-specific interpretations
of an object noun phrase, as shown below:

(1) Alielma -y1 ye -di. case-marked object — specific interpretation
Ali apple-ACC eat-PST
‘Ali ate the apple.’

(i1) Ali elma ye-di. bare object — non-specific interpretation
Ali apple eat-PST
‘Ali ate an apple/apples.’

' T assume that two separate events are most naturally represented by two separate clauses, therefore,
by a bi-clausal analysis, and a single event is most naturally represented by a single clause, therefore,
by a mono-clausal analysis. I posit the correlation between the number of events and the number of
clauses because it is the simplest way to derive the interpretation. This assumption is supported by
empirical evidence by Clifton and Frazier (2012). In one of their experiments, they used coordinated
sentences with the anaphoric subject in the second conjunct; the anaphoric subject was either the
collectively biased pronoun they, as in (i) and (iii), or the distributively biased neither of them, as in (ii)
and (iv). The antecedent of the second conjunct subject was presented either in NP coordination, as in
(1) and (ii), or in separate clauses, as in (iii) and (iv). Participants experienced reading difficulties when
the conjoined NP antecedent in the first conjunct (Stacey and Lisa) was referred to by neither of them
in the second conjunct (i.e., in sentences like (ii)). No reading difficulties arose when the antecedent
was presented in separate clauses (i.e., in sentences like (iv)). This suggests that NP coordination biases
readers toward a collective reading, while separate clauses facilitate a multiple-event interpretation.

(i) Paul wrote to Stacey and Lisa, but they didn’t respond, though nobody knows why.
(i1) Paul wrote to Stacey and Lisa, but neither of them responded, though nobody knows why.
(iii) Paul wrote to Stacey and he called Lisa, but they didn’t respond, though nobody knows why.

(iv) Paul wrote to Stacey and he called Lisa, but neither of them responded, though nobody knows
why.

This aligns with the proposal that the obligatory multiple-event reading of HHC is derived from an
underlying bi-clausal structure.

13



Consider the scenario in (23), which forces multiple car-washing events of the same

car.

(23) Ali and Ayse work at the same car wash company. Their boss, by
mistake, assigns the same car to Ali and Ayse, so the car is washed twice, once

by Ali and once by Ayse. The boss reports the following to the customer:

(24) Hem Ali hem Ayse araba-y1r  yika -du
hem Ali hem Ayse car -ACC wash-PST
‘Both Ali and Ayse washed the car.’

In this context, sentence (24), repeated from (22), successfully summarizes the
scenario. Intuitively, for a sentence to felicitously report two events of car washing,
clausal coordination is required as there need to be two car-washing activities on
different occasions, performed by different subjects. The felicity of (24) in this context

supports the conclusion that the sentence can receive a bi-clausal analysis.
Based on the interpretation, the syntactic configuration appears to be as follows:

(25) [Hem Ali ] [hem Ayse araba-y1  yika -di].
hem Ali car -ACC wash-PST hem Ayse car -ACC wash-PST
‘Both Ali washed the car and Ayse washed the car.’

The next question is whether the clausal coordination analysis is the only available
analysis for HHC. To establish this, HHC will be examined in a scenario that forces
an interpretation where a single, collective event of car-washing took place. If HHC
can also receive a small coordination analysis, the sentence should felicitously
summarize this scenario as well. The evidence, however, indicates otherwise. Consider

the scenario in (26).

(26) Ali and Ayse work at the same car wash company. Their boss tells them
they have an important customer and asks Ali and Ayse to work together so
that they can provide the best service and wash this customer’s car. While

returning the car, the boss says to the customer:

14



(27) #Hem Ali hem Ayse araba-y1 yika -d1.
hem Ali hem Ayse car -ACC wash-PST
‘Both Ali and Ayse washed the car.’

This scenario forces a single car-washing event, and sentence (27), with HHC, does
not successfully describe the scenario. This shows that the small coordination analysis,
shown in (28), is unavailable for HHC, as it cannot accommodate a single-event

interpretation.

28 *[Hem Ali hem Ayse] araba-y1  yika -di.
y
hem Ali hem Ayse car -ACC wash-PST

Based on these interpretations, the conclusion emerges that HHC always involves

clausal coordination, as it cannot accommodate a single-event scenario.

In the following section, I present supporting evidence for the clausal coordination

analysis of HHC by showing that HHC is incompatible with collective predicates.

2.1.2. Collective Predicates

Collective predicates, such as meet, gather, together can only be predicated of
semantically plural entities and are licensed only in the presence of plural subjects
(Link, 1983; Lasersohn, 1995; Champollion, 2015; Smith, 2017), as in (29). The same

holds true in Turkish, as shown in (30).

(29) a. John and Mary met.

b. *John met.

(30) a. Ogrenciler bulus-tu.
student-PL meet -PST-3PL
‘Students met.’
b. *Ogrenci bulus-tu.
Student meet -PST-3PL
*¢A student met.’

In (29)a) and (30)a), the DPs John and Mary and 6grenciler ‘students’ are plural both

syntactically and semantically, and the sentences are grammatical. However, the

15



subjects in (29)b) and (30)b), namely John and 6grenci ‘student’, are singular, leading
to ungrammaticality when the predicate involves the verb meet/bulusmak ‘meet’. This

shows that collective predicates require plurality to be licensed. '?

In the previous section, I showed that HHC requires clausal coordination where each
particle precedes an independent clause with a singular subject. This structural
constraint predicts that a collective predicate will not be licensed with HHC in the
subject position because neither of the two underlying singular subjects can satisfy the
plurality requirement of the predicate bulusmak ‘meet’, so the use of a collective
predicate should be banned. The ungrammaticality of sentence (31), which contains a

collective predicate, confirms this prediction.

(31) *Hem Ali hem Ayse bulus-tu.
hem Ali hem Ayse meet-PST
Intended: ‘Both Ali and Ayse met.’

12 That collective predicates require semantic plurality is important because DPs that are syntactically
singular, but yield a group/plural interpretation, such as committee, also allow the use of a collective
predicate. An example is given in (i) below.

(1) The committee gathered to discuss the schedule.

Conversely, nouns that have only a plural form (pluralia tantum) (Corbett, 2000) but denote a singular
entity (e.g., scissors or glasses) cannot be modified by a collective predicate. For instance, in Croatian,
the noun vrata ‘door’ is syntactically plural and requires plural verbal agreement, yet it cannot be
modified by the collective adverb zajedno ‘together’, as shown in (ii) and (iii) (Gracanin-Ytiksek,
personal communication).

(i1) a. Jedna vrata su otvorena.
one door AUX.PL open.NEUT.PL
‘One door is open.’

b. *Jedna vrata je otvoreno.
one door AUX.SG open.NEUT.SG

(iii) a. Jedna vrata su se otvorila.
one door AUX.PL REFL. open.NEUT.PL
‘One door opened.’

b. *Jedna vrata su se zajedno otvorila.
one door AUX.PL REFL. together open.NEUT.PL
Intended: ‘One door opened together.’
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Sentence (31) is ungrammatical because the subject Hem Ali hem Ayse ‘both Ali and
Ayse’ cannot denote plurality or a group reading that the verb bulus ‘meet’ requires.'
This shows that 4A/i and Ayse are not coordinated with each other, but are rather

subjects of different conjuncts, as in (32).

(32) *[Hem Alifsg) bulus-tu«,; J[hem Ayses) bulus-tu«p, .
hem Ali  meet -PST  hem Ayse  meet-PST

Collective predicates thus present further evidence for clausal coordination of HHC in
the subject position.
2.1.3. Sloppy Identity Reading

In this section, I provide the final piece of evidence supporting the clausal coordination
analysis of HHC in the subject position. To do that, I will examine coordination

structures with reflexives, with a focus on the sloppy identity reading.

In earlier works (Ross, 1967; Reinhart, 1983; Fiengo & May, 1994; Tomioka, 1999,
among others), it was shown that sentences which involve VP ellipsis, like (33), have

both sloppy and strict identity readings.
(33) Peter walked his dog, and Dan did [], too. (Tomioka, 1999, p. 217)

The second (elliptical) conjunct in this sentence has two possible interpretations:'*

13 Sentence (31) is ungrammatical on the reading that Ali and Ayse met each other. This sentence is
grammatical only with the reading in which both Ali and Ayse meet the same person, as follows:

(1) A: Kim Mehmet’le bulus-tu?
who Mehmet-with meet-PST
‘Who met Mehmet?’

B: Hem Ali hem Ayse bulus-tu.
hem Ali hem Ayse meet-PST
‘Both Ali and Ayse meet (Mehmet).’

141t should be noted that a "third-party reading" is also possible in an appropriate context (e.g., where

both Peter and Dan walked e.g., John’s dog). However, the literature primarily focuses on the contrast
between the strict and sloppy readings discussed here.
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(34) a. Dan walked his own dog. Sloppy Reading
b. Dan walked Peter’s dog. Strict Reading

In the literature, the presence of a sloppy identity reading has been taken as a hallmark
of elliptical structures.'> For instance, Reinhart (1983) suggests that for a sentence like
(33) to have a sloppy identity reading, it needs to have the underlying representation
in (35), where the possessive pronoun /is in the second conjunct is co-indexed with

the subject in that conjunct, Dan.
(35) Peter; walked his; dog, and Dany [walked hisx dog], too.

In this view, when the second conjunct undergoes ellipsis, it preserves an unspoken
structure that mirrors the first conjunct, allowing each subject, Peter and Dan, to
independently bind the pronoun 4is in their own conjuncts. If, on the other hand, the
pronoun Ais in the elliptical conjunct is co-indexed with the subject of the first

conjunct, Peter, the strict identity reading obtains.

Below, I will present how the availability of the sloppy identity reading provides

further support for the clausal coordination analysis of HHC in the subject position.

In her dissertation, Eren Gezen (2022) investigates the interpretation of anaphors in
VP-Ellipsis and RNR constructions in Turkish using HHC as an example of RNR. An

example is given in (36).

15 Although sloppy identity reading is typically taken as a diagnostic for ellipsis, this is contested in
some studies. For instance, Merchant (2013) provides the following sentences to show the availability
of sloppy identity reading without ellipsis.

(i) Ralph ate his ice-cream with a spoon, and Seymour did the same thing.
(i) Harvey stubbed his toe on the doorstop, and it happened to Max, too.

(ii1) Undergraduates can be covered under their parents’ health plans if desired; { likewise
for graduate students. | that goes for grad students, too. }

(iv) A professor who pays down her mortgage with her paycheck is wiser than one who
gambles it away in online poker.
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(36) Hem Ali hem Ayse kendi-ni  degerlendir-di.
hem Ali hem Ayse self -ACC evaluate -PST
‘Both Ali and Ayse evaluated himself/herself.’
(Eren Gezen, 2022, p. 47)

Sentence (36) exhibits the sloppy identity reading; on this reading, Ali evaluated
himself and Ayse evaluated herself. This reading is only possible if HHC is clausal,
with each conjunct functioning as an independent clause, as shown in 0. [Hem Alj;

kendi-ni;  degerlendir-di] [hem Aysex kendi-nix

hem Ali self -ACC evaluate -PST hem Ayse self -ACC
degerlendir-di].

evaluate -PST

‘Ali evaluated himself and Ayse evaluated herself.’

By contrast, the sentence does not allow the strict identity reading, as shown in (37).

(37) *[Hem Ali; kendi-ni=x ~ degerlendir-di] [hem Aysex kendi-nik
hem Ali self -ACC evaluate -PST [hem Ayse self -ACC
degerlendir-di].
evaluate -PST]

Intended: ‘Ali evaluated Ayse and Ayse evaluated herself.’

Eren Gezen (2022) confirms these interpretations with an experiment in which she
found that the acceptance rate for the sloppy identity reading in HHC is 93.2%, while
for the strict identity reading it is only 0.89%. The reason why the strict identity
reading is absent is somewhat mysterious, since the anaphor kendi ‘self’ can normally
be co-indexed with a local antecedent as well as a long-distant antecedent (Ozgen,

2019), as shown in (38). !¢

16 Ozgen (2019) proposes an interphasal mechanism, phase sliding, to account for how kendi ‘self’
may take a non-local antecedent. See Ozgen (2019) for a detailed discussion.
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(38) Polisj [pp hirsizi -in~ kendij-ni  yarala-dig - -1]
cop burglar-GEN self -ACC wound-VNOM-POSS-ACC
bil -iyor.
know-PROG
“The cop knows that the burglar wounded him/himself.’
(Ozgen, 2019, p. 149)

For the purposes of this dissertation, it is important that the availability of the sloppy
reading provides further evidence that HHC in the subject position derives from
clausal coordination, since each conjunct must contain its own instance of kendi,
bound by its own subject, to carry a distinct index (as shown in 0) and yield the sloppy
interpretation. Why exactly the strict identity reading is absent is beyond the scope of
this study.

In this section, several pieces of evidence have been presented to support a clausal
coordination analysis of HHC in the subject position: multiple events interpretations
(section 2.1.1), incompatibility with collective predicates (section 2.1.2), and the

availability of the sloppy identity reading (Section 2.1.3).

In the next section, I turn to HHC in the indirect object position, to see whether the bi-

clausal analysis I argued for can be maintained for non-subject HHC.

2.2. HHC in the Indirect Object Position

In section 2.1, I established that HHC in the subject position requires clausal
coordination, where each hem particle precedes the entire clause. In this section, I
extend this argument to cases in which hem...hem appears in non-subject position.
However, the analysis becomes more complex in cases where hem particles precede
non-subject constituents, such as indirect objects, since the indirect object is not the

leftmost element in the clause. This raises key questions for this section:

(1) Can the clausal coordination analysis also account for HHC in positions
other than the subject?

(i1) What is the exact size of the conjoined constituents (vP, TP, or CP)?

To explore this, I will focus on coordination of indirect objects, exemplified in (39).
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(39) Galerici hem Ali-ye hem Ayse-ye araba-y1  sat -ti.
car dealer hem Ali-DAT hem Ayse-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
‘The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’

There are several reasons for opting to examine HHC in the position of an indirect
object (rather than, for example, direct object). Firstly, indirect objects are obligatorily
marked with a dative case, regardless of whether they are specific or non-specific, as

shown in (40).

(40) Ahmet 6grenci*(-ye) kitap ver -di.
Ahmet student-DAT book give-PST
‘Ahmet gave a/the student a book.’

This is not the case with direct objects, which are marked with the accusative case only

when the object is specific, as shown in (41) and (42).

(41) Ahmet Ali’ye elma -y1  ver -di.
Ahmet Ali-DAT apple-ACC give-PST
‘Ahmet gave the apple to Ali.

(42) Ahmet Ali’ye  elma ver -di.
Ahmet Ali-DAT apple give-PST
‘Ahmet gave an apple to Ali.’

This alternation between the presence and absence of accusative case has been referred
to as differential object marking (Kornfilt, 2008; Key, 2012; Kizilkaya et al., 2022).!”
Since differential object marking in Turkish might introduce complications into the
analysis that are unrelated to HHC, I chose to examine HHC in the indirect object
position. A second reason for focusing on indirect objects is that in this position
Turkish allows suspended affixation (SA) (Lewis, 1967; Broadwell, 2008; Goksel &
Kerslake, 2005; Kabak, 2007), which provides insight into the syntactic structure of
HHC. SA refers to a phenomenon where a suffix appears only on the final conjunct

while being interpreted as applying to all conjuncts. This is shown in (43), where (43)a)

17 See also footnote 10.
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illustrates the sentence with suspended suffixes and (43)b) its semantic

interpretation. '

(43) a.Zenginve tinli -y -di -m.
rich and famous-COP-PST-1SG

‘I was rich and famous.’

b. Zengin ve Unli -y -di -m.
rich -PST-1SG and famous-COP-PST-1SG
‘I was rich and famous.’ (Kabak, 2007, p. 314)

Suspended affixation is also available in HHC, as in (44), where the dative case -ye on
the first member of the HHC, A/, is suspended and pronounced only on the second

member, Ayse.

(44) Galerici  hem Ali hem Ayse’ye araba-y1  sat -t
car dealer hem Ali hem Ayse -DAT car -ACC sell-PST
‘The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’

Possible underlying structures for this sentence include at least the following:

(45) Galerici  [hem Ali hem Ayse]’ye araba-y1  sat -t1.
car dealer hem Ali hem Ayse-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
‘The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’

(46) Galerici  [hem Ali’ye]  [hem Ayse’ye] araba-y1  sat -ti.
car dealer hem Ali-DAT  hem Ayse-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
‘The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’

18 Suspended affixation has been extensively studied in the literature, with different perspectives
especially on the behavior of derivational suffixes. However, as they fall outside the scope of this
dissertation, they will not be addressed. Interested readers may refer to Kabak (2007) and Kornfilt
(2012) for a detailed discussion.
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(47) Galericik hem [# Ali’ ] hem [t Ayse’ye
car dealer hem  Ali-DAT car -ACC sell-PST hem  Ayse-DAT
araba-y1 sat -t1.]
sell-PST car -ACC
‘The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’

In this section, I propose that HHC in the indirect object position never involves small
coordination, represented in (45) and (46), but rather must be analyzed as clausal
coordination as in (47). Under this analysis, I assume that hem...hem particles mark
the left edge of the clause. The subject, galerici ‘car dealer’, originates within each
conjunct (represented by #), and the surface word order is derived via Across-the-
Board (ATB) movement of the subject from both clausal conjuncts to a position above

the coordination phrase.

The proposal that HHC in the indirect object position involves clausal coordination
will be supported by several pieces of evidence. In section 2.2.1, I will examine the
interpretation of HHC, particularly how it relates to the number of events denoted by
the sentence and how it interacts with SA. This discussion will provide evidence that
HHC in the indirect object position involves multiple events, supporting a clausal
coordination analysis. In section 2.2.2, T will further support this analysis by
investigating sentences containing the reflexive pronoun kendi ‘self’ to demonstrate
that HHC in this position yields sloppy identity readings. The presence of sloppy
identity effects will reinforce the claim that a clausal coordination structure is

necessary.

2.2.1. Interpretation of HHC in the Indirect Object Position

In this section, I will investigate the interpretation of HHC in the indirect object
position, specifically in relation to suspended affixation. I will demonstrate that HHC
in the indirect object position is never ambiguous and yields multiple events
interpretation regardless of the presence or absence of suspended affixation. This
rigidity of interpretation provides support for the claim that HHC in the indirect object
position necessitates a clausal coordination analysis, where each conjunct corresponds

to a separate event.
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As noted in s

ection 2.2, HHC in indirect object position can appear with or without

the dative case marker being suspended. The relevant examples are repeated here as

(48) and (49).

(48)

(49)

As it turns out

Galerici  hem Ali’ye  hem Ayse’ye araba-y1 sat-ti.  No SA4
car dealer hem Ali-DAT hem Ayse-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
‘The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’

Galerici hem Ali hem Ayse’ye  araba-y1  sat-t1. SA
car dealer hem Ali hem Ayse-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
‘The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’

, the presence versus the absence of suspended affixation does not affect

the interpretation possibilities of HHC, which always denotes two events.

This is confirmed by the fact that both (48) and (49) can successfully summarize only

the two-event

scenario in (50), but neither can be used to summarize the single-event

scenario in (51).

(50)

The car dealer sells the same car separately, once to Ali and once to

Ayse, on different occasions. Someone realizes the deceit and talks about the

fraud to a friend:

a.

(51)

Galerici hem Ali’ye hem Ayse’ye araba-y1  sat -ti.
car dealer hem Ali-DAT hem Ayse-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
“The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’

Galerici hem Ali hem Ayse’ye  araba-y1  sat-t1.
car dealer hem Ali hem Ayse-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
“The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’

Ali and Ayse, a married couple, save diligently for years to buy a car as

a gift for their son on his 18™ birthday, and they finally purchase the car that

their son has been dreaming of. Witnessing the sale, a neighbor says:
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a. #Galerici hem Ali’ye hem Ayse’ye araba-y1  sat-t1.
car dealer hem Ali-DAT hem Ayse-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
‘The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’

b. #Galerici hem Ali hem Ayse’ye  araba-y1  sat-t1.
car dealer hem Ali hem Ayse-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
‘The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’

In scenario (50), both example (a), which has no SA, and example (b), where the dative
suffix is suspended, are felicitous, as both clearly communicate that the car dealer sold
the car to Ali and Ayse in two distinct events. By contrast, in scenario (51), neither
example (a), without SA, nor example (b), with the dative suffix suspended, is
acceptable. This indicates that HHC obligatorily denotes multiple events, which is

incompatible with a single joint purchase.!®

This lack of contrast between the interpretation of HHC with and without suspended
affixation suggests that suspended affixation in HHC is not an indication of a smaller
coordinate structure, i.e., that (b) examples in (50) and (51) do not involve a small, DP

coordination in the indirect object position.

The multiple events reading, however, does not persist in the presence of SA across
all coordinators in Turkish; whether the affix is suspended or not affects the
interpretation in some cases. One such example comes from ve ‘and’ coordination.
The scenario in (52) shows that ve ‘and’ coordination without suspended affixation

can denote a multiple events reading in a scenario like (50) — the same way HHC can,

19 Duygu Sarisoy (personal communication) raises the question of whether the obligatory multiple event
reading in these examples stems from the nature of the event - since a single car cannot be sold twice
in one event - rather than from the syntactic structure itself. She gives the following sentence as an
example of a single event in which an action (a click) targets multiple recipients.

@) Galerici hem Ali hem Ayse’ye fotograf-1 gonder-di.
car dealer hem Ali hem Ayse-DAT photo -ACC send -PST
‘The car dealer sent the photo to both Ali and Ayse.’

I believe that the presence of two recipients in (i) forces a multiple event interpretation of the HHC,
regardless of the fact that it involves a single click. Progovac (1999) argues that correlative conjunctions
force the assignment of separate theta-roles to each conjunct (4/i and Ayse in (i)). Consequently, even
if the two events are simultaneous, the grammar treats them as distinct. Thus, even if the dealer sends a
photo to multiple recipients with a single click, HHC grammatically encodes these as distinct events of
sending: one to Ali and one to Ayse.
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but presumably without clausal coordination. However, when suspended affixation is

applied, multiple events reading becomes unavailable.

(52) The car dealer sells the same car separately, once to Ali and once to
Ayse, on different occasions. Someone realizes the deceit and talks about the

fraud to a friend:

a. Galerici Ali’ye ve Ayse’ye araba-y1  sat-ti.
car dealer Ali-DAT and Ayse-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
‘The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’

b. #Galerici Alive Ayse’ye araba-y1  sat-t1.
car dealer Ali and Ayse-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
Intended: ‘The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’

The incompatibility of (52)b) with the two-event scenario shows that ve ‘and’
coordination, unlike HHC, cannot express two events when the case marker is
suspended. On the other hand, ve ‘and’ coordination, appears to allow a different
interpretational flexibility. Specifically, the presence of suspended affixation in ve
‘and’ coordination can yield a single-event reading in a scenario like (51), as shown in
(53). The full form (without SA), on the other hand, cannot accommodate this reading,
as shown in (53)b).

(53) Ali and Ayse, a married couple, save diligently for years to buy a car as
a gift for their son on his 18™ birthday, and they finally purchase the car that

their son has been dreaming of. Witnessing the sale, a neighbor says:

a. Galerici Ali ve Ayse’ye araba-y1 sat -t1.
car dealer Ali and Ayse-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
“The car dealer sold the car to Ali and Ayse.’

b. *Galerici Ali’ye ve Ayse’ye araba-y1  sat -t
car dealer Ali-DAT and Ayse-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
Intended: ‘The car dealer sold the car to Ali and Ayse.’
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With ve ‘and’ coordination, this flexibility is not unexpected and has been discussed
in the literature. For instance, Bayirli (2017, 2022) provides the following examples

demonstrating the effect of suspended affixation.

(54) Kiz ve erkek-ler bulus-tu.
girl and boy-PL meet-PST

‘Girls and boys met.’

(55) Kiz-lar ve erkek-ler bulus-tu
girl-PL and boy -PL meet-PST
‘Girls and boys met.” or ‘Girls met and boys met.’

(Bayirl, 2022, p. 390)

In (54), where suspended affixation applies to the plural marker, the interpretation
necessarily involves a meeting that involves both girls and boys together. By contrast,
in (55), where each conjunct bears a plural marker, the interpretation is ambiguous
between one meeting that involves both girls and boys or two meetings; one separately

for girls, one separately for boys.

The observations in (52)-(55) show that the presence or absence of SA directly affects
the interpretation of ve ‘and’ coordination. By contrast, suspended affixation has no
such effect with HHC, and the multiple events interpretation is obligatory regardless
of whether the suffix is suspended or not. This supports the proposal that HHC
necessarily involves clausal coordination, where each conjunct denotes a distinct

event.

2.2.2. Sloppy Identity Reading

In this section, I will present the final piece of evidence that supports the clausal
coordination analysis of HHC in the indirect object position. Specifically, I will
examine sloppy identity readings by analyzing sentences that include the reflexive

pronoun kendi ‘self’.

An example involving the reflexive pronoun kendi ‘self” with HHC in the indirect

object position is given in (56).
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(56) Terapist hem Ali’ye hem Ayse’ye kendi-ni  anlat-t1.
Therapist hem Ali-DAT hem Ayse-DAT self -ACC tell-PST
Sloppy Identity Reading: ‘The therapist talked to Ali about Ali and to
Ayse about Ayse .’%°

The availability of the sloppy identity reading in sentence (56) provides evidence for
the clausal coordination analysis of HHC in the indirect object position. Since reflexive
pronouns like kendi ‘self” must be locally bound (Chomsky, 1981 for Principle A; Eng,
1989; Kornfilt, 2001; Goksel & Kerslake, 2005 for local binding of kendi ‘self’) , the
underlying representation for the sloppy identity reading must involve kendi ‘self’ in
the first conjunct bound by the indirect object of that conjunct A/i ye‘Ali.DAT’, as in
(57).

(57) Terapistj [hem Alix’ye kendi-nix  anlat-ti] [hem Aysew’ye
threapist hem Ali-DAT self -ACC tell -PST hem Ayse -DAT
kendi-niy, anlat -ti].
self -ACCtell -PST
‘The therapist talked to Ali about Ali, and the therapist talked to Ayse
about Ayse.’

2.3. Interim Conclusion

Evidence from multiple events interpretations, incompatibility with collective
predicates, and reflexive binding consistently points towards a clausal coordination
analysis of HHC in both subject and indirect object positions, demonstrating that small

coordination is not a viable option for this construction.

The next challenge is to determine the precise PF-reduction mechanism that reduces
this underlying clausal structure to the impoverished surface string. In the following

chapter, I will begin by arguing that the structure is derived primarily via the MD

21n principle, the strict identity reading, on which the therapist talked to both Ali and Ayse about Ayse,
might be expected. However, this reading is not attested, so with respect to the presence/absence of the
strict identity reading, HHC in the indirect object position parallels the behavior of subject HHC, where
the strict identity reading is similarly unavailable. Additionally, (56) allows a reading in which the
reflexive takes the matrix subject as its antecedent (i.e., the therapist talked to Ali and Ayse about the
therapist). However, this reading is irrelevant for the purposes of this dissertation.
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mechanism, which provides a straightforward account of the semantic and syntactic
properties of HHC discussed in this chapter. However, as subsequent chapters will

show, MD alone is insufficient, and the development of a hybrid system is necessary.
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CHAPTER 3

MULTIPLE DOMINANCE ANALYSIS: THE DEFAULT MECHANISM

In Chapter 2, I established that HHC, irrespective of its syntactic position, necessarily
involves clausal coordination. This conclusion raises the question of how the
underlying clausal structure is reduced to the surface string. The central claim of this
chapter is that an MD analysis is the default mechanism to account for HHC in Turkish.
In this chapter, I demonstrate that MD successfully derives the properties we have
already observed: the obligatory multiple events reading, incompatibility with
collective predicates, reflexive binding and the sloppy identity reading (which will be
shown to be a distributive reading of a plural anaphor), and suspended affixation. In
addition, I will show that MD can also derive the properties of HHC that I have not
discussed yet: cumulative agreement, the sloppy identity reading of possessive phrases
(which will be shown to be the distributive reading of plural possessives), as well as
the collective reading of both reflexive and possessive constructions. Finally, I will

show how an MD analysis can derive ambiguity of HHCs with negation.

However, this chapter also demonstrates that MD fails to account for instances of HHC
that involve certain morphological mismatches across conjuncts and this motivates the
need for an ellipsis analysis, discussed in Chapter 4. The emerging picture is that
ellipsis serves as a mechanism for PF-reduction that becomes available only for
configurations that MD cannot derive. This is because, as mentioned in the
Introduction, MD is a more economical mechanism of PF-reduction and is therefore

favored by the grammar (Citko and Gracanin-Yiiksek, in press).

In Section 3.1, I present HHC sentences exhibiting different semantic and syntactic
properties and show that these properties can be derived by the MD analysis,
establishing MD as the default mechanism for PF-reduction. Section 3.2 turns to HHC
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sentences featuring morphological mismatches, demonstrating that such cases cannot
be derived under an MD analysis, paving the way for the introduction of the ellipsis

analysis in Chapter 4 as a necessary alternative analysis.

3.1.  What MD Can Account for: Establishing the Default

This section proposes an MD analysis as the correct analysis of HHC, which can derive
a range of behavior of HHCs and can account for all the properties of HHC discussed

in the previous chapter, covering both subject and indirect object positions.

In Section 3.1.1, I will show how the MD analysis of HHC derives the multiple events
reading observed in sentences like (58) and (59) (repeated from (22) and (39)
respectively), in which the HHC appears in the subject and indirect object positions
respectively. Because in these examples shared material is identical across conjuncts,

MD analysis can easily derive the observed strings and the accompanying readings.

(58) Hem Ali hem Ayse araba-y1  yika-di.
hem Ali hem Ayse car -ACC wash-PST
‘Both Ali and Ayse washed the car.’

(59) Galerici  hem Ali’ye hem Ayse’ye araba-y1  sat -t1.
car dealer hem Ali-DAT hem Ayse-DAT car -ACC sell-PST

‘The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’

In section 3.1.2, I will explain why HHC is incompatible with collective predicates, as
shown in (60), providing evidence for the MD analysis when the HHC occupies the

subject position.

(60) *Hem Ali hem Ayse bulus-tu.
hem Ali hem Ayse meet-PST
Intended: ‘Both Ali and Ayse met.’

In section 3.1.3, I will demonstrate how the MD analysis accounts for the availability
of the sloppy identity reading of the reflexive kendi ‘self” when kendi ‘self” occupies
the position of the direct object, and the examples involve either a subject HHC, as in

(61), or an indirect object HHC, as in (62).
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(61) Hem Ali hem Ayse kendi-ni  degerlendir-di. Subject HHC
hem Ali hem Ayse self -ACC evaluate -PST
‘Both Ali and Ayse evaluated himself/herself.’

(62) Terapist hem Ali’ye hem Ayse’ye kendi-ni  anlat-ti. /O HHC
Therapist hem Ali-DAT hem Ayse-DAT self -ACC tell-PST

Sloppy Identity Reading: ‘The therapist talked to Ali about him and
Ayse about her.’

Having established how the MD analysis derives the multiple events readings of HHC,
its incompatibility with collective predicates and the sloppy identity reading with the
reflexive kendi ‘self’, I will introduce some additional observations about HHC and

demonstrate how the MD analysis can account for them.

In section 3.1.4, I will show that the proposed analysis accounts for sentences with
cumulative agreement, as in (63), where the shared verb carries 1% person plural
morphology, although neither subject (ben ‘I’, Ali) is plural. I will propose that the
cumulative agreement pattern results from the way the subjects interact with the shared

T, adopting the analysis proposed by Grosz (2015).

(63) Hem ben hem Ali yemek soyle-di  -k.
hem 1 hem Ali food order-PST-1PL
‘Both Ali and I ordered food.’

In section 3.1.5, I will extend the cumulative agreement analysis to agreement patterns
observed in possessive phrases. Crucially, this section will explain multiple
interpretations of sentences with possessive objects (such as og(u)lu ‘his/her/their
son’, evleri ‘their house(s)’ and arabamiz ‘our car’) both with singular possessive

morphology, as in (64), and with plural possessive morphology, as in (65) and (66).

(64) Hem Ali hem Ayse og(u)l-u  -nu  0v  -dii. Possessive object Sg
hem Ali hem Ayse son -3SG-ACC praise-PST

Distributive Reading: ‘ Ali praised his son and Ayse praised her son.’
Collective Reading: ‘Ali and Ayse praised their son.’

External Referent Reading: ‘Ali and Ayse praised someone else’s son.’

32



(65) Hem Ali hem Ayseev  -leri-ni sat -t1.  Possessive object Pl
hem Ali hem Ayse house-3PL-ACC sell-PST

Distributive Reading I: ‘Ali sold his house and Ayse sold her house.’
Distributive Reading 2: Ali sold his houses and Ayse sold her houses.’
Collective Reading I: ‘Ali and Ayse sold their shared house.’
Collective Reading 2: Ali and Ayse sold their shared houses.’
External Referent Reading: ‘Ali and Ayse sold someone else’s shared

house(s).’

(66) Hem ben hem Ali araba-miz-1 yika -di -k. Possessive object Pl
hemI hem Ali car -1PL-ACC wash-PST-1PL

Distributive Reading: ‘1 washed my car and Ali washed his car.’

Collective Reading: ‘Ali and I washed a shared car.’

In section 3.1.6, I will discuss HHC sentences with cumulative agreement on the verb,
which obligatorily yield only the strict identity reading, as in (67). I will argue that this
reading arises naturally under the MD analysis, and will show why the sloppy identity

reading is absent.

(67) Hem Ali hem ben baba -m -1 sev -iyor _ -uz.

hem Ali hem I father-1SG-ACC love-PROG-1PL

‘Both Ali loves my father and I love my father.’

In Section 3.1.7, I will investigate the ambiguity of negation in HHC, illustrated in
(68). I will argue that MD analysis explains this ambiguity because a representation
where negation is multiply dominated delays its spellout (Bachrach & Katzir, 2007),
making available multiple positions in which it can be interpreted. Thus, different
interpretations of negated HHC sentences can be derived by a single syntactic

derivation.

(68) Hem Ali hem Ayse diis-me -di.
hem Ali hem Ayse fall-NEG-PST
‘Neither Ali nor Ayse fell.’
‘Either Ali didn’t fall or Ayse didn’t fall.”

33



Finally, in Section 3.1.8, I will extend the analysis to instances of HHC in the indirect
object position and discuss sentences where HHC involves suspended affixation (SA).
Recall from Chapter 2 that SA refers to a morphosyntactic phenomenon where an affix
that is grammatically required in all conjuncts is phonologically realized only in the
last conjunct in coordinate structures (Lewis, 1967; Broadwell, 2008; Goksel &
Kerslake, 2005; Kabak, 2007). This is illustrated in (69), where the dative suffix -ye is
omitted from the DP A/i in the first conjunct and appears only on the DP Ayse in the

second conjunct although it is interpreted in both.

(69) Galerici  hem Ali hem Ayse’ye  araba-y1  sat -t1.
car dealer hem Ali-DAT hem Ayse -DAT car  -ACC sell-PST
‘The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’

3.1.1. Multiple Events Reading and Identical Shared Material

In chapter 2, I demonstrated that HHC denotes multiple events and proposed that the
most straightforward way to capture this property is by analyzing HHC as involving
clausal coordination in both subject and indirect object position.?! In this section, I
begin the investigation with HHC in the subject position, illustrated in (22), repeated
here as (70).

(70) Hem Ali hem Ayse araba-y1  yika-di.
hem Ali hem Ayse car -ACC wash-PST
‘Both Ali (washed the car) and Ayse washed the car.’

As stated earlier, semantically, there are two separate events of car-washing in this

sentence: the car was washed once by Ali, once by Ayse. Although there is only one

21 In this dissertation, I restrict my discussion of HHC to instances in which it appears in subject and
indirect object positions. However, further evidence supports the claim that the coordination is clausal
rather than phrasal. Consider the following example, where each conjunct contains its own overt subject
and distinct predicate:

6) Hem giines var -di hem de yagmur yag-iyor -du.
hem sun  exist-PST hem also rain rain-PROG-PST
‘Both there was sun and also it was raining.’

The presence of independent subjects and predicates across conjuncts suggests that each conjunct is
independent. This pattern constitutes direct evidence that HHC can involve clausal coordination
regardless of what analysis we believe is responsible for examples where the conjuncts are seemingly
smaller.
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occurrence of the predicate arabay: yikadi ‘washed the car’ in the surface string, the
MD representation in (71)b) contains two clauses that share the VP arabay: yika-

‘wash the car’ and the T head -di ‘-psT’. 2> %3

(71) a. Hem Ali hem Ayse araba-y1  yika-di.
hem Ali hem Ayse car -ACC wash-PST
‘Both Ali and Ayse washed the car.’

b. &P
TP &'
hem TP & jig
Ali T hem TP
vP T
A vP T
yikadiwasg.pst
Ayse V'
o
NP A\
arabaylcar acc yikawasn

This structural configuration allows the shared predicate arabay: yikad: ‘washed the
car’ to be associated with each subject — A/i and Ayse — independently, yielding two
distinct clauses, each indicating a separate event. Thus, even though the predicate
surfaces only once, the representation is still bi-clausal, with A/i and Ayse each
functioning as the subject of its own clause, which results in two independently

interpreted events of car washing.

Because the VP and T are multiply dominated, they are generated only once in the

structure and shared by both clauses. This configuration produces a single overt

22 As stated in Chapter 2, I adopt the correlation between the number of events and the number of clauses
as the simplest and most transparent way to derive the observed interpretation. If there are two separate
events, this corresponds to a bi-clausal analysis, whereas a single event corresponds to a mono-clausal
analysis.

2 1t may not be obvious why the T head must be shared in this structure. I will address this requirement
in Section 3.1.4, where I discuss cumulative agreement.
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realization of the identical material and still allows each subject to access the same
predicate. This is consistent with the economy principle stated earlier, since the
analysis derives the correct surfaces string and interpretation without requiring

duplication or deletion of any constituent.

The same reasoning extends to cases in which the HHC is in the indirect object
position. In (39), repeated here as (72), Ali’ye ‘to Ali’ and Ayse’ye ‘to Ayse’ function
as the indirect object, while the predicate arabay: satti ‘sold the car’ is pronounced
only once, but is interpreted as applying to each recipient separately. Under the MD

analysis, the sentence is represented as in (72)b).?*

(72) a. Galerici hem Ali’ye  hem Ayse’ye  araba-y1  sat -t1.
car dealer hem Ali-DAT hem Ayse-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
‘The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’

b. P
/\
Galericicar peaLEr T
/\
TP &'
/\ /\
hem TP & TP
/\ /\
Galerieicar DEALER T hem TP
/\
vP tai - T
/\
GalerieicAr DEALER V' vP T

/\ sattisg L psT
VP tet ER V'
Ali'yearipar

NP Vv

AYSe'yeAYsE.DAT/\

arabayicar acc satspLL

24 Recall from section 2.2 that I assume across-the-board (ATB) movement of the matrix subject to
account for the single pronounced occurrence of the subject galerici ‘car dealer’. Under the MD
analysis, each conjunct is a separate clause, and the matrix subject must be interpreted as originating in
both conjuncts. ATB movement provides a straightforward way to capture this multiple events structure
while maintaining the surface string.
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Each conjunct contains its own VP: the VP in the first conjunct contains the 1O A/i’ye
‘to Ali’ and the VP in the second conjunct contains the 10 Ayse've ‘to Ayse’.?> Both
VPs also dominate the shared predicate arabay: sat ‘sell the car’. In addition, the v

head and the T head are multiply dominated and shared across the two conjuncts.

As in HHC in the subject position, this structural configuration correctly predicts the
multiple events reading: one event in which the car dealer sells the car to Ali, and
another in which the car dealer sells the car to Ayse. Crucially, the predicate arabayt
sat- ‘sell the car’ and the T head -# °-PST’ are shared, but the indirect objects occupy
positions in separate conjuncts, each associated with an independent event. 2® This
analysis is also compatible with the economy principle since there is only one
occurrence of the shared predicate in the derivation. If the derivation involved ellipsis,
the predicate would have to be built twice, with one instance elided. Since this is less

economical than the MD derivation in (72), MD is preferred.

25 This discussion adopts the VP-shell analysis for ditransitive predicates, following Larson, (1988),
where indirect objects are generated within a layered VP structure. An alternative approach treats
indirect objects as introduced by an applicative functional head (Appl), as proposed in Pylkkédnen
(2002). Nothing in the present analysis hinges on choosing between these implementations: the crucial
assumption is simply that each conjunct independently introduces its own applied argument, whether
via VP shells or an applicative projection.

26 Alternatively, it is possible that the HHC in (72)b) involves vP coordination, with the sem particles
adjoined to the vP in each conjunct, as shown in (i). Such a structure would also yield multiple events
interpretation, since each vP constitutes a complete proposition. However, since HHC in the subject
position must involve TP coordination (on the assumption that the verb moves at least to T), I adopt the
structure in (72)b) for uniformity, where hem...hem coordinates TPs.

(1) TP
GaleriCicar pEALER T
&P T
/\ sattispr psT
vP &'
hem vP & vP
Galerieicar DEALER \4 hem /VP\
VP fes LER V'
NP VP v
Ali'yearipar
NP \%
AY$e'yeAysE.DA/\
NP \'%
arabayicar acc SatgpLL
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Thus, regardless of whether the HHC appears in the subject or indirect object position,
the MD analysis derives the multiple events interpretation while generating a single

instance of the predicate across conjuncts.

3.1.2. Incompatibility with Collective Predicates

Next, [ will present how the MD analysis proposed here derives the incompatibility of
HHC with collective predicates. I will show that the ungrammaticality of (31),
repeated here as (73), follows naturally from the proposed MD analysis.

(73) *Hem Ali hem Ayse bulus-tu.
hem Ali hem Ayse meet-PST
Intended. ‘Ali and Ayse met.’

As shown earlier, HHC in the subject position does not form a single syntactic
constituent that functions as a plural DP. If it were the case, DP coordination [pp hem
Ali hem Ayse] would form a single subject. In this (hypothetical) case, the coordinated
DP would be plural, with the representation in (74), and it would license collective

predicates like bulusmak ‘meet’, as is the case with DP ve ‘and’ coordination in (75).

(74)
TP
&P (Plural DP) T
bulustuyeer pst
DP &'
hem Ali & /DP\
hem Ayse
(75) Ali ve Ayse bulus-tu.

Ali and Ayse meet-PST
‘Ali and Ayse met.’

The structure in (74) incorrectly predicts the sentence in (73) to be grammatical. The
ungrammaticality of the sentence, on the other hand, indicates that a DP-level (small)

coordination is not available for HHC. The incompatibility of collective predicates
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with HHC shows that that 4/i and Ayse do not form a single plural argument; rather,

each functions as the subject of a separate conjunct.

In the MD analysis proposed here, each conjunct contains its own singular subject
while sharing the predicate and the T head. In this configuration, shown in (76), the
shared T head ensures a single realization of tense and agreement, but it does not
enforce a plural subject. Each subject, 4/i and Ayse, remains singular within its
conjunct and thus, the collective predicate bulugmak ‘meet’, which needs to combine
with a semantically plural subjects (Link, 1983; Lasersohn, 1995; Champollion, 2015;
Smith, 2017), is not licensed.

(76) a. *Hem Ali hem Ayse bulus-tu.
hem Ali hem Ayse meet-PST
Intended: ‘Ali and Ayse met.’

b. &P
TP &'
hem TP & TP
Ali T hem TP
vP T
. 0
e N !
\\ bulustuyger.pst
N \ XY$€ [sq] bets T [PL]
N ~ {

The MD structure proposed here, despite having a shared predicate, correctly accounts
for the ungrammaticality of collective predicates in HHC, by positing two separate
conjuncts, each containing a singular subject.

3.1.3. Sloppy Identity Reading with the Unmarked Reflexive kendi ‘self’

Finally, I will show how the MD analysis derives examples of HHC that involve the
sloppy identity reading in the presence of the reflexive kendi ‘self’. Example (36),
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repeated here as (77), exhibits the sloppy identity reading, where Ali evaluated himself
and Ayse evaluated herself.

(77) Hem Ali hem Ayse kendi-ni degerlendir-di.
hem Ali hem Ayse self -ACC evaluate -PST
‘Both Ali and Ayse evaluated himself/herself.’

At first glance, this reading may seem incompatible with the MD representation
proposed for HHC. Under the MD analysis, sentence (77) is represented as in (78)b),
where the v’ is bulk-shared between the conjuncts. This entails that the structure
contains a single instance of the reflexive kendini ‘self.AcC’. For the sloppy identity
reading to arise, this single reflexive must therefore be simultaneously bound by the

subject of the first conjunct, A/i, and by the subject of the second conjunct, Ayse.

(78) a. Hem Ali hem Ayse kendi-ni degerlendir-di.
hem Ali hem Ayse self -ACC evaluate -PST
‘Both Ali and Ayse evaluated himself/herself.’

b. &P
/\
TP &
/\ /\
hem TP & P
/\ /\
Al T hem TP
/\
vP T
Aﬁ'/\ '
degerlendirdigya yaTe psT
Aysey v
/\
VP v

kendinisg;p acc i+ degertendirpyaruate

The key question is whether such simultaneous binding of a single reflexive by more
than one antecedent is allowed. Although classical Binding Theory assumes a one-to-
one relation between a reflexive and its antecedent, work on split antecedents and
plural anaphora suggests that such configurations are not in principle excluded, as

shown in (79).
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(79) Mary; showed Pauly a nice picture of themselvesi+.

(Okada, 1998, p. 61)

A similar pattern is observed in Turkish. In (80), Ali and Oya function as split

antecedents, binding the plural reflexive kendileri ‘self.3pL’.

(80) Ali; Oya’ya; [Ankara’ya kendi-leri-ninis;
Ali Oya-DAT Ankara-DAT self -3PL-GEN
gonder-il -eceg-in |-1 sOyle-di.
send -PASS-FUT-3SG -ACCtell -PST
‘Ali told Oya that they would get sent to Ankara.’
(Kornfilt, 2001, p. 205)

Sentence (80) confirms that Turkish allows split antecedents to bind a single plural
anaphor.?’ Given that, as mentioned in the Introduction and footnote 1, Turkish allows
3" person plural agreement to go morphologically unmarked, I propose that the
reflexive kendini ‘self.ACC’ in (77) is actually underlyingly plural, corresponding to
kendilerini ‘self.3PL.ACC’, as in (81), and that the sloppy identity reading, on which
Ali evaluated himself, and Ayse evaluated herself, arises through a combination of

agreement and binding. >

27 It is worth noting that, similar to English, the plural marker must be overt for the split antecedent
reading. However, HHC differs from (80). In (80), the antecedents are distinct arguments (i.e., Ali: the
subject; Oya: the indirect object) that bind a reflexive across a clausal boundary. This obligatorily results
in a collective reading of the reflexive, which appears to obligatorily require an overt plural marker on
the reflexive. In HHC, the antecedents are subjects that share the same Agreement head via MD. The
cumulative agreement triggered on this shared head allows syntactic plurality, and when it does, it can
(optionally) have a null morpheme (@). However, such unmarked plural on the reflexive results only in
the distributive reading of the reflexive and disallows the collective reading. (See also footnote 31.)

28 The fact that syntactic plurality does not necessarily go hand in hand with morphological plurality
can also be observed with possessive DPs, as shown in (i), and bare objects, as shown in (ii).

@) Cocuk-lar anne -si -ni  sev-iyor. =anne -(leri)-ni
Child -PL mother-3SG-ACC love-PROG mother-3PL -ACC
Collective interpretation: ‘Multiple children love their single mother.’

Distributive interpretation: ‘Every child loves his/her mother.’

(i) Ogrenci-ler makale yaz -du. = makale-(ler)
Student-PL article write-PST article -3PL
Collective interpretation: ‘Multiple students wrote a single article.’

Distributive interpretation: ‘Each student wrote an article.’
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(81) Hem Ali hem Ayse kendi-(leri)-ni degerlendir-di.
hem Ali hem Ayse self -3PL -ACC evaluate -PST

‘Both Ali and Ayse evaluated themselves’.

If this analysis is correct (and I will introduce the details in the next subsection), the
two singular subjects in a HHC function as split antecedents that jointly bind a
syntactically plural reflexive, while each conjunct introduces a separate event. With
this mechanism, what looks like a sloppy identity reading becomes possible: there is

one event in which Ali evaluates himself and another in which Ayse evaluates herself.

In the following subsection, I will first discuss a property of Turkish agreement system
that makes this analysis possible: namely, the fact that third-person plural agreement
in Turkish is morphologically optional. I will present the relevant agreement patterns
in Turkish starting with subject-verb agreement and then extend the discussion to
agreement patterns with reflexives. I will then show how this optionality of plural
marking makes it possible to derive the sloppy identity reading in HHC under an MD

analysis.

3.1.3.1. Optionality of Turkish Plural Marker -/4r

Turkish exhibits an interesting agreement pattern in third person plural subject-verb
agreement, given in (82). In Turkish system, predicates obligatorily agree with the

subject based on their @-features (person and number).

(82) a. Ben gel-di-m.
I come-PST-1SG

‘I came.’

b. Sen gel-di-n.
You come-PST-2SG

‘You came.’

c. O gel-di-@.
S/he come-PST-3SG

‘S/he came.’
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d. Biz gel-di-k.
We come-PST-1PL

‘We came.’

e. Siz gel-di-niz.
You come-PST-2PL

‘You came.’

f. Onlar gel-di-@/ler.
They come-PST-3SG/3PL
‘They came. (Kahraman, 2018, pp. 145-146)

As shown in (82)a-¢), the verb obligatorily agrees with the subject by taking a suffix
that reflects the subject’s @-features (except perhaps in (82)c), where the exponent of
the 3™ person singular agreement is null). However, in (82)f), where the subject is third
person plural onlar ‘they’, plural marking is optional: the plural suffix -/4r alternates
with a null morpheme (@), typically associated with third person singular agreement,
without affecting the grammaticality or meaning of the utterance (Kornfilt, 1997;
Goksel & Kerslake, 2005; Bamyaci et al., 2014). This means that the singular gel-di-
@ ‘come-PST-@’ can replace the plural gel-di-ler ‘come-PST-3PL’.

Importantly, this optionality is not limited to subject—verb agreement. As shown in
(83), reflexives also display the same flexibility, where the plural suffix -/4r, in (83)b),

alternates with a null morpheme (@), in (83)a.

(83) a. Cocuk-lar kendi-@ -ni  kurtar-d1.
child -PL self -3SG-ACC save -PST

‘Children saved themselves.’

b. Cocuk-lar kendi-leri -ni  kurtar-di.
child -PL self -3PL-ACC save -PST

‘Children saved themselves.’

In both (83)a) and (83)b), the reflexive kendi ‘self’ is bound by the plural subject

cocuklar ‘children’, but only the reflexive in (83)b) shows overt plural agreement.
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Both sentences are grammatical and have the same interpretation: they are ambiguous
between the distributive reading, on which each child saved himself/herself, and the
collective reading, on which the children worked as a group to save the whole group.
The fact that (83)a), where the reflexive is singular, is completely equivalent to (83)b),
where the reflexive is plural, indicates that the presence versus absence of third person
plural morphology on the reflexive makes no semantic contribution to the sentence,
just like it does not in the case of subject-verb agreement in (82)f). This suggests that
third person plural morphology for both subject-verb and reflexive agreement is truly

optional, and the plural meaning can be present without a corresponding plural suffix.

Given this optionality of third person plural agreement in Turkish, I propose that the
reflexive kendini ‘self.AcC’ in (77), repeated here as (84), is syntactically plural,

corresponding to kendilerini ‘self.3PL.ACC’, but surfaces without plural morphology.

(84) Hem Ali hem Ayse kendi-(Yert)-ni degerlendir-di.
hem Ali hem Ayse self -3PL -ACC evaluate -PST
‘Both Ali and Ayse evaluated himselt/herself.’

The central claim here is that the sloppy identity interpretation of kendi(leri)ni
‘self.(3PL).ACC’ 1s in fact the distributive reading attested more generally with plural
reflexives (Heim et al., 1991; Sternefeld, 1998)). The plurality of the reflexive in turn
arises through sharing, agreement and binding under MD. Under this account, Turkish
reflexives are complex, containing the invariant component kendi ‘self’, taken as the
complement by the agreement head, Agr. Crucially, the Agr head agrees with kendi
‘self> and reflects the @-features of the antecedent(s) which bind(s) the anaphor.?* An

example is given in (85).

2 Although similar to the account in Kornfilt (2001), this account differs from it. Kornfilt assumes that
only the third person inflected reflexives (kendisi ‘self.3SG’, kendileri ‘self.3PL’) are complex and
contain an Agr head, which agrees with the pro in [Spec Agr] — similar to the analysis of possessive
phrases in Turkish. In the present proposal, however, all local anaphors contain an Agr head, but none
contains a pro (except perhaps kendisi, which is not considered part of the local anaphor paradigm). All
local reflexives reflect the person and number features of their antecedent(s) because kendi is always
locally bound by a(n) antecedent(s), and the Agree relation between the Agr head and the invariant kendi
‘self” results in Agr reflecting the features of the binder(s) of kendi.
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(85) a. Siz kendi-niz -i sev -iyor -sunuz.
you self -2PL-ACC love-PROG-2PL

‘You love yourselves.’

b. /\

DP ...
SiZYQU[PL] k /KP\
binding ; /AgrP\ iacc
> kendiggrr NiZypr,
‘Agree

The plural interpretation of kendini ‘self.3PL.ACC’ in (84) arises because kendi ‘self’ is
bound by both subjects, which act as split antecedents (see (79) for English; (80) for
Turkish). Split antecedents require the reflexive to be plural. In Turkish, the Agr head
agrees with kendi ‘self’ and shows agreement with the ¢-features of both subjects,
which results in plural agreement. Since the reflexive is syntactically plural, the
distributive reading (equivalent to the sloppy identity reading) arises, and the
optionality of the plural marker -/47 in Turkish accounts for the singular surface string

of kendi ‘self’. The MD structure of (84) is given in (86).

(86) &P
/\
TP &'

1 binding / T '
binding /’/_/,,« /\
T e \%
‘/K degertendirpyaruate
- kendigp p ik A
Agree
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Notice that Turkish differs from English, where person and number matching between
the reflexive and its antecedent seems to be encoded lexically, through distinct
reflexive forms such as myself, yourself, themselves, rather than syntactically, as
illustrated in (87), where each reflexive form contains either a possessive pronoun
associated with the antecedent (e.g., my- in myself) or an accusative pronoun associated

with the antecedent (e.g., them in themselves).

(87) a. [ saw myself.
b. You saw yourself.

c. They saw themselves.

In Turkish, on the other hand, ¢-features on reflexives are more transparently
syntactic, and obtained through agreement, as shown in (88). In fact, the ¢-feature
agreement on the reflexive is (in the singular paradigm at least) identical to verbal

agreement.**

(88) a. Ben kendi-m  -i gor-dii -m.
I  self -1SG-ACC see-PST-1SG

‘I saw myself.’

b. Sen kendi-n -1 gor-di -n.
you self -2SG-ACC see-PST-2SG

“You saw yourself.’

c.O kendi-& -ni  gor -di-J.
he/she self -3SG-ACC see-PST-3SG

‘He/she saw himself/herself.’

39 The morphological form of the 3™ person singular is important here because it is the same as the
surface realization of the "unmarked" plural. In Turkish, for the reflexive and verbal paradigms, third
person plural agreement is interchangeable with the third person singular form, which means it can be
expressed as . However, in the possessive paradigm, where the 3™ person singular agreement is —(s)/
(not &), the 3™ person plural alternates between the plural form -/4r/ and the singular form —(s)/. This
distinction will be crucial for the discussion of possessive interpretations in HHC in Section 3.1.5.
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d. Onlar kendi-& -ni  gor -di-&.
They self -3SG-ACC see-PST-3SG

‘They saw themselves.’

The interim conclusion is that the MD analysis offers a structure that can capture all
the observed facts: It derives the existence of the sloppy identity reading (a.k.a. the
distributive reading of a plural reflexive), person/number agreement on the reflexive
through treating multiple subjects as split antecedents of the plural reflexive and
having Agr reflect their (cumulative) @-features, and the multiple events interpretation
through clausal coordination. The shared kendi(leri)ni ‘self.(3PL).ACC’ is bound by
subjects of both conjuncts simultaneously and a single (shared) agreement head can
value its @-features by agreeing with the ¢-features on kendi, which correspond to the
@-features of the split antecedents: subjects of each conjunct. As a result, the reflexive
may surface as morphologically singular but syntactically plural, yielding the

distributive reading, which is equivalent with the sloppy identity reading.

Importantly, the MD analysis that I argue for here is more economical than the ellipsis
analysis: the shared chunk of structure is built only once and no ellipsis is necessary.
The MD representation derives the same string and the same reading (distributive
reading of a plural anaphor) that the ellipsis analysis would (the sloppy identity
reading). Therefore, ellipsis analysis, although it can arguably derive the relevant
reading in a more straightforward way, is forbidden. Crucially, the distributive reading
of kendi ‘self’ in subject HHC persists even when the reflexive bears overt plural
morphology, as shown in (89). This supports the claim that plural marking is
morphologically optional for sloppy identity/distributive reading.’!

31 1t is worth noting that while kendilerini ‘self.3PL’ with an overt plural marker allows both the
distributive reading (where Ali evaluates himself and Ayse evaluates herself) and the collective reading
(where Ali and Ayse evaluate themselves together as a group), the singular kendini ‘self.38G’ is restricted
to the distributive reading. This poses a challenge to the analysis in (86) since treating kendini ‘self.3sG’
as syntactically plural incorrectly predicts the availability of the collective reading. This implies that the
plural marker -/4r is not completely optional; rather, it is necessary to license the collective
interpretation. At present, it is unclear to me why the absence of the plural marker constrains the
interpretation, and I leave the precise derivation of this difference for future research. Crucially,
however, the proposed MD analysis successfully derives the distributive reading, which is the primary
focus of this section and is available for both overt and covert plural forms.
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(89) Hem Ali hem Ayse kendi-leri -ni  degerlendir-di.
hem Ali hem Ayse self -3PL-ACC evaluate -PST
‘Both Ali evaluated himself and Ayse evaluated herself.’

This account derives not only 3™ + 3™ person coordination (Hem Ali hem Ayse); the
fact that kendi ‘self’ is actually plural in HHC examples like (90) becomes more
apparent with combinations of singular subjects with different person features, as in

(90).32

(90) a. Hem sen hem Ayse kendi-niz -i  degerlendir-di _-niz.

hem you hem Ayse self -2PL-ACC evaluate -PST-2PL

‘Both you and Ayse evaluated yourselves.’

b. &P
TP &'
hem TP & TP

binding binding//l VP v

;o AgP v
"'/K degerlendifeyaLuate

> kendiggr ik Agr

RS MZlpracc

Agree

In this structure, sharing allows the reflexive to be bound by subjects from two
different conjuncts. The morphology in the Agr head, the 2™ person plural -niz, is a
reflex of agreement, contributed by the indices on kendi of both sen ‘you.2sG’ and
Ayse. Thus, structural sharing allows multiple binders, and the consequent plurality of
the reflexive derives the distributive reading, which gives the illusion of the sloppy

identity reading.

32 The plural agreement on the verb degerlendirdiniz ‘evaluate.2PL’ in (90) is an instance of cumulative
verbal agreement, which I discuss in the next section.
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Having established that a reflexive direct object (kendi ‘self’) in subject HHC supports
an MD analysis, the next step is to examine whether it behaves the same way in terms
of structure, binding properties and agreement patterns in different syntactic
environments. To check this, I will examine kendi ‘self’ in indirect object HHC, as in

91).

91) Terapist hem Ali’ye hem Ayse’ye kendi-ni  anlat-ti.
Therapist hem Ali-DAT hem Ayse-DAT self -ACC tell-PST
‘The therapist talked to Ali about Ali and to Ayse about Ayse.’

Under the proposed MD analysis, the sloppy reading arises because kendi ‘self’ is
shared across the two conjuncts. Like with the subject HHC, the reflexive is bound by
both indirect objects simultaneously. As proposed earlier, the Agr head reflects both
sets of o-features, resulting in kendini ‘self.ACC’ being syntactically plural,
corresponding to kendilerini ‘self.3PL.ACC’, but surfaces without overt plural
morphology due to the optionality of third-person plural agreement in Turkish. Thus,
the sloppy identity interpretation in (91) can be derived through MD as shown in (92).

(92) a. Terapist hem Ali’ye  hem Ayse’ye kendi-ni anlat-t1.
therapist hem Ali-DAT hem Ayse-DAT self -ACC tell-PST
“The therapist told Ali about Ali and to Ayse about Ayse.’

b. TP
/\
Terapistrherapist i &P
/\
TP &'
/\ /\
hem TP & TP

/\ /\

Ferapistrnerapist i T hem TP

/\
vP $ L T

/\

Ferapistinerapist i V' vP T°

/\ anlattitp L psT
VP St rermpit e
NN ’

Ali'yenipnr NiP b
. AyselvyeAyse,DATk AgrP \4
binding - binding . anletr
v NP Agr
""""""" > kCHd\LSELF jrk (erbnizpr acc
Ag)"ee
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The availability of the distributive reading/sloppy identity reading in this sentence
confirms that the MD structure is not restricted to subject coordination but extends to

lower positions such as indirect objects.

As a consequence of the discussion in this section, two generalizations can be
established. First, the presence of the sloppy identity reading is not necessarily
diagnostic of deletion (Merchant, 2013). HHC in Turkish provides evidence of the
availability of sloppy identity reading in MD structures.>* Second, the MD structure,
the agreeing nature of Turkish reflexives, and more general optionality of the plural
agreement in Turkish together make it possible to derive the sloppy identity readings

of HHC under the MD analysis.

If kendini ‘self.ACC’ can be semantically plural but morphologically singular, a
question arises as to whether the same pattern extends to verbs. In other words, can we
argue that in (77), repeated here as (93), the predicate degerlendirdi ‘evaluate.PST’,
which is morphologically singular, can be underlyingly plural, with the plural
morphology omitted?

(93) Hem Ali hem Ayse kendi-ni degerlendir-di.
hem Ali hem Ayse self -ACC evaluate -PST
‘Both Ali and Ayse evaluated himself/herself.’

I will discuss this possibility in the next section, on cumulative agreement.

3.1.4. Cumulative agreement

In the previous section, we saw that a single shared reflexive can be bound
simultaneously by two different antecedents, which results in the features on the Agr
head that selects the reflexive as the complement (and agrees with it) bearing plural

features. When both subjects are third person, the plural morphology on Agr is

33 Unlike kendini ‘self.ACC’, which is strictly distributive, the overt plural kendilerini ‘self.3PL.ACC’ is
ambiguous between a collective reading (where the therapist talks to each about the two of them as a
pair) and a distributive reading. However, since the distributive reading is available for both forms and
is the focus of this analysis, I set aside the discussion of the collective reading.

34 Examples arguing against the sloppy identity reading being a diagnostic test for ellipsis were also
given in footnote 15.
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optionally omitted. I speculated that the same reasoning can be applied to the shared
T, which surfaces as singular despite agreeing with two different third person singular

subjects.

In this section I will show that sharing T more generally gives rise to plural agreement,
in which a single T probe agrees with multiple goals (the subjects in the two conjuncts).
This becomes apparent when not both coordinated subjects in HHC are third person
since plural/cumulative agreement is obligatory on the verb in all other persons.

Cumulative agreement is shown in (94).

(94) Hem ben hem Aligel -di -k.
hem I hem Ali come-PST-3PL
‘Both Ali and I came.’

In order to account for sentences like (94), there should be a way to reconcile having
two separate singular subjects, ben ‘I’ and A/i in this case, in two separate conjuncts,
with a single plural verb, gel-di-k ‘sell-PST-1PL’. An analysis for such cases has
already been proposed by Grosz (2015) for RNR constructions. Grosz (2015) suggests
that sentences like (95) in English can be given a multi-dominance analysis of Right

Node Raising (RNR), as in (97).

(95) [Sue is proud that Billi] and [Mary is glad that Johnk] have;+k travelled

to Cameroon.

(96) [...Xosc)__Jand [...ZBscy-. . ] FpL twp Q.
> T (Grosz, 2015, p. 6)
(97) /\ /\
Bill T John T
PerfP PerfP Ty
/\/\ AN
VP have VP AN
/M \\
VP VP PP N
/M A *
\
Billigq Johngg) traveled to Cameroon 1
e AGREEMENT 5= ===o___ _ .

(Grosz, 2015, p. 15)



This structure makes it possible to reconcile a clausal coordination analysis with the
presence of plural agreement, given that plural agreement does not necessarily require
small coordination. As the agreement facts in HHC are parallel to what Grosz (2015)
describes, it should be possible to analyze them adopting his MD analysis, as shown

in (98).

(98) a. Hem ben hem Aligel -di -k.
hem I hem Ali come-PST-3PL

‘Both Ali and I came.’
b. &P
/\
TP &'
/\ /\
hem TP & TP
/\ /\
ben T hem TP
/\
vP : T
N )
geldikcomepst.ipL
Al gelcomr

Under the MD analysis, the verb gel ‘come’, as well as the T head -di-k ‘PST.1PL’, is
shared by both conjuncts. Since T has both subjects in its c-command domain, it agrees
with both and the features of each singular subject accumulate on T, resulting in the

plural agreement observed in (98).

3.1.5. Sloppy and Collective Reading of Possessive Phrases in HHC

In this section, I argue that the MD analysis can account for HHC sentences that
contain possessive objects, both in cases when the possessive object is singular, as
illustrated in (99), and when it is plural, as in (100). All such sentences are ambiguous
between a distributive interpretation of the object (e.g., in (99), Ali praised his son and
Ayse praised her son = the sloppy reading) and a collective interpretation of the object
(e.g., in (99), Ali and Ayse praised their shared son). In addition, they all have the
external referent reading, where the possessor is extra-sentential (e.g., in (99), Ali and

Ayse praised somebody else’s son).
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(99) Hem Ali hem Ayse og(u)l-u  -nu  ov  -dii.
hem Ali hem Ayse son -3SG-ACC praise-PST
Distributive Reading: ‘ Ali praised his son and Ayse praised her son.’
Collective Reading: ‘Ali and Ayse praised their son.’

External referent Reading: ‘Ali and Ayse praised someone else’s son.’

(100) Hem Ali hem Ayse ev  -leri-ni  sat -t
hem Ali hem Ayse house-3PL-ACC sell-PST
Distributive Reading I: Ali sold his house and Ayse sold her house.’
Distributive Reading 2: Ali sold his houses and Ayse sold her houses.’
Collective Reading I: Ali and Ayse sold their shared house.’
Collective Reading 2: *Ali and Ayse sold their shared houses.’
External referent Readings: Ali and Ayse sold someone else’s shared

house(s).

Given the observed optionality of plural agreement with third person subjects, I will
also discuss sentences where the subjects differ in person (e.g. ben ‘I’ and Ali), as in
(101), which results in obligatory plural possessive marking on the object, arabamizi

‘car.1PL.ACC’

(101) Hem ben hem Ali araba-miz-1 yika -d1  -k.
hemI hem Ali car -1PL-ACC wash-PST-1PL
Distributive Reading: ‘1 washed my car and Ali washed his car.’

Collective Reading: ‘Ali and | washed a shared car.’

The main claim is that the MD analysis derives both distributive and collective
interpretations of these sentences, as well as external-referent interpretations, by

allowing agreement nodes to be shared at different levels in the structure.

These sentences all feature definite objects: oglunu ‘son.1SG.ACC = his/her son’,
evlerini ‘house.3PL.ACC = their house’, and arabamizi ‘car.1PL.ACC = our car’
respectively. The objects are Possessive Determiner Phrases, which have been
extensively discussed by a number of scholars in the literature (Underhill, 1976;

Kornfilt, 1997; Yiikseker, 1998; Goksel & Kerslake, 2005, 2011; Bahadir, 2012;
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Kunduraci, 2013; Boskovi¢ & Sener, 2014; Oztiirk & Erguvanli Taylan, 2016; Erbasi
2019; Cakir, 2023). In the following subsection, I summarize this discussion and

motivate my assumptions about the structure of possessive phrases in Turkish.

3.1.5.1. Possessive Phrases in Turkish and pro vs. null reflexive kendi ‘self’

In this dissertation, I follow the predominant analysis of Turkish genitive possessive
structures in assuming that the morphology (-u ‘p0ss.3SG’/ -miz ‘poss.1PL’ / -leri
‘P0OSS.3PL’) on the possessed entities (ogul ‘son’, araba ‘car’, ev ‘house’) is a reflex of
agreement (e.g., Dede, 1978; Kornfilt, 1985; Ozsoy, 1994) between a possessive
agreement head and an overt or null genitive possessor in its specifier. Oztiirk and
Erguvanl Taylan (2016) give the following structure as an example of a commonly

assumed structure of PossP/AgrP in the literature:

(102) a. Cocug-un  araba-si
child -GEN car -3SG
‘The child’s car’

b.  PossP/AgrP

/\

Cocug-uncunpcen  Poss/Agr

NP Poss/Agr

7 T (e
/Nv\

arabacar

(adapted from Oztiirk & Erguvanl Taylan, 2016, p. 97)

However, Oztiirk and Erguvanli Taylan propose a slightly different approach, in which
POSS is not a morphological suffix, but the head of a functional projection, little 7,
which introduces an argument in its specifier position. This structure is analogous to
how VP introduces an external argument in [Spec, vP]. The structure they propose is

given in (103).
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(103) nP

argument n'
NP n
| POSS
N (Oztiirk & Erguvanli Taylan, 2016, p. 102)

In this structure, the possessor (¢ocuk ‘child’) occupies [Spec, nP], and the POSS suffix
-the head of the nP- licenses that specifier. The possessor is therefore introduced inside
nP, forming a local head—specifier relation with the head n. Subsequently, case
checking of the possessor is done by the DP layer above the nP. Based on this, an

example DP Ali’nin arabas: Ali.GEN car.3sG’, receives the following structure:

(104) a. Ali’nin  araba-s1 b. DP
Ali-GEN car -ACC T
‘Ali’s car’ Ahnm{:“'GEN /nP\
‘\\ Al o
- /\
NP POSS
arabacar Shksg

A similar view is adopted by Erbas1 (2019), who also argues that the possessor is base-
generated in [Spec, NP] and subsequently moves to [Spec, DP] for genitive case

assignment, as shown in (105), and the possessive morphology surfaces in D.

(105) DP,
/\
Spec DY
/\
Poss|essor1 NP Dy
A
(+Ge‘nitive] Spec I\|I'
t) N
Poss|essee (Erbast, 2019, p. 47)
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In the following discussion, I adopt Erbasi’s (2019) analysis for two reasons. First,
Erbasi employs a familiar PossP/AgrP format, which provides simplicity and ease of
exposition. Second, the Agreement node (D in this representation) c-commands the
goal (Possessor) before the latter moves to [Spec DP], enabling an agreement relation

to be established and allowing for genitive case assignment.>’

At this point, an additional property of Turkish becomes relevant: because Turkish is
a pro-drop language, overt possessors do not need to appear in the structure whenever

they are recoverable from the context and the agreement morphology.

When the possessor is not overtly expressed, the [Spec, AgrP] position can be filled

by a null pro, whose features control the possessive suffix. Adopting Erbasi’s analysis,

the structure is as follows.>®

(106) a. araba-s1 b. DP
car -3SG /\
Spec D'
‘his/her car’ | /\

pro; NP D
/\ Shisg

Spec N'
ty N

arabacar

In (106)b, the possessor ¢ocuk ‘child’ is syntactically represented as a null pro,
interpreted as referring to a contextually salient possessor, namely ¢ocuk ‘child’. It
agrees with Agr, and this agreement yields the third person singular possessive suffix

-st on the possessed noun. However, in some cases this raises an important question

35 Although I adopt Erbast’s (2019) analysis of possessive phrases, I will continue to label the agreement
head as Agr, rather than D.

3 Importantly, while I gloss -sz as ‘3SG’ in (106), it should be noted that facts are more complex; -sz can
also denote plural agreement (as in onlarin arabas: ‘their car’). However, while onlarin arabasi ‘their
car’ unambiguously denotes a single car, the plural form of the agreement suffix -leri, as in onlarin
arabalari “their car(s)’ is ambiguous: it can denote multiple possessed objects (araba-lar-1 ‘their cars’)
or a single one (araba-lar: ‘their car’). This will be important in Section 3.1.5.2.
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about the principles of the Binding Theory (Chomsky, 1981). Consider the ambiguous
example in (107).

(107) Aliog(ul)-u -nu ov -di.
Alison -3SG-ACC praise-PST
Interpretation 1: ‘Ali praised someone else’s son.’

Interpretation 2: ‘Ali praised his son.’

The example in (107) shows that Turkish third-person possessive morphology alone
does not determine whether the possessor is a pronoun (free to take any discourse
antecedent), as in Interpretation 1 in (107), or a reflexive (obligatorily locally bound),
as in Interpretation 2 in (107). Notice that the two interpretations cannot be derived by
assuming that the possessor is a pro in both cases or that it is a reflexive in both cases
because pro resists local binding and reflexives require it. When the possessor is not
overtly expressed and does not refer to the subject, it is presumably pro that occupies
[Spec, AgrP], and its reference is determined by the context. Thus, the first

interpretation of (107) is derived as follows:

(108) a. Aliog(ul)-u -nu ov -di.
Alison -3SG-ACC praise-PST

Interpretation 1: ‘Ali praised someone else’s son.’

b. TP

/\

Alj; T

prox Agr

prog NP
ogulson
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In accordance with Principle B of Binding Theory, pro must be free in its governing
category. In this derivation, since pro is not bound by the subject A/i, Principle B is
satisfied, and the sentence is grammatical, yielding the reading where Ali praises

someone else's son.>’

However, since Turkish lacks a reflexive possessive marker, nothing on the surface
distinguishes the pro-possessor reading (Interpretation 1 of (107)) from the reflexive-
possessor reading (Interpretation 2 of (107)), and the same morphological form also

yields the second interpretation, where the possessor is bound by the matrix subject.

In this reading, the structure behaves as if the possessor were a null reflexive, as shown
in (109)b). To satisfy Principle A, this null reflexive must be bound within its local
domain. Consequently, it is co-indexed with the c-commanding subject A/i, yielding
the reading where Ali praises his own son. In this reading, the possessor cannot be a
pronominal pro co-indexed with the subject A/i since such a configuration would

violate Principle B, which requires pronouns to be free in their local domain.

(109) a. Aliog(ul)-u -nu ov -di.
Alison -3SG-ACC praise-PST

Interpretation 2: ‘Ali praised his son.’

37 Kornfilt (1985, 1997, 2001) argues that the unpronounced possessor is always pro. In her analysis,
the possessive phrase (AgrP) is the governing category for pro since it is headed by a "strong Agr
element". Consequently, pro is free within this minimal domain (the AgrP).
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NP Agr
/ \ unussG.acc
Drendi NP
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The analysis of possessive constructions in Turkish requires distinguishing two
different null elements in Turkish possessive constructions: pro and a null version of
kendi ‘self’. Without positing a null reflexive, the grammar would incorrectly predict
only the external referent reading. Thus, to maintain the principles of the Binding
Theory, the grammar must distinguish between a null pronoun pro, which cannot be
locally bound, and a null reflexive kendi ‘self’, which must be locally bound, even
though both appear with identical possessive morphology on the possessed noun.’®

This distinction is essential to account for the multiple interpretations of possessive

phrases in HHCs.

With this distinction established, the following subsection presents the MD derivations
for HHC sentences containing possessive constructions where the shared material
includes a possessed noun and its agreement morphology. Recall from Section 3.1.1
that MD analysis is available for the derivation of HHC only in cases where the shared

material is identical across conjuncts or when the differences can be resolved via

38 For further discussion of null reflexive possessors in Turkish, interested readers may refer to Sehit
(2025).
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cumulative agreement. Importantly, only a subset of the interpretations reported in
sentences (99)-(101) involves identical material across conjuncts, and they will be the

focus of the next subsection.

3.1.5.2. Identity in HHC Possessives: Collective and External Referent Readings

In this subsection, I begin with the examples in (64), repeated here as (110), and
propose that both collective and external-referent readings of such sentences contain

fully identical material across conjuncts, straightforwardly enabling an MD analysis.

(110) Hem Ali hem Ayse og(u)l-u  -nu  6v_ -dii.
hem Ali hem Ayse son -3SG-ACC praise-PST

Collective Reading: ‘Ali and Ayse praised their son.’

External referent Reading: ‘Ali and Ayse praised someone else’s son.’

The MD analysis accounts for these two readings by varying the referent of the
possessor. The collective reading, where each subject praises their shared son, arises

from the structure in (111).

(111) a. Hem Ali hem Ayse og(uw)l-u  -nu  6v  -dii.
hem Ali hem Ayse son -3SG-ACC praise-PST

Collective Reading: ‘Ali and Ayse praised their son.’

b. &P
TP &'
hem TP & TP
Alj T hem TP
vP T
. 0
N §
6vdiipraise.pst
Aysex V'
/VP\ ¥
AgrP \
/K SFpRAISE
pr(l)i+k Agr'
\ o T
\ NP Agr
\
\ A (tar)Inlspracc
S ogulson S
~ -
S o -
Agree T
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In this derivation (and in the ones that follow), each conjunct contains a bulk shared
v’, and a single possessive phrase; thus, whatever the representation of the possessive
phrase is in one conjunct, it is the same in the other. Crucially, this results in the shared
object in (111)b) containing a single null possessor, which is syntactically plural (pro).
This plural possessor is bound by the subjects of each conjunct, corresponding to a
plural antecedent (4/i + Ayse). This seemingly results in a Principle B violation since
the possessor seems to be locally bound in each conjunct. However, I propose that,
given that the null possessor is bound by both subjects, one in each conjunct, pro is
actually free in each conjunct. The singular subject A/ in the first conjunct does not
bind the plural pro on its own: While A/i does locally c-command the anaphor, the
difference in indexation (i on Ali, i+k on pro) seems to be sufficient to obviate a
Principle B violation. The same logic holds for the subject of the second conjunct Ayse.

Therefore, pro remains free in each local domain, satisfying Principle B.*

In this derivation, crucially, the surface form of the possessed DP is singular: og(u)/-
u-nu ‘son.3SG.ACC’. However, as noted by Goksel and Kerslake (2005), Turkish
possessive morphology does not obligatorily reflect the plurality of the possessor, as I
have already shown in the case with verbal and reflexive agreement morphology (see
also footnote 36). Thus, the syntax may contain a plural possessor even when the
morphology remains singular, as shown in (112) and (113). In (112), the singular
possessive morphology on the possessed DP og(u)/-u ‘son.3SG’ reflects agreement
with the singular genitive possessor Ahmet’in ‘Ahmet.GEN’. However, in (113), the

overt possessor is plural onlarin ‘their’, but the agreement morphology on the

39 This configuration is somewhat similar to sentences like (i), where a first person singular subject ben
‘T’ locally c-commands a first-person plural null possessor. The subject is included in the reference of
the possessor (biz ‘we’) but does not bind it, and Principle B remains satisfied.

)] Ben og(u)l-umuz-u o6v  -di-m.
I son -1PL -ACC praise-PST-1SG
‘I praised our son.’

Notice that the condition of what counts as 'bound' and what counts as 'free' differs between pro and the
null possessor kendi. For anaphors, I assume that the presence of a single locally c-commanding index
is sufficient to make the anaphor bound, regardless of any other indices it might bear. By contrast, for
pro, the presence of a single local c- is not sufficient to establish binding if additional indices are present.
Thus, Principle B is not violated in these configurations.
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possessed og(u)l-u ‘son.3sG’ is again singular even though the meaning of the

possessive phrase is ‘their son’.

(112) Ahmet’in  og(u)l-u ¢ok zeki.
Ahmet-GEN son - 3SG very smart
‘Ahmet’s son is very smart.’

(113) Onlar-m  og(u)l-u  ¢ok zeki.
they -GEN son -3SG very smart

‘Their son is very smart.’

This morphological flexibility in the realization of third person plural possessive
morphology, which have already been observed in reflexive and verbal agreement,
allows -u (3SG) to signal agreement with either a singular or a plural possessor
depending on the context, so that (113) receives the collective reading, on which the

possessor of the son is plural, A/i and Ayse.

Having established how the collective reading is derived under the MD analysis, I turn
to the external referent interpretation, on which A/i and Ayse both praised somebody
else’s son. This reading also involves identical possessive morphology across

conjuncts but differs in how the possessor is interpreted.

In the external-referent interpretation, the possessor inside the shared AgrP is not
bound by the subjects of either conjunct. Instead, the null possessor pro is co-indexed

with a contextually salient possessor, as shown in (114).

(114) a. Hem Ali hem Ayse og(u)l-u  -nu  6v_ -dii.
hem Ali hem Ayse son -3SG-ACC praise-PST

External referent Reading: ‘Ali and Ayse praised someone else’s

b

son.
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As shown in (114), the subjects of the conjuncts do not bind the possessor, since
neither is co-indexed with it, so the possessor pro is contextually interpreted. The third
person singular surface morphology (- ‘3SG’) is compatible with both a plural
possessor, as in (114)b), and a singular possessor. The external referent reading (both
when the possessor is singular and when it is plural) thus follows directly from the MD

analysis.

The analysis of possessive phrases that we saw in the og(u)! ‘son’ example extends to
cases in which the possessee is marked with the plural marker -/4r, as in evierini ‘their
house(s).ACC’. As before, the collective reading and the external referent reading in
these constructions involve fully identical material across conjuncts, allowing for an

MD derivation.

(115) Hem Ali hem Ayseev  -leri -ni  sat -t1.
hem Ali hem Ayse house-PL/3PL/3SG-ACC sell-PST

Collective Reading 1: ‘Ali and Ayse sold their shared house.’
Collective Reading 2: ‘Ali and Ayse sold their shared houses.’
External referent Readings: Ali and Ayse sold someone else’s shared

house(s).
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In collective reading 1, Ali and Ayse jointly possess a single house. The fact that the
plural agreement on the shared object is compatible with a single possessed house is
due to the morphological ambiguity of the string -/47I found on possessed nouns. This
string can be analyzed as involving a regular plural marker (-/4r) on the possessee,
followed by the singular possessive agreement (-/), which, as we have seen above, can
reflect agreement with a singular possessor or with a plural possessor. When the

possessor is null (pro), this gives us the following possibilities:

(116) prosg at  -lar-1
horse-PL-3SG

‘his/her horses’

(117) propr at  -lar-1
horse-PL-3SG(=3PL)

‘their horses’

However, -/Arl can also be analyzed as a single plural possessive agreement
morpheme, which reflects agreement with a plural possessor, as in (118). In that case

the possessed noun is singular.

(118) proprat  -lar
horse-3PL

‘their horse’

Because the morphology on a possessed noun can be analyzed in these two ways, (115)
1s ambiguous between the collective reading 1 (Ali and Ayse sold their shared house)
and the collective reading 2 (Ali and Ayse sold their shared houses). In the collective
reading 1, evlerini ‘house.PL.ACC’ is analyzed as containing a singular noun ev
‘house’, followed the third person plural possessive agreement marker -leri ‘3PL’,
followed by the accusative marker. This yields ev-leri-ni ‘house.3PL.ACC = their
house’. This reading is derived as follows under the MD analysis: as before, the
referents of the plural pro possessor are A/i and Ayse; Agr undergoes agreement with

the pro, surfacing as -leri ‘POSS.3PL’.
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Crucially, the possessed noun is singular, ev ‘house’ and the surface realization of -/er

is not a marker of the noun's plurality, but part of a reflex of agreement with the plural

pro.

(119) a. Hem Ali hem Ayseev  -leri-ni  sat -t1.
hem Ali hem Ayse house- 3PL-ACC sell-PST

Collective Reading I: Ali and Ayse sold their shared house.’

b. &P
TP &'
hem TP & TP
Alj; T hem TP
vP T
. 0
Al vP T
sattigg L pst
Ayser V'
VP v
AgrP \'%
/K sotenss
Projik Agr'
1 /\
\
\ NP Agr
\\ A lerinizpp acc
\\ CVHOUSE 4
~ - ’
Sae e~
Agree

The structural ambiguity of evierini ‘their house(s)’ allows another collective
interpretation: one in which Ali and Ayse jointly possess multiple houses. In contrast
to the first collective reading, where the plural morphology reflects only the plurality
of the possessor, this reading requires -/er to be interpreted as the plural marker on the
noun itself. The underlying representation and the derivation of this interpretation are

given in (120).

(120) a. Hem Ali hem Ayse ev  -ler(Jer)i -ni  sat -ti1.
hem Ali hem Ayse house-PL 3PL -ACC sell-PST

Collective Reading 2: Ali and Ayse sold their shared houses.’
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In this derivation, the NP ev ‘house’ has a plural marker (evier ‘house.PL’) to represent
the plurality given in the reading. Additionally, there is a possessive agreement marker
in Agr, reflecting agreement with the plural pro possessor (interpreted as Ali + Ayse).
This possessive agreement marker might be morphologically singular -7, given that in
Turkish, plural possessive morphology may surface as singular. It is also possible that
the 3™ person possessive marker is plural -leri ‘3PL’. However, having a plural
possessive marker -/eri ‘3PL’ follow the plural marker -/er, results in two stacked

identical plural markers, yielding (121).

(121) *ev-ler-leri

‘house.PL.3PL’

To avoid this repetition and the resulting ungrammaticality, one of the suffixes is
omitted because of a morphological phenomenon called haplology (Stemberger, 1981;
Menn & MacWhinney, 1984; Kirby & Sevgi, 2022), which forces two identical

morphemes that appear next to each other to be reduced to one in the surface string.

Having shown how an MD analysis of HHC derives the attested collective readings of

(115), I turn to the external referent interpretations, where the possessor of the sold
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house(s) is a contextually salient third party. As with the collective readings, the
external referent interpretation is compatible with both singular and plural possessors,

regardless of whether the NP ev ‘house’ is singular or plural.

The derivations for both single and the multiple house readings with a plural possessor

are given in (122) and (123).

(122) a. Hem Alihem Ayseev  -leri-ni  sat -t1.
hem Ali hem Ayse house-3PL -ACC sell-PST

External referent Reading: Ali and Ayse sold someone else’s(pr)

shared house.

b. &P
TP &'
hem TP & TP
Alj; T hem TP
VP T
. 0
Alyy vP T
sattisgr L psT
Aysey v
VP \
Selin,, ve Mehmet,, AgrP \Y%
/\ SetsEr L
Proy+m Agr '
\ /\
\\ NP Agr
\ A lerinizp acc
\
Mo SVHousk R4
N ”
Saee_ =" -
Agree

(123) a. Hem Ali hem Ayse ev  -ler(ler)i-ni sat -t
hem Ali hem Ayse house-PL3PL -ACC sell-PST
External referent Reading: Ali and Ayse sold someone else’s(pr)

shared houses.
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However, if the possessed noun ev ‘house’ belongs to a singular possessor (prosc),
then the only possible interpretation is that this person possesses multiple houses and
both Ali and Ayse sold those houses. This is shown in (124). Finally, I turn to the

collective reading of sentences with mixed-person subjects as in (125).

(124) a. Hem Ali hem Ayseev  -ler-1  -ni sat  -t1.
hem Ali hem Ayse house-PL-3SG-ACC sell-PST

External referent Reading: Ali and Ayse sold someone else’s(s)

houses.
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(125) a. Hem ben hem Ali araba-miz-1 yika -d1-k.
hem I hem Ali car -1PL-ACC wash-PST-1PL

Collective Reading: ‘Ali and | washed a shared car.’

yikadikwaspst.1pL

\
\ A MIZLipLAcC
N 1
\\ arabacar /
~ Pid
~ < - - - -
Agree
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As in previous cases, the multiply dominated possessive phrase is identical across
conjuncts, and it contains the possessed noun araba ‘car’ and the possessor pro. What
is different in this derivation is that while morphological plurality is optional in the
third person subject coordination, it is obligatory in mixed-person subjects. Therefore,
the Agr head agrees with the plural pro, and the possessed noun obligatorily surfaces

as araba-miz ‘car.1PL’.

The interim conclusion is that whether the possessive morphology on possessed
objects is singular or plural, the MD analysis successfully derives collective and
external referent readings in such HHCs because only in these cases is the shared

material identical across conjuncts.

In the distributive readings, on the other hand, each conjunct appears to feature a
distinct possessor, which means that the shared material (the possessive phrase + the
verb) is not identical across conjuncts. In the next subsection, I will argue that an MD
analysis is still available for such examples because the morphological mismatch can

be resolved by cumulative agreement.

3.1.5.3. Non-Identity in HHC Possessives: Cumulative Agreement as a
Resolution

In the distributive interpretations of the HHC sentences, each conjunct contributes its
own possessor coreferential with the subject (e.g., Ali praises Ais son; Ayse praises her
son). Although the fact that there are differences across conjuncts appears to challenge
the requirement stipulated by MD that shared material has to be identical across
conjuncts, I propose that mismatches are allowed if: (i) the agreement morphology on
shared possessed nouns is plural (result of cumulative agreement), and (i1) each
conjunct contains its own null kendi (reflexive) possessor. Consider example (126)a)

and its derivation in (126)b).

(126) a. Hem Ali hem Ayse og(u)l-u ~ -nu  6v_ -dii.
hem Ali hem Ayse son -3SG-ACC praise-PST

Distributive Reading: ‘ Ali praised his son and Ayse praised her son.’
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In this derivation, unlike with the collective and external referent readings, the v’ is
not bulk-shared. Instead, the functional heads (Agr, v, V) and the possessed NP are
shared, while the possessors remain distinct and unshared (i.e., each conjunct has its

OWN POSSESSOr).

The first conjunct contains a null possessor kendi, licensed and interpreted in [Spec,
Agr], locally bound by A/i. The same mechanism applies to the second conjunct: the
null possessor kendi is bound by Ayse, and is likewise licensed and interpreted in

[Spec, Agr] of the second conjunct.

Crucially, although the possessed object og(u)/-u-nu ‘his/her son’ surfaces with
singular morphology, the underlying representation corresponds to a two-son reading.
This underlying plurality on the object arises since the structure contains two null

posesssors kendi ‘self’, and the shared possessive Agr head agrees with both. This
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results in the plural (cumulative) agreement, which is realized as singular due to the

optionality of the third person plural agreement.*’

Since plural reflexives can be interpreted distributively, this leads to the interpretation
where Ali praised his own son and Ayse praised her own son. Given that the possessed
NP ogul ‘son’ is singular, the fact that it is multiply dominated does not lead to multiple
son interpretation for each conjunct, but rather to the interpretation of a separate son

for each subject.*!

Through these mechanisms — cumulative agreement, the complex nature of the
possessive DPs, and the optionality of third person plural markers — the derivation of
the distributive, two-son interpretation (equivalent to the sloppy identity reading)
becomes possible through an MD analysis, which is preferred to an ellipsis analysis

because it 1s more economical.

The reasoning developed for the singular surface form of the object og(u)l-u-nu
‘his/her son’ extends to the distributive reading with the overtly plural marked evlerini
‘his/her house(s)’, where the surface form of the possessed NP carries the plural
marker: ev-ler ‘houses’. This leads to ambiguity between two available distributive
readings of (65) (single house vs. multiple houses), repeated here as (127)a) and
(127)b). Under the proposed MD analysis, the first distributive reading in (127) is

analyzed as follows:

40 Kunduraci (2013) analyzes the third person possessive agreement suffix -(s)I as being underspecified
for number, rather than marking singularity. The choice between treating the suffix as underspecified
for number or assuming optionality of the plural marker does not affect the present analysis.

41 One may question why the possessed object oglunu ‘son.3SG.ACC’ does not surface with plural
agreement. In fact, there is no morphological restriction that blocks the presence of the plural marker -
IAr in a sentence like (i), which has the same distributive reading, as shown below:

6)] Hem Ali hem Ayse ogul-lari-n1~ 6v  -dii.
hem Ali hem Ayse son-3PL-ACC praise-PST
‘Ali praised his son and Ayse praised her son.’

The presence of the plural marker -/Ar, however, leads to ambiguity, and the following interpretations
also become possible:

(ii) ‘Ali praised his son(s) and Ayse praised her son(s).’
(ii1) ‘Ali and Ayse praised their shared son(s).’

This ambiguity has already been addressed in the previous section and is consistent with the analysis
developed there.
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(127) a. Hem Ali hem Ayse ev -leri-ni sat -t1.
hem Ali hem Ayse house-3PL-ACC sell-PST

Distributive Reading I: ‘Ali sold his house and Ayse sold her house.’

b. &P
/’\
TP &'
/\ /\
hem TP & TP
/\ /\
Alj; T hem TP
/\
vP T
/\
A V' vP T
/ wttlsELL.PST
VP Vv
/\
Brendi Agr' AgrP \Y

/ /\ 'Sﬁ'tSELL
NP ; Agr'
Drcendi NP Agr
1 ..
\ ler1ln13PL.ACC

\
\ Drendik NP I

\ ! A !

\ \ /

A \ €Vhouse ,*
N \ 4
N .
N Agree ~ _ A4
N N S~ -7
\\ /,
~ ~ - -
~ -
~ ~ - -
~< Agree -

~
S~ -

In this derivation, as in (126)b), sharing is not done in a bulk fashion. The possessors
(i.e., null possessors kendi ‘self’) originate separately in each conjunct, and are co-
indexed with their local subjects. The NP ev ‘house’ is singular and shared. Similar to
the previous example, Agr head agrees with both null reflexive possessors, leading to
the cumulative plural agreement (realized as -leri, resulting in the seemingly plural
possessed NP evierini ‘house.3PL.ACC’). The plurality of the possessive phrase allows

for the distributive reading, on which each house belongs to a separate subject.

The second distributive interpretation, given in (65), repeated here as (128),
corresponds to the reading where each subject sold their own multiple houses. This

reading is also derived from the following MD analysis.
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(128) a. Hem Ali hem Ayse ev -leri-ni sat -t1.
hem Ali hem Ayse house-3PL-ACC sell-PST
Distributive Reading 2: ‘Ali sold his houses and Ayse sold her

houses.’
b. &P
/\
TP &'
/\ /\
hem TP & TP
/\ /\
Alj; T hem TP
/\
vP T
/\
Ak V' vP - T
/ \QttISELL.PST
VP V'
/\
Drcendi Agr' AgrP \Y

/ /\ 'Sa'tSELL
NP ; Agr'
le“di i \& Agr
1 ..
\ (l%fglnlsz.Acc

\
\ (Z)kcndik NP 1
\ ! i N
\ \ ) /I
\ \ evler;
N N HOUSE.PL,
S 4 . v
AN ~
N gree ~o _
~ e — Ty
~ 7
~ e
~ ~ - <
~ ~o _ - -
~ Agree -

Similar to the first distributive reading, sharing is not done in bulk, and the two null
kendi possessors originate in their respective conjuncts. This time, however, the
possessed NP is plural (evier ‘houses’). The shared Agr again agrees with both
possessors, which results in the plural possessive agreement (-leri). The underlying
string is thus *evlerlerini ‘their houses.ACC’. The possessive phrase distributes over

the conjuncts, leading to the interpretation that each subject sold their multiple houses,

as desired.

However, at this point, haplology kicks in and removes one of the multiple plural
markers on the NP ev ‘house’, leading to the surface string evl/erini ‘their houses.ACC’.

Thus, a combination of cumulative agreement and haplology accounts for the surface
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string and the attested interpretation.*? Lastly, I turn to the distributive reading of the

sentences with mixed-person subjects as in (66), repeated here as (129).

(129) a. Hem ben hem Ali araba-miz-1 yika -d1 -k.
hemI  hem Ali car -1PL-ACC wash-PST-1PL

Distributive Reading: ‘1 washed my car and Ali washed his car.’

b. &P
/’\
TP &
/\ /\
hem TP & TP
/\ /\
ben; T hem TP
/\
vP ; T
/\
ben; v vP T
/ \qdlkWASHPST. 1PL
VP V'
A{N v
/\
Drcendii Agr' AgrP A%

/ /\ Y*QWASII
NP ; Agr'
Drendii NP Agr
“ miZljp Acc
L}

\ Q)kendik NP I
\ ! i > 4
\\ \ 7
N AN arabacar , 7

N N ~ ’
A Agree S~ _ _ - 4
”
~ -
~ -
~ -
~ ~ - -
S~ Agree -

~
S~ -
_———_ - -

Under the MD analysis, deriving the distributive reading of such sentences requires a
mechanism identical to the previous distributive reading examples: the v’ is not bulk-
shared, allowing for distinct null kendi possessors in each conjunct, leading to two-car
reading. However, in this structure, the distinct null possessors are co-indexed with
subjects of different persons (1* and 3) and Agr head obligatorily features overt plural

cumulative agreement miz ‘1PL’ since there is no optionality for the realization of the

42 Alternatively, it is possible that the exponent of the multiple agreement relations between the Agr
head and the possessor in each conjunct is singular (-(s)J) due to the optionality of 3™ person possessive
agreement. In that case, the same string is derived: ev-ler-i ‘house.PL.POSS3PL’ and haplology does not

apply.
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first person plural marker in Turkish. Additionally, since the first person plural
possessive agreement (miz ‘1PL’) is not homophonous with the plural marked (/A4r

‘PL’), the sentence can only mean that each subject washed a single car.

So far, I have shown how the proposed MD analysis can derive both collective and
distributive readings of possessive object DPs. Different interpretations result from
different MD configurations, supplemented by the interplay of cumulative agreement,

optional realization of third person plural possessive morphology and haplology.

3.1.6. Obligatory Strict Identity Reading under Cumulative Verbal Agreement

In this section, I analyze sentences where the singular possessed noun must be
interpreted as belonging to the same individual in both conjuncts, yielding only a strict

identity reading. An example is given in (67), repeated here as (130).

(130) Hem Ali hem ben baba -m -1 sev -iyor  -uz.
hem Ali hem I father-1SG-ACC love-PROG-1PL
‘Both Ali loves my father and I love my father.’

In this sentence, the singular subjects in the conjuncts (A4/i, ben ‘I’) differ in the person
feature (3™ vs. 1%) and the possessive object is marked with singular agreement
(babami ‘my father.Acc’). Unlike other cases of HHC, which allow sloppy identity
readings, as shown in Section 3.1.5, this sentence exhibits only a strict interpretation,

on which both 4/i and / love the same individual (my father).

This suggests that the v’ is multiply dominated by both conjuncts, including the object
baba-m-1 ‘father.1SG.ACC’ and the rest of the verbal projection, with a single null
possessor kendi in [Spec, AgrP]. The possessive marker -m arises because Agr head
agrees with the null possessor and establishes a reference to the speaker’s father, which
remains unchanged across both conjuncts. Because the null kendi ‘self” is not
coindexed with, and therefore, not bound by A/i, but only by ben ‘I’, the referent of
the possessive phrase is a single individual, my father. Since there is no distinct

possessor for each conjunct, only the strict interpretation obtains, as shown in (131).
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(131) a. Hem Ali hem ben baba -m -1 sev -iyor __ -uz.

hem Ali hem 1 father-1SG-ACC love-PROG-1PL

‘Both Ali loves my father and I love my father.

b. &P
P &
hem TP & P
Alj; T hem TP
vP T
: 0
Alli P !
SeViyoruzy ove prOG.1PL
bem, V'
binding ./ e '
/ AgP M
V/\ SV OVE
kendiy Agr'
! /\
\
\ NP Agr
\\ A Mhisc.acc
\\babaFATHER /
\ e
Agree

An immediate question that arises for this derivation is why the possessor must be
bound by the subject of the second conjunct, but not the first conjunct. In fact, there is
no restriction that blocks the null possessor kendi from being bound by the first subject,
but that would change the surface string since the Agr head agrees with a possessor
that carries a third person singular feature. In this case, the sentence and the derivation
would be as in (132)a-b). Crucially, however, the sentence, again, allows only the strict

reading, in which both Ali and I love Ali’s father.*’

43 Interestingly, sentences (131) and (132) become ungrammatical if the reflexive kendi ‘self” is overt,
as shown in (i) and (ii).

@) *Hem Ali hem ben kendi baba -m -1 sev -iyor -uz.
hem Alihem I self father-1SG-ACC love-PROG-1PL

(i1) *Hem Ali hem ben kendi baba -s1 -n1  sev -iyor -uz.
hem Ali hem I self father-3SG-ACC love-PROG-1PL

The presence versus the absence of the reflexive possessor does not make a difference outside of HHC,
when each conjunct appears in isolation, as shown in (iii) and (iv).
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(132) a. Hem Ali hem ben baba-s1 _-n1 _sev -iyor -uz.

hem Ali hem 1 father-3SG-ACC love-PROG-1PL
‘Both Ali and I love his father.’

TO

SEV1yOruZ ovE PROG.1PL

binding ' VP v
AgrP \%
______ > /\ $eVLOVE
kendj; Agr'
1
1 /\
\ NP Agr
\
\ A SiNi3sG ACC
\
\ babapaaer /
. L’
S . Pt
Agree
(1ii) Ben (kendi) baba -m -1 sev -iyor  -um.

I  self father-1SG-ACC love-PROG-1SG
‘I like my own father.’

(iv) Ali (kendi) baba -s1 -n1  sev -iyor.
Aliself father-3SG-ACC love-PROG
‘Ali likes his own father.’

HHC examples (131) and (132) differ from (iii) and (iv) in that in (131) and (132), the shared reflexive
kendi is bound in one conjunct, but is free in the other conjunct: in (131) kendi is bound in the second
conjunct (by ben ‘I’) but it is free in the first. Conversely, in (132), kendi is bound in the first conjunct
(by Ali) but free in the second. Given that binding violations are typically ruled out by the grammar, the
acceptability of the covert versions like (131) and (132) suggests that the local binding failure in one
conjunct is tolerated because the anaphor is not globally unbound. The fact that (i) and (ii), where kendi
is pronounced, are ungrammatical suggests a salvation-by-deletion mechanism (e.g., Ross, 1969; Lasnik
2001a; Lasnik2001b; Merchant, 2001): a shared reflexive, unbound in one conjunct, leads to
degradation if it is overt, but not if it is covert. Therefore, it may be argued that salvation-by-deletion is
not specific to ellipsis operations but applies more broadly to non-pronunciation of problematic
configurations.
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Thus, under the bulk-sharing of the v’ and the possessor position being occupied by a
null kendi, the Agr head surfaces with the person feature depending on which subject

this null kendi is co-indexed with and yields only a strict identity interpretation.**

3.1.7. Negation Ambiguity in HHC

In this section, I examine the interaction between negation and HHC. Negation in HHC
introduces a systematic ambiguity between two interpretations, as shown in (68),

repeated here as (133).

(133) Hem Ali hem Ayse diig-me -di.
hem Ali hem Ayse fall-NEG-PST
‘For both Ali and Ayse, it is the case that they didn’t fall.” ’
= ‘Neither Ali nor Ayse fell.’
‘It is not the case that both Ali and Ayse fell.’
= ‘Either Ali didn’t fall or Ayse didn’t fall.

The availability of these two readings suggests that the relation between coordination

and negation involves two possible scope configurations:

(1) Conjunction > Negation (Narrow Scope of negation): The conjunction takes
scope over the negation. This results in a reading where the negation applies to
each conjunct individually, yielding a “neither...nor” interpretation.

(i1) Negation > Conjunction (Wide Scope): The negation takes scope over the
entire conjunction. This results in a reading where the negation applies to the

coordination, yielding a “mixed polarity” interpretation.

I propose that this ambiguity arises because the negative morpheme -m4 occurs within

a structure in which it is multiply dominated, enabling the Neg head to be interpreted

4 1t is also possible for the null possessor to be a pro, co-indexed with both subjects. In this case,
however, the surface string would be as follows:

6] Hem Ali hem ben baba -miz-1 sev -iyor -uz.
hem Alihem I father-1PL-ACC love-PROG-1PL
'Both Ali and I love our father(s).’
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in different positions. The reasoning is as follows: As proposed by Bachrach and

Katzir (2007), for a shared node to be spelled out, it must be completely dominated.

(134) Complete Dominance
a completely dominates f if every path from 3 upwards to the root

includes a. (Gracanin-Ylksek, 2013, p. 5)

Under this proposal, because the Neg head (together with the verb and the tense) is
shared across conjuncts, Neg is not completely dominated within either conjunct, as

shown in (135).

(135) a. Hem Ali hem Ayse diis-me -di.
hem Ali hem Ayse fall-NEG-PST

b.
NegP
vP NegP
At vP Neg
MENEG
A
diisparL

Subsequently, the derivation continues upwards until it reaches the root of the
sentence, the Coordination Phrase (&P). Since this is the first node that includes every
path from the negated verb to the root, it is the first node that completely dominates
the shared Neg head. At this point, Neg is spelled out (becomes visible to semantics).
The position where negation is originally introduced is interpreted as a variable, bound

by the higher, spelled out instance of Neg. The complete derivation is given in (136).

(136) a. Hem Ali hem Ayse diis-me -di.
hem Ali hem Ayse fall-NEG-PST
‘Neither Ali nor Ayse fell.’
‘Either Ali didn’t fall or Ayse didn’t fall.”
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/\

/&P\ diismediparr NEGPST
TP &'
hem TP & TP
Ali T hem TP
NegP T
vP NegP T’
diismediparL NEG.PST
Al vP Neg
BICNEG
5 Vl
HispaLL

This derivation makes it possible to interpret the Neg head in two possible sites: If it
is interpreted low, in its original position, the “neither X nor Y” reading obtains.
Alternatively, if the Neg head is interpreted high, where it was spelled out, it scopes
over the entire &P, yielding the “not X and Y” reading.*’

3.1.8. Suspended Affixation and Multiple Events Reading in HHC

In this section, I examine suspended affixation (SA) in HHC and show that the
proposed MD analysis accounts for SA in HHC. Consider the examples in (137)a-b),
where in the (a) example the dative case-marker is present on the indirect object in
each conjunct (4li’ye ‘Ali.DAT’, Ayse’ye ‘Ayse.DAT’), while in the (b) example the

dative case-marker is suspended on A/i and surfaces only on 4yse.

(137) a. Galerict hem Ali’ye  hem Ayse’ye  araba-y1 sat-t1.
car dealer hem Ali-DAT hem Ayse -DAT car -ACC sell-PST
“The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’
b. Galerici hem Ali hem Ayse’ye  araba-y1  sat-t1.
car dealer hem Ali hem Ayse-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
“The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’

4 1t is important to note that the "higher copy" in this representation is not the result of movement
operations. In an MD structure, the shared node is base generated with multiple parents; the higher
position simply marks where the node is completely dominated and spelled out.
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Recall that both (137)a) and (137)b) convey the meaning that the selling event
happened twice, and that the car was sold once to Ali and once to Ayse, rather than a
single car-selling event in which Ali and Ayse jointly bought a car. As stated in
Chapter 2, I assume that the multiple events reading in HHC is due to the bi-clausal
structure of the sentence, and this analysis extends to indirect object coordination of
hem...hem, regardless of the presence of suspended affixation. Given this assumption,
a question arises as to how the dative suffix on the indirect object 4/ in the first
conjunct gets suspended. A straightforward way to analyze suspended affixation is to
assume a small coordination (NP- or DP-coordination), where A/i and Ayse form a

single constituent before the suffix is attached (Bayirli 2017, 2022).

(138) Galerici [hem Ali hem Ayse]’ye araba-y1 sat -t1.
car dealer hem Ali hem Ayse -DAT car -ACC sell-PST
‘The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’

The analysis in (138), however, cannot be correct as the bi-clausal structure, necessary
to derive multiple events reading, is absent. Instead, such a structure would imply a
single event in which A/i and Ayse are treated as a group. Since the multiple events
reading is the only reading that both (137)a) and (137)b) have, coordination is not
limited to small constituents but rather involves clausal coordination. The underlying

structure of sentence (137) is, thus, the following:

(139) Galerici  hem Ali hem Ayse’ye
car dealer hem Ali-DAT car -ACC sell-PST hem Ayse-DAT
araba-y1  sat-ti.
car -ACC sell-PST
‘The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’

To derive this underlying representation through the MD analysis, I adopt Kornfilt
(2012)’s analysis of suspended affixation. Kornfilt proposes that SA in Turkish is not
a purely morphological phenomenon but a syntactic one, deriving from RNR. She
argues that functional heads, such as number and case markers, can be suspended since

they are part of the syntax rather than the lexicon.

82



Kornfilt (2012) presents the following sentences to illustrate that such suffixes can

appear once at the right edge of the coordination structure and still scope over both

conjuncts.

(140)

(141)

Masada-ki ~ limon ve portakal-lar-a  bak -t1 -m.
table -linker lemon and orange -PL-DAT look-PST-1SG

‘I looked at the lemons and the oranges on the table.’

Masada-ki ~ limon ve portakal-a  bak -1 -m.
table -linker lemon and orange -DAT look-PST-1SG
‘I looked at the lemon and the orange on the table.’

(Kornfilt, 2012, p. 183)

Kornfilt argues for an analysis in which case and number suffixes are the heads of their

own syntactic projection (KP/NumP) and shared across conjuncts through RNR. She

suggests that the possibility of suspension of these suffixes follows from their being

heads of syntactic projections. Based on this proposal, SA looks like the following (on

the ATB-movement analysis of RNR):

(142) a. limon- ve portakal-lar
lemon-PL and orange -PL
‘lemons and oranges’
b. &P
&' laI'PL
/l\ A
KP VEAND KP
limony gvon }&TPL portakalorancr l'a'1|°PL

Adopting Kornfilt’s proposal that case markers are functional heads (K), an MD

analysis can be proposed for Turkish HHC with suspended case markers. First,

consider the derivation with no SA in (143), where the dative case appears on both

conjuncts.
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(143) a. Galerici hem Ali’ye hem Ayse’ye araba-y1  sat-ti.
car dealer hem Ali-DAT hem Ayse-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
‘The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’

b.
TP
Galericicar peaLer &P
TP &
hem TP & 1P
Galerieicar ppaLer T hem g
vP fet ER T
. . 1 0
Galerieicar pEALER v vP !
/\ sattigprpst
VP .. ER V|
KP/\W\ V
NP K kP b4
Ali Yepar /\
NP K arabayicar acc S8tserL
Ayse Yepar

In this derivation, each conjunct contains its own independent KP (i.e., Ali’ye
‘Ali.DAT’ and Ayse’ye ‘Ayse.DAT’), and the non-bulk shared material includes V’, v
and T. Since the structure is bi-clausal, it is consistent with the multiple events
interpretation. Now, consider the suspended affixation counterpart of this sentence,

given in (144).

(144) a. Galerici hem Ali hem Ayse’ye araba-y1  sat-ti.
car dealer hem Ali hem Ayse-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
‘The car dealer sold the car to both Ali and Ayse.’
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b.

TP
/\
GaleriCicar DEALER &P
/\
TP &'
/\ /\
hem TP & TP
/\ /\
Galerieicar DEALER T hem TP
/\
vP tai R T
/\
Galerieicar DEALER V' vP T°

/\ sattisgLLpsT
VP feic R V'
o %
NP KP \'%A
Ali

NP K arabaylicar acc SatserL
Ayse YEDAT

In this derivation, the bi-clausal structure required for multiple events reading is still
present (i.e., V’, v' and T are still shared), but a crucial difference lies in the status of
the Case marker. Under the MD analysis, the dative suffix -ye is introduced as the head
of the KP and multiply dominated by both conjuncts. As a result, it appears only once,
but it can still be interpreted in both conjuncts (because it is syntactically present in
both conjuncts). Thus, the analysis captures the availability of SA along with the

clausal coordination analysis required for the multiple events reading.

3.2.  What MD Cannot Account for: Morphological Mismatches

As shown in the previous sections, the MD analysis successfully derives a wide range
of interpretations in different HHCs either because the shared material is identical
across conjuncts or because cumulative agreement can resolve any mismatches.
However, there exist a number of cases in which the surface string exhibits
morphological mismatches that cannot be resolved by cumulative agreement. In the

following subsections, two such cases will be discussed.

3.2.1. Unresolvable Non-Identity with Overt Singular Agreement

The first case of unresolvable non-identity involves a variant of the reflexive kendi

‘self’, with an overt 3™ person singular possessive marker -si on the anaphor.
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Recall from Section 3.1.3 that the bare reflexive kendi ‘self’ allows for an MD
derivation in which the Agr head agrees with kendi bound by two different
antecedents, which results in cumulative agreement. The relevant sentence is repeated

here as (145), with the derivation in (146).

(145) Hem Ali hem Ayse kendi-(Yert)-ni  degerlendir-di.
hem Ali hem Ayse self -3PL -ACC evaluate -PST
‘Both Ali and Ayse evaluated himself/herself.’

(146)

However, Turkish anaphoric system also includes the form of the reflexive with the
overt singular suffix -si (kendisi). This anaphor behaves differently from uninflected
kendi ‘self’: it can be bound locally, long-distance, or behave like a pronoun (taking a

discourse antecedent). This ambiguity is demonstrated in (147).

(147) Ali; Ayse’nin; kendi-si  -niyjx 6v-diig-ti-nii sOyle-di.
Ali Ayse-GEN self -3SG-ACC praise-NOM-3SG-ACC say -PST
a. Local binding: ‘Ali said that Ayse praised herself.’
b. Long distance binding: ‘Ali said that Ayse praised Ali.’
c. Discourse binding: ‘Ali said that Ayse praised someone (e.g.,

Mehmet).’
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Kendisi can also appear in HHC; examples with and without PF-reduction are given
in (148) and (149).

(148) Hem Ali kendi-si -ni  degerlendir-di hem Ayse kendi -si  -ni
hem Ali self -3SG-ACC evaluate -PST hem Ayse self -3SG-ACC
degerlendir-di.
evaluate -PST
'Ali evaluated himself and Ayse evaluated herself.'

(149) Hem Ali hem Ayse kendi -si -ni  degerlendir-di.
hem Ali hem Ayse self -3SG-ACC evaluate -PST
'Ali evaluated himself and Ayse evaluated herself.'

Apart from the reading on which Ali and Ayse each praised a third, contextually salient
individual, (149) has only the sloppy reading (on which Ali evaluated himself and
Ayse evaluated herself). This reading cannot be derived through MD. In a hypothetical
MD derivation, given in (150)b), v’ is multiply dominated, making the predicate
kendisini degerlendirdi ‘evaluated himself/herself’ shared across the conjuncts. This
structure would result in several interpretations, none of which is the sloppy identity

reading.

First, kendi ‘self” might be co-indexed with the subjects of both conjuncts, A/i and
Ayse, and this would result in cumulative agreement on Agr, which cannot surface as
-s (it can surface as null: kendi- X ni ‘self.ACC’, or as -leri: kendilerini ‘self.3PL.ACC’).
Since the surface string contains kendi-si-ni ‘self.3SG.ACC’, the hypothetical derivation

in (150)b) cannot be correct.*

46 Recall that while 3" person plural agreement can be optional in Turkish, it takes different forms across
paradigms. In the verbal paradigm, the plural marker is -/4r or @ (e.g., gel-di-ler ‘come.PST.3PL’/ gel-
di ‘come.PST’). In the possessive paradigm, it alternates between -/4r/ and the singular form -(s)/ (e.g.,
anne-leri ‘mother.3PL.ACC’/ anne-si ‘mother.ACC). In the reflexive paradigm, plural agreement surfaces
as -I4rl (kendi-ler-i ‘self.3PL.ACC’) or as the bare form (kendi-ni ‘self.ACC’), but never as the singular
suffix -(s)I (kendisi ‘self.33G.ACC’).
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(150) a. Hem Ali hem Ayse kendi-si -ni  degerlendir-di.
hem Ali hem Ayse self -3SG-ACC evaluate -PST
'Ali evaluated himself and Ayse evaluated herself.'

b. &P
/\
TP &'
/\ /\
hem TP & TP
/\ /\
Alj T hem TP

VP v
AgrP v
/K degerendiyayaTE
kendigg; r ik prj Agr
\\ Si,ni3SG.ACC [PL]
N

As illustrated in the diagram, this structural configuration creates a conflict between
the required outcome of syntactic agreement and the observed morphological suffix:
Syntactic agreement forces the plural form of the Agr head. Consequently, the anaphor
1s expected to surface as kendilerini ‘self.3PL.ACC’ or kendini ‘self.ACC’, but not as the

singular form kendisi ‘self.3SG’.

Another possibility would be for kendi ‘self’ to be co-indexed with (and bound by)
only one subject. If this were the case, Agr would agree with a singular kendi ‘self’

and appear with the surface string given in (151).

(151) a. *Hem Ali; hem Aysex kendi-si  -nij#k or *ix degerlendir-di.
hem Ali hem Ayse self -3SG-ACC evaluate -PST
Intended: ‘Both Ali and Ayse evaluated Ali/Ayse’.
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binding | P
/\ degerterdifoyaLuate

Ty kendigg; Agr

. ?}}llssG.Acc

However, such a structure and binding relation would yield only the strict identity
reading: that both Ali and Ayse praised Ali (if kendi is bound by A/i) or that both Ali
and Ayse praised Ayse (if kendi is bound by Ayse). Crucially, however, strict identity
readings are unavailable in HHC constructions (Eren Gezen, 2022). Since the sentence
in question (with or without the overt singular agreement on the reflexive kendi ‘self)
allows only the sloppy identity reading (where Ali evaluated himself and Ayse

evaluated herself), the derivation in (150) is not possible.

Thus, because the overt singular marker -si is incompatible with the plural agreement
required for the sloppy identity reading in an MD structure, and the alternative binding
derivation given in (150) yields an unavailable strict identity reading, these sentences
cannot be derived via sharing. To account for the presence of the overt singular marker,
there must exist an instance of (singular) kendi ‘self’, as well as an instance of Agr in

each conjunct; thus, the PF-reduction mechanism in this example cannot be MD.

3.2.2. Suspended Affixation with Non-Identical Affixes

The second case of morphological mismatches that cannot be resolved by cumulative
agreement comes from suspended affixation in HHC, where the inflectional suffix
appears only on the final conjunct, is interpreted in both conjuncts, but would require
different forms in the two conjuncts if it were not suspended. Consider the sentences

in (152) and (153), with and without PF-reduction.
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(152) Galerici hem Hasan’a  hem Ali’ye araba-y1r  sat -t1.
car dealer hem Hasan-DAT hem Ali-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
‘Car dealer sold the car to Both Hasan and Ali.’

(153) Galerici hem Hasan hem Ali’ye araba-y1 sat -t1.
car dealer hem Hasan-DAT hem Ali-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
‘Car dealer sold the car to Both Hasan and Ali.’

Under the MD analysis of sentence (153), as explained in Section 3.1.8, the dative
head (K) needs to be multiply dominated for the case marker to be shared across

conjuncts. This implies that a single functional head provides the case for both NPs,

as shown in (154).

(154) a. Galerici hem Hasan hem Ali’ye araba-y1  sat -t1.
car dealer hem Hasan hem Ali-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
‘Car dealer sold the car to Both Hasan and Ali.’

b. TP
/\
Galerici coR DEALER &P
/\
TP &'
/\ /\
hem TP & TP

/\ /\

Galeriet c AR DEALER T hem TP

/\
vP ted ER T

/\

Galeriei car DEALER Vv vP T

/\ sattiggr pst
VP et LER v
NP KP v
Hasan T
NP K arabay1 sat car acc SELL

Ali YEpar

As the surface string shows, the shared case marker is linearized in the rightmost
conjunct, appearing as -ye on Ali. However, as shown in the diagram, this creates a

conflict with the phonological requirements of the dative DP in the first conjunct,
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where the indirect object Hasan requires the dative suffix to be realized as -a, as

dictated by Turkish vowel harmony rules.

If the structure were derived from the MD analysis in (154), the single shared head
would have to be identical, satisfying the phonological requirements of both dative
DPs. Since the shared node surfaces as -ye to satisfy only the requirement of the second
conjunct, it would yield the phonologically unacceptable sequence *Hasan-ye
‘Hasan.DAT in the first conjunct. Therefore, similar to the singular kendisi case,
sentences like these cannot be derived via sharing. To account for the morphological
mismatch, there must exist two distinct dative heads underlyingly, where the former

undergoes deletion at PF.

Bayirl (personal communication) suggests that (154)b) might be the correct derivation
of (154)a), since the MD structure posits the syntactically correct case (i.e., dative
case) in both conjuncts. His reasoning is that maybe the morphological mismatch
shown in (154) might be tolerated since the observed difference (i.e., -a in the first
conjunct -ye in the second conjunct) results from vowel harmony in Turkish, which is
a phonological feature that does not affect syntax. This is not unreasonable, given that
instances of cumulative agreement discussed so far also yield sequences that are not

acceptable conjunct-internally. Consider the example in (94), repeated here as (155):

(155) Hem ben hem Ali gel -di -k.
hem I hem Ali come-PST-3PL
‘Both Ali and I came.’

For sentence (155), if the conjuncts are considered individually, each conjunct yields

an unacceptable string, as shown in (156):

(156) a. *Hem ben gel -di -k
hem I come-PST-1PL

b. *Hem Ali gel -di -k.
hem Ali come-PST-1PL

However, mismatches that are not a result of cumulative agreement seem to behave

differently and are generally not tolerated in shared structures. Unlike agreement
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features on the verbs (i.e., cumulative agreement with two singular subjects) and on
the reflexives (i.e., agreement with a reflexive bound by split antecedents), the
phonological realization of a head appears to require complete identity if it is shared.
For example, Barros and Vicente (2011) argue that sentence (157) cannot be derived
through MD because the forms of the verb are different across conjuncts, although

both involve the same tense:

(157) I usually don’t [ ], but Alice wakes up early
every day. (Barros & Vicente, 2011, p. 3)

Another piece of evidence that phonology, and specifically surface form identity,
constrains sharing is also observed in languages like Croatian, which display
morphological syncretism across certain case forms. As shown in (158) and (159), the
sharing of the object between the verbs in different conjuncts is impossible when the
verbs assign different cases (accusative vs. genitive), resulting in distinct surface forms

on the object (vode ‘water.GEN’ vs. vodu ‘water.ACC’):

(158) *Jan voli a Petarse boji vode.
Jan loves(ACC) and Petar refl fears(GEN) water(GEN)

Intended: ‘Jan loves and Petar fears water.’

(159) *Jan voli a Petarse boji vodu.
Jan loves(ACC) and Petar refl fears(GEN) water(ACC)
Intended: ‘Jan loves and Petar fears water.’

(Gracanin-Ytksek, personal communication)

Crucially, however, when the form of the shared object is syncretic (identical on the
surface) between the two required cases, the fact that the actual cases required by each
conjunct are different (accusative vs. genitive) does not matter, and the sentence

becomes grammatical, as shown in (160).

(160) Jan voli a Petar se boji ovog profesora.
Jan loves(ACC) and Petar refl fears(GEN) this professor(ACC/GEN)

‘John loves and Petar fears this professor.’
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This pattern demonstrates that for a single node to be shared, it must be phonologically
compatible with both positions that it occupies. Since the Turkish dative markers -a
and -ye are not completely identical, they cannot be realized by a single shared head.
Consequently, the suspended affixation in (154) cannot be derived with the MD

analysis.
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CHAPTER 4

ELLIPSIS ANALYSIS: BY NECESSITY

In Chapter 3, I proposed that the MD analysis is the default mechanism for deriving
the surface string of PF-reduced HHC sentences. This was motivated by a conceptual
preference for MD as a more economical mechanism, which is, therefore, favored by
the grammar over ellipsis. I demonstrated that MD accounts for a wide range of
phenomena, including multiple events readings of HHC, incompatibility of HHC with
collective predicates, the existence of sloppy identity readings with unmarked
(uninflected) reflexives, attested and unattested readings with possessive phrases,

cumulative agreement patterns, and negation ambiguity.

However, as mentioned in Section 3.2, there are some sentences that cannot be derived
through an MD analysis. Specifically, an MD analysis cannot derive sentences in
which the conjuncts feature reflexives with overt singular agreement kendisi, (as
shown in Section 3.2.1), or phonologically non-identical case markers in suspended

affixation, (as shown in Section 3.2.2).

In this chapter, I propose that the grammar resorts to ellipsis by necessity to derive
sentences containing instances of morphological mismatches that are unresolvable by
MD. Following the economy principle presented in Chapter 1, this is compatible with
MD being preferred for its derivational economy, but Ellipsis being available by

necessity when MD is blocked.

This chapter is organized as follows: Section 4.1 presents cases of PF-reduction that
MD cannot derive and suggests how an ellipsis analysis accounts for them. Section 4.2
revisits some properties of HHC that receive an explanation under an MD analysis and

shows that the same properties cannot be accounted for by the ellipsis analysis
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(negation ambiguity, cumulative agreement). This supports the claim that ellipsis
functions only as a secondary, last resort mechanism, not as the default PF-reduction
operation. Finally, Section 4.3 presents empirical evidence to support these

observations.

4.1.  What Ellipsis Can Account For: Morphological Mismatches

The impoverished surface string in HHC could in principle also be derived through
ellipsis, which would operate on a clausal coordination structure to account for the
core properties of HHC, such as multiple events readings, incompatibility with
collective predicates, and the sloppy identity reading. An example of the underlying

structure for an ellipsis derivation is given in (161).

(161) a. Hem Ali elkesl—a—sgit-ti  hem Ayse okul -a git-ti.
hem Ali school-DAT go-PST hem Ayse school-DAT go-PST
‘Both Ali and Ayse went to school.

b. &P
TP &
hem TP & TP
Ali hem TP
vP T
A /\ gittiGO‘PST
/\ /y\
/VP\ ’
NP Vv
okulascroor.pat gitco

However, sentences like (161) do not necessitate the ellipsis analysis since they can
also be derived under the MD analysis. As stated in Chapter 3, the economy principle
favors MD in such cases because it avoids generating (and eliding) identical material
(Citko & Gracanin-Yiiksek, in press). The necessity for ellipsis only arises on the

condition that MD is blocked.
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The core difference between MD and ellipsis is that ellipsis allows each conjunct to
satisfy its own morphological requirements locally, and also tolerates mismatches in
morphology across conjuncts (i.e., for an element to be elided in one conjunct, it does

not have to be morphologically identical to the element in the other conjunct).

In the following subsections, I present examples that contain such morphological
mismatches and show that ellipsis can derive the impoverished surface string from
their underlying structures. This will serve as evidence for ellipsis as a secondary PF-
reduction mechanism. Specifically, I show how ellipsis can derive examples that
contain reflexive kendi ‘self” with overt singular morphology in Section 4.1.1, and

morphological mismatches with suspended affixation in Section 4.1.2.

4.1.1. Overt Singular Agreement on Reflexive kendi ‘self’

As discussed in Chapter 3, the MD analysis derives sloppy identity readings with the
reflexive kendi ‘self” by positing that the reflexive is syntactically plural since the Agr
head enters an agreement relation with the reflexive, bound by both subjects, via

Multiple Agree (Hiraiwa, 2001).

Under this analysis, the subjects function as split antecedents, and the optionality of
the third person plural marker -/47/ (as explained in Section 3.1.3) allows this plural
feature to be phonologically null, leading kendilerini ‘self.3PL.ACC’ to surface as
morphologically unmarked kendini ‘self.ACC’. Such underlyingly plural reflexive then
allows for a distributive reading, which is equivalent to the sloppy identity reading that

such examples have.

However, as shown in Section 3.2.1, this mechanism fails when the reflexive bears an
overt third person singular marker, -s/. Consider the structure in (150), repeated here
as (162), where the singular morphology on the reflexive cannot be derived under the

MD analysis.

(162) a. Hem Ali hem Ayse kendi-si -ni degerlendir-di.
hem Ali hem Ayse self -3SG-ACC evaluate -PST
‘Ali evaluated himself and Ayse evaluated herself.’
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&P
/\
TP &
/\ /\
hem TP & P
/\ /\
Ali T hem TP
/\
vP T
Ali vP T
degerlendirdigya yate psT
Aysex v
/\
VP v

AgrP \Y
/\ degertendipyaLuate

kendisrr i+ i) Sifli3sG Acc [Sc)

A -

The derivation given in (162) demonstrates that if the shared reflexive kendi ‘self’ is
bound by the subject in each conjunct, the result is syntactic plurality on the reflexive.
Agreement with this plural reflexive cannot be morphologically realized as the

singular -si on Agr.

Ellipsis, on the other hand, straightforwardly accounts for this sentence. Under this
analysis, the underlying structure consists of two independent conjuncts, and each

contains its own singular reflexive co-indexed with its local subject. This is shown in

(163).

(163) a. Hem Aljj kendi-st—nt——degerlendirdi  hem Aysex
hem Ali self -3SG-ACC evaluate -PST hem Ayse
kendi-si -nik  degerlendir-di.
self -3SG-ACC evaluate -PST
‘Ali evaluated himself and Ayse evaluated herself.’
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TP &'
hem TP & P
Alj; T hem TP
Aysey T
vP T
/\ /\ degerlendirdigyaryatepsT
Aysey V'
VP v

/\ /\
AgrP A\
A degerlendifeyaLuate

kendispur SinssG acc
Under this analysis, each reflexive is locally bound within its own clause, and the
surface string is derived by eliding the predicate kendisini degerlendirdi ‘evaluated
himself” in the first conjunct. Thus, since the sentence with the interpretation that it
has cannot be derived by a more economical MD mechanism of PF-reduction, the
competing (although less economical) ellipsis analysis is employed to derive the

sentence.

4.1.2. Suspended Affixation with Non-Identical Affixes

The second property of HHC that cannot be derived under the MD analysis is observed
when HHC involves suspended affixation, where the suffixes (only one of which
surfaces) are phonologically distinct in the two conjuncts due to vowel harmony, as

shown in (154), repeated here as (164).

(164) Galerici hem Hasan’ hem Ali’ye  araba-y1  sat -t1.
car dealer hem Hasan-DAT hem Ali-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
‘The car dealer sold the car to both Hasan and Ali.’

As argued in Section 3.1.8, MD derives suspended affixation by sharing a single
functional head (i.e., K head, hosting dative case). However, this requires the shared

head to have a single phonological realization.
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This creates a problem in sentences like (164), where the dative suffix is suspended on

Hasan but realized on A/i, as shown in (165).

(165) a. Galerici hem Hasan hem Ali’ye araba-y1 sat -t1.
car dealer hem Hasan hem Ali-DAT car -ACC sell-PST
‘Car dealer sold the car to Both Hasan and Ali.’

b. TP
/\
Galerici c AR DEALER &P
/\
TP &
/\ /\
hem TP & 1P

/\ /\

Galeriet car DEALER T hem P

/\
vP ret ER T

/\

Galeriet car DEALER v P r

/\ sattigerL psT
VP fet LER V'
NP KP A%
Hasan o

NP K arabay1 sat car acc SELL
Ali Yepar

Due to vowel harmony, the dative suffix for Hasan is -a, while for Ali it is -ye, which

makes the MD analysis impossible because a single shared K node cannot be realized

as both -a and -ye simultaneously.

In the ellipsis analysis, this conflict does not arise since the first conjunct underlyingly

contains the fully fledged clausal structure, part of which is deleted, as shown in (166).

(166) a. Galerici hem Hasan’a———arabay+——sat—+t hem Ali’ye
car dealer hem Hasan-DAT car -ACC sell-PST hem Ali-DAT

araba-y1  sat -t1.
car -ACC sell-PST
‘The car dealer sold the car to both Hasan and Ali.’
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b. 1P

Galerici car pEALER &P
TP &'
hem TP & i
Galeri€t car DEALER T hem /TP\
/VP\ eriei CAR DEALER T
— 0
Galeriet car peaLER vP T
/\ sattigg . pst
/\ Geleriet car peEALER V'
KP VP v
/ i i /\ SatgE L
NP KP b4
Hasan /\ e N
NP K arabay1 satcar acc SELL
Ali YepaT

In (166)b, the first conjunct contains the dative saffix -a, satisfying the phonological
requirements of Hasan, while the second conjunct contains -ye, satisfying the

requirements of 47i.%

Crucially, the ellipsis analysis tolerates a morpho-phonological mismatch between the
elided -a and the pronounced -ye, and allows the derivation to converge, unlike the

MD analysis.

4.2. What Ellipsis Cannot Account for

Having established that ellipsis is a necessary repair strategy for deriving sentences
with morphological mismatches that do not arise due to cumulative agreement, one
might ask why it cannot serve as the default mechanism for all HHC constructions. In
the following subsections, I demonstrate that a pure ellipsis analysis fails to capture

certain syntactic and semantic properties of HHC established in the previous chapters.

In section 4.2.1, I show that the ellipsis analysis cannot account for negation ambiguity

as it derives only a narrow scope reading of negation, and in Section 4.2.2, I

47 Since arabay: satt ‘sold the car’ is identical across conjuncts, it is in principle possible to share it
instead of generating is twice and eliding it in the first conjunct. This will be revisited in Chapter 5.
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demonstrate that ellipsis cannot derive examples of HHC where the pronounced verb

surfaces with plural agreement.

4.2.1. Negation Ambiguity

As shown in Chapter 3, HHC sentences involving negation exhibit a scope ambiguity
between a "neither...nor" reading, where coordination scopes over negation, and a
"mixed polarity" reading, where negation scopes over coordination. This ambiguity is

derived under the MD analysis as shown in (136), repeated here as (167).

(167) a. Hem Ali hem Ayse diis-me -di.
hem Ali hem Ayse fall-NEG-PST
‘Neither Ali nor Ayse fell.’
‘Either Ali didn’t fall or Ayse didn’t fall.’

b.
/&P\ diismediparr NEG.PST

TP &'
hem TP & TP

Ali T hem TP

NegP T
vP NegP T’
diismediparL.NEG.PST
Ak vP Neg
BeNEG
Ayse V'
dHigpaLL

Under the MD analysis, this ambiguity follows from the semantic possibilities made
available by sharing. Since the shared Neg head is spelled out at the coordination level
(&P), negation can be interpreted in two positions: either in situ, yielding a
neither...nor reading since the coordination scopes over negation; or at the spell out
position, from which it scopes over the coordination, yielding the mixed polarity

reading.
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However, the ellipsis analysis fails to capture this ambiguity since it obligatorily posits

a structure where two full negative clauses are coordinated, as shown in (168).

(168) a. Hem Ali ditsmre—d+ hem Ayse diig-me -di.
hem Ali fall-NEG-PST hem Ayse fall-NEG-PST
‘Ali didn’t fall and Ayse didn’t fall.’

b. &P
P &
hem TP & 1P
Ali hem TP
/\ Ayse /T'\
NegP T
/\ /\ dismedipar NEG.PST
vP Neg
/\ oG
’ Ayse v
etigparL

In this derivation, the predicate diismedi ‘fall.NEG.PST’ is generated independently in
each conjunct, and the first instance is elided to derive the PF-reduced surface string.
However, since there are two distinct Neg heads in this structure, they must be

interpreted each within a conjunct, leading exclusively to the neither...nor reading.

Crucially, there is no possible structural mechanism available to derive the mixed
polarity reading since there is no single Neg head that scopes over the coordination.
Consequently, the ellipsis analysis incorrectly predicts the absence of the attested “not

both” interpretation.

4.2.2. Cumulative Agreement

The second piece of evidence against the pure ellipsis analysis of HHC comes from
the fact that it fails to explain the plural agreement on the verb when each conjunct

contains a singular subject.

As shown in Chapter 3, the MD analysis accounts for this phenomenon with the

cumulative agreement mechanism, in which the combined contribution of the two
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singular subjects trigger plural agreement on the shared verb even if the subjects are

individually singular, as shown in (169).

(169) a. Hem ben hem Ali gel -di  -k.
hem I hem Ali come-PST-1PL
‘Both Ali and I came.’
b. [...ben[SG]  ][... Ali[sG]  ]geldik [PL]

| ‘ »
>

However, the ellipsis analysis cannot derive this surface string. Under ellipsis analysis,
the surviving portion of the predicate, geldik ‘come.PST.1PL’, belongs exclusively to
the second conjunct, while the corresponding portion in the first conjunct is elided. For
sentence (169), this means that the second conjunct (and presumably the first conjunct
as well) must contain plural agreement on the verb. This leads to ungrammaticality

because a singular subject cannot license plural agreement, as shown in (170).

(170) a. [*Hem ben gel—di+—k "] [*hem Ali gel -di -k].
hem I come-PST-1PL. hem Ali come-PST-1PL

‘Both Ali and I came.’
b. &P
TP &'
hem TP & TP
ben hem TP
vP T’
/\ gel(lﬁkCOMEAPSTAlPL
Aﬁ{sm getcome 7

Since the underlying conjuncts (or at least the second, pronounced conjunct) derived
through the ellipsis analysis are ungrammatical, the derivation crashes. This shows
that the ellipsis analysis cannot derive sentences with cumulative agreement, even

though they are grammatical.
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Ellipsis analysis for examples such as (169) predicts a different surface string, in which
the pronounced verb agrees locally with the subject of the second conjunct, resulting

in so-called partial agreement, as shown in (171).

(171) a. Hem ben gel—di—m  hem Ali gel -di -@.
Hem 1 come-PST-1SG hem Ali come-PST-3SG

‘Both Ali and I came.’

b. &P
TP &'
hem TP & TP
ben hem TP
vP T
/\ gelldiCOME.PSTJsG
AH{SG] getcome 7

~ -
- -
N —-——

In the following section, I present experimental evidence to demonstrate that Turkish
speakers find such alternative surface strings degraded. This shows that ellipsis is

dispreferred as a PF-reduction mechanism of HHC.

4.3. Experimental Findings

As established in the previous section, HHC involves different underlying structures
under the MD and ellipsis analyses. Since these analyses force cumulative and partial
agreement respectively, they result in different surface strings when HHC involves
mixed person subjects. To test whether either of these analyses is preferred over the
other by native speakers of Turkish, a Acceptability Judgment Test (AJT) was

conducted.

4.3.1. Participants

The experiment was conducted on 98 native speakers of Turkish (44 male, 54 female)
recruited from a state university. The age range of the participants was 18-42 years,

with a mean age of 21.66 years (SD = 4.78).
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4.3.2. Materials

The AJT consisted of 90 sentences distributed across 5 categories:

a. Baseline, including HHCs in which the unpronounced part of the first conjunct
was identical to the pronounced part in the second conjunct (up to agreement),
shown in (172),

b. Negation, including negative HHCs, shown in (173),

c. Collective predicates, including HHCs with a collective predicate, shown in
(174),

d. Possessive objects, including HHCs with possessive object phrases, shown in
(175),

e. Anaphor, including HHCs with an anaphor in the object position, shown in

(176).

Each category consisted of 18 sentences: in 6 of them, the subjects were both 3™ person
singular (e.g., Hem Ali hem Ayse), while in the remaining 12 sentences, one subject
was 1% person singular, and the other one was 3™ person singular. The mixed-person
sentences were balanced for the order of the subjects: in half of them, the 3™ person
subject preceded the 1% person subject (e.g., Hem Ali hem ben), and in the other half,
the 1% person subject preceded the 3™ person subject (e.g., Hem ben hem Ali). Finally,
half of the sentences in each subject configuration contained cumulative agreement,

while the other half contained partial agreement.

Sample experimental items for each category are given below. For each category, the
(a) sentence exemplifies the cumulative agreement pattern, predicted by the MD
analysis, while the (b) sentence exemplifies the partial agreement pattern, predicted by
the ellipsis analysis. Examples (172) through (176) involve mixed-person singular

subjects.

(172) a. Hem Selman hem ben oksiir -dii  -k. Baseline
hem Selman hemI cough-PST-1PL
‘Both Selman and I coughed.’
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(173)

(174)

(175)

(176)

b. Hem ben hem Firat giil -dii.
hem I hem Firat laugh-PST
‘Both Firat and I laughed.’

a. Hem ben hem Mehmet uyu -ma -di  -k. Negation
hem I hem Mehmet sleep-NEG-PST-1PL
‘Both Mehmet and I didn’t sleep.’

b. Hem Cemile hem ben diig-me -di -m.
hem Cemile hem 1 fall -NEG-PST-1SG
‘Both Cemile and I didn’t fall.’

a. Hem Mustafa hem ben beraber yiirii -dii -k. Collective
hem Mustafahem I together walk-PST-1PL
‘Both Mustafa and I walked together.’

b. Hem ben hem Zehra beraber bayil-du.
hem I hem Zehra together faint-PST
‘Both Zehra and I fainted together.’

a. Hem ben hem Ilgin sigara -m -1 ic  -ti  -k. Possessive
hem I hem Ilgin cigarette-1SG-ACC smoke-PST-1PL
‘Both Ilgin and I smoked my cigarette.’

b. Hem Selim hem ben ¢iceg -im -i sula -di  -m.
hem SelimhemI flower-1SG-ACC water-PST-1SG

‘Both Selim and I watered my flower.’

a. Hem Mert hem ben kendi-m -1 teselli et-ti -k.  Anaphor
hem Merthem I self -1SG-ACC console do-PST-1PL

‘Both Mert and I consoled ourselves.’

b. Hem ben hem Asli kendi-ni vur -du.
hem I hem Asli self -ACC shoot-PST

‘Both Asli and I shot ourselves.’
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Examples (177) through (181) show experimental items involving third person

singular subjects.

(177) a. Hem Arzu hem Aylin bekle-di  -ler. Baseline
hem Arzu hem Aylin wait -PST-3PL
‘Both Arzu and Aylin waited.’

b. Hem Bilal hem Onur susa -d1.
hem Bilal hem Onur get thirsty-PST
‘Both Bilal and Onur got thirsty.’

(178) a. Hem Serkan hem Yasemin konug-ma -di -lar. Negation
hem Serkan hem Yasemin talk -NEG-PST-3PL
‘Both Serkan and Yasemin didn’t talk.’

b. Hem Efe hem Duru agla-ma -di.
hem Efe hem Duru cry -NEG-PST
‘Both Efe and Duru didn’t cry.

(179) a. Hem Sema hem Betiil birlikte biiyti -di -ler. Collective
hem Sema hem Betiil together grow up-PST-3PL
‘Both Sema and Betiil grew up together.’

b. Hem Nur hem Leman birlikte esne-di.
hem Nur hem Leman together yawn-PST

‘Both Nur and Leman yawned together.

(180) a. Hem Berk hem Birkan araba-si-n1 yika -di -lar.  Possessive
hem Berk hem Birkan car -3SG-ACC wash-PST-3PL
‘Both Berk and Birkan washed his car.’

b. Hem Irem hem Melisa gay-1  -n1  dok -tii.
hem Irem hem Melisa tea -3SG-ACC spill-PST
‘Both Irem and Melisa spilled her tea.’

107



(181) a. Hem Lena hem inci kendi-ni  koru -du -lar. Anaphor
hem Lena hem inci self -ACC protect-PST-3PL

‘Both Lena and Inci protected themselves.’

b. Hem Yakup hem Kevser kendi-ni  gelistir -di.
hem Yakup hem Kevser self -ACC improve-PST

‘Both Yakup and Kevser improved themselves.’

Sentences in which each HHC conjunct had a 3™ person singular subject were tested
for completeness since they do not distinguish between cumulative and partial
agreement. This is because, due to the optionality of third person plural agreement in
Turkish, the absence of an overt plural marker on the verb in (182) is compatible both

with singular (partial) agreement and plural (cumulative) agreement.

(182) Hem Ali hem Ayse gel -di.
hem Ali hem Ayse come-PST
‘Both Ali and Ayse came.’

Thus, participants’ acceptance of (182) might be interpreted as a preference for partial
agreement or as a preference for cumulative agreement. As will be seen in the results,

this expectation was confirmed.

4.3.3. Procedure

Participants completed the AJT online via Google Forms. They were instructed to read
each sentence carefully and rate its acceptability based on their intuitions, using a 5-
point Likert scale from 1 (completely unacceptable) to 5 (completely acceptable). The

test took approximately 15 minutes to complete.

4.3.4. Data Analysis

Statistical analysis was conducted using SPSS software, employing t-tests and
repeated measures ANOVA to compare the mean scores for different syntactic
structures. Before running statistical tests, mean scores were checked for normality
using skewness and kurtosis. The skewness values range from -.70 to .64, and the

kurtosis values range from -.87 to .45, indicating no departure from normality.
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4.3.5. Results and Discussion

The results for HHCs with mixed-person subjects were collapsed across the two word
orders (e.g., 3"+1% / 15+3™) since different orders did not yield statistically different
results for any of the categories. Table 1 presents the mean scores for cumulative and
partial agreement sentences across categories for mixed-person subjects (asterisks

indicate significant differences).

Table 1. Mean Scores for Each Category with Mixed-Person Subjects

Cumulative Partial
Baseline 3.86* 2.32
Negation 3.22% 1.80
Collective 3.22% 1.58
Possessive 2.45% 1.87
Anaphor 1.59 1.78

Paired-samples t-tests revealed that the mean scores for partial agreement sentences
were consistently lower than the mean scores for cumulative agreement sentences,
except for the Anaphor category, where the opposite was true, but the difference was
not significant. As for the comparison of baseline sentences to the other categories
within the same agreement pattern, repeated measures ANOVA showed that the mean
scores for baseline sentences were significantly higher than the mean scores for all
other categories. These consistently low scores on mixed-person sentences with partial
agreement provide further evidence in support of the MD analysis as the default PF-

reduction mechanism in HHC.

Consistent with the predictions, the mean scores for baseline and negation sentences
with cumulative agreement were relatively higher. Regarding HHCs with collective
predicates, even though the repeated measures ANOVA showed that the mean score
(m=3.22) was significantly lower than baseline sentences (m=3.86), the null

hypothesis was to observe much lower scores, given that collective predicates typically
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require semantically plural subjects, which do not exist in the present analysis. This
unexpected mean score might stem from the phrases birlikte/beraber ‘together’, which
may not have enforced a strict “collective” reading, allowing for an interpretation
where each subject performed the action together with an unpronounced entity. For
example, in (183), a possible interpretation may have been that both Mustafa and 1

walked together with a third party, unexpressed in the sentence.

(183) Hem Mustafa hem ben beraber yiirti -dii -k.
hem Mustafa hem I together walk-PST-1PL
‘Both Mustafa and I walked together.’

The mean score for these experimental items would likely have been lower if collective

predicates like the following were used:

(184) *Hem ben hem Ayse Oplis-tii  -k.
hem I hem Ayse kiss-PST-1PL
Intended. ‘Ayse and I kissed each other.’

Regarding HHCs involving possessive phrases, the results show a significant
preference for cumulative agreement (m=2.45) over partial agreement (m=1.87).
However, it is important to note that the score for cumulative agreement in this
category is significantly lower than the baseline sentences (m=3.86). This difference
likely results from the singular possessive morphology on the possessed entity used in
the experimental items. To keep the sentences uniform across agreement patterns, the
objects were presented with singular possessive markers (e.g., sigarami
‘cigarette.1SG.ACC’) regardless of the agreement pattern on the verb. However,
singular morphology on the object, unlike plural possessive morphology, eliminates
the possibility of a sloppy identity reading (e.g., ‘I smoked my cigarette, and Ilgin
smoked her cigarette’), which might have led participants to rate sentences with lower
scores. If the object were marked with plural possessive morphology (e.g., sigaramizi

‘cigarette. IPL.ACC’), the acceptability scores would likely have been higher.

Importantly, the acceptability scores with mixed-person subjects in this category are

significantly lower than those for third-person subjects (3™ + 3™ person: m=3.40;
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mixed-person: m=1.87), which can be attributed to the fact that the underlying
conjuncts in partial agreement configurations are both grammatical in with 3™+3
person subjects, but not with mixed-person subjects. In 3™+3™ person sentences,
partial agreement yields two grammatical conjuncts if they are construed separately,

as shown in (185)a-c).

(185) a. Hem Irem hem Melisa cay-1  -m  dok -tii.
hem irem hem Melisa tea -3SG-ACC spill-PST
‘Both Irem and Melisa spilled their tea.’

b. Irem cay-1  -m1  dok -til.
frem tea -3SG-ACC spill-PST

‘Irem spilled her tea.’

c. Melisagay-1  -m1 dok -tii.
Melisa tea -3SG-ACC spill-PST
‘Melisa spilled her tea.’

By contrast, in mixed-person subjects, partial agreement results in one ungrammatical

conjunct, as shown in (186)a-c).

(186) a. *Hem Selim hem ben ¢iceg -im -1 sula -d1 -m.
hem Selimhem1 flower-1SG-ACC water-PST-1SG

Intended: ‘Both Selim watered his flower and I watered my flower.’

b. *Selim ¢iceg -im -i sula -d1  -m.
Selim flower-1SG-ACC water-PST-1SG

Intended: ‘Selim watered his flower.’

c. Ben ¢giceg -im -i sula -d1 -m.
I flower-1SG-ACC water-PST-1SG

‘I watered my flower.’

The significantly higher scores observed for 3"+3™ person partial agreement suggest
that these sentences are in fact acceptable when properly construed. Lastly, the results

for the anaphor category show low scores for both agreement patterns (cumulative:
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m=1.59; partial: m=1.78). Similar to the possessive phrases, the anaphors were not
presented with plural morphology (i.e., kendimizi ‘self.1PL.ACC’) for the sake of
uniformity across the test items. Since this eliminates the sloppy identity reading of
the sentences (e.g., ‘I consoled myself and Mert consoled himself’), the results are

relatively lower even in the presence of the cumulative agreement.

Having analyzed the results for mixed-person subjects, I turn to the results for HHCs
involving subjects with identical person features. Table 2 presents the mean scores for

31431 gybjects.

Table 2. Mean Scores for Each Category with 3"4+37 Subjects

Cumulative Partial

Baseline 3.75 4.06*
Negation 3.54* 3.15
Collective 3.31 3.19
Possessive 2.82 3.40*
Anaphor 2.71 3.34*

Speakers’ ratings of HHC sentences with third person singular subjects were
considerably less systematic than those involving first and third/third and first person
singular subjects. First, as seen in Table 2, partial agreement was rated higher than
cumulative agreement in all categories but Negation and Collective, where the
opposite was true. This is not surprising: the preference for null agreement with third
person plural subjects (over the overt -/4Ar) has been reported in the literature (e.g.,
Kornfilt, 1997; Goksel & Kerslake, 2005; Bamyaci et al., 2014). This preference likely
accounts for the fact that partial agreement scores in examples of HHC with a third
person singular subject in each conjunct are all significantly higher than their
counterparts in HHCs with first and third/third and first singular subjects. This is

shown in Table 3.
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Table 3. Mean Scores for Partial Agreement: 379+3"¢ vs. Mixed-Person

Subjects
3rd43rd Mixed-Person
Baseline 4.06* 2.31
Negation 3.15% 1.80
Collective 3.19* 1.59
Possessive 3.40% 1.87
Anaphor 3.34* 1.79

However, no such consistency is found in the comparison of the cumulative agreement
scores between the two kinds of HHC: while in some categories cumulative agreement
received higher scores in 3'+3™ HHCs, in others cumulative agreement received

higher scores in 18+3" HHCs, as shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Mean Scores for Cumulative Agreement: 379+3" vs, Mixed-Person

Subjects
3rd43rd Mixed-Person
Baseline 3.75 3.85
Negation 3.54* 3.21
Collective 3.31 3.21
Possessive 2.82% 2.44
Anaphor 2.71% 1.59

In light of these findings, I conclude that due to the confounding factors that influenced
the scores in HHCs with third person singular subjects (possibility of plural agreement
without plural morphology and preference for plural agreement without plural

morphology) results obtained in HHCs with third person singular subjects cannot be

113



relied on. Thus, I based my conclusions on the results of mixed-person subject HHCs,

presented in Table 1 and the accompanying discussion.

4.3.6. Interim Conclusion

In Chapter 1, following Citko and Gracanin-Yiiksek (in press), I presented the
hypothesis that MD is preferred over ellipsis due to economy considerations: MD
involves fewer syntactic operations and lexical resources than ellipsis. Citko and
Gracanin-Yiiksek (in press) propose that the two PF-reduction mechanisms compete
(and MD wins) only in cases where they both derive the same string with the same
interpretation. In the Turkish data at hand, the ellipsis derivation (featuring partial
agreement) on the one hand, and the MD derivation (featuring cumulative agreement)
on the other, derive utterances with the same interpretation, but with different strings.
Despite this, as shown in this section, HHC with cumulative agreement, a consequence
of MD analysis, received higher scores in the AJT compared to HHC with singular
agreement, a property of ellipsis. These results indicate that the competition between
ellipsis and MD does not require arrival at the same string, but is primarily about
selecting the most economical derivation that yields a particular interpretation.
Building on the logic implied by Sehit’s (2025) analysis of reflexives in Turkish RNR,
I propose that if a sentence that is PF-reduced through MD has the same reading as a
sentence that is PF-reduced through ellipsis, MD is favored since it is more

economical.
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CHAPTER 5

INTERACTION OF MULTIPLE DOMINANCE AND ELLIPSIS: THE LAST
RESORT

In the previous chapters, I established that while MD analysis is the default mechanism
responsible for the PF-reduction of HHC in Turkish, the ellipsis analysis is employed
in configurations that MD cannot derive. In Chapter 3, I showed that MD derives the
core properties of HHC, including multiple events readings, incompatibility with
collective predicates, and the sloppy identity of the reflexive kendi ‘self’. Additionally,
I demonstrated that it also accounts for cumulative agreement, the sloppy identity
reading of possessive phrases, and the ambiguity of HHC involving negation. In
Chapter 4, 1 proposed that the grammar resorts to ellipsis by necessity to derive
sentences featuring morphological mismatches across conjuncts, such as
phonologically non-identical case markers in suspended affixation, and also those
featuring agreement patterns incompatible with MD (reflexives with overt singular
agreement kendisi ‘self.35G’). Crucially, this proposal adopts a hierarchical approach,
following the economy principle of Citko and Gracanin-Yiiksek (in press), suggesting
that the grammar favors MD over ellipsis when these two analyses compete for the

derivation of sentences that involve the same meaning.

However, a fundamental question that has been addressed in the RNR literature
remains: Are MD and ellipsis analyses mutually exclusive, or can they interact to
account for HHC? In this chapter, I propose that the interaction of these two analyses
is not merely a possibility, but a necessity in certain configurations (Belk et al. 2023;
Citko and Gracanin-Yiiksek in press; Giinal 2025; Sehit 2025). The interaction of these
mechanisms allows us to account for sentences that exhibit properties of both MD and

ellipsis analyses. Importantly, however, the MD-ellipsis interaction is not a free
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choice, but a last resort mechanism employed only when it is the only way to derive
the surface string with a particular meaning. Therefore, the hierarchy posited earlier
extends beyond a binary choice between MD and ellipsis, and includes the interaction
approach as a third option. Economy favors an MD analysis, allows MD to interact
with ellipsis if MD alone is not possible, and resorts to ellipsis alone (as the least

economical option) only in cases when everything else fails.

This chapter is organized as follows. In Section 5.1, I review the existing literature on
the MD and ellipsis analyses, more specifically, contrasting exclusive, eclectic and
interaction approaches to RNR. In Section 5.2, I present evidence for the interaction
approach using HHC sentences featuring morphological mismatches and internal
readings of relational adjectives. Section 5.3 provides further evidence for the
interaction of MD and ellipsis demonstrating that singular agreement on the reflexive
kendi ‘self’ gives rise to negation ambiguity in HHC. Section 5.4 presents the
restrictions that limit the interaction of MD and ellipsis, showing that the interaction
approach is possible only when MD cannot capture the surface string exclusively.

Section 5.5 is the conclusion.

5.1.  Previous Accounts on the Interaction of MD and Ellipsis

The relationship between Multiple Dominance (MD) and Ellipsis has been extensively
studied in the literature on coordination structures, and three possible approaches have
been established: an exclusivist approach, where all RNR is derived by a single
mechanism, an eclectic approach, where MD and ellipsis analysis are in
complementary distribution, and an interaction approach, where sentences exhibit the

effects of MD and ellipsis within a single derivation simultaneously.

Barros and Vicente (2011) argue against the exclusivist approach by presenting
diagnostic tests for both RNR examples derived by ellipsis (characterized by
inflectional mismatches and vehicle change effects) and RNR examples derived by
MD (characterized by cumulative agreement and internal readings of relational
adjectives), suggesting that neither mechanism can be reduced to the other. They
demonstrate that these mechanisms are in complementary distribution, and the

presence of properties specific to one mechanism blocks the availability of the other,
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suggesting that a sentence is impossible to derive when the requirements of MD and

ellipsis co-exist. Relevant examples are given in (187)-(190).

(187) Cumulative agreement, potential morphological mismatch blocked.
Alice is happy that Beatrix [ ], and Claire is proud that Daniel [ ],

{have/*has} negotiated his salary with the manager.
(Barros & Vicente, 2011, p.6)

In (187), the sentence allows only the strict reading, where Beatrix negotiated Daniel’s

salary.

(188) Morphological mismatch blocks internal reading®®

Alice has [ ], and Beatrix wants to [ ], work on different topics.
(Barros & Vicente, 2011, p.7)

Crucially, this sentence lacks the internal reading of the relational adjective; it cannot
be interpreted such that the topic that Alice has worked on is different from the topic

Beatrix wants to work on.

(189) Cumulative agreement, vehicle change blocked
Shexix fears that Alex [ ], and [ worry that Bob [ ], {have/*has} decided

to nominate Clairei.
(Barros & Vicente, 2011, p.7)

In this sentence, the matrix subject she cannot refer to the embedded object Claire.

48 The availability of the internal reading of adjective different, illustrated in (i)a), has been used as a
diagnostic for the MD analysis (Carlson, 1987; Beck, 2000; Barros & Vicente, 2011; Larson, 2012; Belk
et al. 2023).

@) Alice and Beatrix read different gothic novels.

a. Internal Reading: Alice’s novels are different from Beatrix’s.
b. External Reading: Alice and Beatrix’s novels are different from some contextually
salient novels.

(Barros & Vicente, 2011, p. 5)
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(190) Either vehicle change or internal reading blocked
Shei absolutely must [ ], and Bob is obliged to [ ], present different
topics to Alice’si supervisor.

(Barros & Vicente, 2011, p.8)

In (190), on the interpretation that the topic she must present to Alice’s supervisor is
different from the topic that Bob is obliged to present to Alice’s supervisor, she cannot
be coreferential with Alice. On the interpretation that she and Alice are coreferential,
the topic she must present to Alice’s supervisor cannot be interpreted as different from

the topic that Bob is obliged to present to Alice’s supervisor.

Larson (2012), on the other hand, refutes Barros and Vicente’s (2011) eclectic
approach and demonstrates that the grammar is more flexible. In the following
examples, Larson provides evidence for the co-existence of properties characteristic

of MD and those characteristic of ellipsis.

(191) Morphological mismatches and internal reading

Alice must [werk—en—different—topies}, and Iris ought to be, working on

different topics.
(Larson, 2012, p. 147)

Here, the internal reading remains available despite the mismatch: the topics Alice
must be working on and Iris ought to be working on can be interpreted as different

from each other.

(192) Vehicle change and internal reading
She; thinks that she absolutely must, and Bill fears that he won’t, present
different topics to Alice’si supervisor.
(Larson, 2012, p. 148)

Lastly, in (192), she can be coreferential with Alice even though the topics that she
thinks she absolutely must present to Alice’s supervisor and the topics that Bill fears

that he won’t present to Alice’s supervisor are interpreted as different from each other.
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While Larson (2012) challenges the eclectic approach proposed by Barros and Vicente
(2011), Belk et al. (2023) suggest that the co-existence of the properties indicative of
MD and ellipsis is not impossible, although it is constrained. They propose that the
interaction of MD and ellipsis is sensitive to linear order, and that the order of
properties indicative of ellipsis (PIE) and properties indicative of MD (PIM)

determines whether the derivation converges.

Crucially, when properties indicative of ellipsis precede properties indicative of MD,
the sentence can be successfully linearized, yielding a grammatical sentence. An

example is given in (193).

(193) Habib is going to study, and Ava will soon be studying the same
Oceanic language. (Belk et al., 2023, p. 705)

In sentence (193), the morphological mismatch (PIE) between study and studying
precedes the relational adjective same (PIM), which receives the internal reading. This

order does not disrupt linearization and the sentence is grammatical.*’

On the other hand, when PIM precedes PIE, the sentence is predicted to be

ungrammatical. An example is given in (194).

(194) *She; 1s going to, and Ryo will soon, show the same person Ava;’s

paper on Niuean word order. (Belk et al., 2023, p. 706)

In sentence (194), the configuration requires vehicle change (PIE) to obviate principle
C violation since the R-expression Ava must be free and cannot be bound by she.
However, the internal reading of the relational adjective same (PIM) precedes the

expression requiring vehicle change (PIE), which leads to the derivation crashing.

4 Belk et al. (2023) propose an operation called pruning to account for the linearization of RNR
structures, where the branch from the shared pivot to its mother in the first conjunct is removed. This
allows the shared pivot to remain present only in the second conjunct, so that a phrase containing the
shared pivot in the first conjunct can be elided, without removing the pivot. However, a variation of this
sentence given in (i) is ungrammatical because eliding the phrase containing the pivot in the second
conjunct would necessarily remove the shared pivot as well.

6] *Habib is going to study, and Ava will soon be studying the same Oceanic language.
For a detailed discussion, see Belk et al. (2023).
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Recent studies in Turkish provide further evidence for the interaction of MD and
ellipsis. Sehit (2025) presents observations on mixed-person coordination and
demonstrates that while sentences containing PIE-PIM order are grammatical, as in

(195), sentences containing PIM-PIE order are ungrammatical, as in (196).

(195) Sen Ali’nin gel—me——=si—ne, Aysede ben-im
you Ali-GEN come-NOM-3SG-DAT Ayse and I -GEN
gel -me -m -e sevin -di  -niz.
come-NOM-1SG-DAT be happy-PAST-2PL
“You are happy that Ali, and Ayse is happy that I came.’

(Sehit, 2025, p. 65)

(196) *Sen Ali’nin, Ayse de ben-im gel -me -miz-e sevin  -di.
you Ali-GEN Ayse and I-GEN come-NOM-1PL-DAT be happy-PST
Intended: ‘You are happy that Ali, and Ayse is happy that I came.’
(Sehit, 2025, p. 67)

Sentence (195) is grammatical because the morphological mismatch (PIE) on the
embedded verb (i.e., gelmesine ‘come.NOM.3SG.DAT’ in the first conjunct and
gelmeme ‘come.NOM.I1SG.DAT’ in the second conjunct), indicative of the first verb
being deleted under identity with the second, precedes cumulative agreement (PIM)
on the matrix verb, indicative of MD. This satisfies the linearization constraint, and

the derivation converges.

By contrast, sentence (196) is ungrammatical because cumulative agreement (PIM) on
the embedded verb, indicative of MD, precedes partial agreement on the matrix verb,
indicative of ellipsis (whereby the matrix verb in the first conjunct sevindin ‘be
happy.PST.2sG’ was deleted under identity with sevindi ‘be happy.PST.38G’). Thus, the

derivation fails.

Similarly, Giinal (2025) provides empirical evidence for the role of the ordering
between PIE and PIM. In an acceptability judgment task, PIM (cumulative agreement)
and PIE (partial agreement) were given in the same RNR structure and the linear

position of these properties was manipulated. Participants were asked to judge the
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grammaticality of sentences exhibiting PIM-PIE order, as in (197), and PIE-PIM
order, as in (198).

(197) Funda Aylin -in, ben de sen-in  Amerika-ya PIM-PIE
Funda Aylin-GEN I too you-GEN America-DAT
tagin -ma -niz -a ¢ok sevin -di -m.
move-NOM-2PL-DAT a lot rejoice-PST-1SG

‘Funda rejoiced that Aylin and I rejoiced that you moved to America.

(198) Funda Aylin -in, bende sen-in  Amerika-ya PIE-PIM
Funda Aylin-GEN T too you-GEN America-DAT
tasin -ma -n  -a ¢ok sevin -di -k
move-NOM-2SG-DAT a lot rejoice-PST-1PL
‘Funda rejoiced that Aylin and I rejoiced that you moved to America.

(Giinal, 2025, pp. 82-83)

The results showed that sentences with PIE-PIM order received significantly higher
scores, supporting the hypothesis that MD and ellipsis can co-exist on the condition
that the properties of ellipsis linearly precede the properties of MD. In the following
sections, [ will present further evidence for the interaction of MD and ellipsis proposed
by Belk et al. (2023) and supported theoretically by Sehit (2025) and empirically by
Giinal (2025). 1 will demonstrate that certain configurations of HHC in Turkish

systematically necessitate both MD and ellipsis.

5.2. Internal Reading with Morphological Mismatches

In the literature, the internal and external readings of relational adjectives like the
same, different, in equal amounts and so on have been studied extensively and the
availability of the internal reading has been used as a diagnostic test for the MD
analysis (Carlson, 1987; Beck, 2000; Barros & Vicente, 2011; Larson, 2012; Belk et
al. 2023). Sentence (199) demonstrates both readings.

(199) Alice and Beatrix read different gothic novels.
a. [Internal Reading: Alice’s novels are different from Beatrix’s.
b. External Reading: Alice and Beatrix’s novels are different from some
contextually salient novels. (Barros & Vicente, 2011, p. 5)
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Crucially, the internal reading of this sentence, which requires the adjective to have
both subjects in its scope, cannot be derived from the ellipsis analysis, as it would posit

two instances of the relational adjective different, as shown in (200).

(200) Alice read-different—gothienovels and Beatrix read different gothic

novels.

This would disallow the internal reading because each instance of different would be
in the scope of its own subject, triggering a comparison with an external context rather

than comparing the two conjuncts to one another.
Relational adjectives exhibit the same behavior in HHC in Turkish, as shown in (201).

(201) Hem Ali hem Ayse ayn1 araba-y1  sat-t1.
hem Ali hem Ayse same car -ACC sell -PST
c. Internal Reading: Ali’s car is the same as Ayse’s.
d. External Reading: Ali and Ayse’s cars are the same as some

contextually salient cars.

One way to test for the interaction of MD and ellipsis is to consider examples where a
relational adjective, like aymi ‘same’ is contained in a HHC that features a
morphological mismatch impossible to derive through MD, such as suspended
affixation where vowel harmony requires the DP in the first conjunct to appear with a
suffix that is not identical with the suspended suffix, which surfaces only in the second
conjunct. Recall from Chapter 4 sentences exhibiting suspended affixation with such

morphological mismatches. An example is given in (164), repeated here as (202).

(202) Galerici hem Hasan’a araba-y1 sat -t1 hem Ali’ye
car dealer hem Hasan-DAT car -ACC sell-PST hem Ali-DAT
araba-y1  sat -t1.
car -ACC sell-PST
‘The car dealer sold the car to both Hasan and Ali.’

The difference in the vowel quality of the dative suffix across the two conjuncts

suggested that MD, which would yield the string *Hasan’ye in the first conjunct
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(instead of the required Hasan’'a ‘Hasan.DAT) through the sharing of the K head across
conjuncts, cannot be the correct analysis of (202). I proposed instead that the example

is derived through ellipsis, as in (203).

(203) Galerici hem Hasan’a——araba—y+——sat—t hem Ali’ye
car dealer hem Hasan-DAT car -ACC sell-PST hem Ali-DAT

araba-y1  sat -t1.
car -ACC sell-PST
‘The car dealer sold the car to both Hasan and Ali.’

If the interaction approach is on the right track, there should be a way to combine the
morphological mismatch, such as the one in (203) (PIE), with the internal reading of
the relational adjective (PIM) in the same HHC sentence, if the mismatch precedes the

relational adjective. Sentence (204) matches these requirements.

(204) Galerici hem Hasan’ hem Ali’ye  ayni araba-y1  sat-t1.
car dealer hem Hasan-DAT hem Ali-DAT same car -ACC sell-PST

‘The car dealer sold the same car to both Hasan and Ali.’

In (204), a morphological mismatch occurs across conjuncts since the dative case on
the indirect objects is not identical. This prevents the case head (K) from being shared;
instead, the first instance of the dative suffix (i.e., -a *.DAT’) is elided in the first
conjunct for the surface string to be derived. On the other hand, the presence of the
relational adjective aym: ‘the same’ receives an internal reading, which forces the MD
analysis. If the derivation involved ellipsis exclusively, the relational adjective would

not have the internal reading.

In the same vein, if the derivation involved MD exclusively, it would crash since it
cannot account for the case mismatch. The fact that the sentence is grammatical when
the PIE-PIM order is maintained shows that the grammar employs both mechanisms,

as shown in (205).>°

50 In Belk et al.’s (2023) analysis, pruning deletes the entire VP in the first conjunct. This, however, does
not carry over to Turkish since it would mean the deletion of the first indirect object Hasan.

123



(205) a. Galerici hem Hasan’a hem Ali’ye ayni araba-yi sat-t1.
car dealer hem Hasan hem Ali-DAT same car -ACC sell-PST

‘The car dealer sold the same car to both Hasan and Ali.’

b. 1P
Galerici car DEALER /&P\
TP &'
hem TP & TP
Galeriet car DEALER T hem /TP\
vP te LER T
.. , 0
Galeriei cAR DEALER % vP T
/\ sattispLLpsT
VP Galerieicar DEALER V'
KP VP \%
NP KP \%
Hasan /\ /\
NP K NP \%
Ali YEDpAT /\ SatspLL
AdjP N
aynigamMe arabayicar acc

As shown in the diagram, the indirect object in the first conjunct features a case head
(K) that is elided under the ellipsis analysis, while the V’ ayni arabay: sat “sell the
same car’ is shared by both conjuncts under the MD analysis since it is identical across

both conjuncts, allowing the internal reading of the relational adjective.

This configuration provides evidence for the interaction of ellipsis and MD: the
mismatch in case morphology across conjuncts requires ellipsis; however, the amount
of material that is elided is kept at the very minimum, with the rest of the pivot (ayni

arabay: sat ‘sell the same car’) being shared, as is required by economy.

5.3. Local Binding of the Reflexive kendi ‘self” and Negation Ambiguity

Another piece of evidence for the interaction of MD and ellipsis comes from HHC
containing both negation and the inflected form of the reflexive kendi ‘self” with an
unambiguously singular possessive morphology (kendi-si ‘self.3SG’). As established
in Chapter 3, HHCs with negation are ambiguous between the neither...nor reading

and the mixed polarity reading. An example is given in (133), repeated here as (206).
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The ambiguity follows from the MD analysis since the spell out of the shared Neg is
delayed until it is completely dominated. This happens only after the entire &P is built,
allowing negation to take it in its scope, yielding the mixed polarity reading. If, on the
other hand, negation is interpreted in the position where it is merged (i.e., within each

conjunct), the neither...nor reading obtains.

(206) Hem Ali hem Ayse diis-me  -di.
hem Ali hem Ayse fall-NEG-PST
‘Neither Ali nor Ayse fell.’
‘Either Ali didn’t fall or Ayse didn’t fall.’

Furthermore, in Chapter 4, we saw that overt singular agreement on the reflexive kendi
‘self’ (i.e., kendisi ‘self.33G’) requires the ellipsis analysis since the MD analysis can
only derive cumulative agreement on the reflexive (pronounced either as kendini
‘self. AcC’ or kendilerini ‘self.3PL.ACC’, but not as kendisini ‘self.3SG.ACC’). An

example is given (162), repeated here as (207).

(207) Hem Ali kendist—n+—degerlendirdi  hem Ayse
hem Ali self -3SG-ACC evaluate -PST hem Ayse

kendi-si  -ni  degerlendir-di.
self -3SG-ACC evaluate  -PST
‘Ali evaluated himself and Ayse evaluated herself.’

Combining these two features that are indicative of distinct analyses provides us with
another diagnostic test for the availability of the interaction of MD and ellipsis: If the
sentence involving kendisi ‘self.3SG’ and negation is ambiguous, we have evidence
that ellipsis and MD can interact with each other. Sentence (208) exhibits both

features: the singular reflexive kendisi ‘self.3SG’ (PIE) and negation ambiguity (PIM).

(208) Hem Ali kendist+—ni  hem Ayse kendi-si  -ni
hem Ali self -3SG-ACC hem Ayse self -3SG-ACC
degerlendir-me- di.

evaluate  -NEG-PST

‘Neither Ali nor Ayse evaluated themselves.’

‘Either Ali didn’t evaluate himself or Ayse didn’t evaluate herself.’
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This ambiguity of (208) suggests that negation is multiply dominated. On the other
hand, the fact that the reflexive surfaces with the singular morphology -si, suggests
that each conjunct contains the reflexive kendi ‘self” bound by the singular subject of
the conjunct, together with an Agr head that takes kendi as the complement and agrees

with it, yielding 3™ person singular agreement -si. The analysis is shown in (209).

(209) a. Hem Ali kendi-si—=nt  hem Ayse kendi-si  -ni
hem Ali self -3SG-ACC hem Ayse self -3SG-ACC
degerlendir-me- di.

evaluate  -NEG-PST

‘Neither Ali nor Ayse evaluated themselves.’

‘Either Ali didn’t evaluate himself or Ayse didn’t evaluate herself.’

b.
/\
&P degerlendirmedigyaLuateNEG.psT
/\
TP &'
/\ /\
hem TP TP
/\ /\
Alj; T hem TP
/\
Nem
vP NegP T’
/\ degerlendirmedigyaruateNEG.PST
Adi; V' vP Neg

/\ MEeNEG
VP v'
e T

kendisinisg 3sgaccr V'

degerlendirpyaLuate

The derivation satisfies both morphological and semantic requirements, providing

evidence that HHC in Turkish does not derive from MD and/or ellipsis exclusively.

5.4. Economy Constraint: The Interaction-as-Last-Resort Condition

The evidence presented in this chapter so far has demonstrated that the grammar allows
the interaction of MD and ellipsis to derive syntactic and semantic properties
characteristic of each of these PF-reduction mechanisms (i.e., morphological
mismatches in SA, unambiguously singular agreement on the reflexive kendi ‘self” for

ellipsis; internal reading of relational adjectives, negation ambiguity for MD), when
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these properties co-exist in the same sentence. However, if the interaction approach is
employed freely and without constraints, certain sentences are incorrectly predicted to
be grammatical even though they are not. An example is given in (210), where the
verb features cumulative agreement, and the direct object is a reflexive with 1% person

singular morphology (-m) on it.

(210) *Hem Ali hem ben kendi-m -1 degerlendir-di  -k.
hem AlihemI self -1SG-ACC evaluate -PST-1PL
Unattested sloppy reading: ‘Ali evaluated himself, I evaluated
myself.’

Unattested strict reading: 'Ali evaluated me and I evaluated myself.’

The MD analysis cannot derive either the sloppy or the strict identity reading of the
string in (210). For the sloppy identity reading to be derived under the MD analysis,
the Agr head would have to agree with kendi bound by both subjects, ben ‘I’ and Ali,
but this would result in the obligatorily plural agreement (-miz), as shown in (211)a-
b). Such plural reflexive would then be able to distribute over the two subjects,

yielding an illusion of the sloppy identity reading.

(211) a. Hem Ali hem ben kendi-miz-i degerlendir-di  -k.
hem AlihemI self -1PL-ACC evaluate -PST-1PL

‘Ali evaluated himself, I evaluated myself.’

beny !
binding | A
S Agep N
',/K degerlendirpyauate
QAT > kendiggy F ik Agr
y (ﬂ]’piZi[PL./\CC
Agree
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Since the distributive reading of the plural reflexive, shown in (211), is equivalent to
the sloppy identity reading and can be derived exclusively through MD, the less
economical derivation involving ellipsis, which would result in the same reading given

in (212), is blocked.

(212) *Hem Ali kendi-st—ni——degerlendirdt hem ben kendi-m -1
hem Aliself -3SG-ACC evaluate -PSThem1 self -1SG-ACC

degerlendir-di  -m.

evaluate -PST-1SG

Unattested sloppy reading: #‘Ali evaluated himself, I evaluated
myself.’

Importantly, the analysis in which MD and ellipsis interact, which would derive the

sloppy identity reading of the string in (210), repeated here as (213) is also blocked.

(213) *Hem Ali hem ben kendi-m -1 degerlendir-di  -k.
hem AlihemI self -1SG-ACC evaluate -PST-1PL
Unattested sloppy reading: ‘Ali evaluated himself, I evaluated
myself.’

Unattested strict reading: 'Ali evaluated me and I evaluated myself.’

The sloppy identity reading of this sentence would be derived as follows under a
hypothetical interaction analysis: the reflexive kendi ‘self’ in each conjunct is locally
bound by its respective subject, and the first copy (e.g., kendisini ‘self.3SG.ACC’) is
elided under identity with morphologically similar, but not identical kendimi

‘self.18G.ACC’ in the second conjunct (PIE).

The cumulative agreement (PIM) is derived from the combined contribution of the
subjects in each conjunct, leading to plural agreement on the verb. Considering that
such a reading is absent from (210), it seems that exclusively MD analysis is not
preferred by economy only over the exclusively ellipsis analysis; it is preferred over
any alternative analysis that can derive the same interpretation and includes any

ellipsis. The hypothetical interaction derivation is given in (214).
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(214) &

TP &'
hem P & /TP\
Alj; T hem TP
vP T
Al V' vP T
/\ degerlendirdikgyaruatepst.ipL
VP v
—
/
VP v
AgrP v
- i /\ degerlendirpyaLuaTe
L kendiggy F Agr
. /I:nil SG.ACC
A;g;;-’.ee

This is established based on the derivational cost of PF-reduction mechanisms. As
discussed in Chapter 1, MD is the most economical PF-reduction mechanism since it
requires fewer lexical items and fewer syntactic operations. Ellipsis, on the other hand,
requires deletion of lexical items that are generated in each conjunct to account for the
surface string, which is less economical. The fact that the division of labor between
MD and ellipsis in a single derivation is blocked whenever a more economical MD
derivation is available suggests that ellipsis is dispreferred as an operation, even when

it is accompanied by MD.!

5.5. Interim Conclusion

In this chapter, I have argued that a strict binary choice between MD and ellipsis
analyses cannot account for the full range of data in Turkish HHC. I have addressed
the theoretical assumptions made by Barros and Vicente (2011) and Larson (2012) and
provided evidence for the interaction approach in line with Belk et al. (2023). I have
further shown that ellipsis is blocked as a PF-reduction mechanism even when it works

in tandem with MD, if a more economical exclusively MD derivation is available.

51 This constraint explains the experimental findings reported in Chapter 4. Specifically, it accounts for
the low acceptability scores participants assigned to 1543 and 3™+1% cumulative agreement sentences
involving singular reflexives. Since the MD analysis offers a more economical derivation, the grammar
blocks the interaction derivation, leading participants to assign low scores to the sentences with singular
reflexives.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

This dissertation has investigated the syntactic structure and the PF-reduction
mechanisms of HHC in Turkish. In Chapter 1, I laid out the goals of the dissertation:
how big are the conjuncts in an HHC, and what is the PF-reduction mechanism that
derives the surface string? I also previewed the analysis that [ will argue for: that HHC
involves big conjuncts and that the preferred way in which the surface string is derived
is through MD. This was motivated by the idea that MD is favored by the grammar as
a PF-reduction mechanism because it is more economical (involves fewer lexical
resources and fewer syntactic operations) than ellipsis (Citko and Grac¢anin-Yiiksek in

press).

In Chapter 2, I addressed the first puzzle: the size of the conjuncts, by examining HHC
in both subject and indirect object positions. By analyzing the interpretation of HHC,
demonstrating the incompatibility of HHC with collective predicates, and the
availability of sloppy identity readings, I proposed that HHC consistently involves
clausal coordination rather than small coordination, despite the seemingly

impoverished surface string.

Having established the clausal analysis of HHC, Chapter 3 addressed the second
puzzle presented in the first chapter: the mechanism responsible for the PF-reduction.
Adopting the economy principle proposed by Citko and Gracanin-Yiiksek (in press),
I argued that MD serves as the default mechanism due to its derivational economy
compared to ellipsis. I demonstrated that MD successfully accounts for the multiple
events reading when the material shared across conjunct is identical. I also proposed

that MD is the correct PF-reduction mechanism even when the material shared across
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conjuncts is non-identical, as long as cumulative agreement can resolve the
differences. This explained several observations: plural agreement on the matrix verb
with mixed-person subjects, the sloppy identity reading of the unmarked reflexive
kendi (analyzed as a plural anaphor bound by split antecedents), and the ambiguous
interpretations of complex possessive phrases. Additionally, I showed that MD is the
only mechanism capable of deriving negation ambiguity in HHC, as it allows a single

shared Neg head to be interpreted in two different positions.

In Chapter 4, I demonstrated that while the MD analysis accounts for a wide range of
phenomena, there are still some cases where it is blocked, such as cases of HHC with
the reflexive kendisi ‘self.3SG’ with overt unequivocal singular agreement, and cases
where HHC contains phonologically distinct case markers in suspended affixation. In
these configurations, I argued that the grammar resorts to ellipsis by necessity.
However, I also showed that while ellipsis allows morphological mismatches, it fails
to account for phenomena like negation ambiguity and agreement patterns in HHC,
deriving only the narrow scope interpretation of negation and partial agreement,
respectively. The experimental results from the Acceptability Judgment Test (AJT)
presented in Chapter 4 provided empirical support for the economy approach to PF-
reduction, showing that speakers significantly prefer the cumulative agreement

patterns, predicted by MD, over the partial agreement patterns, predicted by ellipsis.

Considering that neither analysis accounts for all phenomena, in Chapter 5, I addressed
the interaction between these two mechanisms. Challenging the view that MD and
ellipsis are mutually exclusive (Barros & Vicente, 2011), I provided evidence that they
can coexist within a single derivation, specifically when properties indicative of
ellipsis (PIE) linearly precede properties indicative of MD (PIM) (Belk et al., 2023). I
showed that an analysis involving both MD and ellipsis, although preferred to an
analysis that involves ellipsis alone, is still dispreferred to an analysis involving only

MD.

This dissertation supports a non-uniform approach to Right Node Raising (RNR) and
an economy-based approach to PF-reduction. Contrary to exclusivist approaches that

attempt to derive all reduction phenomena via a single operation, the analysis of
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Turkish HHC suggests that the grammar has access to multiple mechanisms, organized

in an economy-based hierarchy.

132



REFERENCES

Bachrach, A., & Katzir, R. (2007). Spelling out QR. In Proceedings of Sinn und
Bedeutung (Vol. 11, pp. 63-75).

Bahadir, G. (2012). Structural Priming in Turkish Genitive-Possessive Constructions
(Doctoral Dissertation). Middle East Technical University.

Bamyac, E., Haussler, J., & Kabak, B. (2014). The interaction of animacy and number
agreement: An experimental investigation. Lingua, 148, 254-277.

Barros, M., & Vicente, L. (2011). Right node raising requires both ellipsis and

multidomination. In Proceedings of the 34th Annual Penn Linguistics

Colloquium (pp. 1-9). Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania, University
of Pennsylvania Working Papers in Linguistics.

Bayirh, 1. K. (2017). The universality

of concord (Doctoral dissertation,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology).

Bayirly, 1. K. (2022). Tiirkiye Tiirkgesinde Ertelenmis Cekim Eklerinin Dilbilimsel
Analizi. Akademik Dil ve Edebiyat Dergisi, 6(1), 378-393.

Beck, S. (2000). The semantics of" different": Comparison operator and relational
adjective. Linguistics and Philosophy, 101-139.

Benmamoun, E., Bhatia, A., & Polinsky, M. (2009). Closest conjunct agreement in
head final languages. Linguistic variation yearbook, 9(1), 67-88.

Boskovié, Z., & Sener, S. (2014). The Turkish NP. In Crosslinguistic studies on noun
phrase structure and reference (pp. 102-140). Brill.

Broadwell, G. A. (2008). Turkish suspended affixation is lexical sharing. In
Proceedings of the LFGO08 Conference (pp. 198-213). Stanford, CA: CSLI
Publications.

133



Carlson, G. N. (1987). Same and different: Some consequences for syntax and
semantics. Linguistics and Philosophy, 531-565.

Champollion, L. (2015). Distributivity, collectivity, and cumulativity. Oxford
University Press.

Chomsky, N. (1981). Lectures on government and binding. Foris Publications.

Citko, B. (2005). On the nature of merge: External merge, internal merge, and parallel
merge. Linguistic Inquiry, 36(4), 475-496.

Citko, B. (2017). Right node raising. The Wiley Blackwell Companion to Syntax,
Second Edition, 1-33.

Citko, B., & Gracanin-Yiiksek, M. (in press). Economy in PF Reduction: Why and
When (Not) to Elide Multidominant Structures. Linguistic Inquiry.

Clifton Jr, C., & Frazier, L. (2012). Interpreting conjoined noun phrases and conjoined
clauses: Collective versus distributive preferences. Quarterly Journal of
Experimental Psychology, 65(9), 1760-1776.

Corbett, G. G. (2000). Number. Cambridge University Press.

Cakar, S. (2023). Some Observations on The Nominal Compounds in Turkish. Journal
of Language and Linguistic Studies, 19(1).

Dede, M. A. (1978). A Syntactic and Semantic Analysis of Turkish Nominal
Compounds. University of Michigan.

Eng, M. (1989). Pronouns, licensing, and binding. Natural Language & Linguistic
Theory, 7(1), 51-92.

Erbasi, B. (2019). Definiteness, Structure and Agreement in Turkish Possessives.
In Proceedings of the Workshop on Turkic and Languages in Contact with
Turkic (Vol. 4, No. 1, pp. 41-52).

134



Eren Gezen, E. (2022). Vehicle Change in Right-Node Raising and Verb Phrase
Ellipsis in English and Turkish (Doctoral dissertation). Middle East
Technical University.

Fiengo, R., & May, R. (1994). Indices and identity. MIT Press.

Goksel, A., & Kerslake, C. (2005). Turkish: A comprehensive grammar. Routledge.

Goksel, A., & Kerslake, C. (2011). Turkish: An essential grammar. Routledge.

Gracanin-Yiiksek, M. (2013). Linearizing Multidominance Structures. Syntax, 16(1),
27-66.

Giinal, A.C. (2025). Empirical investigations of RNR in Turkish. MA thesis, Universite
Paris Cité.

Girer, A., & Goksel, A. (2019). (Prosodic-) Structural Constraints on Gapping in
Turkish. In Word order in Turkish (pp. 219-259). Cham: Springer
International Publishing.

Ha, S. (2008). Ellipsis, Right Node Raising, and Across-the-Board Constructions.
Doctoral Dissertation, Boston University.

Hartmann, K. (2000). Right Node Raising and Gapping: Interface Conditions on
Prosodic Deletion. John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Heim, I., Lasnik, H., & May, R. (1991). Reciprocity and plurality. Linguistic
inquiry, 22(1), 63-101.

Hiraiwa, K. (2001). Multiple agree and the defective intervention constraint in
Japanese. MIT working papers in linguistics, 40(40), 67-80.
Ince, A. (2009). Dimensions of ellipsis: Investigations in Turkish. University of

Maryland, College Park.

Johannessen, J. B. (1998). Coordination. Oxford University Press.

135



Kabak, B. (2007). Turkish suspended affixation. Linguistics, 45(2).

Kahraman, B (2018). Online processing of subject-verb agreement in Turkish. In M.
A. Akinct & K. Yagmur (eds.) The Rouen Meeting: Studies on Turkic
Structures and Language Contacts. Series Turcologica, Vol. 114, (pp: 143-
154). Wiesbaden.

Kayne, R. S. (1994). The antisymmetry of syntax (Vol. 25). MIT press.

Key, G. (2012). Differential object marking in Turkic and Persian as a contact
phenomenon. In Annual Meeting of the Berkeley Linguistics Society (pp. 239-
254).

Kizilkaya, S., Levy-Forsythe, Z., & Von Heusinger, K. (2022). Affectedness and
differential object marking in Turkish and Uzbek. Linguistics, 60(6), 1907-
1941.

Kirby, I. L., & Sevgi, H. (2022). Plural possession in Turkish and Sakha.
In Proceedings of the Workshop on Turkic and Languages in Contact with
Turkic (Vol. 7, pp. 73-87).

Kornfilt, J. (1985). Case Marking, Agreement, and Empty Categories in Turkish.
(Doctoral dissertation). Harvard University.

Kornfilt, J. (1997). Turkish. Routledge.

Kornfilt, J. (2001). Local and long-distance reflexives in Turkish. In P. Cole, G.
Hermon, & C.-T. J. Huang (Eds.), Long-distance reflexives (pp. 197-224).
Academic Press.

Kornfilt, J. (2008). DOM and two types of DSM in Turkish. In Differential subject
marking (pp. 79-111). Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands.

Kornfilt, J. (2012). Revisiting “suspended affixation” and other coordinate
mysteries. Functional heads: The cartography of syntactic structures, 7, 181-
196.

136



Kunduraci, A. (2013). Pseudo-3rd person marker and possessive constructions in
Turkish. In CLA conference proceedings, Toronto.

Larson, R. K. (1988). On the double object construction. Linguistic inquiry, 19(3),
335-391.

Larson, B. (2012). A dilemma with accounts of right node raising. Linguistic
Inquiry, 43(1), 143-150.

Lasersohn, P. (1995). Plurality, conjunction, and events. MIT Press.

Lasnik, H. (2001a). Derivation and representation in modern transformational
syntax. The handbook of contemporary syntactic theory, 62-88.

Lasnik, H. (2001b). When can you save a structure by destroying it? In NELS 31,
edited by Minjoo Kim and Uri Strauss, 301—320. University of Massachusetts
Amberst, Graduate Linguistics Student Association.

Lewis, G. L. (1967). Turkish Grammar. Oxford University Press.

Link, G. (1983). The logical analysis of plurals and mass terms: A lattice-theoretical
approach. In R. Béuerle, C. Schwarze, & A. von Stechow (Eds.), Meaning,
use, and interpretation of language (pp. 127-146). De Gruyter.

Marusi¢, F., Nevins, A. 1., & Badecker, W. (2015). The grammars of conjunction
agreement in Slovenian. Syntax, 18(1), 39-77.

McCawley, J. D. (1982). Parentheticals and discontinuous constituent
structure. Linguistic inquiry, 13(1), 91-106.

McCloskey, J. (1986). Right node raising and preposition stranding. Linguistic
Inquiry, 17(1), 183-186.

Menn, L., & MacWhinney, B. (1984). The repeated morph constraint: Toward an
explanation. Language, 519-541.

Merchant, J. (2013). Voice and ellipsis. Linguistic Inquiry, 44(1), 77-108.
137



Muadz, H. (1991). Coordinate structures: A planar representation. The University of
Arizona.

Nakipoglu, M. (2009). Specificity and scope interactions in Turkish. In L. Johanson &
E. Csato (Eds.), The Turkic Languages (pp. 219-234). Routledge.

Nevins, A., & Weisser, P. (2019). Closest conjunct agreement. Annual Review of
Linguistics, 5(1), 219-241.

Okada, S. (1998). Reflexive pronouns with split antecedents. Journal of
pragmatics, 30(1), 59-84.

Ozgen, M. (2019). Binding in Turkish nominal phrases and phase-sliding. Dilbilim
arastirmalari dergisi, 30(2), 145-170.

Ozsoy, A. S. (1994). Tiirkgede ortac yapisi. Dilbilim Arastirmalar: Dergisi, 5, 21-30.

Oztiirk, B., & Erguvanl Taylan, E. (2016). Possessive constructions in
Turkish. Lingua, 182, 88-108.

Progovac, L. (1999). Events and economy of coordination. Syntax, 2(2), 141-159.

Postal, P. 1998. Three investigations of extraction. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Pylkkénen, L. (2002). Introducing arguments (Doctoral dissertation). Massachusetts
Institute of Technology.

Reinhart, T. (1983). Anaphora and semantic interpretation. University of Chicago
Press.

Ross, J. R. (1967). Constraints on variables in syntax (Doctoral dissertation).
Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Ross, J. R. (1969). Guess who? In Papers from the 5th Regional Meeting of the
Chicago Linguistic Society, edited by Robert 1. Binnick, Alice Davison,
Georgia Green, and Jerry Morgan, 252—286. University of Chicago, Chicago
Linguistic Society.

138



Smith, P. W. (2017). The syntax of semantic agreement in Englishl. Journal of
Linguistics, 53(4), 823-863.

Stemberger, J. P. (1981). Morphological haplology. Language, 791-817.

Sternefeld, W. (1998). Reciprocity and cumulative predication. Natural language
semantics, 6(3), 303-337.

Swingle, K. (1993). The role of prosody in right node raising. Syntax at Santa Cruz, 2,
83-112.

Sehit, O. A. (2025). Not every gap is a gap: Turkish Right Node Raising and the
Syntax-PF interface (Master's thesis, Middle East Technical University).

Tomioka, S. (1999). A sloppy identity puzzle. Natural Language Semantics, 7(2),
217-241.

Underhill, R. (1976). Turkish grammar. The MIT Press.

von Heusinger, K., & Kornfilt, J. (2005). The case of the direct object in Turkish:
Semantics, syntax, and morphology. Turkish Linguistics, 10, 1-20.

von Heusinger, K., & Kornfilt, J. (2017). Partitivity and specificity in Turkish
differential object marking. In F. K. Zimmermann (Ed.), Partitivity in natural
language (pp. 275-298). Springer.

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

Wilder, C. (1999). Right node raising and the LCA. In Proceedings of WCCFL (Vol.
18, pp. 586-598). Cascadilla Press Somerville MA.

Yatabe, S. (2003). A linearization-based theory of summative agreement in peripheral-
node raising constructions. In Proceedings of the 9th international
conference on Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar (pp. 391-411).

139



Yiikseker, H. (1998). Possessive constructions in Turkish. In The Mainz meeting:
Proceedings of the 7th international conference of Turkish linguistics, ed.
Lars Johanson, Eva Agnes Csaté, Vanessa Locke, Astrid Menz, and Dorothea
Winterling (pp. 458-477).

Zhang, N. (2010). Coordination in syntax. Cambridge University Press.

140



APPENDICES

A. APPROVAL OF THE METU HUMAN SUBJECTS ETHICS COMMITTEE

UYGULAMALI ETIK ARASTIRMA MERKEZ| ORTA DOGU TEKNIK UNIVERSITESI
APPLISD ETHICS REDEARTN.CINTEN MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY
Konu : Degerlendirme Sonucu 17.11.2025

Gonderen : ODTU Insan Arastirmalan Etik Kurulu

ilgi : Insan Arastirmalari Etik Bagvurunuz

Sayin Prof. Dr. Martina Gracanin Yiiksek,
Saymn Engin Kose

“Correlative Coordination in Turkish: The Case of hem...hem” baghkl arastirmamz
ODTU Insan Aragtirmalar: Etik Kurulu tarafindan uygun goriilerek 0520-ODTUIAEK-2025

protokol numarasi ile onaylanmistir.

Bilgilerinize sunarim.

Prof. Dr. §. Halil TURAN

Bagkan
Prof. Dr. 1. Semih AKCOMAK Dog¢. Dr. Ali Emre TURGUT
Uye Uye
Dog. Dr. Ash KILIC OZHAN Dog. Dr. Cagr1 TOPAL
Uye Uye
Dog. Dr. Pinar AYKAC LEIDHOLM Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Miige GUNDUZ

Lve s

141



B. ITEMS FOR THE ACCEPTABILITY JUDGMENT TEST

Category | Subject Combination Agreement Sentence
Baseline 3rd 4 31 Cumulative | Hem Halil hem Adem geldiler.
Baseline 3rd 4 31 Cumulative | Hem Arzu hem Aylin beklediler.
Baseline 3rd 4 31 Cumulative | Hem Yagiz hem Hale i¢ gektiler.
Baseline 3rd 41t Cumulative | Hem Selman hem ben uzandik.
Baseline 3rd 4 1t Cumulative | Hem Gamze hem ben bayildik.
Baseline 3rd 4 st Cumulative Hem Furkan hem ben 6ksiirdiik.
Baseline 15t + 3t Cumulative | Hem ben hem Asl yiizdiik.
Baseline 15t + 3t Cumulative Hem ben hem Omer sinirlendik.
Baseline 15t + 3t Cumulative | Hem ben hem Yildiz gezdik.
Baseline 3rd 4 3rd Partial Hem Bilal hem Onur susadi.
Baseline 3rd 4 3rd Partial Hem Seda hem Helin utandi.
Baseline 3rd 4 3rd Partial Hem Orhan hem Seda ¢ildirdi.
Baseline 3rd 4 st Partial Hem Firat hem ben giildiim.
Baseline 3rd 4 1 Partial Hem Nihal hem ben ¢uvalladim.
Baseline 3rd 4 1 Partial Hem Salih hem ben diz ¢oktiim.
Baseline 1t + 31 Partial Hem ben hem Hande yiizdii.
Baseline Ist+ 31 Partial Hem ben hem Emir dondu.
Baseline Ist+ 31 Partial Hem ben hem Duru kalkt.
Negation 3rd 431 Cumulative | Hem Ali hem Mehmet calismadilar.
Negation 3rd 431 Cumulative | Hem Nur hem Filiz utanmadilar.
Negation 3rd 431 Cumulative | Hem Serkan hem Yasemin
konugmadilar.
Negation 3rd 4 1 Cumulative | Hem Mehmet hem ben uyumadik.
Negation 3rd 4 1t Cumulative Hem Elif hem ben beklemedik.
Negation 3rd 4 1t Cumulative Hem Celal hem ben kagmadik.
Negation It + 31 Cumulative Hem ben hem Canan dinlenmedik.
Negation Ist+ 3rd Cumulative | Hem ben hem Alper iiziilmedik.
Negation Ist+ 31 Cumulative Hem ben hem Eyliil tisimedik.
Negation 3rd 4 3rd Partial Hem Kutay hem Orhun kogmadi.
Negation 3rd 4 3rd Partial Hem Mine hem Ozlem ¢abalamadi.
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Negation 3rd 4 31 Partial Hem Efe hem Duru aglamadi.

Negation 3rd 4 st Partial Hem Rifat hem ben oturmadim.

Negation 3rd 4 st Partial Hem Cemile hem ben diismedim.

Negation 3rd 4 st Partial Hem Ahmet hem ben yatmadim.

Negation 15t + 31 Partial Hem ben hem Zeynep 6ziir dilemedi.

Negation 15t + 31 Partial Hem ben hem ilhan ge¢ kalmadi.

Negation Ist+ 31 Partial Hem ben hem Aleyna lirpermedi.

Collective 3rd 4 3rd Cumulative | Hem Timur hem Murat beraber dans
ettiler.

Collective 3rd 4 3rd Cumulative | Hem Sema hem Betiil birlikte
biiylidiiler.

Collective 3rd 4 3rd Cumulative | Hem Yanki hem Doga beraber
sevindiler.

Collective 3rd 4 1t Cumulative | Hem Mustafa hem ben beraber
yiirtidiik.

Collective 3rd 4 st Cumulative | Hem Hatice hem ben birlikte
yaglandik.

Collective 3rd 4 st Cumulative | Hem Kamil hem ben beraber uyandik.

Collective ]t 4 3rd Cumulative | Hem ben hem Basak birlikte yorulduk.

Collective I5t + 3 Cumulative | Hem ben hem Kadir beraber
olgunlastik.

Collective 15t + 31 Cumulative Hem ben hem Ziilal birlikte aciktik.

Collective 3rd 4 3rd Partial Hem Caner hem Merig beraber
afalladi.

Collective 3rd + 3rd Partial Hem Nur hem Leman birlikte esnedi.

Collective 3rd 4 3rd Partial Hem Furkan hem Bahar beraber
korktu.

Collective 3rd 4 1t Partial Hem Ozgiir hem ben birlikte
hopladim.

Collective 3rd 4 1t Partial Hem Zehra hem ben beraber bayildim.

Collective 34 It Partial Hem Emre hem ben birlikte dislandim.

Collective It + 3rd Partial Hem ben hem Aysu beraber 1sindi.

Collective Ist+ 3rd Partial Hem ben hem Onay birlikte somurttu.

Collective Ist+ 31 Partial Hem ben hem Nil beraber nisan alds.

Possessive 3rd 4 3rd Cumulative | Hem Berk hem Birkan arabasini
yikadilar.

Possessive 3rd 4 3rd Cumulative | Hem Damla hem ipek ¢opiinii attilar.

Possessive 3rd 4 3rd Cumulative | Hem Burak hem Ayla ayakkabisini
bagladilar.

Possessive 3rd 4 st Cumulative Hem Yunus hem ben ¢antamu tasidik.

Possessive 3rd+ 1t Cumulative | Hem Ilgin hem ben sigarami igtik.

Possessive 3rd+ 1t Cumulative | Hem Semih hem ben yemegimi 1sittik.

Possessive 15t + 3rd Cumulative | Hem ben hem Berna odasimi boyadik.

Possessive 15t + 3rd Cumulative Hem ben hem Can telefonunu

giincelledik.

143




Possessive 15t + 3 Cumulative | Hem ben hem Tiilay defterini
karaladik.
Possessive 3rd 4 3rd Partial Hem Cem hem Zeki kedisini besledi.
Possessive 3rd 4 3rd Partial Hem irem hem Melisa cayini doktii.
Possessive 3rd 4 3rd Partial Hem Gokhan hem Beril borcunu
odedi.
Possessive 3rd 4 st Partial Hem Oguz hem ben ¢gantami tagidim.
Possessive 3rd 41t Partial Hem Ezgi hem ben parami sagtim.
Possessive 3rd 4t Partial Hem Selim hem ben ¢i¢egimi suladim.
Possessive Ist+ 3rd Partial Hem ben hem Aybiike masasini
temizledi.
Possessive Ist+ 3rd Partial Hem ben hem Hasan bilgisayarini sarj
etti.
Possessive It + 3rd Partial Hem ben hem Suna kitabin1 yirtt1.
Anaphor 3rd 4 3rd Cumulative | Hem Hakan hem Burak kendini
ovdiiler.
Anaphor 3rd 4 31d Cumulative | Hem Lena hem Inci kendini korudular.
Anaphor 3rd 4 3rd Cumulative | Hem Thsan hem Hatice kendini
kurtardilar.
Anaphor 3rd 4 st Cumulative | Hem Mert hem ben kendimi teselli
ettik.
Anaphor 3rd 4 st Cumulative | Hem Sinem hem ben kendimi
savunduk.
Anaphor 3rd 4 st Cumulative | Hem Ibrahim hem ben kendimi
elestirdik.
Anaphor It + 3rd Cumulative | Hem ben hem Bahar kendini
seviyoruz.
Anaphor 1t + 31 Cumulative | Hem ben hem Kemal kendini yaktik.
Anaphor It + 3rd Cumulative | Hem ben hem Cagla kendini
kandirdik.
Anaphor 3rd 4 3rd Partial Hem Kutay hem Veysel kendini
gosterdi.
Anaphor 3rd 4 3rd Partial Hem Irmak hem Cansu kendini affetti.
Anaphor 3rd 4 3rd Partial Hem Yakup hem Kevser kendini
gelistirdi.
Anaphor 3rd 4 1 Partial Hem Sinan hem ben kendimi iizdiim.
Anaphor 3rd 4 st Partial Hem Aslt hem ben kendimi
sakinlestirdim.
Anaphor 3rd 4 st Partial Hem Sefa hem ben kendimi vurdum.
Anaphor Ist+ 3rd Partial Hem ben hem ilayda kendini
gozlemledi.
Anaphor Ist+ 3rd Partial Hem ben hem Zeki kendini sorguladi.
Anaphor 15t + 31 Partial Hem ben hem Tiirkan kendini

tokatladi.
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D. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

1. Giris

Bu tez, Tiirk¢ede iki veya daha fazla Ogeyi birbirine baglamak i¢in kullanilan
hem...hem koordinasyonunu (HHK) mercek altina almaktadir. Hem pargaciklari;
cesitli kategorilerdeki birlesenleri bir araya getirebilir. Olusan koordinasyon yapisi
climlede 6zne, dogrudan nesne, dolayli nesne, eklenti ve yiiklem gibi farkl: islevlerde

kullanilabilmektedir. Bu kullanimlarin bazilar1 agagida 6rneklendirilmistir.

(1) Hem Ali hem Ayse dans etti.

(2) Ali hem dergiyi hem kitab1 okudu.

(3) Ali hem Ayse’ye hem Zehra’ya sarki soyledi.
(4) Ali hem sabah hem 6gleden sonra ders ¢alisti.
(5) Ali hem giildii hem aglada.

(6) Hem Hasan ise git -ti, hem (de) Ali carsiya c¢ikt1.

Onemli bir nokta olarak, HHK sadece &bekleri degil, tam ciimleleri de birbirine
baglayabilme kapasitesine sahiptir. Mevcut literatiirde, HHK iizerine yapilan
calismalar agirhikli olarak betimsel diizeyde kalmistir. Ornegin Goksel ve Kerslake
(2005; 2011), hem...hem yapisini, bagladig1 6gelerin esit s6zdizimsel statiisiinii ve
islevini vurgulayan, siralayict bir baglac olarak tanimlamaktadir. Kornfilt (1997) ise
climledeki hem parcacig1 sayisinin birlesen sayisiyla eslesmesi gerektigini ve bu
parcaciklarin atilamayacagini belirtmistir. Ancak bugiine kadar HHK nin sézdizimsel
temelleri, ozellikle birlesenlerin boyutu, i¢sel s6zdizimsel yapilar1 ve 3. tekil sahis
olmayan Oznelerin birlesmesi durumunda ortaya c¢ikan karmasik uyum kaliplart
sistematik olarak incelenmemistir. Bu tez, HHK nin iki (veya daha fazla) 6zne ya da
Ozne dis1 0Ogeyi bagladigt durumlari inceleyerek bu boslugu doldurmayi
amaglamaktadir.Bu calismada savunulan ilk temel argiiman, HHK nin asla "kii¢iik
koordinasyon", yani sadece belirleyici 6begi (BO) gibi obeksel birimlerin

koordinasyonunu igermedigidir. Aksine, HHK nin tutarl bir sekilde en az Hafif Eylem
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Obegi biiyiikliigiinde, hatta zaman 6begi (ZO) veya Tiimlegleyici Obegi (TO) gibi
daha biiyiikk climlesel yapilar1 birlestirdigi gosterilecektir. Bu durum, altta yatan
yapinin yiizeydeki sesletilen dizilisten s6zdizimsel olarak daha zengin oldugu
anlamina gelir ve bu da telaffuz edilen formu tiiretmek i¢in bir Fonetik Form (PF)
indirgeme mekanizmasinin gerekliligini ortaya koyar. Ornegin, yiizeyde “Hem Ali
hem Ayse sarki sdyledi.” biciminde gériinen ve BO’leri bagliyormus gibi duran bir
yapi, altta yatan yapida [Hem Ali sarki sOyledi] hem [Ayse sarki sdyledi] seklinde

ctimlesel bir koordinasyondur.

Tezin ikinci ve merkezi Onerisi, HHK’de varsayilan PF-indirgeme mekanizmasinin
Coklu Hitkmetme (CH) oldugu, Eksiltili Yapi’nin ise ancak bir zorunluluk halinde,
yani CH’nin imkansiz oldugu durumlarda devreye girdigidir. CH ve Eksiltili Yap1
arasindaki bu secim, belirli bir yiizey dizilisini ve yorumu en ekonomik sekilde tiireten
mekanizmay1 destekleyen bir ekonomi ilkesi tarafindan yonetilir. Citko ve Gracanin-
Yiiksek (baskida) tarafindan one siiriilen goriige paralel olarak, bu tezde ekonomi ilkesi

"sozdizimsel diiglim sayisini en aza indirgemek" olarak tanimlanmustir.

Bu ilke geregi, bir HHK yapis1 prensipte hem CH hem de Eksiltili Yap1 ile
tiretilebiliyorsa, CH tiiretimi tercih edilir. Ciinkii CH, Eksiltili Yap1’ya kiyasla daha
az sozciiksel kaynak ve daha az islem gerektirir; yap1 silinmesini zorunlu kilmaz ancak
paylasilan materyalin her iki birlesende de sozdizimsel olarak mevcutmus gibi
yorumlanmasina izin verir. Buna karsilik Eksiltili Yapi, s6zdizimsel materyalin birden
fazla kez iiretilmesini ve ardindan PF’de silinmesini gerektirdigi i¢in ek maliyet

yaratir.

Varsayillan mekanizma olarak Coklu Hiikmetme mekanizmasi, birinci birlesende
"eksik" olan materyalin ikinci birlesende telaffuz edilen materyal ile 6zdes oldugu
durumlarda varsayilan olarak kullanilir. Dahasi, birinci birlesendeki eksik materyal ile
ikinci birlesendeki materyal birebir ayni olmasa bile, eger aradaki uyusmazlik
Yigilmali Uyum yoluyla ¢éziilebiliyorsa, CH yine de miimkiindiir. Ornegin, 6znelerin
sahis Ozellikleri eslesmese bile, paylasilan eylem her iki 6zneyle uyum saglayarak

cogul bir yap1 olusturabilir. Asagida, bu durumu 6rnekleyen bir climle verilmistir:

(7) Hem Ali hem ben giildiik.
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Bu tez, yigilmali uyum Onerisini Tiirk¢e’deki diger uyum gosteren ifadelere (dontisli
adillar ve iyelik 6bekleri) de genisletmektedir. Ancak, yigilmali uyum ile ¢oziilemeyen
morfolojik uyusmazliklar s6z konusu oldugunda (6rnegin, gevsek 6zdeslik okumasi
i¢cin gerekli olan ancak acikca tekil ek tasiyan kendisi sdzciigii gibi), CH basarisiz olur.

Bu duruma bir 6rnek asagida verilmistir.
(8) Hem Ali hem Ayse kendisini degerlendirdi.

Bu tir durumlarda dilbilgisi, ylizey yapiy1 tiiretmek i¢in zorunlu olarak Eksiltili
Yapr’ya basvurur. Bu durumlar ele alindiginda, mevcut tez, iki temel sorunsal

etrafinda sekillenmektedir:
Sorunsal 1: HHK'de Birlesenlerin Boyutu

[k olarak, HHK 'nin "kiiciik koordinasyon" mu yoksa "biiyiik/ciimlesel koordinasyon"
mu oldugu sorusu ele alinacaktir. Boliim 2'de sunulacak kanitlar (yorum, topluluk
yiiklemleriyle uyumsuzluk vb.), HHK'nin her zaman ciimlesel koordinasyon

gerektirdigini gosterecektir.
Sorunsal 2: Altta Yatan Ciimlesel Koordinasyondan Yiizey Dizilisinin Tiiretilmesi

Ciimlesel analiz kabul edildiginde, birden fazla ciimle iceren yapidan tek bir yiiklemin
goriildiigli yilizey yapinin nasil elde edilecegi sorunu ortaya ¢ikar. Boliim 3'te, 6zdes
materyaller ve yigilmali uyum iceren durumlar i¢in CH'nin varsayillan mekanizma
oldugu savunulacaktir. Bolim 4'te ise, CH'nin agiklayamadigi morfolojik
uyusmazliklar (6rnegin kendisi kullanimi veya ertelenmis eklemedeki sesletim

farklar1) i¢in Eksiltili Yapi'nin zorunlu oldugu gosterilecektir.

Son olarak, Boliim 5'te bu iki mekanizmanin (Coklu Hiikmetme ve Eksiltili Yap1)
birbirini diglamadigi, aksine belirli durumlarda etkilesime girerek karma bir sistem
olusturabildigi gosterilecektir. Boylece HHK'nin yiizey formunun tiiretilmesinde
ortaya ¢ikan genel tablo sudur: Varsayilan olarak Coklu Hiikmetme mekanizmasi
kullaniliyorken, zorunluluk halinde Eksiltili Yap1 mekanizmasi tercih edilmektedir ve

ayni sekilde, zorunluluk halinde bu iki mekanizma etkilesime de girebilmektedir.
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2. HHK i¢in Ciimlesel Koordinasyon Analizi

Bu boliimde, Tiirk¢edeki hem...hem koordinasyonunun tutarli bir sekilde ciimlesel
koordinasyon analizi gerektirdigine dair kanitlar sunulmaktadir. Inceleme, HHK 'nin
hem 6zne konumunda (Bolim 2.1) hem de dolayli nesne konumunda (Bo6liim 2.2)
birlesenleri bagladigi durumlar1 kapsamaktadir. Burada sunulan kanitlar, sadece
obeksel birimlerin (Belirleyici Obegi gibi) birlestirildigi "kiiciik koordinasyon"
analizinin, HHK icin hig¢bir s6zdizimsel konumda gecerli bir secenek olmadigini

ortaya koymaktadir.
2.1. Ozne Konumunda HHK

Bu alt bolimde, HHK'in 0zneleri birlestirdigi durumlarda climlesel analiz
gerektirdigi temel Onerisi sunulmaktadir. Bu sav, ii¢ temel olgu iizerinden
temellendirilmistir: belirtilen olaylarin sayisi, topluluk yiiklemleriyle uyumsuzluk ve

gevsek 6zdeslik okumasinin varligi.

2.1.1. Ozne Konumunda HHK: Coklu Olay Okumasi

HHK'nin yorumuna dair inceleme, su climle iizerinden gosterilebilir:
(9) Hem Ali hem Ayse arabay1 yikadi.

Bu cilimle yiizeysel olarak incelendiginde, hem Ali hem Ayse seklinde basit bir 6zne
igeriyor gibi gériinmektedir. Ancak, climlenin anlamsal yorumu, tek bir kolektif araba
yikama olayini betimlememektedir. Ciimle, hem Ali'nin hem de Ayse'nin belirli bir
arabay1 (nesne lizerindeki belirtme hali ekiyle gosterildigi iizere) yikadigi bir yorumu
verse de, zorunlu olarak birden fazla araba yikama olayini rapor etmektedir. Bu durum,

yapinin iki climleli bir analizi gerektirdigini gosterir.

Spesifik olarak ciimle, tek bir olay i¢inde gergeklesen ortak bir araba yikama eylemini
degil; biri Ali tarafindan, digeri Ayse tarafindan gergeklestirilen iki ayr1 araba yikama
olaymin meydana geldigini bildirmektedir. Bu argiiman, (9) numarali climlenin
yalnizca iki ayr1 araba yikama olayinin gerceklestigi senaryolar: basarili bir sekilde
Ozetleyebilmesi gercegiyle desteklenmektedir. Bu durumu netlestirmek icin (10)

numarali senaryo ele alinmistir:
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(10) Ali ve Ayse ayni oto yikama sirketinde calismaktadir. Patronlari
yanliglikla ayn1 arabay1 hem Ali'ye hem de Ayse'ye atar, bdylece araba iki kez
yikanir; bir kez Ali tarafindan, bir kez Ayse tarafindan.

Bu baglamda patron miisteriye "Hem Ali hem Ayse arabayi yikadi" dediginde, bu
climle senaryoyu basartyla 6zetlemektedir. Sezgisel olarak, bir ciimlenin iki ayr1 araba
yikama olayini basarili bir sekilde rapor edebilmesi i¢in, farkli 6zneler tarafindan farkl
zamanlarda gergeklestirilen iki aktiviteye ihtiyag duyuldugundan, ciimlesel

koordinasyon gereklidir.

Buna karsilik, kiiciik koordinasyon analizinin (yani BO koordinasyonunun) miimkiin
olup olmadigini test etmek icin, tek bir kolektif olayr zorunlu kilan bir senaryo

incelenmistir. (11) numarali senaryo bunu 6rneklendirmektedir.

(11) Patron, 6nemli bir miisteri i¢in Ali ve Ayse'den birlikte ¢alisarak tek bir
arabay1 yikamalarm ister. Islem bittiginde, patron arabayi teslim ederken su
climleyi kurar:

(12) "#Hem Ali hem Ayse arabay1 yikadi."

(12) numarali climle senaryoyu tanimlamakta basarisiz olur. Bu durum, HHK igin,
(13) numarada gosterilen kii¢lik koordinasyon analizinin mevcut olmadigini, ¢iinkii bu

yapinin tek olayli bir yoruma izin vermedigini gostermektedir.
(13) [Hem Ali hem Ayse] arabay1 yikadi.

Bu yorumlara dayanarak, HHK'nin tek olayli bir senaryoyu karsilayamamasi
nedeniyle her zaman ciimlesel koordinasyon icerdigi sonucu ortaya cikmaktadir.

So6zdizimsel konfigiirasyon su sekildedir:
(14) [Hem Ali arabay1 yikadi] [hem Ayse arabay1 yikadi].
2.1.2. Topluluk Yiiklemleri

Ciimlesel koordinasyon analizini destekleyen ikinci kanit, HHK'min topluluk
yiiklemleriyle olan uyumsuzlugudur. Bulugsmak, toplanmak, bir araya gelmek gibi

topluluk yiiklemleri, yalnizca anlamsal olarak ¢ogul varliklar i¢in kullanilabilir ve
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yalmzca ¢ogul 6znelerin varliginda lisanslanir (Link, 1983; Lasersohn, 1995). Ornegin
Tiirkcede (15) numarali climle dilbilgiselken, (16) numarali ciimle (tekil 6zne

nedeniyle) bozuktur.

(15) Ogrenciler bulustu.
(16) *Ogrenci bulustu.

Bir dnceki boliimde, HHK'nin her bir pargacigin tekil bir 6zneye sahip bagimsiz bir
climleyi onceledigi ciimlesel bir koordinasyon gerektirdigi gosterilmisti. Bu yapisal
kisitlama, 6zne konumundaki HHK ile topluluk yiiklemlerinin kullanilamayacagini
Ongoriir. Clinkii altta yatan iki tekil 6zneden higbiri, bulugsmak yiikleminin ¢ogulluk
gereksinimini kargilayamaz. (17) numarali 6rnegin dilbilgisi dis1 olmasi bu 6ngoriiyii

dogrulamaktadir:
(17) *Hem Ali hem Ayse bulustu.

Bu ciimle dilbilgisi digidir ¢iinkii 6zne (Hem Ali hem Ayse), fiilin gerektirdigi
cogulluk veya grup okumasini ifade edemez. Bu durum, Ali ve Ayse'nin birbiriyle
koordine edilip ¢cogul bir grup olusturmadigini; aksine her birinin farkli bir ciimlenin

0znesi oldugunu kanitlar. Yapisal analiz soyledir:
(18) [Hem Ali bulustu] [hem Ayse bulustu].

Her iki climlecikteki tekil 6zneler (Ali ve Ayse), kendi ciimleciklerindeki bulustu
yiiklemini lisanslayamadig: i¢in yap1 ¢oker. Dolayisiyla topluluk yiiklemleri, 6zne

konumundaki HHK i¢in ciimlesel koordinasyonun varligina dair gii¢lii bir kanit sunar.
2.1.3. Gevsek Ozdeslik Okumasi

Ozne konumundaki HHK igin ciimlesel koordinasyon analizini destekleyen son kanut,
dontiglii adillar igeren yapilardan ve oOzellikle gevsek 06zdeslik okumasindan
gelmektedir. Literatiirde, Fiil Obegi eksiltmesi iceren ciimlelerin hem gevsek hem de
sik1 0zdeslik okumalarina sahip oldugu gosterilmistir. Gevsek 6zdeslik okumasi,
eksiltili yapilarin ayirt edici bir 6zelligi olarak kabul edilir. Eren Gezen (2022),
Tirkgcedeki HHK yapilarinda doniislii adillarin yorumunu incelemis ve su ornegi

sunmustur:
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(19) Hem Ali hem Ayse kendini degerlendirdi.

Bu ciimle, Ali'nin kendini degerlendirdigi ve Ayse'nin kendini degerlendirdigi "gevsek
0zdeslik" okumasini sergilemektedir. Bu okumanin miimkiin olabilmesi i¢cin HHK'nin
climlesel olmasi, yani her bir birlesenin bagimsiz bir ciimle islevi gérmesi gerekir.

Yapisal olarak bu durum soyledir:

(20) [Hem Alig kendinig degerlendirdi] [hem Aysex) kendini)
degerlendirdi].

Eger bu yap1 kiiciik koordinasyon olsaydi, tek bir kendini doniisliisii olacaktt ve bu
doniigliiniin her iki 6zneye ayr1 ayr1 baglanmasi sdzdizimsel olarak sorunlu olacakti.
Ancak ciimlesel analizde, her climlecik kendi kendi 6rnegini igerir ve bu doniislii,
kendi 6znesi tarafindan baglanarak farkli indeksler tasir. Ilging bir sekilde, bu ciimle
"sik1 6zdeslik" okumasina (Ali'nin Ayse'yi, Ayse'nin de kendisini degerlendirmesi
gibi) izin vermemektedir. Siki1 6zdeslik okumasinin yoklugu bu ¢alismanin kapsami
disinda kalsa da, gevsek oOzdeslik okumasinin mevcudiyeti, 6zne konumundaki

HHK'nin climlesel koordinasyondan tiiredigine dair ek bir kanit saglar.
2.2. Dolayh Nesne Konumunda HHK

Bolim 2.1'de, 6zne konumundaki HHK'nin climlesel koordinasyon gerektirdigi tespit
edilmistir. Bu boliimde, argiiman 6zne disi konumlara, 6zellikle dolayli nesne

koordinasyonuna genisletilmektedir.
Odaklanilan yap1 su sekildedir:
(21) Galerici hem Ali'ye hem Ayse'ye arabayi satti.

Dolayli nesne konumunun se¢ilmesinin iki nedeni vardir. Birincisi, dolayli nesneler
belirli veya belirsiz olmalarindan bagimsiz olarak zorunlu olarak yonelme durumu ile
isaretlenirler; bu da "belirtili nesne isaretleme" gibi ek karmasikliklar1 analizden uzak
tutar. Ikinci neden ise, bu konumda Tiirk¢enin "ertelenmis ekleme" yapisina izin
vermesidir. Ertelenmis ekleme, bir ekin sadece son birlesende goriinmesi ancak tiim
birlesenlere uygulaniyor gibi yorumlanmasi olgusudur. HHK'de SA su sekilde

gorunur:
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(22) Galerici hem Ali hem Ayse'ye arabayi satti.

Burada Ali iizerindeki yonelme durumu eki -ye askiya alinmig ve sadece Ayse

tizerinde telaffuz edilmistir.

Bu boéliimde, dolayli nesne konumundaki HHK'nin asla kiigiik koordinasyon
icermedigi, aksine ciimlesel koordinasyon olarak analiz edilmesi gerektigi
savunulmaktadir. Bu analiz altinda, hem...hem pargaciklari ciimlenin sol kenarini
isaretler. Ozne (galerici), her iki ciimlecik icinde iiretilir ve yiizeydeki kelime siras1,
O0znenin her iki ciimlecikten ATB (Across-the-Board) hareketi ile koordinasyon

Obeginin lizerine taginmasiyla tiretilir.
2.2.1. Dolayh Nesne Konumunda HHK’nin Yorumu

Dolayli nesne konumundaki HHK'nin yorumu, 0&zellikle ertelenmis ekleme
baglaminda incelenmistir. Onemli bir bulgu olarak, ertelenmis eklemenin varligi veya
yoklugu, HHK'nin yorumlanma olasiliklarini etkilemez; yap1 her zaman iki olay1 ifade

eder.
Bu durum, su senaryolarla test edilmistir:

(23) Iki olayli senaryo: Galerici ayn1 arabay1 ayr1 ayri, farkli zamanlarda bir
kez Ali'ye, bir kez Ayse'ye satar.
(24) Tek olayl senaryo: Ali ve Ayse evli bir ¢ifttir ve ogullarina hediye

olarak arabayi ortaklasa satin alirlar.

HHK igeren cilimleler (hem ertelenmis eklemeli hem ertelenmis eklemesiz
versiyonlart), (23) numarali iki olayli senaryoyu basariyla Ozetleyebilirken, (24)
numarali tek olayli ortak satin alma senaryosunda kabul edilemez bulunmustur. Bu
durum, HHK'nin tek bir ortak satin alma eylemiyle uyumsuz oldugunu ve zorunlu
olarak coklu olaylar ifade ettigini gosterir. ertelenmis eklemenin varliginin yorumu
degistirmemesi, ertelenmis eklemeli 6rneklerin de (kiiciik BO koordinasyonu degil)

climlesel bir yapi icerdigini diisiindiirmektedir.

Buna karsilik, ve baglaci ile yapilan koordinasyonlarda ertelenmis ekleme, yorumu

dogrudan etkilemektedir. Ve baglaci ertelenmis ekleme olmadan kullanildiginda ¢oklu
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olay okumasma izin verebilirken , ertelenmis ekleme uygulandiginda c¢oklu olay
okumasi kaybolur. Daha da onemlisi, ve koordinasyonunda ertelenmis eklemenin
varligi, tek olayli (ortak) okumay1 miimkiin kilar. HHK'de ise ertelenmis ekleme olsa
bile tek olayli okuma miimkiin degildir; c¢oklu olay yorumu zorunludur. Bu
kargilastirma, HHK'nin ertelenmis ekleme igerse dahi her zaman cilimlesel
koordinasyon gerektirdigi ve her birlesenin ayr1 bir olayr ifade ettigi Onerisini

destekler.
2.2.2. Gevsek Ozdeslik Okumasi

Dolayli nesne konumundaki HHK i¢in climlesel analizi destekleyen son kanit, yine

doniislii adil kendi tizerinden gelmektedir:
(25) Terapist hem Ali'ye hem Ayse'ye kendini anlatt.

Bu ciimle, "Terapist Ali'ye Ali'yi, Ayse'ye de Ayse'yi anlatti" seklindeki gevsek
0zdeslik okumasina sahiptir. Doniiglii adillarin yerel olarak baglanmasi gerektigi
prensibi goz oniine alindiginda, bu okumanin altta yatan temsili, birinci climlecikteki
kendi'nin o climlecigin dolayli nesnesi Ali tarafindan baglanmasin1 gerektirir. Yapisal

analiz su sekildedir:

(26) Terapistj [hem Alix)'ye kendiniw) anlatti] [hem Aysew)'ye kendini(w)

anlatt1].
Bu veriler, dolayli nesne HHK 'sinin de derin yapida climlesel oldugunu kanitlar.
2.3. Ara Sonuc¢

Coklu olay yorumlari, topluluk yiiklemleriyle uyumsuzluk ve doniiglii baglama
ozelliklerinden elde edilen kanitlar, tutarli bir sekilde HHK'nin hem 6zne hem de
dolayli nesne konumlarinda climlesel koordinasyon analizi gerektirdigini
gostermektedir. Kiiglik koordinasyon yaklasimi bu yap1 igin gecgerli bir secenek
degildir. Bir sonraki boliimde, bu zengin altyapisal formun (ciimlesel yapi),
yoksullastirilmis ylizey dizilisine (tek fiil, tek 6zne vb.) nasil indirgendigi sorusu ele

alinacaktir.
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3. Varsayillan Mekanizma Olarak Coklu Hitkmetme

Tezin iigiincii boliimii, Ikinci Béliim'de ortaya konan ciimlesel koordinasyon yapisinin
ylzey forma nasil indirgendigini ele almaktadir. Bu boliimiin temel iddiasi,
Tiirkcedeki HHK yapilarinda varsayillan PF-indirgeme mekanizmasinin Coklu
Hiikmetme (CH) oldugudur. CH, hem 6zne hem de dolayli nesne konumundaki
HHK'lerin sergiledigi anlamsal ve sodzdizimsel oOzellikleri (¢oklu olay okumasi,
topluluk yiiklemleriyle uyumsuzluk, gevsek 6zdeslik, yigilmali uyum ve olumsuzluk
belirsizligi) basariyla tiiretmektedir. Ancak boliimiin sonunda, CH'nin morfolojik
uyusmazlik iceren yapilarda basarisiz oldugu ve bu noktada Eksiltili Yap1 analizine

ithtiya¢ duyuldugu gosterilecektir.
3.1. CH Neleri Ac¢iklayabilir: Varsayilanin Tespiti

Bu boliimde, paylasilan materyalin birlesenler arasinda 6zdes oldugu veya
uyusmazligin yigilmali uyum ile ¢oziilebildigi durumlarda CH'nin nasil isledigi analiz

edilmistir.
3.1.1. Coklu Olay Okumasi ve Ozdes Paylasim

HHK'nin zorunlu ¢oklu olay okumasi, CH analizi ile dogrudan tiiretilebilmektedir. Bu

durum, asagida verilen ayni 6rnek ile agiklanabilir:
(27) Hem Ali hem Ayse arabay1 yikadi.

Bu yapida, arabay1 yikadi her iki birlesen tarafindan ortaklasa Yapisal olarak tek bir
Eylem Obegi (EO) ve Z (Zaman) iiretilir ancak bu 6geler her iki 6zneye (Ali ve Ayse)
ayr1 ayr1 baglanir. Boylece, yiizeyde tek bir eylem goriinmesine ragmen, derin yapida
iki ayr1 olay (Ali'nin yikamasi ve Ayse'nin yikamasi) kodlanmis olur. Ayni mantik,
dolayli nesne koordinasyonu i¢in de gegerlidir; paylasilan eylem ve zaman basi, her

iki nesne ile ayr1 ayri iliski kurarak iki olay1 garantiler.
3.1.2. Topluluk Yiiklemleriyle Uyumsuzluk

CH analizi, HHK'nin topluluk yiiklemleriyle (bulugsmak vb.) neden kullanilamadigin1
da dogal bir sekilde agiklar. CH yapisinda, Ali ve Ayse birlesip cogul bir grup (BO)

olusturmaz. Aksine, her birlesen kendi tekil 6znesine sahiptir. Paylasilan Z basi her iki
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O0zneyi gorse de, her birlesen kendi icinde tekil kaldigi i¢in, anlamsal ¢ogulluk

gerektiren topluluk yiiklemleri lisanslanamaz.
3.1.3. Gevsek Ozdeslik Okumasi ve Kendi

CH analizine yonelik en bilyiik teorik zorluk, genellikle eksiltili yap1 ile
iligkilendirilmis olan "gevsek 6zdeslik" okumasinin tiiretilmesidir. Asagida, bu

durumu 6rnekleyen bir ciimle verilmistir.
(28) Hem Ali hem Ayse kendini degerlendirdi.

Bu tez, Tiirk¢edeki kendi doniislii adilinin ve ¢ogul uyum sisteminin o6zellikleri
sayesinde, CH'nin de gevsek 6zdesligi tiiretebilecegini savunmaktadir. CH analizinde,
tek bir kendi sozciigii iiretilir ve paylasilir. Bu paylasilan kendi, "Ayrik Onciiller"
mantigryla, hem Ali hem de Ayse tarafindan ayn1 anda baglanir. Bu ikili baglanma,
kendi tlizerinde s6zdizimsel bir ¢ogulluk yaratir ve ciimlede kendilerini olarak ortaya
cikar. Tiirkge’de 3. ¢ogul sahis eklerinin (-1Ar) istege bagliligi géz online alindiginda,
sozdizimsel olarak cogul olan kendilerini formunun morfolojik olarak kendini
seklinde (tekil gorliniimli) yilizeye ¢ikmasi miimkiindiir. Dolayisiyla, CH analizinde
"gevsek 6zdeslik" olarak adlandirilan durum, aslinda ¢ogul bir doniislii adilin dagitiml

okumasindan ibarettir.
3.1.4. Yigilmah Uyum

CH analizinin en gii¢lii kanitlarindan biri y1gilmali uyumdur. Asagidaki climlede bir

ornek verilmistir.
(29) Hem ben hem Ali geldik.

Burada paylasilan Z basi, c-komuta alanindaki her iki 6zneyi (Ben ve Ali) goriir. ki
tekil 6znenin ozellikleri Z iizerinde birikerek ¢cogul uyumu (-k / 1.Cogul) tetikler. Bu

durum, CH'nin (Grosz, 2015) 6ngordiigli yapiyla birebir ortiigmektedir.
3.1.5. Iyelik Obeklerinde Okumalar

BU calisma, iyelik 6bekleri iceren HHK’ler1 de CH cercevesinde analiz etmistir. Bu

duruma bir 6rnek, (30) numarali 6rnekte verilmistir.
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(30) Hem Ali hem Ayse oglunu 6vdii.
Burada iki temel strateji izlenir:

Kolektif ve Harici Okumalar (Tam Ozdeslik): "Onlarin (ortak) oglunu" veya
"Baskasmin oglunu" okumalarinda, paylasilan iyelik 6begi (BO) yapisal olarak
tamamen Ozdestir ve "kiitlesel paylasim" ile tiiretilir. Iyelik sahibi, her iki 6zne

tarafindan baglandiginda kolektif okuma elde edilir.

Dagitimh Okuma (Yigilmah Uyum): "Ali kendi oglunu, Ayse kendi oglunu"
okumasinda ise birlesenler tam 6zdes degildir (biri Ali'nin, digeri Ayse'nin ogludur).
Ancak bu uyusmazlik, Yigilmali Uyum ile ¢6ziiliir. Her birlesen kendi gizli doniislii
iyelik sahibine sahiptir (telaffuz edilmeyen kendi). Paylasilan iyelik basi, bu iki
kendi'den gelen 6zellikleri toplar ve ¢ogul bir uyum olusturur. Tiirkgede 3. ¢ogul iyelik
ekinin tekillesebilmesi sayesinde, ylizeyde tekil goriinen oglunu formu, altta yatan

dagitimli anlami karsilar.
3.1.6. Siki Ozdeslik ve Karisik Sahislar

Sahis 6zelliklerinin uyusmadigi1 durumlarda, yap1 sadece sik1 6zdeslik okumasina izin

verir. (31) numarada bu duruma bir 6rnek verilmistir.
(31) Hem Ali hem ben babami seviyoruz.

CH analizinde bu durum, paylasilan nesnenin (babami) igindeki iyelik sahibinin
(telaffuz edilmeyen kendi) sadece 1. tekil sahis (ben) tarafindan baglanabilmesi, ancak

3. tekil sahis (Ali) ile indekslenememesi sonucunda dogal olarak ortaya ¢ikar.
3.1.7. Olumsuzluk Belirsizligi

HHK'de olumsuzluk eki kullanildiginda ortaya ¢ikan belirsizlik, CH'nin Tam
Hiikmetme prensibi ile agiklanir (Bachrach & Katzir, 2007). Bu duruma bir 6rnek (32)

numarada verilmistir.

(32) Hem Ali hem Ayse diismedi.
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Bu ciimle “Ne Ali ne Ayse diistii” anlamna gelebiliyorken, “ikisi birden diismedi,
sadece Ali (ya da sadece Ayse) diisti” anlami da tasiyabilmektedir. Paylasilan
Olumsuzluk basi, ancak Koordinasyon Obegi (&P) tamamlandiginda "tam
hiikmedilir" ve sesletilir. Bu gecikmis sesletim, olumsuzlugun hem diisiik kapsamda

hem de yliksek kapsamda yorumlanmasina olanak tanir.
3.1.8. Ertelenmis Ekleme

Dolayli nesne koordinasyonunda, Durum (Case/K) basinin paylasildig1 bir CH analizi

onerilmistir. Ornek (33) bu duruma bir 6rnek olarak verilebilir:
(33) Galerici hem Ali hem Ayse'ye arabayi satti.

Bu ciimlede, K basi (-‘ye) her iki BO'ye hiikmeder ve yiizeyde sadece sagdaki
birlesende sesletilir (Kornfilt, 2012). Bu, CH ile aciklaniyor olmakla birlikte, ekonomi
ilkesiyle de uyumludur.

3.2. CH Neleri Aciklayamaz: Morfolojik Uyusmazhklar

CH varsayilan mekanizma olsa da, "paylasilan 6genin fonolojik ve morfolojik olarak

uyumlu olma zorunlulugu" nedeniyle her ciimle ve yapiy1 aciklayamaz.
3.2.1. Acik Tekil Uyum (Kendisi)

Kendisi sozctigliniin kullanildig1r durumlar CH ile agiklanamaz. Bu duruma bir 6rnek

(34) numarali ciimlede verilmistir:
(34) Hem Ali hem Ayse kendisini degerlendirdi.

CH analizinde gevsek 6zdeslik icin paylasilan doniislii adilin s6zdizimsel olarak ¢ogul
olmas1 gerekir. Ancak -si eki agikca 3. Tekil sahistir ve -1Ar ekinin aksine opsiyonel
degildir. S6zdizimsel ¢ogulluk ile morfolojik tekillik arasindaki bu ¢atisma CH'yi

engeller.
3.2.2. Uyumsuz Ertelenmis Ekleme

Asagidaki climlede, {inlii uyumu nedeniyle ortaya ¢ikan -a / -ye farkliligi, tek bir

Durum baginin paylasilmasini (CH) imkansiz kilar.
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(35) Galerici hem Hasan'a hem Ali'ye arabayi satti.

Tek bir ek ayni1 anda iki farkli fonolojik formda olamayacag i¢in, bu tiir morfolojik
uyusmazliklarin varligi, dilbilgisinin CH disinda bir mekanizmaya daha ihtiyag
duydugunu gosterir. Boliim 4, bu ihtiyaci karsilayan Eksiltili Yap1 analizini ele

alacaktir.

4. Zorunluluk Halinde Eksiltili Yap1 Analizi

Tezin lclincii bolimiinde, hem...hem koordinasyonunun (HHK) ylizey dizilisini
tiretmek igin varsayillan mekanizmanin Coklu Hilkkmetme (CH) oldugu
savunulmustur. Bu Oneri, CH'nin eksiltili yapiya kiyasla daha ekonomik bir
mekanizma olmast ve dolayisiyla dilbilgisi tarafindan tercih edilmesi ilkesine
dayanmaktadir. CH analizi; ¢oklu olay okumasi, topluluk yiiklemleriyle uyumsuzluk,
doniislii adillarla gevsek 6zdeslik okumasi, yigilmali uyum kaliplart ve olumsuzluk

belirsizligi gibi ¢ok ¢esitli olgular1 basariyla agiklamaktadir.

Ancak, Bolim 3.2'de belirtildigi tizere, baz1 HHK ciimleleri CH analizi ile
tiiretilememektedir. Ozellikle, birlesenlerin acikca tekil uyum eki tastyan déniislii adil
kendisi'ni icerdigi durumlar (Bolim 3.2.1) veya ertelenmis ekleme yapilarinda
fonolojik olarak 6zdes olmayan durum eklerinin bulundugu 6rnekler (Bolim 3.2.2),

CH i¢in asilmaz engeller olusturmaktadir.

Bu boliimde, dilbilgisinin CH ile ¢dziilemeyen morfolojik uyusmazliklar: igeren
climleleri tiiretmek i¢in zorunluluk halinde Eksiltili Yap1 mekanizmasina basvurdugu
onerilmektedir. Boliim 1'de sunulan "Ekonomi Ilkesi" ile uyumlu olarak, bu yaklasim
tiiretimsel ekonomi nedeniyle CH'nin tercih edilmesini, ancak CH engellendiginde
Eksiltili Yapi'nin devreye girmesini 6ngoriir. Boliim 4.1'de CH'nin tiiretemedigi
durumlar ve Eksiltili Yapi'nin ¢éziimlemesi sunulacak; Boliim 4.2'de ise Eksiltili
Yapi'nin neden varsayilan olamayacagi (CH'nin agikladigi olgular1 agiklayamamasi
tizerinden) tartisilacaktir. Son olarak Bolim 4.3'te bu teorik iddialar1 destekleyen

deneysel kanitlar sunulacaktir.
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4.1. Eksiltili Yap1 Neleri Aciklayabilir: Morfolojik Uyusmazhklar

HHK'deki yoksullastirilmig yiizey dizilisi, prensipte eksiltili yapt yoluyla da
tiiretilebilir. Ancak ekonomi ilkesi (Citko & Gracanin-Yiiksek, baskida), 6zdes
materyalin Uretilip silinmesini (eksilti) gereksiz bir maliyet olarak goriir ve miimkiinse
paylasimi1 (CH) tercih eder. Eksiltili yapinin zorunlulugu, ancak CH'nin imkansiz

oldugu durumlarda ortaya ¢ikar.

CH ile Eksiltili Yap1 arasindaki temel fark sudur: CH, paylasilan 6genin her iki
birlesenle tam uyumlu olmasinmi1 gerektirirken; Eksiltili Yapi, her birlesenin kendi
morfolojik gerekliliklerini yerel olarak karsilamasina izin verir ve birlesenler
arasindaki morfolojik uyusmazliklari tolere eder. Yani, bir birlesende silinecek 6genin,
diger birlesendeki telaffuz edilen 68e ile morfolojik olarak birebir ayni olmasi

gerekmez.
4.1.1. Doniislii Adil Kendisi Uzerinde A¢ik Tekil Uyum

CH analizinde, kendi doniisliisiiniin gevsek 6zdeslik okumasi, doniisliiniin her iki 6zne
tarafindan baglanmas1 ve sodzdizimsel olarak cogul olmasiyla (kendilerini)
aciklanmisti. Tirkcede 3. ¢ogul sahis ekinin (-lAr) opsiyonel olmasi sayesinde

ylizeyde kendini formu miimkiin oluyordu.

Ancak, doniislii adilin agikga tekil olan -si ekiyle kullanildigi (ve yine de gevsek
0zdeslik okumasina sahip oldugu) durumlar CH i¢in sorun yaratir. Bu duruma bir

ornek (36) numarali ciimle ile verilmistir.
(36) Hem Ali hem Ayse kendisini degerlendirdi.

Bu climlede, eger kendisi CH ile paylasilmis olsaydi, her iki 6zne tarafindan
baglandig1 icin s6zdizimsel olarak ¢ogul olmasi gerekirdi. Ancak yiizeydeki -si eki,
tartigmasiz bir sekilde tekildir. S6zdizimsel ¢ogulluk gerekliligi ile morfolojik tekillik
arasindaki bu ¢atisma, CH'yi imkansiz kilar. Eksiltili Yap1 analizi ise bu durumu
kolayca ¢ozer. Altta yatan yapi, birbirinden bagimsiz iki tam ciimleden olusur: Altta

yatan yapi su sekildedir:
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(37) [Hem Alij kendisinij) degerlendirdi] hem [Aysew) kendisini)
degerlendirdi].

Bu analizde, her doniislii adil kendi climlecigi iginde yerel Oznesi tarafindan
baglanir (Ali > kendisi / Ayse > kendisi). Her iki cimlecikte de kendisi tekil bir
onciile sahip oldugu i¢in morfolojik olarak tekil kalir (-si). Yiizey dizilisi, birinci
climlecikteki yiiklemin (kendisini degerlendirdi) silinmesiyle elde edilir. Eksiltili
yapi, silinen kismin diger kisimla anlamsal 6zdesligini yeterli goriir ve bu tliretimi

miimkiin kilar.
4.1.2. Uyumsuz Eklerle Ertelenmis Ekleme

CH'nin aciklayamadig1 ikinci durum, iinlii uyumu nedeniyle eklerin farklilagtig

ertelenmis ekleme 6rnekleridir. (38) numarali ciimle bu durumu 6rneklemektedir:
(38) Galerici hem Hasan'a hem Ali'ye arabay1 satti.

Eger burada durum eki askiya alinirsa (Galerici hem Hasan hem Ali'ye...), CH analizi
tek bir Durum baginin paylasilmasini gerektirir. Ancak tek bir Durum basi, ayn1 anda

hem -a (Hasan i¢in) hem de -ye (Ali icin) olarak sesletilemez.

Eksiltili yapr analizinde bu ¢atigma ortaya ¢ikmaz. Birinci birlesen altta yatan yapida
tamdur: [... Hasan'a arabay1 satt1]. ikinci birlesen de tamdir: [... Ali'ye arabayi satti].
Eksiltme islemi, birinci kisimdaki -a ekini ve fiili siler. Eksiltili yapi teorisinde, silinen
0ge (-a) ile ylizeyde kalan karsilig1 (-ye) arasinda fonolojik tam 6zdeslik aranmaz. Bu
sayede, CH'nin basaramadigi bu tiiretim, eksiltili yap1 ile sorunsuz bir sekilde

gerceklestirilir.
4.2. Eksiltili Yapr Neleri Aciklayamaz?

Eksiltili Yapi'nin morfolojik uyusmazliklar: ¢6zebilmesi, "Neden tiim HHK yapilari
varsayilan olarak Eksiltili Yap1 ile analiz edilmiyor?" sorusunu dogurabilir. Bu
boliimde, saf bir Eksiltili Yap1 analizinin, HHK'nin daha 6nce tespit edilen (Boliim 3)
bazi temel 6zelliklerini agiklamakta basarisiz oldugu gosterilmektedir. Bu durum,
Eksiltili Yapi'nin varsayilan mekanizma olamayacagini, sadece "son care" olarak

basvurulan bir mekanizma oldugunu kanitlar.
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4.2.1. Olumsuzluk Belirsizligi
HHK'de olumsuzluk iki okumaya sahiptir:
(39) Hem Ali hem Ayse diismedi.

"Ne Ali ne Ayse diistii" ve "Ikisi birden diismedi (sadece biri diistii). CH analizi,
paylasilan Olumsuzluk basinin gecikmis sesletimi sayesinde her iki kapsam okumasini
da tiiretebilir. Ancak Eksiltili Yap1 analizi, zorunlu olarak iki ayri olumsuz ciimle

varsayar. Bu analize gore yap1 su sekildedir:
(40) [Hem Ali diismedi] [hem Ayse diismedi].

Bu yapida iki ayri Olumsuzluk basi vardir ve her biri kendi ciimlecigi iginde
yorumlanir. Bu konfigiirasyon sadece "Ne Ali ne Ayse diistii" okumasini verebilir.
Diger okuma i¢in olumsuzlugun tiim koordinasyonun iizerinde olmasi gerekir ki bu,
iki ayr1 climlenin oldugu eksiltili yapida imkansizdir. Dolayisiyla Eksiltili Yapi,

HHK'nin bu 6zelligini agiklamakta yetersiz kalir.
4.2.2. Yigilmah Uyum

Eksiltili Yapi'nin varsayilan olamayacagina dair ikinci ve en giiclii kanit, yigilmali

uyum olgusudur. Asagidaki climle bu duruma bir 6rnek teskil etmektedir:
(41) Hem ben hem Ali geldik.

CH analizi, paylasilan Z basimnin her iki 6zneyle anlasarak c¢ogul uyumu (-k)

olusturdugunu 6ngoriir. Eksiltili Yapr ise su yapiy1 ongoriir:
(42) [Hem ben geldim] [hem Ali geldi].

Bu yapida, ikinci ciimlecikteki fiil (geldi), sadece kendi yerel 6znesi (Ali) ile uyum
saglar. Eger fiil ylizeyde geldik (1. ¢ogul) olarak belirirse, eksiltili yap1 analizine gore
ikinci climlecik [... Ali geldik] seklinde olur ki bu dilbilgisi disidir (Tekil 6zne Ali,
cogul geldik ile eslesemez). Sonug¢ olarak, Eksiltili Yapi analizi "Kismi Uyum"u
(...geldi), CH analizi ise "Yigimali Uyum"u (...geldik) Ongoriir. Hangisinin

konusucular tarafindan tercih edildigi deneysel bir sorudur.
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4.3. Deneysel Bulgular

HHK'de karisik sahish 6zneler (Ben ve Ali) s6z konusu oldugunda, CH ve Eksiltili
Yapi analizleri farkl ylizey formlari (sirastyla geldik vs. geldi) 6ngoriir. Hangi analizin
varsayilan oldugunu test etmek amaciyla 98 katilimci ile bir Kabul Edilebilirlik

Yargist Testi yapilmistir.

Test, 5 farkli kategoride (Temel, Olumsuzluk, Topluluk, fyelik, Doniislii Adil) toplam
90 ciimle icermektedir. Ciimlelerin yarist CH'nin 6ngériisii olan Y1giimali Uyum (Orn:
Hem ben hem Mehmet uyumadik), diger yarist ise Eksiltili Yapi'nin 6ngdriisii olan

Kismi Uyum (Orn: Hem ben hem Mehmet uyumadim) ile olusturulmustur.

Elde edilen sonuglar, karisik sahisli 6zneler iceren climlelerde Yigilmali Uyum (CH)
iceren cilimlelerin, Kismi Uyum (Eksiltili Yapi1) igeren climlelere gore istatistiksel

olarak anlamli derecede daha yiiksek puan aldigin1 géstermektedir.

Bu veriler, konusucularin zihninde HHK ig¢in varsayillan mekanizmanin, yigilmal
uyumu tireten Coklu Hiikkmetme oldugunu net bir sekilde kanitlamaktadir. Kismi
uyumun (dolayistyla Eksiltili Yapi'nin) diisiik puan almasi, bu mekanizmanin tercih
edilmedigini, ancak (Boliim 4.1'de gosterildigi gibi) zorunluluk hallerinde devreye

giren ikincil bir strateji oldugunu destekler.

Istisnai bir durum olarak "Déniislii Adil" kategorisinde her iki uyum tiirii de diisiik
puan almistir. Bunun nedeni, test materyallerinde doniislii adilin ¢cogul (kendimizi)
yerine tekil (kendimi/kendini) formda sunulmasidir. Tekil form, karisik sahish
oznelerde ne CH'nin (cogul gerektiren) ne de eksiltili yapinin tam olarak
karsilayabildigi bir durum yarattigi icin genel kabul edilebilirlik diismiistiir. Benzer bir
durum "lyelik" kategorisinde de gozlenmis, tekil iyelik eki kullanimi (sigarami)
puanlar diislirmiistiir; ancak orada bile Yigilmali Uyum (2.45), Kismi Uyuma (1.87)

gore tercih edilmistir.
4.3.1. Ara Sonuc¢

Bolim 1'de sunulan hipotez, CH’nin ekonomi nedeniyle Eksiltili Yapi'ya tercih

edildigi yoniindeydi. Deneysel sonuglar bu hipotezi dogrulamaktadir: Tiirk¢ede
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konusucular, yorum ayn1 olsa bile, CH'nin ¢iktis1 olan yiizey formlar1 (yigilmali
uyum), Eksiltili Yapi'nin ¢iktist olan formlara (kismi uyum) tercih etmektedir. Bu,
dilbilgisinin bir "maliyet hesab1" yaptigim1 ve daha az islem gerektiren CH'yi
varsayilan olarak atadigini gosterir. Eksiltili Yap1 ise, CH'nin (morfolojik nedenlerle)

basarisi1z oldugu durumlarinda devreye giren bir kurtarici mekanizmadir.

Bir sonraki boliimde, bu iki mekanizmanin birbirini tamamen diglamadigini, belirli

karmasik yapilarda etkilesime girerek hibrit tiiretimler olusturabildigini gorecegiz.
5. Hiikmetme Ve Eksiltili Yapi Etkilesimi

Tezin Onceki boliimlerinde, Tiirkgedeki HHK yapilarinin PF-indirgemesi igin
varsayillan mekanizmanin Coklu Hitkmetme (CH) oldugu, ancak CH'nin yetersiz
kaldig1 morfolojik uyusmazlik durumlarinda Eksiltili Yapi'nin bir zorunluluk olarak
devreye girdigi gosterilmistir. Bu hiyerarsik yapi, Citko ve Gracanin-Yiiksek’in
(baskida) Ekonomi ilkesi ile temellendirilmistir. Ancak literatiirdeki tartismalar, bu iki
mekanizmanin (CH ve Eksiltili Yapi) birbirini tamamen dislayan sistemler olup

olmadig1 sorusunu giindeme getirmektedir.

Bu boéliimde, CH ve Eksiltili Yapi'nin etkilesiminin sadece bir olasilik degil, belirli
konfigiirasyonlarda bir zorunluluk oldugu savunulmaktadir. Belk vd. (2023), Giinal
(2025) ve Sehit (2025) gibi giincel calismalar 1s183inda, HHK'nin baz1 karmasik
orneklerinin ancak bu iki mekanizmanin eszamanli kullanimiyla agiklanabilecegi
gosterilecektir. Bununla birlikte, bu etkilesim "serbest bir se¢im" degildir; etkilesimli
analiz, yalnizca CH tek basina ylizey dizilisini tiiretemediginde basvurulan bir "son
care" mekanizmasidir. Dolayisiyla ekonomi temelli hiyerarsi su sekilde

genisletilmelidir:

e Sadece CH: En ekonomik (Varsayilan).
e CH + Eksiltili Yap1 Etkilesimi: CH tek basina yetersizse.
e Sadece Eksiltili Yapi: En az ekonomik (Etkilesim de miimkiin degilse).

5.1. Etkilesim Yaklasimlar: ve Alanyazin

Barros ve Vicente (2011), CH ve Eksiltili Yapi'nin tamamlayici dagilimda oldugunu
ve bir climlede ayn1 anda bulunamayacagini savunmustur. Ancak Larson (2012) ve
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Belk vd. (2023), bu iki mekanizmanin ozelliklerini ayn1 anda tasiyan climlelerin
varligimi kanitlamistir. Belk vd. (2023), bu etkilesimin "dogrusallagtirma" kisitlarina
tabi oldugunu 6ne siirer. Buna gore, bir climlede Eksiltili Yap1 Gostergeleri (EYG),
CH Gostergeleri'nden (CHG) once gelmelidir (EYG > CHQG). Tiirk¢ede Sehit (2025)
ve Giinal (2025) tarafindan yapilan ¢alismalar da bu siralama kisitin1 desteklemektedir.
Bu tez, HHK yapilarinda da ayni kisitlamanin gegerli oldugunu ve etkilesimin bu

kurallar ¢ercevesinde gergeklestigini savunmaktadir.
5.2. lliskisel Sifatlar ve Morfolojik Uyusmazhklar

Etkilesimin varligina dair en giiclii kanitlardan biri, CH'ye 6zgii "iliskisel sifatlarin
icsel okumas1" ile Eksiltili Yapi'y1 zorunlu kilan "morfolojik uyusmazliklarin" ayni

ciimlede bulunabilmesidir. (43) numarali ciimle bu durumu 6rneklemektedir:
(43) Galerici hem Hasan'a hem Ali'ye ayn1 arabayi satt.
Bu climlede iki kritik 6zellik bir aradadir:

Morfolojik Uyusmazhk (EYG): Dolayli nesneler iizerindeki durum ekleri (Hasan'a
vs. Ali'ye) iinli uyumu nedeniyle farklidir. Boliim 4'te tartisildig: {izere, bu tiir
fonolojik farkliliklar tek bir Durum basinin paylasilmasini (CH) engeller ve Eksiltili

Yapi'y1 zorunlu kilar.

f¢sel Okuma (PIM): Ayni araba ifadesi, "Hasan'a satilan araba ile Ali'ye satilan araba
aynidir" anlaminda (i¢gsel okuma) yorumlanmaktadir. Bu okuma, ayni1 araba dbeginin
her iki 6zneyi de kapsaminda almasin1 gerektirir ki bu da ancak CH ile miimkiindiir.
Eger bu kisim da eksiltili yap1 olsaydi, iki ayr1 ayni araba olurdu ve "baskalarinin

arabalariyla aym" (dissal okuma) anlami ¢ikardi.

Bu climlenin dilbilgisel olmasi ve her iki 6zelligi de barindirmasi, sistemin Durum bas1
icin Eksiltili Yapi'yl, Eylem 6begi (ayni arabayr sat) i¢in ise CH'yi ayni anda
kullandigin1 kanitlar. Dogrusallastirma kisitt agisindan bakildiginda, morfolojik
uyusmazlik (EYG) ciimlede iliskisel sifattan (CHG) 6nce geldigi i¢in (EYG > CHG),

tiiretim sorunsuz bir sekilde gerceklesir.
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5.3. Olumsuzluk Belirsizligi ve Kendisi

Etkilesimin bir diger kaniti, olumsuzluk iceren ve kendisi doniisliislinii barindiran

climlelerden gelir. (44) numarali climle buna bir 6rnektir.
(44) Hem Ali hem Ayse kendisini degerlendirmedi.

Bu cilimlede, kendisini (tekil ekli) kullanimi, CH'nin gerektirdigi soézdizimsel
cogullukla c¢elistigi icin Eksiltili Yapi1'y1 zorunlu kilar (Bkz. Boliim 4.1.1). Climledeki
olumsuzluk eki -me ise, "Ikisi birden degerlendirmedi" (not both) okumasina izin
vermektedir. Bu "yliksek kapsam" okumasi, olumsuzluk basinin paylasilmasini ve

gecikmis sesletimini (CH) gerektirir.

Eger bu climle sadece Eksiltili Yap1 ile tiiretilseydi, “ne...ne” okumasi imkansiz
olurdu. Eger sadece CH ile tiiretilseydi, kendisini formu imkansiz olurdu. Her iki
ozelligin bir arada bulunmasi, kendisi kisminin eksiltili yap1 ile, degerlendirmedi

kisminin ise CH ile tiiretildigini dogrular.
5.4. Ekonomi Kisiti: Son Care Olarak Etkilesim

Etkilesimin miimkiin olmasi, her zaman kullanilabilecegi anlamina gelmez. Ekonomi
ilkesi, eger bir climle tamamen CH ile (hicbir eksiltme olmadan) tiiretilebiliyorsa,

etkilesimli analizi engeller. Ornegin su ciimle dilbilgisel degildir:
(45) *Hem Ali hem ben kendimi degerlendirdik.

Bu climlede "yigilmali uyum" (-k) CH'ye isaret ederken, "kendimi" (1. tekil) Eksiltili
Yapi'ya isaret eder. Teorik olarak bir etkilesim analizi (EYG > CHG) bu ciimleyi

iiretebilirdi. Ancak bu okuma i¢in daha ekonomik bir yol mevcuttur:
(46) Hem Ali hem ben kendimizi degerlendirdik.

Dilbilgisi, daha az maliyetli olan tam CH tiiretimi (¢ogul kendimizi ile) miimkiinken,
karmasik ve maliyetli olan etkilesimli yola sapilmasina izin vermez. Bu durum,
etkilesimin ancak ve ancak CH'nin tamamen tikandig1 durumlarda devreye giren bir

"son care" oldugunu kanitlar.
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5.5. Ara Sonuc¢

Bu bolim, HHK analizinde ikili bir karsithik (Ya CH Ya Eksilti) yerine, ekonomi
temelli tiglii bir hiyerarsinin gecerli oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Tiirk¢enin s6zdizimi,
CH ve Eksiltili Yapi'nin, belirli kisitlar (EYG > CHG) ve ekonomi prensibi

cergevesinde is birligi yapmasina olanak tanimaktadir.
6. Sonuc¢

Bu tez, Tiirk¢edeki hem...hem koordinasyonunun (HHK) s6zdizimsel yapisin1 ve
fonetik form (PF) indirgeme mekanizmalarini kapsamli bir sekilde incelemistir.
Calismanin baginda ortaya konan iki temel soru suydu: HHK'de birlesenlerin boyutu

nedir ve yiizey dizilisi hangi mekanizma ile tiiretilir?
Bulgular ve Teorik Cikarimlar

Ciimlesel Koordinasyonun Zorunlulugu: Bolim 2'de sunulan kanitlar (yorum,
topluluk yiiklemleri ve gevsek 6zdeslik), HHK'nin yiizeyde ne kadar kiiglik goriiniirse
goriinsiin, derin yapida her zaman climlesel koordinasyon igerdigini kanitlamistir.
"Kiigiik koordinasyon" analizi, HHK'nin anlamsal 6zelliklerini karsilamada yetersiz

kalmaktadir.

Varsayillan Mekanizma Olarak Coklu Hiikmetme (CH): Boliim 3'te, Ekonomi
Ilkesi geregi dilbilgisinin en az islem ve kaynak gerektiren mekanizmay: tercih ettigi
savunulmugstur. Bu baglamda CH, HHK'nin varsayilan tliretim mekanizmasidir. Coklu
olay okumasi, topluluk ytliklemleriyle uyumsuzluk, yigilmali uyum ve olumsuzluk
belirsizligi gibi temel ozellikler, CH analizi ile tutarli ve ekonomik bir sekilde

aciklanmustir.

Zorunluluk Halinde Eksiltili Yapi: Bolim 4'te, CH'nin her veriyi agiklayamadigi
gosterilmistir. Ozellikle morfolojik uyusmazliklar (ertelenmis eklemede {inlii uyumu
sorunu) ve kendisi gibi acik tekil uyum gerektiren durumlar, CH'nin paylasim ilkesine

aykiridir.

Bu durumlarda dilbilgisi, daha maliyetli olmasina ragmen bir "tamir stratejisi" olarak

Eksiltili Yapi'ya bagvurmaktadir. Deneysel bulgular, konusucularin yigilmali uyumu
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(CH ¢iktis1) kismi uyuma (Eksiltili Yap1 ¢iktis1) tercih ettigini gostererek, Eksiltili

Yapi'nin ikincil statiisiinii dogrulamistur.

Etkilesim ve Hiyerarsi: Bolim 5'te, bu iki mekanizmanin katt bir ikilik
olusturmadig, "Etkilesim" modeli ile bir arada calisabildigi gosterilmistir. Ancak bu

etkilesim de ekonomi ilkesine tabidir ve sadece "son care" olarak kullanilir.

Sonug olarak bu tez, Sag Budak Yiikseltme ve koordinasyon literatiiriindeki "tek
bicimli" yaklasimlara (Sadece CH veya Sadece Eksilti diyenlere) karsi ¢ikarak,
ekonomi temelli, hiyerarsik ve hibrit bir model 6nermektedir. Tiirkgenin HHK yapisi,
Evrensel Dilbilgisi'nin ekonomi ilkelerinin, bir dilin morfo-sentaktik 6zellikleri
(uyum, durum ekleri vb.) ile nasil etkilesime girdigini gostermektedir. Bu ¢alisma,
Tiirkcenin sozdizimsel esnekligini ortaya koyarken, genel dilbilim teorisindeki

"paylagim vs. silme" tartigsmalarina da yeni bir perspektif kazandirmaktadir.
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